December 13, 2021
Ali Khawar,
Acting Assistant Secretary
Employee Benefits Security Administration
U.S. Department of Labor
200 Constitution Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20210
Re: Prudence and Loyalty in Selecting Plan Investments and Exercising Shareholder Rights [RIN
1210–AC03]
Submitted via www.regulations.gov
Dear Mr. Khawar:
I am pleased to provide these comments on the proposed rule “Prudence and Loyalty in Selecting
Plan Investments and Exercising Shareholder Rights.”1
The Proposed Rule is a Sophisticated Attempt to Circumvent the ERISA Statute
The proposed rule contains both positive and highly negative provisions. At its core, however, it
is an attempt to weaken ERISA’s protection of plan beneficiaries2 to achieve political objectives
that are unrelated to the purposes of ERISA in response to political pressure from the White
House.3 To the extent that it is successful in achieving its objectives, the proposed rule will result
in lower returns and less retirement income for plan beneficiaries. The DOL does not have the
discretion to substitute its political judgement or that of the White House for that of Congress as
expressed very explicitly by statute in ERISA.
The proposed rule is an invitation to ERISA fiduciaries to pursue their political or social goals at
the expense of plan beneficiaries. Read honestly, the proposed rule would serve no other
purpose. In effect, if the proposed rule were finalized, the DOL would be saying to plan
fiduciaries “You must act in the interest of plan beneficiaries but if you pursue a progressive
ESG objective at the expense of plan beneficiaries, we won’t call you on it and, by the way, we
have eliminated the means of actually enforcing the rules requiring that you act in plan
beneficiaries’ interests.”
The proposed rule should be withdrawn.
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Fiduciaries are obligated by law to act in the interest of plan beneficiaries and are not permitted
to take actions that reduce the return to beneficiaries to further a social or political objective of
the fiduciary. Specifically, ERISA at 29 U.S. Code §1104(a)4 requires that “a fiduciary shall
discharge his duties with respect to a plan solely in the interest of the participants and
beneficiaries and (A) for the exclusive purpose of (i) providing benefits to participants and their
beneficiaries; and (ii) defraying reasonable expenses of administering the plan.” (emphasis
added).
To its credit, the proposed rule acknowledges this fact at subsection (c)(1).
(c) Investment loyalty duties. (1) A fiduciary may not subordinate the interests of
the participants and beneficiaries in their retirement income or financial benefits
under the plan to other objectives, and may not sacrifice investment return or take
on additional investment risk to promote benefits or goals unrelated to interests of
the participants and beneficiaries in their retirement income or financial benefits
under the plan.5
This said, the remainder of the proposed rule is an attempt to undermine this long-standing
statutory principle and this subsection of the proposed rule.
Most notably, the proposed rule includes this provision:
(b)(4) A prudent fiduciary may consider any factor in the evaluation of an
investment or investment course of action that, depending on the facts and
circumstances, is material to the risk return analysis, which might include, for
example:
(i) Climate change-related factors, such as a corporation’s exposure to the
real and potential economic effects of climate change including exposure
to the physical and transitional risks of climate change and the positive or
negative effect of Government regulations and policies to mitigate climate
change;
(ii) Governance factors, such as those involving board composition,
executive compensation, and transparency and accountability in corporate
decisionmaking, as well as a corporation’s avoidance of criminal liability
and compliance with labor, employment, environmental, tax, and other
applicable laws and regulations; and
(iii) Workforce practices, including the corporation’s progress on
workforce diversity, inclusion, and other drivers of employee hiring,
promotion, and retention; its investment in training to develop its
workforce’s skill; equal employment opportunity; and labor relations.6
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Had the proposed rule stopped with the first clause, to wit, “A prudent fiduciary may consider
any factor in the evaluation of an investment or investment course of action that, depending on
the facts and circumstances, is material to the risk return analysis,” then it would have been true
to the statutory language in ERISA. But instead, the “examples” of materiality provided include
only progressive ESG priorities. As discussed below, the empirical economics literature shows
that these priorities have little to no impact on financial returns.
These provisions (subparagraphs (i) through (iii)) are really nothing more than an indication to
ERISA fiduciaries that they will suffer little or no consequences from the DOL, and that DOL
enforcement actions will not be forthcoming, if they choose to pursue progressive ESG social
and political objectives at the expense of plan beneficiaries provided that they steadfastly hold to
the fiction that the reason that they did so was a concern about the ESG factors’ materiality. The
true purpose of this provision is obvious given that the DOL only “happened” to choose
examples of potentially “material” factors motivated by progressive political and social
objectives rather than the many thousands of other examples of materiality factors that could
have been provided. Admittedly, given Chevron7 and Auer8 deference, these provisions may well
afford politicized plan fiduciaries some legal cover. On the other hand, an objective court should
see through this subterfuge and should seek to actually enforce the clear Congressional intent to
protect plan beneficiaries by invalidating this transparent, although sophisticated, attempt to
circumvent the law.
