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1. Stephen Ellner (spe2)
Created: April 28th, 2014 12:35, Updated: April 28th, 2014 12:35

The resolution says that “educating students and conducting world-class research in the areas of
carbon neutrality and sustainability will be far more beneficial to the inhabitants of planet Earth than
the symbolic act of Cornell’s divestment from fossil fuel companies.”  

This is a false dichotomy. Nothing about divestment interferes with continued education and research
on carbon neutrality and sustainability. The financial cost of divestment (as defined in the Faculty
Senate resolution) is at most minuscule, because it affects only a tiny percentage of the endowment.
Climate change is a crisis and we need to do everything possible to minimize the damage. The
answer is not (a), (b), or (c) but “all of the above”: research, education, and divestment.  

Divestment symbolizes and expresses that Cornell recognizes the magnitude of the climate crisis. As
such, it is totally consistent with our mission of disseminating knowledge. We are the state’s land-
grant campus, and acting in the public good is central to our mission and our identity. Our divestment
will not transform society, but it may help transform the conversation on climate change so that
appropriate actions start being taken.  I urge the UA to not adopt this Resolution.   
2. David Shalloway (dis2)
Created: April 29th, 2014 13:34, Updated: April 29th, 2014 13:34

The clause of the resolution declaring against divestment is strange and inappropriate for this
representative assembly since its aim is specifically to oppose the overwhelming majority views of the
undergraduate students, graduate students, and faculty of Cornell.  

Moreover, the statements made in the anti-divestment clause regarding donors are inaccurate and
seem presumptuous:  The finances and best application of University resources are of concern to the
entire Cornell community, current and former students, faculty, and staff, and not only to the donors.
Donors entrust their funds to this community recognizing that an important part of the University’s
mission is “through public service, to enhance the lives and livelihoods of our students, the people of
New York, and others around the world.” This involves, in addition to the many outreach and public
service projects that we support, actions such as our move to carbon neutrality and previous ethical
investment actions.   

Ignoring our role in this domain---claiming that we should limit our activity to the education only of
our students and to the development but not to the public dissemination of the implications of our
research---is counter to our societal role. The pressures fostering short-term thinking and short-
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term action in much of the financial community are well known. But our responsibility is to the long-
term welfare of our students and their world.  We are more than an “ivory tower” institution that can
keep its nose in its books while hoping that the leadership needed to address the problems that we
have uncovered will come from elsewhere.  

I urge the UA not to adopt this resolution.  

3. Carlos Rymer (cmr55)
Created: April 29th, 2014 20:37, Updated: April 29th, 2014 20:37

I strongly disagree with the clause of the resolution urging the University not to divest. As a former
leader of student organizations that worked tirelessly several years ago to build support for our
current goal of carbon neutrality, I believe that taking the step to divest from fossil fuels will set an
enormous precedent across major universities, just like our pledge to become carbon neutral did
several years ago. 

If in fact the University should not divest from fossil fuels because donors did not intend the University
to use the endowment for "societal transformation," as the resolution claims, then, as a frequent
donor, I would ask why the University has not made the case that using University funds to reach the
goal of carbon neutrality is not in fact related to achieving societal transformation? 

Clearly, when the University pledged to become carbon neutral, it did not do so by arguing that it was
in the University's financial interests to do so or that it would be the best use of funds that come
directly from the endowment. It did so because it was the right thing to do at a time when change was
not happening where it needed to happen and institutions like Cornell needed to show the way
forward. 

Today, we cannot go back on the spirit of leadership we demonstrated when we became one of the
first major universities to pledge to become carbon neutral. Divestment of fossil fuels is the right thing
to do regardless of what it may mean to the endowment, just like it was the right thing to do to pledge
to become carbon neutral several years ago.  

We are an enormously resourceful institution capable of achieving what we say we will achieve. I have
no doubt that if Cornell decides to divest from fossil fuels, other major universities will do the same,
and Cornell and the world will be better for it. If our government will not act to confront what is one of
the greatest challenges humanity has faced, and major institutions like Cornell will not act with every
tool they have at their disposal, what will we say when we wonder why we did not do everything we
could when we had the chance? 

