June 17, 2022
Ms. Vanessa A. Countryman
Secretary
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street NE
Washington, DC 20549-1090
Re:

File No. S7-10-22
The Enhancement and Standardization of Climate-Related Disclosures for Investors

Dear Ms. Countryman:
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Securities and Exchange Commission’s
proposed amendments to its rules requiring “registrants to provide certain climate-related
information in their registration statements and annual reports.” 1 The Cato Institute is a public
policy research organization dedicated to the principles of individual liberty, limited
government, free markets, and peace. The opinions we express here are our own.
This proposal is broad and unprecedented. It requires disclosure of: climate-related risks;
climate-related effects on strategy, business model, and outlook; board and management
oversight of climate-related issues; processes for identifying, assessing, and managing climate
risks; plans for transition; financial statement metrics related to climate; greenhouse gas
emissions; and climate targets and goals.
The public company disclosure regime is a principles-based framework, rooted in the concept
of materiality. Under this principles-based framework, companies are already required to
disclose material climate change-related information.2 Altering this framework to require
disclosure of specific metrics, such as emissions, has the potential to harm both investors and
U.S. capital markets.
Regardless of whether climate change poses an existential threat as some have said, the
Commission’s mandate is limited to protecting investors, maintaining fair, orderly, and efficient
markets, and facilitating capital formation.3 This proposal falls outside that mandate and
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outside of the Commission’s authority. Indeed, aspects of this proposal fall outside of the
Constitution. But, even if the Commission had the authority to promulgate what it has
proposed here, these costly disclosure requirements are not an improvement over the current
disclosure framework, which already requires disclosure of material risks relating to climate
change. The comments below focus on fundamental issues with the proposal that require the
Commission to abandon this effort in its current form.4
The Commission Lacks the Authority to Promulgate These Rules
Climate-Related Disclosures Are Not Authorized by Statute
In promulgating rules, a federal agency must stay within the bounds of its statutory authority.
As justification for this broad proposal for climate-related disclosure, the Commission points to
its authority to require disclosure “in the public interest and for the protection of investors.” 5
But such seemingly broad authorities are not without limitation, as the Supreme Court has
held.6 A court will look to the statutory context to determine the limits of an agency’s authority.
Here, both the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 grant the
Commission the power to issue disclosure rules about specific types of information closely
related to a company’s value and prospects for financial success, including financial statements,
core business information, information about directors and management, and a description of
the securities being sold.7 There are some exceptions to this general rule—such as disclosures
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about conflict minerals and executive compensation—but those exceptions were introduced by
Congress, not by the Commission’s rulemaking.
These subject-matter limitations have led the Commission to conclude in the past that it is
generally not authorized to require disclosure relating to environmental, social, or other goals
except in response to a specific mandate from Congress.8 This proposal, however, represents an
about-face from that correct conclusion.
While the Commission disclaims an interest in “address[ing] climate-related issues more
generally,” that disclaimer is inconsistent, at best, with the rule proposal.9 Instead of focusing
on the disclosure of information intended to allow investors to value securities, this proposal
aims to incentivize behavior intended to mitigate the effects of climate change (in the eyes of
certain environmental activists) and to facilitate a transition to a net-zero economy.
While asserting that the proposal is intended to “protect investors, maintain fair, orderly and
efficient markets, and promote capital formation,”10 the Commission at several points in the
proposal explicitly suggests means by which issuers can reduce their reporting obligations by
reducing their greenhouse gas emissions. For example, with respect to Scope 3 emissions, the
Commission suggests that a registrant can mitigate the challenge of collecting Scope 3 data by
“influenc[ing]” the activities of “its suppliers and downstream distributors to take steps to
reduce those entities’ Scopes 1 and 2 emissions.”11
The Commission admits that “[t]he proposed rules may have some effects on firm behavior,”
but these effects are not incidental.12 Even if they were, the thumb-on-the-scale nature of
these effects makes clear that the disclosure will not only change behavior—it will change
behavior in a particular way. The Commission recognizes “empirical evidence” showing that
firms tend to report actions that appear to be more “favorable” with respect to the
8
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corresponding disclosures and notes that firms may “choose to change some suppliers or
disengage with certain clients due to the effect that they may have on the firm’s Scope 3
emissions.”13 Securities law disclosure is not meant to choose winners and losers in this
manner.
