Chancellor’s Campus Sustainability Committee Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, July 9th, 11:00-12:00 in Cheadle 1835
 
 
Attendance:
Voting Members: Constance Penley, Mel Manalis, Denise Stephens, Pam Lombardo, Bruce Tiffney, Alex Ragan   

Advisory/Consultants/staff members: Katie Maynard, Mo Lovegreen, George Foulsham, Jewel Snavely 

Other attendees: 
Matt O’Carroll, Andrew Riley, Cassidy Green, Emily Williams, Theo LeQuesne, Timothy Jacobs, Mark Rousseau 

Absentee Members: 
Eric Matthys, Igor Mezic, Mel Manalis, Jennifer Suh (voted remotely),  Dylan Tompkins, Karly Miller (voted remotely), Roland Geyer,  Britt Ortiz (voted remotely), Mark Brzezinski, David Auston


11:05-11:10 Announcement:

11:10-12:00 Presentations/Discussion: (See attached presentation and Appendix I)

1. Fossil Free Presentations
Fossil Free UC (FFUC) is a coalition of current and former student leaders working towards full divestment of the asset holdings in the UC's General Endowment Pool from the top 200 publicly traded fossil fuel companies with the largest reserves.

Main argument:
· The influence of fossil fuels on climate change: Clear that climate change is the direct result of the burning of fossil fuels. 
· The resulting implications for social justice: Climate change cost 1.5 million annually and causes thousands of deaths.
· The potential economic implications of current expenditures for exploration should most of the fossil fuels located remain in the ground: constraining climate change to less than 2 degrees would mean that 80% of Fossil Fuel reserves would need to stay in the ground. Divesting will potentially protect us from investment loss when the real cost of fossil fuels becomes legitimized.
· The role of UC as a societal leader: The mission of the UC encompasses a responsibility to be stewards of the environment and to serve the community. 



· Political: aims to stigmatize industry although we know we cannot cripple it. 
Who is talking about Divestment? 
Richmond, Stanford, and SFSU have divested form Fossil Fuels. Divestment has been endorsed by the World Bank and President Obama. Two faculty Senate groups and 8 student Senate groups have also endorsed divestment. Divestment also aligns with the President’s climate neutrality initiative.
     
2. Discussion and points brought to the floor:
Will divestment help solve the main problem?
· While some members expressed concern that divestment would have little or no effect because the real solution is government regulations, others argued that divesting from fossil fuels would stigmatize the money Politian’s and others take from the industry and therefor influence regulations/policy. 
· It was generally agreed upon that fossil free companies are currently blocking climate legislation and this could help weaken their power.
· Does divestment address consumer demand, which is the driver of energy production?
· It was agreed that divestment doesn’t directly address consumer demand driving the production of energy up but that it could play a role by creating a more conducive climate for legislation that would raise the price of fossil fuels which are artificially cheap. 
· Reinvesting in renewable energy could also play a role in helping to bring the demand for fossil fuels down.
This involves a complex situation that is not amenable to a black or white solution
· Some members felt that the issue was too complex to vote yes or no on and wanted to hear some divergent opinions from campuses that voted against divestment. 
· Harvard, a school that voted against divestment was brought up, and it was mentioned that the decision was very contentious among faculty.  
How will divestment affect energy funded research projects?
· There are divergent opinions about divestment on our campus, and some faculty members have expressed concern about the effect it may have on research dollars.
· Any recommendations that come up from us should come with the recognition that some faculty members may be affected. 
If UCSB was a leader of this would there be opportunities for other funding?
· [bookmark: _GoBack]This question was raised but no direct answer was given, however it was mentioned that the British medical board won’t give money to Universities that invested in tobacco companies.
· A member of the committee suggested that we seek the opinion of the Institute for energy efficiency 
Financial information on the effects of Divestment
· A task force has been formed to discuss the Role of divestment in the UC-system. The group is focusing on the financial implications and is scheduled to have these numbers in a few weeks, at which point they will make a recommendation to the regents. 
· Several Members of the CSC expressed interest in reviewing their findings.
· A representative from Fossil free noted that there may be limitations to the information they can share with the CSC because they were forced to sign a confidentiality agreement.
· The CSC reached a decision that they would write a letter asking that any information on the financial repercussions of divestment be made public.
Conclusions 
The CSC decided not to vote on the issue at the current meeting and instead schedule an August to reconvene on the matter with the expectation that the IEE would have had a chance to weigh in and that we would have been able to gather more information on the financial implications.  
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Appendix 11