I urge the UA to reconsider its position and instead join the rest of the Cornell community in urging for
divestment. Let's show why Cornell is a pioneer once again and lead the way forward on divestment
from fossil fuels.
4. John Zeiger (jmz54)
Created: April 29th, 2014 21:05, Updated: April 29th, 2014 21:06

As the Cornell student body, countless Cornell student organizations, the City of Ithaca, the Cornell
Faculty Senate,the Cornell Graduate student assembly, and this assembly itself have made clear,
divestment is necessary to delegitimize the fossil fuel companies fueling our climate crisis.  Please
vote against this resolution, and support the effort to divest our endowment from fossil fuels. 
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Investment in fossil fuels is a moral issue: it is morally wrong to give billions of dollars to companies
that our own university has made clear are destroying our climate.  By investing in fossil fuels,
university funds are already financing direct societal transformation.  Lets redirect this money to other
industries and show that our alma mater can manage its money in a way that benefits the future of its
students.
5. Karen Dietrich (ktd25)
Created: April 29th, 2014 22:02, Updated: April 29th, 2014 22:02

Cornell is invested in preparing students to be informed and active global citizens. By divesting from
the fossil fuel industry, the University will set an example worth following. The leader of a renowned,
forward-thinking institution ought to have sustainability initiatives at the forefront. Please do not allow
the University to skate around this issue with her new president.
6. Ryan Devlin (rmd96)
Created: April 30th, 2014 00:03, Updated: April 30th, 2014 00:03

If Cornell wishes to dedicate itself as a leading learning space for the sustainability and environmental
studies it must act the part both administratively and otherwise.  Divestment from fossil fuel
companies is an integral part of the action that must take place if Cornell is interested in being a
legitimate source of real sustainable change in our world.  Environmental studies that are supported
by an endowment that invests in environmentally destructive corporations are  senseless and
hypocritical.  The University Assembly must strike down this proposed resolution.
7. Ryan Rodriguez (rar298)
Created: April 30th, 2014 00:59, Updated: April 30th, 2014 00:59

The bill is both contradictory and  hypocritical to Cornell's mission and claimed interest in
sustainability and environmental improvement. A University that is truly aiming for carbon neutrality
will not continue to endorse industries that go against this cause and to claim to aim for both carbon
neutrality while supporting fossil fuels is self defeating the cause. It is also hypocritical for a university
the pushes so much on messages of environmental sustainability, using green energy, and reducing
from fossil fuels while not following through on what is preached. Opposing divestment hurts the
credibility of Cornell's interest and mission toward sustainability and environmental health and thus
hurts the credibility and effectiveness of teaching sustainability. How are students supposed to take
Cornell's teachings on the importance of "being green" seriously when the university fails to do so? A
world-class institution would step up and lead the mission toward sustainability, not shirk
responsibilities from it. Cornell needs to lead by action and be more than just talk.
8. Kendra Ellis (ke96)
Created: April 30th, 2014 06:15, Updated: April 30th, 2014 06:15

Immersion in an environment of hypocrisy cannot produce mindful students.  

There are good alternatives! http://www.calvert.com/choose.html
9. Ann Agranoff (aa464)
Created: April 30th, 2014 08:57, Updated: April 30th, 2014 08:57

Divestment from fossil fuels is necessary and urgent, if Cornell is to remain a world leader and an
inspirational institution. We should be proceeding on all fronts to protect the climate.
10. Elizabeth Wold (eaw83)
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Created: April 30th, 2014 10:51, Updated: April 30th, 2014 10:51

5.3 BILLION dollars is not symbolic, Cornell. Maybe donors did not specifically donate to Cornell to
support renewable energy; but they probably ALSO did not specifically donate to support coal and oil
companies that are degrading our environment and contributing to social injustices worldwide.
Cornell; you include diversity requirements, you emphasize teaching sustainability in every major, you
have programs in biology, atmospheric sciences, natural resources, and so many more disciplines
that REVOLVE around sustainability: you HAVE taught us to create change, and now you suggest
barring the change that has come about from the understanding you gave us. If you resolve now to
ban divestment, you are creating a hypocrisy: Why teach students about sustainability if you will not
let us uphold it?  Either divest from fossil fuels, or stop pretending to care about 'sustainability',
Cornell- Because your 5.3 billion dollar endowment is causing suffering on a scale that we fully
understand thanks to the education you have provided us.
11. David Beavers (dab373)
Created: April 30th, 2014 11:30, Updated: April 30th, 2014 11:30

I believe this resolution is an unfortunate mischaracterization of the act of divestment.  Most
importantly, to be dismissive of symbolism is a grave injustice.   

Speaking to the University Assembly on April 8th, the Chief Investment Officer A.J. Edwards stated
that Cornell's investments in the energy sector make up about 0.048% of market capitalization of that
sector, and as such, divesting would have little tangible effect on the fossil fuel companies
themselves: in short, divestment would be symbolic.  I don't doubt Mr. Edwards' analysis, but some
perspective is key.  Based on a conservative estimate, Cornell's greenhouse gas emissions account
for roughly 0.0008% of global emissions.  That's two orders of magnitude less than what our
investments in the fossil fuel industry account for.  And yet, we've spent nearly $200M since 2000 on
initiatives related to our Climate Action Plan goal of achieving campus carbon neutrality.  Given
Cornell's relative influence as investor and as emitter, why is divestment treated differently than
carbon neutrality?   