The motivation for and effects of this proposal are sufficient to establish that it is not within the
subject-matter authority that Congress has granted the Commission. But other characteristics
of this proposal make clear that such an undertaking by the Commission requires additional
Congressional authorization. First, the broad reach of these climate-related disclosures
indicates that the Commission is outside of its authority by raising questions both about the
Commission’s expertise to address environmental matters and about the division of
responsibility with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for climate-relevant regulation.
The emissions reporting provisions of the proposal, for example, require more detailed
disclosures for public companies than are required by the EPA, which is plainly at odds with the
assignment of agency authority envisioned by Congress.14
Second, and importantly, the volume and detail of these disclosures are markedly different
than the existing disclosure regime.15 Not only do these perspective disclosures create a
lengthy, second set of disclosures with which a company must comply, they are different from
the Commission’s existing principles-based rules. As Commissioner Peirce noted, the disclosure
framework requires that “[r]ather than ticking off a preset checklist based on regulators’
prognostication of what should matter, companies have to think about what is financially
material in their unique circumstances and disclose those matters to investors.” 16 This recasting
of the disclosure framework should not proceed without Congressional authorization.
Finally, the fact investors “demand” the information does not mean that it falls within the
statutory bounds. The Commission’s statutory authority does not extend to requiring disclosure
of all material information, regardless of subject matter. 17 In general, information is material if
there is a substantial likelihood that a reasonable investor would consider it important or
significant in deciding whether to buy or sell a security or how to vote as a shareholder. 18 The
Commission’s current disclosure framework—which is built on the disclosure of material,
financial risks—stays within those statutory boundaries by requiring the disclosure of material,
financial risks related to climate.19
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The Commission draws a connection between climate-related risks and materiality, highlighting
“present financial consequences that investors in public companies consider in making
investment and voting decisions.20 But the “investor demand” that the Commission points to
throughout the proposal provides little support for the idea that such disclosures are necessary
to elucidate financial risks.21 The Commission overwhelmingly cites the input of several major
institutional investors and climate-focused initiatives as evidence of such investor demand, but
this supposed demand is inextricably tied to more than financial considerations. 22 Most
obviously, climate activists are not motivated by financial considerations in seeking climaterelated disclosures, but many of the large institutional investors cited by the Commission are
also conflicted, either seeking to meet climate pledges of their own or seeking to profit from
pursuing what appear to be popular strategies.23
While understanding institutional demand is important, it cannot be taken as a proxy for the
financial interests of the beneficial owners of mutual funds, ETFs, or retirement assets. The
voices of individual investors, however, are completely overlooked by the Commission. Studies
have shown that individual investors are likely not considering sustainability risks when making
investment decisions and broadly view such disclosures as irrelevant.24 Indeed, recent survey
research found that retail investors consider financial factors (i.e., investment returns, fees,
risk, and tax matters) as the most important when making investment decisions and indicate
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that environmental aspects are the least important considerations when making decisions,
falling after financial, social, and governance factors.25
These tenuous connections between climate-related disclosures and tangible financial impacts
are further evidence that these proposed disclosures are not tied to financial considerations
and thus within the Commission’s statutory authority.26
For all these reasons, the Commission does not have the statutory authority to promulgate
these proposed disclosure rules.
The Proposed Rules Would Violate the First Amendment
In addition to problems with the Commission’s statutory authority, there is a further serious
problem with the compelled disclosures rules. Because the rules would mandate disclosures
that are not material to the financial performance of the securities, the rules would violate the
First Amendment.
As explained below, the rules would likely be held to compel speech in violation of the First
Amendment for several reasons. First, the compelled disclosures would not qualify for the
lower standard of judicial scrutiny announced by the Supreme Court in Zauderer v. Office of
Disciplinary Counsel.27 Second, the rules would fail under either strict scrutiny or the
intermediate scrutiny of Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. v. Public Service Commission.28
The Proposed Rules Do Not Qualify for the Lower Standard of Scrutiny Set Out in Zauderer
As the Supreme Court has explained, the First Amendment protects “the decision of both what
to say and what not to say.”29 And the Supreme Court has held that the freedom from
compelled speech extends “not only to expressions of value, opinion, or endorsement, but
equally to statements of fact the speaker would rather avoid.” 30
Thus, all government-compelled disclosures of fact implicate the First Amendment and must be
subject to some level of judicial scrutiny. The first question in evaluating the constitutionality of
any compelled disclosure is what level of scrutiny.
