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"FILE NO. 170305 RESOLUTION NO.

[Urging the Retlrement Board to Renew lIts Commltment to Divest from Fossil Fuel
Companies]

Resolution urging the Retirement Board of the Employees’ Retirement System to renew
its commitment to divest from publicly-traded fossil fuel companies, pursuant to its"

commitments to do so since October 2013, and to prowde an update on publlc and

private equity fossil fuel holdings.

WHEREAS, On April 23, 2013, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed, by a
unanimdus vote, a Resoiution urging the Retirement Board of the Employees’ Retirement
System (the “Retirement Board” or “‘SFERS”) to diVest from publicly-traded fossil fuel
companies (the “2013 Resolution”); and -

WHEREAS, At th‘e time that the Board of Supervisors passed' the 2013 Resolution,

reports indicated that the San Franciscb Employee Retirement System had

approximately $583.7 million of its total $16 billion pension fund (thé “Retirement Fund”)

invested in 91 of the top 200 corporations that hold the majority of the world’s fossil fuel
reserves, including $112 million in ExxonMobil, $60 million in Chevron, $26 million in Shell
Oil, $17 million in Occidental Petroleum, and $11 million in the China National Offshore Oil
Corporatioﬁ; and |

WHEREAS, The 2013 Resolution urged the Retirement Board to “ensure that within
five years none of its directly held or commingled assets include holdings. in fossil fuel public
equities and dorpdrate bonds” asv listed in the Carbon Tracker Initiative’s “Unburnable Carbon”
report; and |

WHEREAS At its March 2015 meeting, the Retirement Board moved to “adopt Level |l

of the SFERS Social Investment Policies and Procedures regarding fossil fuels...and direct

Supervisors Peskin; Fewer, Ronen . )
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staff to prepare an implementatioﬁ plan and timeiine to the Retirement Board for its
consideration and approval‘;”' and | |

'WHEREAS, In spite of the March 2015 Motion, SFERS staff has yet to present an
ifnplementation plan and timeline for Level Il engagement with its fossil fuel holdings; and

WHEREAS, In Octobér 2015, the Rules Committeé of the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors held a Hearing on SFERS’ progress in protecting the City’s Retirement Fund from
the stranded asset risk that global climate AChange poses to their iﬁve’stments in fossil fuel
companies, including their progress in impleménting Level 1 and Level 2 of their Social
Investment Procedures, investing in a fossil fuel-free index fund, and divesting.from the “worst
of the worst” fossil fuel companieé; and ‘

WHEREAS, Atthe December 2015 meeting <th the Retiremént Board, SFERS staff

identified $21.1 million of holdings in companies with coal mining operations, and the

Retirement Board moved to “prudently divest from thermal coal companies held in the-

portfolio;” and 4
WHEREAS, At the July 2016 meeting of the Retirement Board Executive Director, Jay
Huish, stated that SFERS staff had not yet divested any of the coal holdings because, "we

choose to ignore the part (of the motion) we believe is not prudent," and the Retirement Board

1 has taken no further action on divesting fromcoal since then; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That:the Board of Supervisors ofAthe City and County of San Francisco A
urges tﬁe Retirement Board of the San Francisco Employees’ Retirement System to adopt an
implementation plan and timeline for Level Il engagement with its fossil fuel holdings
consistent with its motion adopted in.March 2015; a'nd, be it |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Boardvdf Supervisors urges the Retirement Board to

provide an update on its motion to divest from coal companies, includin'g but not limited to a

Supervisors Peskin; Fewer, Ronen

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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pfogress report on divestment from relevan't public and private equity holdings from July'2013

through.‘th'e present date; and, be it .
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors urges the Retirement Board to

adopt a plan for protecting the Rétirement Fund from the stranded asset risk posed by global

climate change that includes full dlvestment from fossil fuel companies.

‘Supervisors Peskin; Fewer, Ronen -

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Page 3
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Carroll, John (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 1:53 PM

To: 'Patrick Monette-Shaw'

Cc: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Kittler, Sophia (BOS); Kim,
Jane (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Breed, London (BOS)

Subject: RE: Testimony to the GAO Committee on SFERS Fossil Fuel Divestment Resolution

Categories: 2017.09.06 - GAO, 170305

Thank you for the commentary. | will add the communication to the official file.

| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 170305

As you know, the matter will be heard at tomorrow’s Government Audit and Oversight Committee. The meeting will
commence no earlier than 10:00 a.m.

John Carroll

Assistant Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

&% Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy. ‘

From: Patrick Monette-Shaw [mailto:pmonette-shaw@earthlink.net]

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 12:54 PM

To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS)
<london.breed@sfgov.org>

Cc: Carroll, John (BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>; Kittler, Sophia (BOS)
<sophia.kittler@sfgov.org>

Subject: Testimony to the GAO Committee on SFERS Fossil Fuel Divestment Resolution

September 5, 2017
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Board of Supervisors Government Audit and Oversight Committee,

Please find attached my testimony regarding the GOA's hearing on
-~ September 6 regarding SFERS' fossil fuel divestment. -

Thanks,
Patrick Monette-Shaw
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Patrick Monette-Shaw

975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6
San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone: (415) 292-6969 e« e-mail: pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net

September 5, 2017

Government Audit and Oversight Committee
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
The Honorable Jane Kim, Chair
. The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Member
The Honorable London Breed, Member
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Testimony to the GAQ Committee on SFERS Fossil Fuel Divestment Resolution

Dear Chair Kim and GAO Committee Members,

I fully support agenda item 5 on the GAO’s September 6 agenda, urging the San Francisco Employees’ Retirement
System (SFERS) to renew its commitment to divest from its fossil fuel investments.

Like many people, I remain very concerned about the effects of global warming on future generations of San Franciscans
and people worldwide. And I’m dismayed that my pension fund (since I am now retired from City employment) is
investing in companies that are clearly making global warming even worse.

SFERS’ Staff Are Dragging Their Feet!