Both divestment and carbon neutrality have power only in their ability to inspire similar actions
elsewhere: that is, both have power only in their symbolic worth.  In fact, divestment and carbon
neutrality are inseparable.  Only once we've cleaned up our campus and our endowment do we have
the integrity to call ourselves carbon neutral.  To do one without the other - to make the statement
that we, as an institution, stand for a fossil-free future on our campus while continuing to invest
millions in the continued financial viability of the fossil fuel industry - is simply hypocritical.   

Claiming that "educating students and conducting world-class research in the areas of carbon
neutrality and sustainability will be far more beneficial to the inhabitants of planet Earth than the
symbolic act of Cornell’s divestment from fossil fuel companies" is another oversimplification.
Achieving carbon neutrality while continuing to invest in fossil fuel companies is not "educating
students."  It's justifying hypocrisy to them.  It's stating that integrity and ethics can be sacrificed if
they're inconvenient to maintain, or if doing so comes with a profit.  And all our world-class research
can't achieve its full potential if politics continues to lie upstream, blocking its implementation.  We
don't just need a technological or scientific solution to climate change; we also need a political one. 

Perhaps most unfortunately, dismissing symbolism is failing to appreciate the great power it contains.
Had Cornell faculty, staff, and students been dismissive of symbolism in the spring of 1985, when we
helped pioneer a divestment movement that spread across the nation, how many more years of
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Apartheid might there have been in South Africa?    

We're on pace to burn enough fossil fuels to put 7% of New York City - where Cornell is building a
multi-million dollar tech campus and where many Cornell students have family, friends, and/or post-
graduation aspirations - under water by mid-century.  In that light, is it really just to dismiss a
symbolic action with a history of achieving real political results?   
12. Aiden Cortell (aec245)
Created: April 30th, 2014 12:01, Updated: April 30th, 2014 12:01

Your resolution contradicts itself. You claim divestment is purely symbolic, and therefore lacking in
value, yet acknowledge its ability to create social change. To create a coherent resolution, you must
either admit that the movement of large quantities of money can influence the free market (not an
unreasonable claim, I would think) or reassert the power of symbolism.  
Once you correct this error, you can sensibly reevaluate divestment. You propose that the quantity of
funds affected by divestment would be relatively small; as others have pointed out, this makes
divestment easier to accomplish, without substantially decreasing its value as a symbol. You
hypothesize that donors did not wish to send some tiny fraction of their donation to make up for a
potential difference between the values of the investments in fossil fuels versus alternatives; what
reasoning do you have behind this? Many large donors, if they care where their donations go, will
specify what the money will be spent on. I propose a counter hypothesis relating to the smaller
donors: they contribute to Cornell in general because they wish to support the passion and the
dreams of its students. If this is true, then divestment, which the student body both undergraduate
and graduate strongly supports, is in the interest of the donors because the students believe it is in
our own interest.  
Finally, you claim that we must only educate our students about sustainability rather than take action
directly, for greatest effect. Other comments have addressed this idea well - we can do both, without
instilling the idea the hypocrisy is the norm into every student. I just wish to add a basic question: How
can education solve the problems of environmental degradation without action? This school tries to
achieve global change by education, and it cannot succeed unless we allow the actual change to start
here.
13. Nadia Shebaro (nss72)
Created: April 30th, 2014 12:03, Updated: April 30th, 2014 12:07

Before this body goes on to deride the symbolic nature of divestment, they should recognize that the
Climate Action Plan and Cornell's goal of carbon neutrality are also very much symbolic in and of
themselves. Cornell's actual carbon emissions are not even a drop in the bucket compared to global
emissions; the university could announce today that it will never again release another gram of carbon
into the atmosphere, and, barring any similar action on the part of other institutions, climate change
would be no less inevitable. The point, however, is that the goal of carbon neutrality is a worthy one,
because we can expect it to coincide with and support similar action by others. 

In that sense, we must consider not how Cornell can combat climate change by simply reducing its
own emissions, but rather how it can succeed in having a broader impact, as well as the way that
failing to divest from fossil fuels can directly negate that. Cornell's commitment to carbon neutrality is
important, because it can inspire other institutions to follow suit, and it can also promote the
development and use of alternative energy sources on a larger scale. That being said, it is clear that
Cornell's decision to continue investing in fossil fuel companies is an action that contrasts with those
end goals. 
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By continuing to invest in fossil fuel companies, the university is not only betting but hoping that others
will continue to burn fossil fuels and emit carbon on a large enough scale to allow those companies to
continue to be profitable. The university is betting on the fact that the alternative energy sources and
conservation measures in which it is investing as part of the Climate Action Plan will fail to take hold
at a greater level within society. 