25
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In Zauderer, the Supreme Court both defined the lowest level of scrutiny for compelled
disclosures and set out the narrow circumstances in which that standard applies. The case
concerned an Ohio regulation requiring “that an attorney advertising his availability on a
contingent-fee basis disclose that clients will have to pay costs even if their lawsuits are
unsuccessful.”31 The Court characterized this rule as “a requirement that [an attorney] include
in his advertising purely factual and uncontroversial information about the terms under which
his services will be available.”32
The Court upheld this regulation as compatible with the First Amendment, holding that “an
advertiser’s rights are adequately protected as long as disclosure requirements are reasonably
related to the State’s interest in preventing deception of consumers.” 33
For several reasons, however, this Zauderer “reasonably related” standard would not apply to
the proposed climate-related disclosures. First, the D.C. Circuit has held that the Zauderer
standard applies only to disclosures that are connected to “advertising or product labeling at
the point of sale.”34 As the D.C. Circuit noted, “the Supreme Court’s opinion in Zauderer is
confined to advertising, emphatically and, one may infer, intentionally.” 35 For example, the
Zauderer Court described the First Amendment interest at stake in that case as the attorney’s
“interest in not providing any particular factual information in his advertising.” 36 And as the D.C.
Circuit further observed, the Supreme Court has never applied the Zauderer standard in a case
that “did not involve voluntary commercial advertising.”37
For all these reasons, the D.C. Circuit has held that Zauderer does not apply to annual
disclosures mandated by the Commission.38 Such disclosures are not made to clarify language in
voluntary advertising. Nor are they made “at the point of sale of the company’s product,” a
forum in which the D.C. Circuit (though not the Supreme Court) has held Zauderer may also
apply.39
This distinction makes sense. The Supreme Court justified its lower standard of scrutiny in
Zauderer on the rationale that advertisements with incomplete information may sometimes
mislead by omission.40 In the particular advertisement at issue in Zauderer itself, the attorney
had not disclosed the difference between “legal fees” and “costs.” By touting an offer to charge
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no “legal fees” without mentioning the separate charge for “costs,” the advertisement risked
misleading “a layman not aware of the meaning of these terms of art.” 41
Thus, Zauderer’s lower standard of scrutiny was premised on an advertiser’s relatively low First
Amendment interest in a right to mislead by careful omission.42 And the Supreme Court’s
holding was specifically cabined to “an advertiser’s rights.” The Court therefore did not intend
for the standard developed for that case to potentially extend to any compelled disclosure,
even disclosures entirely unrelated to any potentially misleading advertisement or packaging.
And there is an additional reason why Zauderer would not apply to the proposed climate
disclosures. The D.C. Circuit has held that Zauderer “requires the disclosure to be of ‘purely
factual and uncontroversial information’ about the good or service being offered.”43 In
Zauderer, the Supreme Court used the phrase “purely factual and uncontroversial information”
to refer to the disclosure that the attorney would charge for costs. The Supreme Court’s
premise in Zauderer was that such a disclosure would unquestionably lend greater clarity to the
attorney’s advertisements and help to “dissipate the possibility of consumer confusion or
deception.”44
When a compelled statement is not of “purely factual and uncontroversial information,”
however, this assumption no longer holds true. Statements that do not meet these criteria do
not necessarily fill a gap left by a misleading omission. Thus, the fundamental justification for
the more lenient review imposed in Zauderer would once again no longer apply.
The rules’ climate-related disclosures arguably fail the “purely factual” prong, and certainly fail
the “uncontroversial” prong. As described in more detail below, the proposed disclosures rest
on towers of assumptions, which naturally undermines the reliability of any resulting
disclosures. Such uncertainty is a far cry from the indisputable terms of service disclosed in
Zauderer. To the extent that a disclosure rests on unreliable premises, it is difficult to
characterize it as “purely factual” information.