The information about fixed-income securities [FIS] is found online at the UCOP website, but the
numbers were compiled by a Fossil Free UCLA student and are available in this_drive, adapted
from this_recents squity investmentis list for the GEP. 2012 (beginning on-page 2 of the report).
The numbers for the Public Equity shares were provided to us by Melvin Stanton after we
provided him the CUSIP numbers for the 200 fossil fuel companies and asked for the records to
be made public at our meeting with him, Student Affairs VP Judy Sakaki, and CFO Peter
Tavior. | derived $74,506,558 by adding the total of the public equity shares to the FS! bond
holdings ($34,919,574.88 from the compiled FIS holdings to $39,926,983.63 in the Public Equity
Holdings=$74,853,966).
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Fossil Fuel Divestment

Qu'enlt‘}n Gee and Emily Williams, Associated Students Environmental Affairs Board, UC Santa Barbara
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therefore align their portiolios with their mission statements and formal
declarations.

2. Fossil Fuel Companies Attempt to Undermine Research from the UC and other Academic Institutions. It is well
known that fossil fuel companies have attempted to conflate scientific uncertainty with colloquial uncertainty. Leaked
internal memos point to information distortion and the promotion of minority skeptics, undermining the science,
much of which has been Jed by UC researchers. Other memos point to attempts to undermine policy decisions in
addressing climate change.? Such companies have displayed no real interest in the large consensus on climate change
and the need to manage the problem,? even when their own internal scientific assessments have concluded that
climate change represents a severe threat.« An addidonal moral corollary is that it is wrong (or at least befuddling) to
profit by undermining one’s own conclusions. -

3. Research Suggests Divestment has No (or Even a Positive) Long-Term Impact on Endowments. A recent study from
a financial consultant agency, the Aperio Group, found there is minimal risk (0.0001 increase) and no appreciable
effect on returns by comparing the standard Russell 3000 index fund and the
same fund excluding the top 200 fossil fuel companies.5 Another recent study by
Q&P Capital 1Q using the S&P 500 index shows that, had divestment occurred / : o

Divesi?

ten years ago, a $1 billion endewment would have vielded $119 million
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more than the index with no divestrnent. Effect on subfic perception,

other institugions?
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Pelicy Impacts from Divestment May Benefit UC Investments.
Recent analysis suggests that fossil fuel companies may be

overvalued.? According to research from HSBC Global, if
any policy actions are taken regarding climate change, the
returns on fossil fuel investments may decrease and the
risks increase, leading up to a 40-60% loss of current
market capitalization.&¢ Policy implementation may be
expedited by large-scale, unified divestment across many
campuses. If the UC begins a five-year divestment strategy
sooner than climate policy implementation, then it will be
well-positioned to handle such market reacions. Not
divesting could have the opposite effect.

5. The University of California should Display Leadership. The UC system was a leader in divestment from Scuth
Africa, helping to end apartheid. Many other universities are facing the same divestment issue, and ours could be the
first large public institution to take a step in this direction. UC researchers already are top in their field for climate
science and effects.i© and have created a vision of a sustainable future in which the students can implement the
knowledge they have received whilst at UC. The time has come for additional UC exceptionalism.
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Rebutting Arguments Against Divestment

What follows are arguments that we've heard about divestment and our responses to them. It 1s important to bear in mind
that none of the arguments below actually engage the moral arguments for divestiment (arguments 1 & 2
above), and we have not actually encountered a rebuttal to the morzal arguments, nor have we found substantive positive
morea] arguments to remain invested. What follows are responses to practical objections.

6.

[Sharehclder engagement]

The UC system could be more effective by more actively engaging the companies in which they cre tnvested.
Divesting means we would no longer have a say in the companies. This would mean we would have no right to, sau
sponsor shareholder resolutions.

This argument would potentially be effective for companies that have less egregious practices, or for companies that
were more responsive to shareholdér engagement. However, the {ossil fuel industry has time and tme again igncred
shareholder resolutions that call for any large-scale improvements. For instance, the organization As You Sow has
heiped author numerous fossil fuel resolutions, with minimal success or change on the part of the companies. The
organization.also notes that divestment can bolster shareholder advocacy that remains. as companies may actually

listen once large institutional investors meake a bold move. v
[Carbon Tax]
The UC systern should try to offer broader solutions rather than divest. For instance, we could vigorously pursue a

policy such as a carbon tax, which many economisis egree is the most simple and straightforward way to manage
the carbon problern within a market system.