Further, one cannot reasonably expect that a change in the nature of the energy market is going to be
led by existing fossil fuel companies. After all, Cornell isn't working with fossil fuel companies to
develop the means by which it will reduce its energy use, the geothermal system by which it plans to
heat its buildings, or the wind farm from which it hopes to get much of its electricity in the future.
Private fossil fuel companies aren't funding the research being done at Cornell in biofuels, solar cells,
or wind or water energy. Why then should we expect that a widespread transition to carbon neutrality
would not take place at the expense of fossil fuel companies? 

As is evident from the three pro-divestment resolutions passed by other representative bodies (SA,
GPSA, Faculty Senate - which the UA has no right to so blatantly ignore) and from the numerous
comments already written here, divestment from fossil fuel companies is clearly a move that has
widespread support within the Cornell community. The writers of this resolution try to claim that
divestment would be in contrast to the wishes of donors and would harm the educational interests of
students, when in reality the UA members should be able to tell that the passing of this resolution
would be in direct contrast to the wishes of the constituents they claim to represent. 

Cornell's Climate Action Plan has three stated primary goals: neutrality, leadership, and innovation.
By passing this resolution, the UA would be supporting the former of those three while simultaneously
allowing the inclusion of a clause that directly negates the success of the latter two. I hope that all UA
members take this reality into consideration when voting on this resolution, and further that they
consider their responsibility to act not based on their own opinions but based on the clearly expressed
desires and interests of their constituents.
14. Quinn Kelly (qtk2)
Created: April 30th, 2014 12:40, Updated: April 30th, 2014 12:40

The logic of this resolutions is ridiculous. It is similar to saying that casting your vote for president is a
symbolic act. In this case Cornell is voting with its money, which it has A LOT of. If Cornell takes the
lead and divests it money from fossil fuel companies it will influence other universities and institutions
to do so, thus creating powerful and real change on a national scale. Divestment is not only a moral
imperative, but also an opportunity for Cornell to demonstrate it's commitment to carbon neutrality
and fighting climate change.
15. James O'Dea (jro66)
Created: April 30th, 2014 12:58, Updated: April 30th, 2014 12:58

I am writing to voice my opposition to Resolution 16. 

By supporting “carbon neutrality” but not divestment, this resolution fails to acknowledge that the two
are inseparable. 

“Carbon neutrality” is a misnomer as long as Cornell has a financial stake in the fossil fuel industry.
Saying we don’t want to use fossil fuels ourselves but want to profit from other people using fossil
fuels is as morally twisted argument as there is. 
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This resolution comes as a surprise after three of the campus assemblies have passed resolutions
with overwhelming majorities supporting divestment (Student Assembly [22-2], Faculty Senate [46-
13], and Graduate & Professional Student Assembly [16-1]). 

The resolution claims that Cornell's investment in fossil fuels represents a small amount of total
investments and that divestment would only be a symbolic act. In that context, Cornell's goal of zero
carbon emissions is also just a symbolic act because the emissions from just one school in upstate
NY are just a small fraction of global emissions. In short, the resolution advocates for a double
standard for divestment and carbon emissions. 

There is no excuse for Cornell to stay invested in fossil fuel companies at the same time the university
eliminates carbon emissions. Fossil fuel companies have publicly made it very clear that their
business models include extracting oil and gas from deep waters, shale formations, tar sands, and the
Arctic. The scientific community agrees that dramatic changes in the Earth’s climate will occur unless
the 80% (565 Gton for 2 deg global warming/2765 Gton of proven oil, coal, and gas reserves) of the
fossil fuel industry’s carbon reserves remain unburned. We wouldn’t invest in a grocery store if they
could only sell 20% of the food on their shelves, so why invest in fossil fuel companies? 

The UA should stand on the right side of history and support divestment. 

Jimmy O’Dea 
Postdoc, Chemistry
16. Julia Brokaw (jnb88)
Created: April 30th, 2014 13:56, Updated: April 30th, 2014 13:56

I am writing to comment for carbon neutrality and divestment.
17. Allison Considine (adc85)
Created: April 30th, 2014 13:59, Updated: April 30th, 2014 13:59

Given the scale of climate change, any actions taken by our community of Cornell will be symbolic.
This does not lessen their power, and divestment is critical in sending the message that we stand for
a cleaner more environmentally friendly future. This university has a responsibility to listen to it's
students and faculty, and we have spoken and said Cornell must divest. This misguided resolution
goes against this, and should not be passed.
18. Lucy Stockton (lds99)
Created: April 30th, 2014 14:09, Updated: April 30th, 2014 14:09