Unfortunately, as you know, SFERS’ Staff has dragged their feet Why dldn_t tho?e nine h-lghly-p aid SFERS
since October 2013, thwarting meaningful action by SFERS’ Board employees identify ongoing losses from
of Trustees for now four years. fossil fuel investments that unpaid

I testified to SFERS’ Trustees on August 9 that during SFERS’ May Makras uncovered? Why didn’t SFERS’
17 Board meeting Commissioner Makras — an unpaid Trustee doing  Staff proactively provide this information
his own due diligence — noted SFERS’ current fossil fuel equity to all of SFERS’ Trustees?

holdings include 86 investments. Of those, two-year returns involved
37 losers and 12 winners, and five-year returns involved 28 losers and 18 winners.

The City Controller’s payroll database for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2017 shows SFERS’ had nine staff employees in
job class codes 1114, 1116, and 1119 (Senior Portfolio Manager, Managing Director, and CIO, respectively) who were
paid a combined $2.5 million in FY 16-17. Why didn’t those nine highly-paid employees perform their own due-
diligence, identify ongoing losses from fossil fuel investments that unpaid Makras uncovered May 17, and bring a
recommendation to this SFERS’ Board to divest from those losses?

Why didn’t SFERS’ Staff proactively provide this information to all of SFERS’ Trustees?
SFERS’ Staff memo asserted Fiduciaries must minimize investment losses, and maximize investment returns.
Makras recommended doing what’s right: Dump low-performing fossil fuel investment ROIL.

The Staff memo also noted that California’s constitution requires SFERS Board members discharge its duties exclusively
to provide benefits to plan participants and beneficiaries, and to

maximize ROI, by minimizing risk of losses. If SFERS’ Board

doesn’t fully divest from the losers Makras identified on May 17, the If SFERS’ Board doesn’t fully divest from

Boasrd of Trustees will be failing its fiduciary duties to minimize the losers Makras identified, the Board of
these risks from even further investment losses. Trustees will be failing its fiduciary duties
The SFERS staff recommendation to reject Commissioner Makras’ to minimize these risks from even further
May 17 motion for full divestment claims doing so would investment losses.

“exacerbate the potential losses from divestment.” NEPC and
SFERS staff now appear to be saying that the two-year and five-year return losses would be “exacerbated” by completely
divesting from them. Does that mean — reading between the lines — that adding more losses on top of existing losses
will just exacerbate the losses, not solve it? Why is NOT “exacerbating” a loss somehow preferable to getting rid of the
underlying loss? Is this some sort of new math?
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Testimony to the GAO Committee on SFERS Fossil Fuel Divestment Resolution
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Robyn Purchai’s article in the San Francisco Examiner on August 16 — “With lives, livelihoods on the line, SF clings to
coal, oil investments” — was simply terrific, which documented a $120 million loss in the market value of SFERS’ fossil

fuel holdings over just a three-month period.
Why is holding on to an investment that has already lost $120 million to the pension fund NOT a current “risk.”
Is Potential Trustee Nonfeasance Due to SFERS’ Staff interference: Failure to “Book” Losses?

Word has it that the reason the Retirement System’s staff do not want to divest is that they would have to “bank” or
“book” the already existing fossil fuel investment losses, and the reason they don’t want to have to book those losses is
because it would smirch their resumes as having managed portfolio’s that involved investments losing substantial sums of
pensioner’s money! Better to hide the losses by keeping them on the books, than to sully their lily-white resumes.

This isn’t about “political positions.” It’s about protecting the reputations of SFERS’ investment managers and their

resumes from having to book poorly-performing investments and
massive losses. If SFERS' Trustees have not been

SFERS’ Trustees are required as fiduciaries to protect the pensioners ~ Provided documentation by SFERS’ Staff
from these sort of hundreds-of-million-dollar losses. This says to me on these losses over the past five- and
that thp Tl‘fustees are eithe.r epgaging in npnfeqsance, or they are ten-year periods, then it appears to me
engaging in breach of their fiduciary duties, given that SFERS’ Staff , . .

appears to have potentially, and. intentionally, withheld crucial that SFERS’ staff may be intentionally
information from SFERS’ Trustees. interfering with the Trustees’ obligations

Either way, if SFERS’ Trustees have not been provided to perform due diligence.

documentation by SFERS’ Staff on these losses over the past five- and ten-year periods, then it appears to me that
SFERS’ staff may be intentionally interfering with the Trustees’ obligations to perform due diligence they are expected
and required to perform as Trustees.

Further Board of Supervisors Actions

It has already been four years since the Board of Supervisors “urged” SFERS to divest from its fossil fuel holdings. I'm
afraid that “urging” SFERS again will simply lead to yet more delays.

First, I recommend that the GAO Committee pass a strong P;V;;The Board of Supervisors should launch
Recommendation to the full Board of Supervisors to adopt

unanimously this new Resolution urging SFERS to renew its an investigation, perhaps with the

commitment to divestment. But I think the Board of Supervisors assistance of the Ethics Commission, into
needs to take additional action. whether delays by SFERS Staff may be

I also recommend that the Board of Supervisors should launch an directly leading SFERS’ Trustees into
investigation, perhaps with the assistance of the Ethics Commission,  breaching its fiduciary duties.

into whether delays by SFERS Staff may be directly leading SFERS’
Trustees into breaching its fiduciary duties, and potential nonfeasance. Such an investigation is long overdue, and sorely
needed, now! :

Respectfully submitted,

[signed]

Patrick Monette-Shaw
Columnist
Westside Observer Newspaper

cc: Supervisor Malia Cohen, Ex Officio Member of SFERS’ Board of Trustees
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Lee Hepner, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Sophia Kittler, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Malia Cohen
John Carroll, GAO Committee Clerk
SFERS Board of Trustees
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Clty and County-of: San Francisco.
- Employees’ Retirement System

' Office of the Executive Director

May.16,2017 - .

'Supervisor Aaron Feskin
Board.of Supeivisors.. -~
Raorm 244, City:Hall -

- 1Dk CarltoniB Go'

"~ San Francusco, J

Angela Caluillo:

Clerk of the Board;:
Board'of:Supervisors:

Room 244,.City Hall.

1 Dr. Carltori B..Goodlett P1.-
San Frandisco, CA 54102, -

Erica Ma;or ,

Assistant Committee: Clerk Government AUdlt and 0versught Commlttee

foard of Superwsors :

RGGm 244 City Hall.