Further, setting aside the problems of reliability, the disclosures are certainly not
“uncontroversial.” The Supreme Court has made clear that disclosures related to politically
contentious or disputed topics cannot qualify as “uncontroversial.” The Court has explained, for
example, that Zauderer did not apply to a California law requiring certain “clinics to disclose
information about state-sponsored services—including abortion, anything but an
‘uncontroversial’ topic.”45
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Thus, when a disclosure rule forces a company to speak on a contentious and political topic,
that disclosure is not “uncontroversial,” and Zauderer does not apply. The D.C. Circuit
recognized this when it held Zauderer did not apply to a Commission rule mandating that
companies disclose whether minerals in their products came from a war-torn region of Africa.
The rule would have forced companies to describe some of their products as not “conflict
free.”46
But as the D.C. Circuit explained, this rule not only forced companies to speak on a sensitive
issue, it forced them to take sides on that issue. The very requirement to make such a
disclosure implied the government’s view as to the morality of the businesses in question. As
the D.C. Circuit forcefully put it, the rule would have forced a business “to tell consumers that
its products are ethically tainted,” “to confess blood on its hands,” and “to publicly condemn
itself.”47
Like abortion and conflict minerals, climate change is an unquestionably controversial topic. 48
And like the conflict mineral rule, the climate disclosure rules are similarly tinged with implicit
disapproval of greenhouse gas emissions, thus forcing companies to take a side in that
controversy. Indeed, in multiple places, the SEC’s proposed rule suggests methods by which
companies can decrease their emissions.49
In sum, there are multiple sufficient reasons why Zauderer cannot apply to the proposed
climate disclosures: They are not aimed at advertisements or the point of sale. They are so
uncertain as to not be “purely factual.” And they mandate speech on a topic that is
unquestionably controversial. For all these reasons, some heightened form of scrutiny above
the Zauderer standard must apply.
The Proposed Rules Would Fail to Satisfy Either Intermediate or Strict Scrutiny
If Zauderer does not apply, then the disclosure rules would be subject to either “intermediate”
or “strict” scrutiny. The intermediate standard for “commercial speech” was laid out by the
Supreme Court in Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. v. Public Service Commission.50 That
standard applies to “speech proposing a commercial transaction.”51 And to satisfy that
standard, the government “must assert a substantial interest to be achieved” by the regulation
of speech and “the regulatory technique must be in proportion to that interest.” 52
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On the other hand, a higher standard of scrutiny applies when commercial speech “is
inextricably intertwined with otherwise fully protected speech.” 53 In that case, a court must
apply the “test for fully protected expression.”54 Under that test, the government may not
“dictate the content of speech absent compelling necessity, and then, only by means precisely
tailored.”55
If a court were required to decide which of these standards to apply to the proposed climate
disclosure rules, it is likely that the court would apply the highest scrutiny. The compelled
disclosures would do more than merely “propos[e] a commercial transaction.” For the same
reason that disclosures related to climate change and climate policy are not “uncontroversial,”
such disclosures would also be “inextricably intertwined” with speech on matters of public
concern.
As the Supreme Court has explained, even factual disclosures can burden a speaker’s own
message. As hypothetical examples, the Court has imagined “a law requiring a speaker favoring
a particular government project to state at the outset of every address the average cost
overruns in similar projects, or a law requiring a speaker favoring an incumbent candidate to
state during every solicitation that candidate’s recent travel budget.” 56 In either case, such
“factual” disclosure laws would burden the attempted message soliciting funds, and thus
interfere with the speaker’s own message.
In the same way, the proposed climate disclosures would burden the speech of companies on
matters of public concern related to climate change. Companies that may wish to deliver a
message that they should not be considered morally culpable for “downstream” or “upstream”
emissions, for example, might have that message burdened by being forced to disclose a
calculation of just how much “downstream” or “upstream” emissions they have allegedly
caused, under the SEC’s formula. By burdening such core political speech, and burdening one
viewpoint more than another, the disclosures would likely be found to trigger strict scrutiny.
But it is likely that the disclosure rules would in any event be held to fail both strict and
intermediate scrutiny. That is because the government interests justifying the disclosures are
neither “compelling” nor even “substantial.”
First, for reasons explained earlier in this comment, the rules cannot be justified as serving a
substantial interest in aiding traditional investment choices. Because existing regulations
already compel material disclosures, the additional information compelled by these rules is
unlikely to materially aid investors in evaluating future financial performance. Thus, the
disclosures cannot further a substantial interest in the monetary gain of investors.