Divestment is not only the message that we need to send, but the action that we need to take, to
ensure a more sustainable path for our university and our future. The students and faculty of this
institution have voiced their interests in securing an environmentally-conscious role in our world. By
continuing to dismiss these calls for change, the University Assembly is acting in a gross corruption of
its purpose. The time for symbolism is coming to an end and the time to act is now. If Cornell cannot
even commit to the former, how will we ever achieve the latter? For the good of our university, for
future generations and for the well-being of our planet, we must listen and we must divest.
19. Wesley Cornell (wjc85)
Created: April 30th, 2014 14:35, Updated: April 30th, 2014 14:35

As a firm believer that colleges have been and should continue to be drivers of positive societal
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change, I disagree with the University Assembly's comments regarding divestment at Cornell. I
believe that the authors' statement that "donors did not give those funds to the endowment...for direct
societal transformation, but rather...to discover, preserve and disseminate knowledge" is too big of an
assumption, and I know many donors who are determined that their money not support fossil fuel
industries. Furthermore this "symbolic act" of divestment can be viewed as a form of disseminating
the knowledge that large institutions play an important role in fighting environmental and social
injustice. All investors, large and small, must be aware of the consequences of their investments
outside of financial return. It would pain me, as soon-to-be graduate, to see my alma mater to
support such a misguided position.
20. Cole Norgaarden (chn32)
Created: April 30th, 2014 14:43, Updated: April 30th, 2014 14:43

This resolution maintains that it is the university's mission to "discover, preserve and disseminate
knowledge". But what good is that knowledge if it does not produce a meaningful result? In this case,
Cornell must be the actor, because it cannot evade accountability by encouraging external action
while remaining a static institution. Doing so will only harden support for divestment among the major
elected bodies that have expressed support for it--including the faculty senate, student assembly,
and GPSA. Where is the justice in our system of 'shared governance'?  This resolution unnecessarily
silences the voices of those who favor fiscal and social responsibility, inevitably leading to increased
tension between the administration and students/faculty. This issue is not going to simply fade away,
so let's instead build integrity and trust by keeping fossil fuel divestment on the table.
21. Nicole Golias (njg56)
Created: April 30th, 2014 15:02, Updated: April 30th, 2014 15:02

The fact is that, by keeping its investments in the 200 fossil fuel companies in question, Cornell IS
propelling a 'societal transformation': a transformation toward a degraded environment, wider gaps in
wealth, injustice for indigenous peoples, and a more volatile climate. We just don't view it that way
since we know this system as status quo. Is that the legacy we want our university to have? Or
instead, do we want to catalyze a movement in our field that, collectively, could have a notable impact
on how violent, extractive industries are viewed and treated? Divestment from fossil fuels is a
completely necessary measure to bring Cornell's policy in line with its goals as a educational
institution.
22. Sarah Paez (sep223)
Created: April 30th, 2014 16:13, Updated: April 30th, 2014 16:13

If Cornell does not want to be seen as hypocritical for claiming to further the study and education of
carbon neutrality and sustainability yet refusing to divest from fossil fuel companies, then the
university should wholeheartedly embrace divestment from these companies. How does Cornell
expect to be a leader in carbon neutrality and sustainability practices when it is implicit in the very act
of funding unsustainable practices? Cornell cannot gain legitimacy in the larger environmental
movement if it does not comb its finances and rethink its investments, because while the university
may not think investments in certain companies imply support for those companies, the direction of
the money speaks very differently.
23. Jeffrey Bergfalk (jsb442)
Created: April 30th, 2014 16:55, Updated: April 30th, 2014 16:55

This resolution was drafted in apparent ignorance of Cornell's history. 
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In January 1979, Cornell's board of trustees adopted the policy that, "as long as there was no breach
of fiduciary responsibility or harm to the university's academic mission, Cornell should sell holdings in
(a) corporations that do not subscribe to and operate in accordance with the Sullivan Principles or a
comparable standard; (b) South African companies or companies whose primary activities are in
South Africa; (c) banks that make new or expanded loans to the South African government or its
agencies." 

On January 31, 1986, Cornell's board of trustees adopted the following recommendations: "(1) the
university should strengthen its policy of partial divestment by divesting holdings in, and making no
new investments in, 'companies that fail to merit the rating "making progress" or "making good
progress" [under the Sullivan rating system] or that fail to demonstrate equivalent behavior." (2) "The
university should consider divesting its portfolio of all shares of companies doing business in South
Africa if, not later than three years from the pending decision of the university board of trustees, it
appears that the South African government's determination to maintain apartheid is found to be
unaffected by private sector efforts." (3) "The university should offer a South Africa-free portfolio as
an option to faculty and staff for contributions to their tax-deferred retirement funds and should
investigate the prospect for offering investment in a South Africa-free fund to which donors could
designate their gifts to the university." 