1Dr. Carlton; - Goodlett: Pl
San F{(a’n‘c‘iﬁsi:b,,CA 9,9;102,{ o

" Re:.

Fill 'N"o‘,? 70305~ Resolation urglnig the Refirement Board to Renew its Cominitment to: Divest from

Dear Supervisor Peskm, Ms: Calwllo and Ms MB]OI",

The Retiremerit System acknowledges ‘ eceipt of notlce o the above referéficed proposed resolution urging
the San Francisco Emp|ovees Retnrement Systeri’ (SFERS) Board to renewrits commitmerit to divest from
fossil fuel companies and recelpt of a’sef of mterrogatones from Supervisor:Peskin dated May 9, 2017

To assist the Committee m its. conslderatmn of the proposed resolutlon, l am providing the department’s:
: response fo the mterrogatdnes posed by Supervnsor Peskm

1. What: actlons have been taken hy the Board and. anv of lu commnttees relatwe 10: dwestment from
fosslt: fuel companies? » )

October 9, 2013: Retirement B rd_con"’ dered BOS: Resolutuon #1126 "‘3‘-and voted to:direct staff to prepare
an analysisand report regardm Levell and Level Ii engagement of fassit fuel -companies under the

tetirerent Board's. Soc:al lnvestment licy:ang ;Procedures,

?30inﬁiNéSs:ﬁvénue;.;Sﬁlfe.-SU‘QG ,i-isﬁﬁédé’iéd::, 6X94102 « H15ABT-IO2G » iwstérsiord
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Patrick Monette-Shaw.

975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6
A San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone: (415) 292-6969 *» e-mail: pmonette-shaw®@eartlink.net

* May 15, 2017

Government Audit and Oversight Sub-Committee, Board of Supervisors
The Honorable Jane XKim, Chair
The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Member
The Honorable London Breed, Member
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Testimony Regarding SFERS’ Divestment From Fossil Fuel Investments
Dear Chair Kim and Members of the Government Audit and Oversight Sub-Committee, . .

I commend the GAO Committee for authoring a new Resolution urging SFERS’ Board of Directors — who are actually
Trustees of the Retirement System — to follow up on divestment from SFERS investments in fossil fuels.

It is very sad that here we are fully four years after the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed its initial Resolution on April
23, 2013 urging SFERS to divest from publicly-traded fossil fuel companies without any meaningful changes. Endless foot-
dragging at SFERS — particularly foot-dragging by SFERS’ ESG committee and SFERS’ Staff —1is troubhng The divestment
should not have taken fully four years! :

I noted with interest that the Board of Supervisors 2013 Resolution had reported that SFERS then held $583.7 million in
investments fossil fuel corporations, and that the Board’s resolution had urged SFERS to divest those holdings within five years.
Four years have slipped by without any divestment in fossil fuel corporations at all.

The new Resolution that GAO W111 consider on May 17 noted not only that SFERS has failed since March 2015 to present an
actual implementation plan and a timeline for divestment, but also that a Board of Supervisors Rules Committee meeting held in
October 2015 had expressed concern about SFERS failure to protect retirees and Plan beneficiaries from “stranded asset risk”
posed by these fossil fuel investments, as if SFERS Trustees were totally unconcerned about their Fiduciary obligations to
prevent losses to our Pension Fund from stranded assets. ' ‘

That SFERS Executive Director Jay Huish brazenly stated during SFERS July 2016 meeting that SFERS staff had “chosen to
ignore part of the motion” passed by SFERS Board in December 2015 because the staff believed the motion was imprudent, is
the height of hubris.. It is NOT the prerogative of SFERS staff to simply ignore — and usurp — directives passed by motion of .
SFERS Board of Trustees. Where did SFERS Staff and Mr. Husih obtain that level of outright hubris?

Robyn Purchia’s May-10, 2017 San Francisco Examiner atticle, “Retirement Board bets employees’ future on dirty, dying
coal industry,” revealed that SFERS Trustee “Al” Casciato said “ ‘I don’t believe the ESG Committee shounld exist,” new
commissioner Al Casciato told me.” This is one clue that the Retirement System’s Trustees may s#ll not take fossil fuel
divestment — and Resolutions from the Board of Supervisors — seriously. It’s clear Casciato has no understanding of

the role of ESG considerations, or that ESG factors in responsible investment decisions is among his core duties as a
Trustee and Fidiuciary to Plan participants

Purchia’s article noted that 90 percent of SFERS’ coal investments were losers in 2015, suggesting that SFERS Trustees
know full well that SFERS investments in fossil fuels continue to lose return on investments, contributing further to the
risk of stranded assets they are supposed to be Fiduciaries of.

" Although SFERS Board meeting agenda for May 17 includes a Staff recommendation action item to divest some fossil
fuel assets, its Trustees appear to be making only marginal progress towards divestment. As you will see in the attached
file, page 10 lists only approximately $48.1 million in coal company holdings, nowhere near the $587.7 million the Board
of Supervisors had identified in April 2013. That’s an unexplained variance of $535.6 million. Why the discrepancy?

And of those $48.1 million identified on page 10, just nine companies are recommended on page 9 in that background file
for Level Il “investment restrictions,” and nine other companies will continue to be at Level I of “shareholder
engagement” (meaning no divestment, and no investment restrictions) for that second set of nine companies.

Notably, if you compare the nine companies recommended on page 9 for Level ITI (investment restrictions / divestment),
only three of them are actually listed on page 10 (Alpha Natural Resources, Could Peak Energy, and Consol Coal’ .
Resources), but the remaining six companies recommended for Level III are not listed on page 10. The three companies
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zommended for Level III that appear on page 10 have a combined market value of a plddly $443,257 — just 0.92% of the
potential $48.1 million reported as “coal company holdings,” which suggests that the remaining $47.7 million will continue
to be just Level II “shareholder engagement.” I smell a rat, and further foot-dragging by SFERS Trustees and SFERS Staff.