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This leaves a potential interest in information to further non-financial investment decisions. The
proposed rule suggests that some “investors and financial institutions are working to reduce
the [greenhouse gas] emissions of companies in their portfolios” and that these investors need
“emissions data to evaluate the progress made regarding their netzero commitments.” 57 In
other words, this passage suggests that some investors may desire such information in order to
further a particular approach to so-called “ethical” investing.
But the government cannot have a “substantial” interest in compelling disclosures that would
further a certain view of ethical investing, because such an interest would have no limiting
principle. As then-D.C. Circuit Judge Kavanaugh has noted, “it is plainly not enough for the
Government to say simply that it has a substantial interest in giving consumers information.
After all, that would be true of any and all disclosure requirements. That circular formulation
would drain the Central Hudson test of any meaning in the context of compelled commercial
disclosures.”58 And as the Second Circuit has similarly observed, “[w]ere consumer interest
alone sufficient, there is no end to the information that states could require manufacturers to
disclose about their production methods.”59
A government interest in providing information for ethical investing would be no more curtailed
than an interest in providing information for the sake of information, because there is no limit
to the visions of “ethical” practices that different investors may have. As then-Judge Kavanaugh
hypothesized, “[s]ome consumers might want to know whether their U.S.-made product was
made by U.S. citizens and not by illegal immigrants. Some consumers might want to know
whether a doctor has ever performed an abortion. Some consumers might want to know the
political affiliation of a business’s owners. These are not far-fetched hypotheticals, particularly
at the state or local level.”60
Similarly, if there were a government interest in forcing companies to disclose their emission
levels simply because some people would choose not to invest in them on that basis, a host of
other disclosures could be justified on alternative views of “ethical” investing. Some faith-based
investors would prefer not to invest in companies that engage in stem-cell research or that fund
abortions or contraceptives.61 If the current Commission can claim a substantial interest in
facilitating ethical climate investing, there would be no principled reason why a future
Commission could not claim a substantial interest in facilitating other ideological approaches to
ethical investing.
Courts will likely be reluctant to endorse a theory with such broad implications. Rather, the
natural limiting principle is the one the Commission has already drawn: information material to
57
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investors in making financial investment decisions. Because the proposed disclosure rules
cannot be justified on that basis, they would likely fail even intermediate scrutiny and be struck
down as violations of the First Amendment right against compelled speech.
The Proposal Will Not Result in Consistent, Comparable, and Reliable Disclosures
Even if the Commission had the authority to promulgate these rules, the proposal will not
create “consistent, comparable, and reliable—and therefore decision-useful—information”
enabling investors “to make informed judgments about the impact of climate-related risks on
current and potential investments.”62 The Commission repeats this phrase—“consistent,
comparable, and reliable”—time and again throughout the proposal and lauds it as the
“primary benefit” of the proposal.63 But many of the proposed disclosures will provide investors
with unreliable information that, rather than helping markets to more efficiently price capital,
will mislead investors, misdirect investment, and inefficiently alter company behavior.
First, many of the proposed disclosures are built on towers of assumptions, naturally
undermining the reliability of any resulting disclosures. Because those assumptions will not be
uniform across issuers, the information disclosed will also not be consistent or comparable.
Scope 3 emissions present the simplest illustration of this problem. The Commission
acknowledges that Scope 3 emissions data is a “relatively new type of metric, based largely on
third-party data,” that “[i]t may be difficult to obtain activity data from suppliers or other third
parties in a registrant’s value chain, or to verify the accuracy of that information,” and that “[i]t
may also be necessary to rely heavily on estimates and assumptions.”64 But rather than
recognizing the inherent unreliability of information gathered in such circumstances, the
proposal requires issuers to disclose information about their methodologies and assumptions
and about the gaps in the data—which makes clear that the resulting disclosure will be neither
consistent, nor comparable.65
This same problem is repeated throughout the proposal, including through disclosures of
physical and transition risks. Seeking to estimate risk to a particular company either directly
from climate change or from potential changes in markets, technology, law, or policy in
response to climate change is a task that rests, at best, on informed speculation. Climate
science continues to evolve and is itself not uniform, and rather than relying on an issuer’s own
analysis of their business prospects, these disclosures will require the engagement of “climate
consulting firms” and “various software tools” to engage in climate modeling. 66 Because there
is little consensus on these methods or models, resulting data will again be neither consistent,
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nor comparable. And mandating disclosure based on shaky—or developing—theoretical
foundations leads to less reliable disclosures.67
This problem is compounded when the proposal requires disclosure over the short-, medium-,
and long-term.68 Putting aside the fact that the securities laws are not meant to look to the
“long term”—however defined—attempting to predict exposure to climate risk over the longterm is little more than speculation.69
While some companies or some industries may be better able to “see the future,” so to speak,
on climate change due to obvious exposures to certain types of climate change risk, uniformly
requiring disclosures of all issuers creates an avalanche of unreliable information that investors
may misunderstand as being more concrete than it is. Indeed, the Commission lends support
for this misunderstanding by requiring different levels of audit or assurance for a subset of this
information. But no amount of outside auditing expertise can make up for the inherent
unreliability of data produced from speculation and a host of assumptions.