With the current policy climate so heavily influenced by corporaticns, legislation that would push for a carbon tax is
frozen. Although there are fewer registered lobbyists in Washington (it is currently down to 8,823; about 17 per
member of the legisiative branch2)}, more and more lobbying is done behind the scenes in an unregistered way.:3
Divestment strips these corporations of their credibility, and legitimates the
claim that these companies can no longer seen’ as beneficial to society, despite
their best public relations efforts to the contrary. This change in atiitude

clears the table for an unbiased discussion of the carbon tax and other policy
mechanisms. : "

The Petroleum tndustry’s Future
Ambitions Made Clea

A00) —— -

[Fossil Fuel Companies Invest a lot in Renewables]

=

Fossil fuel companies generally see themselves as energy companies, and
have invested a great deal in renewable energy. To divest from them is io
discourage them from cleaning up their energy sources.

The fossil fuel industry has generally avoided renewable energy in favor of
more exitacion of carbon-based energy. For instance, although the American
Petroleum Institute points to $71 billion invested in energy improvements in
the last decade, only $9 billion of that was actually invested in renewable
energy.” By contrast, the peiroleum industry has dedicated $341 billion in
developing tar sands techinology during that same period.’s Furthermore,
global energy investment in renewables for year 2011 alone topped $257
billion.26 These numbers show that the fossil industry is only concernied with

extraction, not viable alternatives to extraction. g -SRI

Renewable energy  Deveioping ter sands

[No Politics] .

$ Billlon nvested it

It is not the UC’s role to get involved in political matters. This proposal steps over the bounds of being a research and

educational Institution.

»—-«

nvesting is in itself a political statement, especially once it is made well-known that an institution 1s actively and
ighly invested in an industry associated with large-scale politcal problems. Although it is not the direct intention of

2

the investments committee 10 exacerbate climate change, the declarations of our own instituions of the dramatic
consequences of policy inaction and complicity are taught to sn.de'm fime and time again in 2almost every department

of our Universitv. We do not want to be a “do as ] say, not as I do” institution on such an important issue. Additionally,

climate change is not a partisan issue, as both sides have not engag d the issue enough (hence the problem), and

)
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sclubons have been offered by minority figures in both, so di~\fe<tment s muc h less political than one might think.
What's more, the UC has been involved in political matters, including lobbying.’7 The UC has zlso politically engaged
on Sudan, South Africa, and tobacco, regarding genocide, aparthe d and p blic health, respectivelv. Although each
were important matters, climate change is clearly much more dangerous in terms of severity of its giobal impact and

effect on human populations.

[Divestment 15 tco nisky) -
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There is a high amount of risk associated with pulling out from a single industry. This could affect long term proﬁis.

Divesting from one industry is not in itself fundamentally nsky. While it is possible that long term profits cot uld be

affected, the arguments presented in favor of divestment (see arguments 3 & 4 above) show that the negative

per: p ective is at best conientious. And given potential catastrophic events’ potential impact to spur public dialogue,

failure to divest is in some ways associated with high risk itself. Public opinion on climate change, although somewhat
nab}e (and linked to the increasing ineffectiveness of the fossil fuel industry’s public relations tactics), is

ransifioning to a broader agreement that something must be done. .

=1

11. {Green our Campuses First]
There are better, morerelzvant things to do on our campuses that show our commitment to mitiga nrg climate
change. For instance, we would have stronger green building standards, source our energy from clean sources, and
encourage faculty, staff and students to drive less.
The UC svstem has a very strong policy on sustainable practices that inclides things such as Jocal organic food, green
purchasing, and green building standards.’® However, at this point, improving such standards will yzeld ulrmmsh_mg
returns. We certainly should look to additional opportunities in these areas, but we cannot ignore the broader
implications of investment in indusiries actively and consciously engaged in exacerbating chimnate change.

rrifying New Math”, Rolling Stone, 18 Jul 2012. Available at: http://www.roliingstone corn/politics/news /elobal-warmings-terrifving-nevw-ma

! Although subject to debate and twesking under various scenarios, these numbers generally hold true. See McKibben, Bill, “Global Warming‘s
er