More disturbing, on May 22, SFERS Board will hold on off-site “retreat” to hear “Common Ground Governance”
recommendations from its contractor, Funston Advisory Services, that recommends, in part, that SFERS Trustees could
“determine whether further investment decisions can prudently be delegated to [SFERS] staff to allow the Board to increase
its focus on ‘other important matters’.” [“Improvement Recommendation 1(j)’]

Delegating investment decisions over fossil fuel investments, or fossil fuel divestments, should not be delegated to SFERS Staff
members. Doing so would end the pretense that SFERS Board members are actual Trustees and fiduciaries of the Pension Fund,
and doing so would all but guarantee that SFERS will never divest from its fossil fuel investments.

I recommend that the GAO Committee and the Board of Superws ors consider:

1. Requiring SFERS to provide an explanation of the variance between the $583.7 million in fossil fuel mvestments the Board
of Supervisors bad identified in its April 2013 Resolution and the meager $48.1 million SFERS reported in its May 17, 2017
recommendation to SFERS Trustees of just $48.1 million in coal company holdings. SFERS should be required to
document this $535 6 million unexplained variance.

2. Requiring SFERS to set a date-certain date on which it will actually require investment managers to move towards
Level III divestment from fossil fuel companies, rather than allowing the investment managers to divest in “reasonable
periods of time.” That phrase should be modified by stipulating “in a reasonable period of time, but no later than ‘X’
date.” Otherwise “reasonable periods of time” — undefined — may lead to another five-year, or another decade, delay.

3. Requiring SFERS to discontinue using any and all Level IT “shareholder engagement” as a subterfuge and pretext to hold
on to these stranded investments, further dragging down the Pension Fund’s net assets.

Unless, and until, the Board of Supervisors consider these additional requirements, the Board of Supervisors will be complicit

the stranded investments and the probability that annual employer-share of contributions to the Pension system will be
poured down the drain, possibly increase the City’s ernployer share of contributions, and increase burdens on taxpayers and
the General Fund.

Respectfully submitted,

Patrick Monette-Shaw
Columnist
Westside Observer Newspaper

cc: The Honorable Malia Cohen, Ex Officio SFERS Trustee appointed by the Board of Supervisors
Erica Major, GAO Committee Clerk
SFERS Board of Trustees
Lee Hepner, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Barbara Lopez, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Jane Kim

Attachments:
1. Printer-friendly version of this testimony.
2. SFERS Proposal to Prudently Divest From Fossil Fuel Investment, May 17, 2017
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RETIREMENT BOARD CALENDAR SHEET
Retirement Board Meeting of May 17, 2017

To: _The Retirement Board

Through: Jay Huisb@k_ - William J. Coaker, ir: — CFA, MBA &g/ /
' Executive Director _ Chief Investment Officer

From: - Robert L. Shaw, CFA /Z«

Managing Director, Public Markets
Date: ' May 17, 2016
Re: 'U'pdaité and Possible Action related to Divestiture of Thermal Coal-Companies.
Background:
This item was presented-and considered at:April 19, £SG Committee of the Retirement Board. The ESG
Committee voted to forward:staff’s recommendation:to divest from certain thermal coal companies to
the full Board with the Comimittee’s recommendation for the Retirement Board to approve the:

recommended divestment..

~ History of the Retirement Board Actions related to the 2013 Board of Superv:sor’s Resolution asking
the Board to Divest from the Top 200 Fossil Fuel Companies:

N

At the May 8, 2013 Retirement Board meeting, the Board received Supervisor Avalos’ letter urging the
Retirement Board to consider Board of Supervisors (BOS) Resolution #126-13 asking the Board to divest
from the top 200 fossil fuel companies under the Retirement Board’s Social Investment Policy and
Procedures. '

At the October 9, 2013 Rétirement Board meétihg, the Board considered BOS Resolution #126-13 and
voted to direct staff to prepare an analysis and report regarding Level | and Level Il engagement of fossil
fuel companies under the Retirement Board’s Social Investment Policy and Procedurés.

At the February 19, 2014 special Retirement Board meeting, staff presented its analysis and report

_regarding a Level | and Level Il engagement of fossil fuel companies under the Retirement Board’s Social
Investment: Pollcy and Procedures and the Board approved a Level | (actlve proxy voting) engagement of
the fossil fuel compames

At the Apr!l 9, 2014 Retirement Board.meeting, staff ‘presentéd its report on SFERS’ 2014 proxy season
votes related to fossil fuels and greenhouse gas issues. Staff provided monthly 2014 proxy season vote

3

1145 Market Street, 7% Floor ¢ San Francisco, CA 94103 + www.sfers.org
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'ISSUES

At a special Retirement Board meeting on June 18, 2014, the Retirement Board received-various
educational presentations, organized through Supervisor Avalos’ office, on issues related to investment
in fossil fuel companies, including the impact of divestment.

At the March 11, 2015 Retirement Board meeting, staff presented its analysis and report regarding Level
Il engagement of fossil fuel companies under the Retirement Board’s Social Investment Policy and
Procedures and the Board approved a Level I (active corporate engagement) engagement of fossil fuel
~companies. The Board also directed staff to bring an analysis and report on possible investment in a
passive ex-fossil fuels index fund.

At the April 8, 2015 Retirement Board meeting, staff presented its preliminary analysis and report
regarding possible investment in a passive.ex-fossil fuels index fund and the Board directed staff to
complete jts due diligence and bring a recohmendation to the Board at a later date. The Board also
approved creation of a standing Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) Committee to review and
define the Board’s values and: policies related to ESG issues.

At the May and June 2015 Retirement Board meetings, staff provided monthly 2015 proxy season vote
updates to the Board related to fossil fuels and greenhouse gas issues.

Atthe July 8, 2015 Retirement Board meeting, staff presented its analysis and recommendation

regarding investmerit in a passive ex-fossil fuels ifidex fund and thé Board approved staff's
recommendation to invest.$100 million in a passive ex-fossil fuels index fund — this $100 million
investment in MSCI USA Ex-Fossil Fuels index was completed in January 2016. The Board also approved
amending its existing proxy voting policy by adopting the Policy on Environmental-related Shareholder
Proposals which created a first-level screen for support for resolutions that provides additional
information related to environmental issues; that require corporate actions beyond reporting of
environmental issues; and that establish special corporate committees to address broad corporate
policies related to environmental issues.