At the three-year review in January 1989, Cornell's board of trustees reaffirmed its policy of partial
divestment, by a vote of 23-11. Cornell's endowment holdings in companies operating in South Africa
had dropped by then to 4.2%, from 18.2% in 1986 (i.e., from $146 million to $42 million). 

It might be noted that that was a far speedier and, in relative terms, larger divestment than any
currently under discussion. 

In August 2006, Cornell's board of trustees adopted President Skorton's recommendation that Cornell
invest neither in oil companies operating in Sudan or in any obligations of the Sudanese government. 

Therefore - given that many of Cornell's primary donors serve on our board of trustees - this
resolution's assertion that "donors did not give [...] funds to the endowment with the understanding
that they would be used for direct societal transformation" is grossly and embarrassingly misinformed. 

Donors have given funds to our endowment sometimes on the explicit understanding that they would
be used for societal transformation, an understanding they then enforced in their votes as trustees. 

When figures like Archbishop Desmond Tutu declare that "The divestment movement played a key
role in liberating South Africa," then, we should remember that we were a part of that movement, that
the above history honors us. 

That Cornell's investment office has at times denied or obscured this history is all the more, then, a
shame and an irony. It is an irony that their rejection of divestment on moral grounds as a "departure
from precedent" is itself a departure from precedent, from the repeated precedents traced above. 

It would be equally a pity for the University Assembly to pretend away this history, as it does in this
resolution. 

Moreover: it would be exceedingly odd for the University Assembly to pass a resolution so utterly and
pointedly at variance with the overwhelming votes of its constituent - undergraduate, graduate, and
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faculty - assemblies. It would be quite odd for the University Assembly to, on the one hand, affirm the
carbon neutrality portion of their resolutions, which carries a certain cost of hundreds of millions of
dollars, while rejecting the divestment portion of their resolutions on the grounds that its "essential"
symbolism "does not rise to the level where a constraint should be levied on the investments
contained in Cornell’s endowment". Even smaller than Cornell's financial share in the fossil fuel
industry is our share in global carbon emissions; to view reductions in the latter as somehow more
powerful than the former reflects, again, an alarming level of confusion. 

It is perhaps a further irony that, while our chief investment officer was arguing to the UA the
detrimental effects of any constraint on our ($6 billion) endowment investments, Harvard was
generating headlines by adopting just such constraints on its $30 billion endowment
(http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/apr/08/harvard-university-investment-rules-carbon-
divestment-campaign). That our CIO's arguments were left largely unexplored, that the UA invited no
response from divestment proponents, for example, are one last sense in which this resolution is - it
would appear almost deliberately - poorly informed. 

For all of these reasons it would be, let me repeat, a shame for the University Assembly to pass so
retrograde and ill-conceived a resolution. 
24. Matthew Heberger (mgh5)
Created: April 30th, 2014 17:01, Updated: April 30th, 2014 17:01

Strongly OPPOSE this motion. It is a question worthy of Ethics 101. Should we invest in wildly
profitable companies, but whose actions run counter to our fundamental values of honesty, integrity,
and scientific rigor? As an alumnus, I am a stakeholder and donor, and my answer is a definitive NO.  

The largest coal, oil, and gas companies have systematically and purposely attacked science and
knowingly spread disinformation in order to slow action on climate change and preserve their own
profits. For example, ExxonMobil spent $27.4 million supporting the climate denial movement
between 1998 and 2012 (Dealing in Doubt. 2013. Greenpeace USA).
25. Janna Mazur (jem477)
Created: April 30th, 2014 17:07, Updated: April 30th, 2014 17:07

Blocking divestment from fossil fuels is not politically wise on the part of the University Assembly
given recent events that have provided students with ample reason to be unsatisfied with the
governing structure of Cornell. In the wake of the SA's tabling of Resolution 72 and the proposal to
cut freshman bus passes before the UA, blocking fossil fuel divestment will only foster increased
dissent toward the administration. At this moment, Harvard students are blockading their president's
office, asking only to have their voices heard at an open meeting on the issue. So do we keep the
conversation open at Cornell, or close it off by passing this resolution and further perpetuate an
environment of condescension, unequal representation, and divisive politics?
26. Alana Ryder (ahr76)
Created: April 30th, 2014 18:59, Updated: April 30th, 2014 18:59

I strongly urge members of the UA to oppose Resolution 16. Three campus assemblies (Student
Assembly, Faculty Senate, and Graduate & Professional Student Assembly) have already passed
resolutions supporting divestment. These actions have stirred attention from universities across the
country that seek to follow our lead. 
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This is the moment for Cornell to take symbolic action. It must demonstrate that the dozens of
initiatives, departments, exhibitions and events on campus supporting sustainability and a more
responsible future are not hypocritical. Donors should give with the knowledge that this university will
lead societal transformation, not destruction! We are in a global crisis, and Cornell is responsible for
educating the future citizens of the world. It must be that example. We must divest. 