Another example of the invitation to plan fiduciaries to pursue ESG factors at the expense of
beneficiaries’ retirement income is this provision in proposed section (c)(3):
(3) If, after the analysis in paragraph (c)(2) of this section, a fiduciary prudently
concludes that competing investments, or competing investment courses of action,
equally serve the financial interests of the plan over the appropriate time horizon,
the fiduciary is not prohibited from selecting the investment, or investment course
of action, based on collateral benefits other than investment returns. … A
fiduciary may not, however, accept expected reduced returns or greater risks to
secure such additional benefits.
The final sentence of the paragraph is, of course, an accurate description of the statutory
requirements under ERISA. The ‘collateral benefits’ language is the invitation to ignore the final
sentence.
In actual practice, there will be very, very few actual “ties” that can be broken by non-financial
considerations. Any normal financial methodology is going to give a series of ranked order
choices, not “ties” where competing investments have precisely the same projected return.
Moreover, the existing regulation actually contains tie-breaking language. It just requires that the
tie and the tie-breaking mechanism be documented. See 29 CFR §2550.404a-1(c)(2):
(c)(2) Notwithstanding the requirements of paragraph (c)(1) of this section, when
choosing between or among investment alternatives that the plan fiduciary is able
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to distinguish on the basis niary factors alone, the fiduciary may use nonpecuniary factors as the deciding factor in the investment decision provided that
the fiduciary documents:
(i) Why pecuniary factors were not sufficient to select the investment or
investment course of action;
(ii) How the selected investment compares to the alternative investments
with regard to the factors listed in paragraphs (b)(2)(ii)(A) through (C) of
this section; and
(iii) How the chosen non-pecuniary factor or factors are consistent with
the interests of participants and beneficiaries in their retirement income or
financial benefits under the plan.
That the DOL is using one of its first rulemakings to address this very rare instance regarding
how to resolve a tie is simply not credible. The rule is in fact an invitation to circumvent ERISA
in response to White House and other political pressures. That the proposed rule eliminates the
documentation requirements contained in the existing rule is also a clear indication that what is
really going on here is NOT a tie-breaking mechanism. What is really going on is that the DOL
is inviting fiduciaries to politicize their investment decisions and telling them that this will be
okay in practice notwithstanding the ERISA statutory requirement. The proposed rule would
make it perfectly okay for politicized fiduciaries to not leave a paper trail9 so that plan
beneficiaries, or a DOL that is willing to enforce ERISA laws as written, will be unable to
establish the methodology employed to make investment decisions.
If ESG Were in Plan Beneficiaries’ Interest, then No Change in the Rule is Required
If pursuing progressive ESG social and political goals actually were in investor or plan
participant financial interest, then no action would be required by the DOL. The relevant ESG
factors would be material and such investments would be the best means of providing plan
benefits to plan beneficiaries under the existing, and long-standing, principles of ERISA law.
Period. Full stop. The problem, of course, as explained below, is that this is not true. Special
legal cover is needed so that plan fiduciaries can pursue ESG goals at the expense of plan
beneficiaries.
ESG is Not in Plan Beneficiaries’ Interest Notwithstanding the Multiple Claims to the Contrary
Racial, Ethnic, Sex and Sexual Orientation Discrimination does not Promote Higher Plan
Beneficiary Returns
The Securities and Exchange Commission was recently presented with the question of whether
Nasdaq can require its listed companies to impose racial, ethnic, sex and sexual orientation
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requirements regarding the board composition of its listed companies. Nasdaq falsely asserted
that this would improve shareholder returns. It has not and will not.10
The SEC, to its credit, acknowledged this fact. It stated that “Taken together, studies of the
effects of board diversity are generally inconclusive, and suggest that the effects of even
mandated changes remain the subject of reasonable debate.”11 The Commission then went on to
approve the rule anyway but at least the agency had the integrity to not misrepresent the
economics literature as Nasdaq blatantly did in its submission to the SEC.
It should, of course, come as no surprise that the race, ethnicity, sex or sexual orientation of
board members have no impact on firm financial since these factors have no bearing on the
competence or relevant experience of the person involved. To hold otherwise is to accept a
racial, ethnic and sexual determinism that is fundamentally at odds with the equal protection
provisions of our constitution and the principles underlying the Civil Right Act.12
Climate Change, or the E in ESG
The economic justification for climate change disclosure mandates or climate change socially
responsible investing (aka ‘collateral benefits’ in the proposed rule) is that they are designed to
address a negative externality. An externality is (1) a cost that is imposed on (negative
externality) or (2) a benefit accorded to (positive externality) someone that is not a party to a
transaction or not engaged in an action. There are countless positive and negative externalities all
around us. Air pollution is a typical example of a negative externality.