At the December 9, 2015 Retirement Board meeting, staff presented information to the Board related to
SB-185: Public Divestiture of Thermal Coal Companies that was signed by Governor Brown on October 8,
2015 which when fully implemented will prohibit both CalPERS and CalSTRS from owning publicly issued
stock, corporate bonds or other debt instruments issued by a company that generates 50% or more of

its revenue from the mining of thermal coal. Staff reported on SFERS’ holdmgs in companies that have

- coal mining operations that could-be potentially-fall under the SB-185 restriction. Staff identified a total
of 8 holdings with a market value of $21.1 million as of December 2015. The list provided to the Board
included holdings that would not fit under the restrictions imposed by SB-185, namely, global mining
firms - BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto, Vale and Glencore — which have multiple lines of business and for which
thermal coal mining represents less than 10% of the firms’ revenues. ‘

At its December 9, 2015 meeting, the Board approved the prudent divestment from thermal coal
companies and the reinvestment of the proceeds in renewables and directed staff to prepare an
implementation plan for implementing the divestment from thermal coal companies. Staff stated that -
-they would come back to the Board with a plan for :mplementmg the divestment from thermal coal
companies.

Page 2 of 10

991




—— . -~

At the May and June 2016:Retirement Board meetings, staff provided monthly 2016 proxy season vote
updates to the Board related to fossil fuels and greenhouse gas issues (INCR sponsored resolutions).

At the July 13; 2016 Retirement Board meeting, staff presented its analysis and recommendation for
implementing the Board’s December 9, 2015 determination to divest from its thermal ¢oal holdings.
The Retirement Board referred this item to the ESG Committee for consideration and possible
recommendation for action to the full Retirement Board. -

This item was presented to the ESG Committee at its September 14, 2016 committee meeting as a
discussion itemr and continued to its next meeting. It is brought back to the ESG Committee for its action
on the-staff recommendation-on April 19, 2017.

SFERS’ Public Market Holdings in Thermal Coal Companies

As of March 31, 2017, SFERS holds interestsin ten companies that are éctively involved in the mining of
thermal coal with a market value of $48.1 million {see Appendix A):

1. Alpha Natural'Resources (U.S.) - active in both thermal {more than 50% of revenues) and
metallurgical coal;

2. Anglo American PLC (U.K.) - a global mining company that is active in metals (32% of
revenues), iron and steél(24% of revenues), diamonds (26% of revenues), other (5%) and
thermal coal (13% of revenues);

3. BHP Billiton LTD (U.K.) - a global mining company active in iron ore (34% of revenues), base
metals (27% or revenues), petroleum (22% of revenues) and coal {15% of revenues) with
other activities accounting for roughly 2% of revenues. Using data from the most recent
company information (fiscal 2016), thermal coal mining revenues are 5.7%.0f its total
revenues;

4. Black Hills Corporation (U.S.) - primary line of business is as an electric and gas utility in and
around Rapid City, South Dakota with the mining of thermal coal less than 4%.of revenues;

5. China Resource Power Holdings (Hong Kong) — a power company operating power plants and
coal mines in mainland China with thermal coal representing approximately 4.4% of
revenues;

6. CLP Holdings (Hong Kong) — a utility company with operations across Asia, India and Australia
which owns and operates several thermal coal mines in Australia - based on available
estimates of the amount of coal (metric tonnes) mined each year, Staff estimates that
thermal coal mmlng is approximately 10% of revenues;

7. Consol Energy {U.S.)is an energy company active in oil and gas (43%) and coal (57%). Staff
estimates that the majority of the coal revenues are from thermal:coal mining;

8. Glencore (U.K.) - active in a three lines of business ~ metals & mining (378%), energy products
(50%) and agriculture (13%) — based on data obtained from Glencore’s financial statements,
Staff estimates that revenues from coal mining account for 44% of total revenue and 20% of
industrial-revenue;
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9. RioTinto (U.K.)-a gldbal mihing company active in four main business lines — aluminum
(27%), cooper and diamonds (13%) and energy and minerals (19%). . Based on business line
- data provided by Rio Tinto, Staff estimates that thermal coal is 4% of revenues; and

10. Vale (Brazil) - focused on three primary business lines: ferrous minerals (74% of revenues),
- base ‘metals (22%) and coal (3%) with other business accounting for roughly1% of revenues).
.Based on business line data available in Vale s published reports, Staff estimates that thermal
coal is 1.5% of revenues.

Public Market US Coal Compames not currently owned by SFERS

Staff has completed the analysis for publicly traded US-companies active i in the coal mining industry
which are not currently owhed by SFERS. This list consists of:

1

Alliance Resource - generates more than 80% of its revenues. from Thermal Coal mining;

. Arch Coal - mines a mix of thermal coal (more than 50% of revenues) and metallurgical coal;

2
3.
4

Cloud Peak:Energy --operating in the Powder River-Basin (Wyoming), produces only thermal coal;

CNXCoal Resources LP - formed-when Consol Energy spun-off a.portion of its thermal coal
operations in 2015 - thermal coal represents more than 95% of revenues;

Hallador Energy:- thermal Coal mining-in the Appalachian mountain region represents closeto

100% of revenues;

NACCO Industries — a diversified company with operations in household applidnces, hotels and
specialty retail — thermal coal operations are less than 15% of revenues;

Peabody Energy - active in both metallurgical and thermal coal — with. thermal coal representing.

more than 75% of revenues;

. -Warrior Ener‘gy was formed in 2016 when the company acquired the metallurgical coal mining .

assets of Walter Energy. More-than 90% of the company’s revenues are from metallurgical coal
mining activities; and

Westmoreland Coal - more than 80% of the:company’s revénues are from thermal coal mining
activities. ’

Non-US.Coal Companies.

Staff has completed preliminary due diligence on the seven non- -US coal companies currently in SFERS’
" Public Markets portfolio: Anglo American, BHP Billiton, China Resource Power Holdings, CLP Holdings,
Glencore, Rio Tinto and Vale. The universe of non-US coal companies not owned by SFERS. will requnre
additional analysis by Staff to determine each company s involvement in thermal ¢oal mining.