Alana Ryder 
Johnson Museum of Art
27. Samuel Schirvar (sws222)
Created: April 30th, 2014 20:48, Updated: April 30th, 2014 20:48

I am writing to oppose this Resolution. Putting aside the obvious environmental, social, and ethical
reasons to oppose the fossil fuel industry as much as possible (which have been thoroughly conveyed
in previous comments), there is also a serious long-term financial risk that comes with investments in
industries that are inevitably established to fail. 

The fossil fuel industry's economic viability is based on its use of finite resources, resources that it
can only use a fraction of without worsening the climate crisis. While on the other hand, the
renewable energy industry has experienced large growth, even during times of mass economic
recession. This growth is only projected to increase. And this is only one of the many options where
Cornell's endowment would be better directed. 

Investing in fossil fuels is not only hypocritical to what this University stands for for a multitude of
reasons, it is also not a beneficial financial option in the long-term. This is a conversation that is
necessary for the integrity of the University, and one that should not be silenced. I strongly oppose
this resolution.
28. Megan Gregory (mmg98)
Created: April 30th, 2014 21:19, Updated: April 30th, 2014 21:19

As a Cornell alum (M.S. 2013) and current Ph.D. student, I urge the University Assembly not to
accept this resolution, and instead to pursue divestment from fossil fuel companies and re-investment
in sustainable solutions, as called for in resolutions passed by the Student Assembly [22-2], Faculty
Senate [46-13], and Graduate & Professional Student Assembly [16-1]. 

Working to limit future climate change by reducing greenhouse gas emissions is important to me for
many reasons.  As a student of sustainable agriculture and a returned Peace Corps Volunteer, I know
that climate change is already having negative impacts on agriculture through more erratic
precipitation patterns.  As a person of faith, I believe that it is humanity’s responsibility to be good
stewards of the Earth, and to work for the well-being of people who are poor and vulnerable.  Given
the predicted impacts of climate change on agriculture and food security, water supplies, public
health, and vulnerability to disasters, working to limit climate change is one of the most important
things we can do protect the lives and livelihoods of people around the world. 

Promoting “social transformation” towards a more just and sustainable world is our responsibility,
particularly as a land-grant university.  To do this effectively, we must align all aspects of our efforts to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and mitigate global climate change.  This includes our research
and education toward sustainability, on-campus efforts to become carbon neutral, public engagement
resources – AND the way our endowment is invested.  Dismissing the potential impact of Cornell’s
divestment as “merely symbolic” neglects the fact that it would be part of a global movement that has
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inspired action by thousands of students, teachers, city council members, and people of faith – and
has given voice to the public’s hopes for a society powered by renewable energy.  Divesting from
fossil fuel companies – not alone, but as part of this movement -- can build public awareness and
political will for regulating greenhouse gas emissions, discourage further exploration for fossil fuels,
and encourage fossil fuel companies to transform themselves into energy companies, and lead the
way in the creation of jobs, technologies, and infrastructure for a renewable energy economy.  This, in
turn, will make it more feasible for our university, and society as a whole, to transition to reliance on
renewable energy and achieve carbon neutrality. 

Furthermore, as the faculty Senate analysis shows, we can divest from fossil fuel companies without
endangering the University’s financial well-being.  In fact, divestment may reduce overall risk by
protecting against losses from “stranded assets” – fossil fuel reserves that currently contribute to the
value of fossil fuel companies, but cannot be extracted, sold, and burned if we are to stay beneath the
internationally recognized limit of a 2°C rise in global average temperature over pre-industrial levels.   

University Assembly members – I hope that I can count on you to oppose this misguided resolution,
and instead support the calls from students and faculty to divest from fossil fuel companies.  We must
say the same thing with our endowment that we are currently saying with our research, education,
campus sustainability, and public engagement efforts: To limit future climate change to a level that
people and all life can adapt to, we must rapidly transition away from reliance on fossil fuels, and
demand that industry invest in a clean energy economy.  This means divesting from fossil fuel
companies. 

Megan M. Gregory 
M.S. (2013) and Ph.D. Candidate, Department of Horticulture
29. Benjamin Dillner (bmd73)
Created: April 30th, 2014 22:51, Updated: April 30th, 2014 22:51

The reasoning and context of this resolution are seriously flawed. As many have also pointed out,
both fossil fuel divestment and carbon neutrality are essentially symbolic actions in terms of global
impact. I believe is wrong to dismiss symbolic actions that are taken by universities. Cornell has the
chance to be a leader in the movement away from fossil fuels and I think that we as an institution
should take every feasible measure to be truly “carbon neutral”. Climate change is not an issue that
we can wait to deal with or take only convenient steps to combat. The effects are very real and are
already wreaking havoc. As it is, any action we (as a society) take to address the issue requires many
years to have an effect on the climate.  