012071S7print=true A

Union of Concerned Scientists. “Smoke, Mirrors zand Hot Air”, January 2007. Available at:

tip://climate. envscirutpgers.edu/pdi/UCSexxon report.pdf

Cook, John, et al. “Quantifying the Consensus on Anthropogenic Global Warming in the Scientific Literature”, Environmentol Reseorch Leiters 8,15
Mey 2013, Available at: hito.//iopstience.iop.ore/1748-5326/8/2/024024/article

) Revkin, Andrew. “Industry Ignored Its Scientists on Climate”, The New York Times, 23 Apr 200S. Availgble at:

hito//www nviimes.com/2008/04/24/science fearth/24deny. him|?pagewanted=2ali& r=

) Gardner, Ken. “Divesting From Fossii-Fuel Companies Is Unlikely to Harm Endowments, Report Says”, The Chronicle of Higher Education, 28 Jan
20613. Available at: hrtp://chronicie.com/blogs/bestomling/divesting-in-fossil-fuels-shouldnt-herm-endowmenis- report-finds/

®Bego cs, Kevin, and Joan Loviglo. “College fossii-fuel divestment movement builds”, Associoted Press, 22 May 2013, Aveilable at:
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Unburnabie Fuel”, The Economist, 4 May 2013, Available at: htto://www.economist.com/news/business/21577087-either-governments-are-noi-

serious zbout-climezte-chanpe-or-fossil-fuel-firme-zte

® HSBC Global Research, “0il and Carbon Revisited”, 25 January 2013. Available onlirie at: htto://pofossiires.ore/files/2013/02/HSBCOIen13. 061
* Former Security and Exchange Commissioner Bev.s Lorigstreth has helped to clarify the HSBC Report. See his “The Case for Cool: Student
Engzgement io Save the Plenet”, The Hujfington Post, 3 May 2013, Available at: hitp!//www huffingronpest com/bevis-longsireth/the-cese-for-
cool-student b 3211186.himl
¥uc Berkeley, UC San Diego, and UC Santa Barbara are in the top 20 research institutions, including government laboratories and agencies, See
“Climate Change: Top 20 Overall Institutions by Citations”, Thomson Reuters Science Watch, Nov 2009. Available st:
htto:f/ar:hive.scientewatch.ccm!’ana}’s'u’cIima;elmsiuuuon/
3] "'Car‘“on Divestment”, As You Sow, Availabie at: hito://viww. zsvousow. ore/health safetv/carbon-divestment.shiml
Lo‘"bvnrg Dat base”, Open Secrets.org. Accessed 24 May 2013 at: hitp://www. opensecrets.org/lobby/

Overby, Peter, “Why Lobbying is Now Increzsingly in the Shasows”, NPR Morning Edition, 3 May 2013, Available at:
hrtos//www. npr.ore/biogs/itsalipolitics /201 3/05/03/180582 381 /why-lobbyine-is-now-increasinglv-in-the-shadows
* Wells, Ken. “Big Oil's Big in Biofuels”, Businessweek, 10 May 2012. Available at: nttp://www. businessweek com/articles/2012-05-10/big-oils-big-

in-biofuels
> Wells, Ken. “Big Oil's Big in Biofuels”.
*® “Global Trends in Renewahle Erergy Investment 2012", Fronkjurt School UNEP Collcborating Centre. Aveilable at: http://fs-unep-
centre.org/publications/globzl-trends-reneweable-energy-invesiment-2012
7 “University of California Lobbying”, Opensecrets.org. htto://www.cpensecrete org/lobbv/clientsum. pho?id=D000000408
it/ /sustainzbilitv.universitvoicalifornia.edu/policy. himl
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Introduction:
Fossil Free UC (FFUC) is a coalition of current and former student leaders working toward full

divestment of the asset holdings in the UC’s General Endowment Pool (GEP) from the 200 publicly traded fossil
fuel companies with the largest carbon reserves®. Though the GEP makes up only a small fraction of the UC
investment portfolio, it represents a good starting point for the Regents to begin implementing Fossil Free and
Climate-Risk Adjusted investment policies.