SFERS Environmental, Social and Governance Investment Policy and Procedures

The SFERS Environmental, Social and Governance Investment Policies and Procedures provide that
adequate recognition must bé given to the environmental, social and governance consequences of
corporate actions and investment decisions to achieve maximum long term investment return from
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Trust assets. But the policy recognizes that in no event may the policy take precedent over the fiduciary
. responsibility of producing investment returns for the exclusive benefit of the membersand
beneficiaries. Environmental, social and govarnance concerns addressed through the. policy will follow
the order of action outlined in the policy except where the Board determines that action contemplated
in an earlier step has been initiated prior to. con5|derat|on of action under-the policy and found to be
ineffective or non-relevant. ~

The SFERS Environmental, Social and Governance Investment Policies and Procedures outline three levels
of action that the Board can direct staff to implement to engage companies on social isstes of concern:

Level | — Shareholder Voting: SFERS’ shareholder voting rights will be exercised reflecting specifi c Board
social investment considerations and directions or-by authorization under procedures which reflect the
Retirement Board’ s directions on socml issues. :

Level Il — Promoting Social Rights and Interests: SFERS will proactlvely promote social interests
individually or in concert with other shareholders to assure proper recognition of social interests with
the goal of influencing corporate activities or policies. Activities at this level may include direct
communication with the company and/or initiation of shareholder resolutions, individually or in concert
with other shareholders.

Level 1l = [nvestiment. Restrlctlons In the event that Level | and Level I engagement has not provided

_ the Board’s desired results and alternatives to the restricted holdings are available which do not
compromise investment return and risk, the Board may direct staff to restrict investment activities in
specific'aréas to-promote the interest of the SFERS Trust members and beneficiaries. Under Level Il -
engagement, staff would prowde directions to the investment managers that could include restricting
purchase of additional shares of the targeted securities and directing the managers to research
alternative securities to replace the targeted holdings that would provide comparable investment return
with comparable risk.

All thermal coal-producing co,'rhp;_an'ies are currently included ‘in' the Board’s March 11, 2015 decision to
engage the fossil fuel companies at Level Il of the Board’s Environmental, Social and Governance
Investment Policy and-Procedures.

Fiduciary Duty to SFERS Members and Beneficiaries

Califorhia Constitution Article XVI Section 17 provides that Retirement Board members "shall discharge
their duties with respect to the system solely in the interest of, and for the exclusive purposes of,
providing benefits to participants and their beneficiaries, minimizing employer contributions thereto,
and defraying reasonable expenses of administering the system. A Retirement Board's duty to its
_participants and their beneficiaries shall take precedence over any otherduty.” CA Constitution, Art.
XVl, §17(b). Furthér, Board."members shall diversify investments of the system so as to minimize the
risk of loss and to makximize the raté of return, unless under the circumstances it is clearly not prudent to
~doso. " CA Constitution, Art. XVI, §17(d). See also San Erancisco Charter- §12.100, §12.103. These duties
require the Board to weigh potentlal risks and returns, choosing an mvestment mix most likely to fulfill
the System'’s. obhgatlons to ensure it: provides the pramised benefits to its members and beneficiaries.
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The Retirement inard andeFE-RS staff are also required to invest the SFERS Trust "with the care, skill,
prudence and ‘dilige‘h‘c'e undér the ¢ircumstances then prevailing that a prudent person acting in a like
capacity and familiar with these matters would use in‘the conduct of an enterprise of a like character
and with like aims.” California Constitution, Art. XVI, §17(c). The prudence requirements are generally
satisfied if, in the analysis, the Retirement Board and staff are guided principaily by economic and
‘business factors. Whether an investment benefits a social goal may be a secondary consideration.

The Employee Retirement Incorrie Security Act-of 1974 (“ERISA”) contains similar provisions and, in that
context, the Déepartmeirt 6f Labar ("DOL")-has issued guidance rélating to fiduciary implications of
certain socially responsiblé investiients. The DOL has statéd that ERISA fiduciaries may never
‘subordinate the economic.interests of the plan when making investment decisions. Fiduciaries risk

- violating the exclusive purpose rule if they attempt to éxercise their fiduciary authority in.an-attempt-to
further legislative, regulatory or public policy issues. Atthe same time, a recent DOL Interpretive
Bulletin issued in October 2015-(IB 2015-1) confirms the DOL’s consistent view that fiduciaries may take
considerations associated with economically targeted: investment (investments selected for the
economic benefits they create apart from their investment return to the employee benefit plan),
including ESG factors, into account as “tie-breakers” when investments are‘otherwise equal with respect
to return and risk over the-appropriate time horizon. (See IB 2015-1, p. 6.)

In addition, an “important purpose” of IB 2015-1 is to clarify that ESG factors “may have a direct
relationship to the economic value of {a] plan’s investment.” (Emphasis added.) When they do, these
factors.are- more than just collateral considerations or tie-breakers, but rather are “proper components
of the fiduciary’s primary analysis of the economic merits of competing investment choices....” (IB 2015-
1,p.6.)

In discharging investment dutiés, it is the DOL's view that fiduciaries must, among other things, consider
the role of the particular investment in the plan's investment portfclio, taking into account factors such

as diversification, liquidity, and risk/return characteristics. Because every investment necessarily causes -

a plan to forgo other investment opportunities, fiduciaries also must consider expected return on
alternative investments with similar risks available to the plan. This does not preclude consideration of
collateral benefits, such as favoring an investment that supports a partlcular policy or objectwe when
evaluating a pamcular investment opportunlty -

Fiduciaries are pr.ohlblted from subordinating the interests of the participants and beneficiaries in their
retirement income 16 unrelated objectives. A decision to make an investment, or to designate an -
investment alternative, may-not be influenced by non-economic factors unless the investment
ultimately chosen, when judged solely on the basis of its economic value, would be equal to, or superior
to, available alternative investments. The DOL also suggests that when fiduciaries rely on non-economic
factors, they should maintain written records demonstrating their quantitative and gualitative analyses
in order to prove the alternatlves were. of equal value

These DOL rules apply directly only to plans that are subject to ERISA. SFERS, as a governmental plan, is
not subject to ERISA. However, because the ERISA provisions are similar to the language in the

California Constitution and the Charter, the views of the DOL may be looked to for gu:dance on fiduciary

obligations.
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Investment Performance of Thermal Coal : . A
MSCI has developed a-global equity benchmark that excludes coal companies. The table below shows
performance both with and without coal companies: :

" Annualized Performance as of 03/31/2017
. 4 3 Months 1Year 3 Years 5 Years
MSCI ACWI (ex Coal})’ -~ 6.90 14.84 524 . 858

MSCl ACWI - 6.91 _ 15.04 - 5.08 8.37
Diffeérence - (0.01) 0 {0.20) . 016 0.21

Over the past 3 and 5 years, the ownership of comp’anie's involved in the coal mining indusfry, as
represented bythose companies included in the Index, has subtracted value.