Second, and more fundamentally, the risks that this proposal seeks to quantify may not be
quantifiable. Looking again at Scope 3 emissions, this calculation, even at its most rigorous,
posits nothing more than an estimation of the emissions in an issuer’s value chain. These
estimations suffer from issues of double-counting and measurement errors, both within valuechains and across value-chains.70 These estimates ultimately may say very little about a single
firm’s exposure to risks based on greenhouse gas emissions. Reliance on these estimates also
may lead to a lack of nuanced understanding about risks that are not subject to being
quantified, however poorly.71 Thus, investors may think they know more about a company’s
climate-related risk based on these disclosures than they actually do.
While this problem is not unique to mandated disclosures—and may result with respect to any
of the voluntary disclosures that are occurring—the fact that mandatory disclosures have been
given the imprimatur of the Commission is especially problematic. Evolving understandings of
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climate change and a broad potential audience make it difficult to create a single, reliable, set
of disclosures.72 Yet, the proposal seeks to do just that.
Moreover, mandating disclosure signals to investors that they should care about climate risk—a
strong signal to be sending when individual investors are less familiar with the concept. 73
Similarly, by making climate risk a board-level issue, this proposal signals to investors that
climate-related disclosures are important ones.74 But where the data is incomplete, misleading,
or otherwise unreliable, risks to investors will run high.
The Costs of the Proposal Are Too High to Justify Its Speculative Benefits
The Commission is required to “adequately assess the economic effects of a new rule” and
must “articulate a satisfactory explanation for its action including a rational connection
between the facts found and the choices made.”75 Failure to do so makes promulgation of a
rule “arbitrary and capricious and not in accordance with the law.”76
The costs of this proposal will be astronomical, and not solely limited to public companies. The
Commission’s analysis fails to adequately address the costs of the climate-risk disclosure
regime, but even the costs that the Commission does estimate outweigh the speculative
benefits of the proposed prescriptive and detailed disclosure.
The Commission Underestimates the Direct and Indirect Costs of the Proposal
Under the Commission’s estimates, the cost of this proposal will be enormous: the direct cost
of compliance will be approximately $640,000 and $530,000 in subsequent years, which
presumably does not include the cost for emissions reporting that the Commission admits it
cannot “fully and accurately quantify.”77 The estimates of total burden of the proposal,
however, are even more striking—dramatically increasing internal burden hours from
approximately 19 million to 44 million and increasing external costs from approximately $3.8
billion to $10.2 billion.78 But these numbers do not reflect an accurate account of the costs of
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this proposal, which would result in an even higher burden on issuers, investors, and the
economy.