As of August 2013, more than 300 higher education institutions, 100 cities and states and numerous
religious and independent institutions have joined The Fossil Free campaign, which calls on institutional
investors to freeze new investments in the fossil fuel industry and divest co-mingled and direct holdings from
the industry within 5 years. At the UC level, 8 of the 9 undergraduate campuses have active campaigns. To
date, 7 of the 9 undergraduate UC student governments have 'passed resolutions urging the UC System to
divest from fossil fuels, 73% of UC Berkeley students supported system wide divestment through a spring 2013
ballot referendum, and the Academic Senate at UC Santa Barbara passed a resolution in May 2013 supporting
system-wide action on the issue®?

Climate Change Math:

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 97 percent of scientists worldwide
agree that the extraction and use of fossil fuels is unequivocally the number one cause of climate change. The
impact of fossil fuels on the changing climate can be understood in three numbers: 2 degrees Celsius, 565
gigatons, and 2795 gigatons. 2 degrees Celsius is the internationally agreed upon global warming limit, and any
warming above 2 degrees Celsius represents a catastrophic tipping point in the Earth’s climate system; 565
gigatons refers to the maximum amount of carbon dioxide that can be released into the atmosphere while still
staying below 2 degrees Celsius warming; and 2795 is the estimated carbon dioxide that would be emitted
were the fossil fuelindustry to burn all its reserves, a number 5 times greater than the amount safe to burn®.
Thus, in order to maintain a habitable earth, the fossil fuel industry must keep the majority of its reserves
underground.

Investment Risk and the Carben Bubble

The cost of continued fossil fuel use and its effect on climate change is an issue of great economic and
fiduciary concern for institutional investors fike the University of California. Given the discrepancy between the
amount of carbon held in reserve by the fassil fuel industry and the amount that can be safely burned into our
atmosphere, “65-80% of iisted companies’ current reserves” cannot be burned in order to meet the
acknowledged safe limit. Holding investments in companies that actively trade commodities that are locked in
the ground drives the stock values above their true valuation. investors refer to the phenomenon as the
“carbon bubble.” The carbon bubble is discussed by various institutions—the Carbon Tracker Initiative, Forbes
Magazine, the International Energy Agency, HSBC Global Research, Deutsche Bank, Citi Group, and the
Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives—whg have all reached similar conclusions.

Pending climate legislation blocking the development of coal, oil, and gas reserves in the coming
decades will feave fossil fuel companies’ assets stranded, resulting in up to a 40-60% loss of current market

1 For the list of the top 200 companies, please see Appendix 1.

2 For the resolutions, please see Appendices 111, 1V, and V.

3 CSSC's Fossil Free UC Handout

“ Bill. McKibben, “Global Warming’s Terrifying New Math.” Rolling Stone, july 19, 2012.
http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/global-warmings-terrifying-new-math-20120719. Accessed 07/2013.
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capitalization®. Other factors beyond carbon reducing climate policy will exacerbate a carbon bubble, such as
increased cost of extraction as traditional reserves become depleted and severe weather compromises
extractive infrastructure, increased competition from the clean energy industry, and risk of litigation
associated with environmental and human rights abuses associate with fossil fuel extraction and refining®. As
menticned in a recent Forbes article, “...fossil fuels are becoming increasingly risky investments, and the stakes
have become too high to maintain a stable climate...”’.

When considering pending climate change and legislation scenarios, it becomes evident that there is
substantial financial risk in holding investments in an industry whose business model is based almost entirely
upon assets that can be rendered unrecoverable. Remaining invested in such a bubble poses high medium and
long-term risk, and is no longer an unequivocally prudent decision for institutional investors such as the UC
given the nature of climate risk and the need to adjust investment practices accordingly®. The Carbon Tracker
Initiative advises the following to investors: “Reduce holdings in carbon-intensive companies and use re-
balanced, carbon-adjusted indices as performance benchmarks; redistribute funds to alternative opportunities
aligned with climate stability” (cite).’

Divestment and Fiduciary Responsibility:

According to Regents policy on the GEP, “The [investment] Committee seeks a return on investment
consistent with levels of investment risk that are prudent and reasonable given medium- to long-term capital
market conditions and the investment objectives of the GEP.” Furthermore, in the Regents’ GEP Policy™, it
states “GEP fiduciaries are responsible for understanding the risks in various investment strategies, ensuring
that they are properly compensated for these risks, and measuring and monitoring them continually. In
particular, the level of risk taken should be consistent with the return objectives of the GEP.”

Multiple studies by investment firms show that divestment from the top 200 traded fossil fuel
companies results in negligible overall portfolio risk increases: In additions, these reports reveal that a
portfolio free of fossil fuel investments behaves just as well and in some cases better than a carbon-intesive
portfolio.””.

