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60521 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY |

June 1, 2022

Ms. Vanessa A. Countryman, Secretary
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street NE

Washington, pc

20549-1090

Re: File Number $7-10-22: The Enforcement and Standardization of Climate-Related Disclosures for
Investors

Dear Ms. Countryman:

What follows includes my comments in the Captioned matter. On March 21, 2022, the
Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) issued Proposed rules called the Standardization of
Climate-Related Disclosures for Investors ( “Proposed Rules”). The ostensible purpose is to standardize
the disclosure of climate-related risks to business, These comments will show that the Proposed Rules
are not workable, do not address in 3 business-like fashion the complete array of risks associated with
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and advice.

At present, there are no registrant-specific Federal climate change laws on the books and there
are none in the offing. In its guidance, the SEC frequently cites the Paris Climate Accords, but these are
goals set by sovereign signatory nations to attain certain global temperature goals by means of reducing
greenhouse gasses in aggregate. The details of how the nation states do this are left for these nation
states to complete. And this has not been done in America. There is no present consensus on a target
date fora carbon-free econ omy. For some it is 2050 and for others, 2040. No matter the legal

trillions of dollars in assets, will push for these changes through divestitures. The SEC will facilitate these
ambitions by forcing registrants to make disclosures designed to attract criticism of a purely political or
ideological nature, notwithstanding any registrant’s compliance with existing law. The Proposed Rules
therefore do not operate in the interest of investors and impede capital formation.
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its suppliers and even customers for accuracy. The SEC has to a degree acknowledged these problems
and proposes to defer timing of Scope 3 reporting, to water down liability for inaccurate disclosures and
to exempt certain small reporting companies. Also to address some of these problems, the SEC
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geographic location. The SEC is clear that multinationals must report outsourced Scope 3 emissions and
the rules aim at placing these practices under scrutiny, as they sometimes occur in third world countries
that do not regulate carbon emissions. If multinationals are forced to unwind these arrangements or
force local third parties to comply, this could materially and adversely affect the multinational’s
business. But the SEC does not touch on this likely consequence.

emissions in relation to revenues, assets or units of production. In this way, investors could compare
Coke and Pepsi, GM and Ford, Exxon and Chevron and the like. These measures will, of course vary
greatly by industry but activist investors will pay close attention to these metrics, confront management

each year what they did to reach goals, which may result in institutionalized flailing, and this may
actually worsen greenwashing. Why can’t the registrant simply say: “this is a long term problem and we
are dutifully engaged in watchful waiting?”  The SEC also requires disclosure of use of carbon offset
credits and renewable energy credits but offers no insights into whether and how these can be attained
and at what cost.

Although registrants may rightfully carry a wait and see attitude, this is not the case for ESG
activist investors. The SEC notes that institutional investors regard climate risk as one of the most
prominent features of their investment decisions. If this is true, why are the managers who run the
institutional investors, who have the same training as corporate CFOs, seeing things so differently?
Investors like present revenues and deferred expenses, but not when it comes to climate change.
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The Proposed Rules have the effect an
ssary divestitures by use of questionab
traditional role and for this reason the Pro

d possibly even the purpose of driving harmful,
unnece

le methodologies. This extends beyond the SEC’s

posed Rules should either be revised to address the foregoing
concerns or discarded altogether.
Sincerely,
2 >
Creighton R. Meland, Jr. \