For example, the Commission claims that the costs of the proposal will be kept in check in part
by its choice of the TCFD framework, which it claims “has been widely accepted by issuers,
investors, and other market participants.”79 But one of the justifications that the Commission
gives for requiring disclosure is that voluntary frameworks have not resulted in sufficiently
consistent disclosure. The Commission must be either overestimating the adherence to the
TCFD framework for the purposes of its cost analysis or underestimating the adherence for the
purpose of justifying mandatory disclosures. Correcting this either raises the cost estimate or
lowers the benefits estimate, neither of which lends support to this proposal. 80
The Commission also fails to consider the potential anti-competitive effects of requiring the
level of detailed, prescriptive disclosure that is required by the proposal. Focusing solely on
potential competition-increasing benefits of the proposal, the Commission completely ignores
the consequences of requiring detailed disclosures that may provide insights into internal
aspects of a company’s business, operations and strategies, including requiring information
about underlying methodologies regarding climate-change issues and zip code-level details
about the company’s operations.81 These types of disclosures could result in the disclosure of
proprietary business strategies and competitively sensitive information, thus increasing the
costs of the proposal.82
Importantly, the costs of this proposal are not limited to public companies and their
shareholders. Private companies will be required to provide, at a minimum, emissions
information in their role as suppliers, consumers, and recipients of investment from public
companies subject to the mandated reporting. The Commission’s analysis fails to address these
significant costs.83
Private companies will face demands for emissions data from reporting companies. This will
likely require the private company to engage in its own analysis, often requiring third-party
expertise, and may result in contractual terms that could require indemnification for
misstatements about carbon emissions. Another likely effect—foreshadowed by the
79
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Commission’s own suggestions on how an issuer can streamline its own emissions reporting—
is that private companies may lose the business of public companies who are not satisfied with
the private company’s emissions reporting capabilities or emissions control strategies. 84
These ripple effects could drive private companies who are unable to comply—regardless of
their emissions levels—out of business.85 It could also harm innovation, particularly in green
technologies, where these rules will raise costs for start-ups.86
Besides the effect on private companies specifically, the proposal will have wider economic
effects that the Commission fails to analyze. While the Commission recognizes that “if
compliance costs with the proposed rules are high, this could influence the marginal firm’s
decision to exit public markets or refrain from going public in the first place,” it downplays this
possibility because the “pressure on private companies to disclose information on climaterelated risks is rapidly escalating within the private industry.”87 Of course, this ignores the role
that the Commission itself is playing in requiring emissions and other climate disclosure from
private companies in issuer’s value chains, but deterring companies from becoming or
remaining public due to high compliance costs is itself a serious problem. Private companies are
out of reach for most individual investors, and there has been demand for bringing more,
higher growth companies to the public markets. This proposal may leave those individual
investors with fewer choices.88
Companies that remain public may also provide worse returns for shareholders because the
high costs of this proposal will function as a wealth transfer from shareholders to the
consultants, lawyers and accountants who will be employed to help companies comply with the
proposed rules, many of whom the Commission cites in the proposal as supporting mandatory
disclosure.
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The Commission Fails to Consider the Administrative Burden of The Proposal
Besides underestimating the direct and indirect costs of the proposal, the Commission
altogether fails to consider the administrative burden faced by the agency. As noted by
Commissioner Lee, the proposal reflects a “watershed moment,” in which the Commission is
taking on “one of the most momentous risks to face capital formation since the inception of
this agency.”89 Given these “momentous” stakes, the agency should explain how this
discretionary rulemaking would affect its capacity to execute its existing workload.
There are reasons to be worried about the costs to the agency, both in terms of its resources
and institutional integrity. Along these lines, several commentators have argued that the
proposed measure would engender “mission creep” at the Commission. 90 At the very least,
Commissioner Pierce is incontrovertibly correct when she states that the proposal “takes [the
Commission] outside of our statutory jurisdiction and expertise” and into areas more
traditionally associated with the Environmental Protection Agency, such as emissions
accounting, climate modeling, and environmental policy assessment. 91
Of course, the SEC does not have unlimited resources. In fact, the agency’s budget has been
especially strained ever since passage of the Dodd-Frank Act, which added considerably to the
agency’s responsibilities. For example, Dodd-Frank set deadlines for more than 400 mandatory
rulemakings and scores of studies.92 In practice, the Commission has honored these deadlines
primarily in the breach—in the first year, the Commission missed 54 of 66 of its date-certain
duties.93 When faced with bipartisan criticism from Capitol Hill for its woeful deadline
performance, the Commission has defended itself by citing a lack of resources. 94
The agency’s resource constraints continue to the present. Just last May, Chairman Gensler told
congressional appropriators that, “The SEC has not grown to meet the needs of the 2020s.” 95
He further observed that Commission staff decreased by about 4 percent over the last four
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years, with a decline in the Enforcement Division of 6 percent. 96 While Chair Gensler’s most
recent budgetary request sought more resources, that request focused primarily on bringing
the Commission back to 2016 budgetary levels, which are no way sufficient to meet the
administrative burden of implementing this “watershed” proposal.97
Because the climate disclosure proposal is resource-intensive, its implementation would
exacerbate the agency’s existing budget problems. It’s not just that the agency would have to
oversee the massive data demands made of registrants, although that is an obvious concern.