The Investment. Case for Thermal Coal
The. economics for thermal coal are not féVorabIe

dev:atlon of 0.1% Itis unllkely that pnces for thermal coal WI” increase from a marked increase in end
user demand for electric power generation unless significant levels of current supply or competmg
products (such as natural gas) are removed from the market.

Substitute for:Coal, Natural gas is the most prevalent substitute for thermal coal.and many newer
power plants are capable of using either fuel, which allows the end-user to alter-their fuel mix based on
market prices. There has alsd:been a significant increase in market supply of natural gas. From the
1970s until 2010, annual supply was stable around 20 tfillion cubic feet (“T¢f’). As of 2015, the annual
production was 27 Tcf— a 35% increase and is expected to increase as new domestic sources are
brought on line. -In many regional markets, natural gas is now priced below thermal coal. In addition,

recent research indicates that both utility scaled solar and wind power generat:on are becoming cost
competitive with thermal coal.?

End user demand is stable with no signs of significant growth. Natural gas is a ready and price
competitive substitute and there is an abundant and growing domestic supply.: Both wind and-solar
power generation capabilities are being developed that may replace thermal coal in some markets.

Market Environment

Staff believes that the thermal coal mining industry will face significant financial and environmental
hurdles going forward ‘which will limit the potential for positive investment returns. These hurdles
include:

1. Bankruptcy - Alpha Natural Resources, Arch Coal, Peabody Energy and Walter Energy have all
filed for bankruptcy wnthm the last 12 months; -

! Data obtained from the US Energy Information Agency.
21 azard — Levelized Cost of Energy — 2015..
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2. Asset Impairments - many companies:(Rio Tinto, Vale, etc.) have reported impairment charges on
thelr fmanccal statements to note-the decline in the value of reserves and other assets related to

3. Regulatory Uncertainty —last month, President Trump signed an executive order targeting the US
Clean Power Plan (signed into law in 2015) which sought to cut greenhouse gas emissions from
coal-fired power plants which would have very likely resulted in reduced coal utilization in favor
of natural gas and other substitutes; and '

4. Coal Substitution Optuons a broad set of fuels {natural gas, solar and wmd) have become or are
becoming price competitive with thermal coal, which may limit the ability of many thermal coal
companies to return to profltablllty

Mitigating Consn:leratlons :

A iumber of corporatlons, specn“ cally those for which thermal coal-does not represent a majority of
revenues, have been-selling thelr thermal coal mines. Staff believes this-indicates a desire by
management to reduce exposure to an energy source that may become uncompetitive and unable to
produce the retu,rn‘s,,lo,n capital sought. These companies are:

1. Anglo American PLC. The firm recently sold two thermal coal mines. The two mines were sold to
‘Batchfire Resources and Australian Pacific Coal. Anglo is also in negotiations to sell its 1/3rd
interestin 3 thermal coal mine located in Columbia.

2. BHP Billiton. In.February 2016 BHP announced the sale of the San Juan (New Memco) thermal
coal mine. The mine was sold to Westmoreland Coal.

" 3. Rio Tinto. In late 2015, Rio Tinto sold:its 40% interest in Bengalla, an Australian thermal coal
mine. In January 2016, the firm sold a second. Australian thermal coal mine and is currently
finalizing the sale of the Blair Athol thermal coal mine. These sales are expected to-cut Rio
Tinto’s revenues from thermal coal by more than 50% {based on reported 2015 production). In
early-2017, Rio Tinto announced that it was exiting the Thermal Coal business — pending approval
from regulatory agencies in Australia.

4, Vale. ln'NO\}embef and December 2015, Vale sold its joint-venture interests in two Australian
thermal ¢oal mines, which reduced Vale's production of thermal coal by roughly 20%. In 2017,
Vale announced that it was selling a minority stake in |ts MozZambique coal mines to Mitsui.
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staff Recommendation :
In consideration of the information provided in this memorandum, including the mitigating
considerations presented above, staff recommends that:

‘A.  Investment restrictions be approved (Level Il of the SFERS Environmental, Social and
Governance Investment Policy and Procedures) for the following US companies that derive
significant revenues from the mining of thermal coal:

_Alpha Natural Resources

Alliance Résource

Arch Coal

Cloud Peak Eriergy,
.- Consol Coal Resoirces LP
- Consol'Energy

Hallador Energy

- Peabody Energy
Westmoreland Coal

©CRNAT AWM

and

B, Staff continue shareholder engagement (Level If'of t?\elSFERS Ehvironme‘h‘ta/, Social and
Governance Investment Policy and Procedures) for the following companies:

Anglo American PLC
BHP Billiton LTD
Black Hilis Corp.
China Resource Power Holdings
CLP Holdings
Glencore-
NACCO
‘Rio Tinto
~Vale

WO NOU AR N

Should the Retirement Board apprové the recommended investment restrictions, staff will direct all
SFERS public market investment managers that:
a. Managers are no longer authiorized to purchase the.restricted securities listed in section A above;
and :
b. ‘Managers must develop, in a reasonable period of time, a-plan to prudently divest from the
restricted securities. :
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- Appendix A

' San Francisco Employees’ Retirement System
. Public Equities: Coal Company Holdings
' Market Value