There are many ways to address negative externalities. Improved property rights,13 tort law,14
regulation,15 or a tax equal to the cost involuntarily imposed by the economic actor creating the
10
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externality on those “external” to the transaction.16 A tax subsidy for politically favored interests
with strong lobbies would be fairly far down the list of efficacious means of addressing the
problem of negative externalities but nonetheless there are many provisions in the Internal
Revenue Code with this purpose. To achieve the desired effect, the policy designed to address
the externality must be calibrated to accurately internalize the actual cost of the externality. This
requires estimating the costs imposed by the externality and imposing costs in an equal and offsetting amount on the economic actor in question. Detailed scientific, cost and market
information must be obtained to get this even close to right.
Trying to achieve this result through mandated disclosures by issuers is comparable to trying to
score in basketball by bouncing the ball off the floor and then the backboard. It is theoretically
possible, but there is a vanishingly small chance that it will achieve the desired result. And any
team that tried that on a regular basis would lose.
Similarly, ERISA is not the place to do environmental regulation.
I am no climate science expert. Nor, I suspect, is anyone at the Department of Labor since
climate science is way outside of the DOL’s lane. I do know a thing or two about modeling in an
economics context. Models are typically highly dependent on a few relationships specified in
their equations and parameters. A small number of assumptions about relationships and
parameters drive results. For example, a model examining the impact of proposed tax policy
might adopt a neoclassical view where the impact of the proposed tax changes on the user cost of
capital and labor response are central (as specified in the equations) and the empirical parameters
(as specified in the elasticities) governing investment and labor are key.17 Seemingly small
adjustments to elasticities (even though within the bounds established in the empirical literature)
result is significantly different results. A Keynesian “macroeconomic” approach focusing on
aggregate demand would yield dramatically different results, operate on different principles and
lead to different policy recommendations. And so on.
Climate modeling is, in principle, no different. A small number of equations and empirical
parameters drive results. Even the conventional governmental source -- the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change – shows massive variations in projections and shows the wide
divergence in the ability of models to account for past warming18 and the degree of warming that
is anthropogenic.19 The worst-case concentration pathway, for example, assumes unlikely
16
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projections of coal use, high population growth, low economic growth and technological
progress.20 Using the worst-case scenario of these emissions concentration pathways as the
business-as-usual scenario will mislead the private sector, policymakers, and regulators on the
estimated climate impacts and costs.21
Once you broaden your reading to include those that do not have a financial or political interest
in climate change alarmism, it becomes clear that the variance and uncertainty in climate
modeling is even higher than the IPCC report indicates.22 It is clear that various models yield
dramatically different results. Explaining the details is beyond the scope of this letter and my
current competence. It is also beyond the ability of the Employee Benefits Security
Administration. EBSA will be unable to actually assess the veracity of fiduciaries’ claims that
they are accurately assessing the materiality and investment decisions made on the basis of
climate change considerations. Thus, it will have to simply accept assertions by politically
motivated fiduciaries that their assessment is legitimate and the language in the rule will make
this acceptable.
The Ambiguity of the Economics of Climate Change
Any estimate of the economic impact of climate change will have to rely on the highly uncertain
and divergent climate model results discussed above. In addition to this high degree of
uncertainty will be added an entirely new family of economic ambiguity and uncertainty.
Moreover, any economic estimate of the impact of climate change will also have to choose a
discount rate to arrive at the present discounted value of future costs and benefits23 of climate
change and to estimate the future costs and benefits of various regulatory or private initiatives.
The choice of discount rate is controversial and important. Estimates will need to be made of the
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cost of various aspects of climate change (sea level rises, the impact on agriculture, etc).
Estimates will need to be made of the cost of various remediation techniques. Guesses will need
to be made about the rate of technological change. Guesses will need to be made about the
regulatory, tax and other responses of a myriad of governments. Estimates will need to be made
using conventional economic techniques regarding the economic impact of those changes which,
in turn, will reflect a wide variety of techniques and in many cases a thin or non-existent
empirical literature. Guesses will need to be made of market responses to all of these changes
since market participants will not stand idly by and do nothing as markets and the regulatory
environment change.
Then, after making decisions regarding all of these extraordinarily complex, ambiguous and
uncertain issues, fiduciaries will then need to assess, on some undetermined basis, the likely
impact of climate change on their specific business years into the future – a business that may by
then bear little resemblance to the issuer’s existing business. Then, the DOL will need to assess
fiduciaries’ actions based on this speculative house of cards.
Conclusion
To the extent it plows new ground, the proposed rule is inconsistent with the statutory charge
under ERISA that “a fiduciary shall discharge his duties with respect to a plan solely in the
interest of the participants and beneficiaries and (A) for the exclusive purpose of (i) providing
benefits to participants and their beneficiaries.” The proposed rule is an invitation to ERISA
fiduciaries to pursue their political or social goals at the expense of plan beneficiaries. It is a
sophisticated attempt to circumvent ERISA. It should be withdrawn.
Sincerely,

David R. Burton
Senior Fellow in Economic Policy
The Heritage Foundation