More troublingly, the proposal fails to resolve several crucial uncertainties, which will lead to
administrative headaches for the agency after the rule takes effect.
Although there are several important, yet unresolved, uncertainties in the proposal, 98 the risk
of unintended consequences is greatest with respect to the “materiality qualifier” for disclosure
requirements of a registrant’s Scope 3 emissions. Out of recognition that reporting these
emissions is “more difficult,” the Commission requires disclosure of Scope 3 emissions only if
they’re material to the registrant’s business.99
Because Scope 3 emissions are costly to report, a great deal rides on whether these emissions
are material for a large or accelerated filer. Yet the agency offers no meaningful guidance for
this crucial determination. Rather, the proposal merely points to the traditional formulation of
materiality.100 The problem is that the traditional formulation of materiality, with its focus on
investment returns, does not speak to the novel materiality of Scope 3 emissions, which is
instead a function of climate modeling and speculation about environmental policy.
Without guidance from the Commission, reporting of Scope 3 emissions will be inconsistent.
The resultant turmoil will necessitate an enforcement response by the agency, in order to
harmonize the registrants’ disparate decision-making regarding the materiality qualifier for
Scope 3 emissions disclosure requirements. Yet using enforcement to establish a coherent
framework would prove costly to the agency. As the proposal explains, these determinations
are highly fact-specific.101 That is, these decisions must be made on a case-by-case basis based
on idiosyncrasies of the registrant’s business conditions.
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The Commission’s regulatory history bears out these concerns over the proposal’s potential to
crowd out other priorities. According to the agency, the proposal “builds on the Commission’s
previous rules and guidance on climate-related disclosures, which date back to the 1970s.” 102
But the proposal makes no mention that in 1975, the Commission rejected “comprehensive
disclosure of environmental effects of corporate activities” because, inter alia, “the
administrative burdens involved in the proposed disclosure would be excessive … [and] largely
incapable of verification.”103 Ultimately, the SEC abandoned its 1970s-era push for “qualitative
materiality” because the agency wanted to focus its limited resources on the “fundamentals of
securities law enforcement” instead of “securities enforcement esoterica.”104
The Benefits Recognized By The Commission Are, At Most, Marginal Improvements Over Already
Occurring Disclosure
To outweigh the enormous costs of this proposal, the benefits expected should be significant.
Yet, the benefits to which the Commission points do not meet that high bar.
The Commission acknowledges both that climate-risk disclosure has “generally increased” since
2010 and that the Commission’s rules, as further explained by the Commission’s 2010 guidance,
require disclosure of material climate risk information.105
In fact, climate disclosure has been occurring voluntarily at a high rate. 106 As of 2019, 90% of
the companies in the S&P 500 were publishing a sustainability report. 107 This represents
consistent and rapid growth from 2011, where only 20% of the companies in the S&P 500 were
providing such reporting.108 While reporting coverage has increased, the information provided
also has become “more sophisticated, mature, and decision-useful for investors and other
important stakeholders.”109 These reports are the result of demand from a variety of
stakeholders—activists, employees, customers, etc.—and may not be geared toward a
company’s financial performance.
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The Commission, though, already has rules that require disclosures geared towards a
company’s financial performance. As Commissioner Peirce noted, “[u]nder these existing rules,
companies are already disclosing matters such as the risk of wildfires to property, the risk of
rising sea levels, the risk of rising temperatures, and the risk of climate-change legislation or
regulation, when those risks are material to the company’s financial situation.” 110
The proposal, then, must provide some benefit not provided by the existing rules. That benefit
purportedly comes from the production of “consistent, comparable, and reliable” information,
which the Commission asserts the current framework has not produced. 111 This claim itself is a
bit suspect, as there is little evidence that material information is not being disclosed pursuant
to the 2010 guidance. Indeed, recent inquiries by the Division of Corporation Finance
questioning issuers’ climate disclosure have largely returned statements from issuers noting
that information not disclosed was not material.112 But, as explained above, this proposal will
not produce consistent, comparable, and reliable disclosures. Even if it were to do so, this
improvement comes at an exceedingly high cost that is not justified by the marginal benefits of
information gleaned from prescriptive disclosures that threaten to flood investors with
immaterial information.
***
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposed rule amendments, and we are
happy to answer any questions or further engage on this topic.
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