By divesting, the university would be fulfilling its fiduciary responsibility to maximize benefits to the
institution with minimal risks. Moreover, sustainable asset reallocation may be what is not only financially
correct, but also tegally. In 2009, the UN Environmental Program Finance Initiative (UNEPFI) released a study,
which argued it is the legal responsibility of fiduciaries to integrate environmental, social and governance
criteria into investment decisions. ;

When considering the financial, physical, and regulatory risks surrounding fossil fuel companies, it
becomes clear that in order to comply with the University of California’s mission statement, that of maximizing
long terms benefits, it must avoid investing in an industry whaose business model is based on mining and
burning five times more carbon than science tells us is safe to burn in order to avert catastrophic climate
change.

*IEA. 2012 World Energy Outlook. http://www.worldenergyoutlook.org/ ; HSBC Global Research, “Oil and Carbon
Revisited”, 25 January 2013. Available online at: http://gofossilfree.org/files/2013/02/HSBCOIllan13.pdf. Accessed
07/2013.

® Mercer Investment Consulting. “A Climate for Change: A Trustee’s Guide to Understanding and Addressing Climate Risk.”
7 Yonavjak, Logan. “Divesting from Fossil Fuels Means a Cleaner, Safer and More Resilient Future.” Forbes Magazine.
7/29/2013.

® Unburnable Carbon, 2013. P.6.

® See Section IV of “Sustainable Asset Reallocation: Moving UC Toward a Fossil Free Portfolio.”

*®uc Regents. “University of California General Endowment Fool: Investment Policy Statement.” February 14, 2006.

* See “Impax”; “Aperio”; Section V “Sustainable Asset Reallocation: Moving UC Toward a Fossil Free Portfolio.”

’
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Steps Forward: -
In the Fixed-Income Securities and Public Equity asset classes of the General Endowment Pool {GEP)

investments alone, UC holds a total of approximately $74,906,558 in investments in between 50 and 60 of the
200 fossil fuel companies we are asking for divestment from. This represents only a fraction of what the GEP
and larger investment portfolio has invested in the fossil fuel industry through private equity and other co-
mingled investments where information is not made readily available to the public*.

We propose a path forward. As the UC transitions its GEP toward a carbon free portfolio, there are
many reinvestment strategies the university can adopt that properly manage risk and that are in line with
fiduciary responsibility. The simplest are the following: the first suggests full divestment from the top 200 fossil
fuel companies with reinvestment in another sector; the second requires a 5% reinvestment in sustainable
investments that “tackle the climate crisis”; and the third requires a full reinvestment across all asset classes to
mitigate climate risk™. While there are many ways to move forward with such reinvestment (Green Revolving
Funds for fixed income, Community Development Financial Institutions for cash and equivalents, etc.), it is up
to the investment managers-and policy makers to make such decisions, and Fossil Free UC would be happy to
work with them in that restructuring prc)cess'14

Conclusion:
In addition to its financial viability, the reallocation of the GEP’s holdings in the fossil fuet industry can

aid in making real progress toward ensuring the 2 degree Celsius mark is not surpassed. The reallocation draws
doubt upon the corporate viability of the industry, and acts as a catalyst in moving toward more socially,
environmentally, and economically responsible investment practices. Such sustainable asset reallocation can
lead investment managers to demand of funds to have more socially responsible portfolios made available;
can cast doubt upon the industry’s appearance of long-term stability; and can acknowiedge and affirm the
industry’s role in global warming. We believe that for the University of California to truly take a leadership
position in addressing climate change, it must align its investment practices with its stated sustainability values
and goals; more specifically, the UC need not be funding and profiting from the destruction of the Earth’s
climate, and instead reallocating investments toward climate solutions.

The Fossil Free UC and CSSC team looks forward to working with the Task Force on Investment and
Retirement to outline practical policy suggestions to the Regents Committee on Investment that seek to
advance the development of a fossil-free and climate-risk adjusted portfolio, while'maximizing necessary
returns for shareholders and stakeholders.

2 Appendix 1.

* Sustainable Fossil-Free Investing Opportunities across Asset Classes. “Pathways to Fossil-Free Investing.” Telius
Institute, 2013. Pg 14.

“ please refer to Section VI “Sustainable Asset Reallocation: Moving UC Toward a Fossil Free Portfolio.”