Security Desi:ri‘ption A . October:15 'April-.16 __June-16  August-16 - March-17
RIOTINTO ° - ° " $9,836,759 $13,285,487 $18,206,266 $16,875,355 $9,970,098
CHINA-RESOURCE POWER © 9,662,420 7,777,614 6,841,745 8,502,053 5,764,797
BHP BILLITON - 3,400,863 3,798,360 8,847,119 6,555,280 12,869,707
GLENCORE 769487 3,624,053  3,485238 5,616,222 3,980,966
VALE ' | 4483508 2,586,278 2,232,471 1,859,618 3,192,285
" ANGLO AMERICAN 1,996,460 . 1,301,766 920,003 1,199,680 2,124,265
. CLPHOLDINGS 788,216 837,077 921,571 928,130 1,829,602
BLACK HILLS . 169844 - 266,717 277,502 149,859 169,033
CONSOL ENERGY 278,654 - - .- 379,161
ALPHA NATURAL RESOURCES , - . - - 2926
Total 4 . '$31,386,210 ~$33,477,352 ' $41,732,005 $41,686,206 '$40,282,840 |

San Francisco Employees' Retirement System

Fixed-Income: Coal Company Holdings
. : : , Market Value o :
Security Description October-15 April-16 June-16  August-16  March-17

VALE . $167,019 $2,058,729 62,702,534 52,159,802 $2,271,910
ANGLO AMERICAN : 0 1,433,38 1,420,563 1,721,115 1,076,592
GLENCORE .~ .. - 1,133933 1,272,633 3925710 1,460,000 4,421,143
ALPHA NATURALRESOURCES 509,527 525,055 661,772 43,365 64,096
' CLOUDPEAKENERGY =~~~ 156,960 - - .-
SUNCOKE ENERGY PARTNERS 318164 -
ITotal - 7 $2,285604  $5,289,803 ' $8,710,579 = $5,384,372  $7,833,741 |

[Total (Equities + Fixed-Income)  $33,671,814 $38,767,156 $50,442,584 $47,070,578 $48,116,581 |
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o . File No. 170305
Received via Email
5/9/2017

Member, Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisce
District.3 . )

AARON PESKIN
& HEsE

May 9, 2017

Executive Director Jay Huish

San Francisco Employees® Retirement System
1145 Market Stteet, 5* Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Executive Director Huish:

At the March 21 regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors, I introduced a Resolution urging
the Retirement Board of the SF Employees’ Retirement System (SFERS) to renew its
commitment to divest from publicly-traded fossil fuel companies, pursnant to its various
commitments: to-do so since October2013; and to provide an update on public and private equity
fossil fuel holdings. Supervisors Fewer and Ronen have signed on-as co-spensors, and the item is
schediiled to be'heard at the Governiment Audit and Oversight Comrhittee on May 17, 2017.

The below set of interrogatories are designed to help further the conversation and acquire
information in advance of the aforementioned public hearing. Please respond to the following by
. May 16, 2017:

1. 'What actions have been taken by the Board and any of its committees relative to.
. divestment from fossil fuel companies?

2. What actions has SFERS taken as part of Level 1 engagement with fossil fuel companies
to actively vote ifs:proXies sharehiolder resolutions related to climate change?

a. How many shareholder resolutions related to climate change has SFERS voted
against?
b. Which of those resolutions were sponsored by members of the CERES’ Investor
 network on Climate RISK (INCR), which SFERS joined in January 2015?
c¢. For which of those resolutions did the SFERS Retirement Board authorize the
vote against the shareholder:resolution related to climate change?

1

City Hall » -1 Dr.Carlton:B.Goodlett Place « Room244 » San Francisco, California 94102-4689 » (415) 554-7450
Fax (415) 554-7454. « TDDITTY (415) 554-5227 -+ E-mail: Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org :
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3. What actions has SFERS taken to implement Level 2 active shareholder engagement with
fossil fuel companies? What is the status of the Retirement Board’s March 2015 mofion
to “direct staff to prepare an unplementa’aon plan and timeline to the Retlrement Board
for its consideration and approval?”

4. What steps have been‘.’takeﬁ to identify the “wWorst.of the worst” fossil fuel companies?
What variables are being used to assess the corporate behavior of fossil fuel companies?

5. What steps has SFERS taken to implement the Retirement Board’s December 2015
motion to prudently divest from thermal coal companies held in the portfolio consisterit
with the Board’s Social Investment Policy and to prudently reinvest in renewables?”

6. 'What initiative has SFERS taken to invest in a fossil fuel-free index fund? How much has
been invested in that fund, and what are SFERS’ specific plans to increase that
investment?

_ Thank you for your prompt attention to this iricreasingly urgent matter. I look forward to
reviewing your responses-in advance of this item’s consideration at the Government Audit-and -
Oversight Commiitee.

Smcerely,

Aaron Peskm

Cc: Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Erica Major, Deputy Clerk of the Board
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" City Hall
1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689 ’
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jay Huish, Executive Director, San Francisco 'Emp'loyees’ Retirement
System
FROM: .- Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Government Audit and Oversight Committee,

Board of Supervisors
DATE: .  April 6, 2017

SUBJECT:. LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Government Audit and Oversight Committee has received
the following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Peskin referred to
Committee on April 4, 2017: .

File No. 170305
Resolution urging the Retirement Board of the Employees’ Retirement
System to renew its commitment to divest from publicly-traded fossil fuel
companies, pursuant to its commitments to do so since October 2013, and
to provide an update on public and private equity fossil fuel holdings.
If you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to
‘me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
San Francisco, CA 94102. .

c. - Darlene Armanino, San Francisco Employees’ Retirement System
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Introduction FormBOH-‘“ 2

- By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

ITHER 21 PH th,:islamp

ooty B

i.

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): avy or meoting date
X 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor ' inquires"

5. City Attorney request.

6. Call File No. | - from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

oooDoooo oo

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

ase check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[1 Small Business Commission [l Youth Commission [0 Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [1 Building Iﬁspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Peskin; Fewer

Subject:

Urging the Retirement Board to Renew Its Commitment to Divest from Fossil Fuel Companies

The text is listed below or attachgd: |

Resolution urging the Retirement Board of the Employees’ Retirement System to renew its commitment to divest
. {from publicly-traded fossil fuel companies, pursuant to its commitments to do so sincc tojer 2013 and to provide
an update on public and private equity fossil fuel holdings.

Signature of Sponsormg Supervisor: / &A«v M (/_\

For Clerk's Use Only:
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