I believe it is wrong for the University Assembly to introduce a resolution that blatantly contradicts the
sentiment of the three other university bodies that have already passed resolutions in support of
divestment. The UA is designed to represent the attitude of the university as a whole and the attitude
of students, grad / professional students and faculty as well as some staff is predominately pro-
divestment. It seems a misuse of the political process for a non-majority group of representatives to
introduce and potentially pass a last-minute resolution that negates the actions of fellow assemblies,
and allow for only minimal input from the public (a six day comment period?). 
30. Mildred Sanders (mes14)
Created: May 1st, 2014 00:05, Updated: May 1st, 2014 00:05

I strongly hope this resolution will not pass. It would take the university backward, support a do-
nothing approach to climate change and the responsibility we all have--PARTICULARLY in wealthy
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countries with the world's largest per capita carbon footprint, to ratchet down the use of, and
investment in, fossil fuels. We have very little time to act. The possible cost to the university is
extremely low, and alternative investments may well prove more lucrative. When there is uncertainty,
now should act on the basis of principle. The divestment movement is rapidly gathering steam, in
some measure because of what Cornellians  did in the Student Assemblies and Faculty, by very large
votes. I hope the UA will not  position itself in opposition to responsible actions to mitigate climate
change. This is not just a symbolic act. When many raindrops fall into a barrel, eventually it is full. The
time will come when enough people in high-fossil fuel consuming countries decide to be responsible
and disinvest, find ways to conserve, invest in and use alternative energy sources. The UA has played
very progressive roles in the University. I'd be very sorry to see this institution take a stand for fossil
fuel investment, and against the great movement to mitigate climate change for the sake of the near-
future generations--our children and students.
31. Shoshanna Cole (sbc72)
Created: May 1st, 2014 00:43, Updated: May 1st, 2014 00:43

I strongly disagree with the clause of the resolution urging the University not to divest.  What are we
saying to our students, staff, faculty, alums, and the world if we teach the importance of reducing
greenhouse emissions, but directly financially benefit from them?
32. Douglas Samson (drs349)
Created: May 1st, 2014 02:30, Updated: May 1st, 2014 02:30

The dismissal of divestment as symbolic and contrary to the nature of the endowment is both
intellectually dishonest and willfully ignorant of history. 

This resolution acknowledges that divestment can be a meaningful mechanism for societal change,
yet argues that the "symbolic" nature of divestment renders an action not worth taking. 

It asserts that the nature of the endowment renders socially aware investment unacceptable, but fails
to  mention Cornell's history of divestment or ongoing efforts to engage in morally aware investing. 

Finally, it implies that divestment would interfere with Cornell's devotion to education and high quality
research.  This assertion is unsupported and untrue. 

Please oppose this resolution not just out of concern for divestment but to encourage honest and
aware debate on this topic.
33. Dominic Woolf (dw433)
Created: May 1st, 2014 02:36, Updated: May 1st, 2014 02:38

I strongly oppose this motion for the following reasons: 1) the scientific case for the urgent need for all
of human society in all sectors to rapidly decarbonisation is now unequivocal. 2) Cornell University, in
line with its mission to educate, has a strong obligation to pass this knowledge without prejudice to its
students and to all others who look to Cornell as a leader in state-of-the-art science. 3) to provide
education in the need to decarbonise while simultaneously bolstering and profiting  from the fossil fuel
industry will look to many like hypocrisy or a lack of confidence in the science we teach.  In either
case, this can only harm the reputation of Cornell as an elite institute of learning, and thus damage
it's ability to attract top class students and researchers who will be able to deliver the world class
advancements required to help society contend with the unprecedented levels of risk associated with
climate change.
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34. Dominic Woolf (dw433)
Created: May 1st, 2014 02:36, Updated: May 1st, 2014 02:39

35. Charles Greene (chg2)
Created: May 1st, 2014 03:29, Updated: May 1st, 2014 03:29

Before proceeding with a resolution on divestment that runs counter to previous resolutions passed by
the faculty, graduate students, and undergraduate students of Cornell, the University Assembly (UA)
has a responsibility to do its due diligence. There is a large body of work readily available that
demonstrates the ethical and financial imperatives for divestment as well as the reasons why it can be
an effective strategy. Either the sponsors of this resolution are unaware of this literature or they have
purposely avoided the arguments that run counter to their claims. The Faculty Senate Resolution was
backed with a large list of supporting materials and references. Where are the supporting materials
and references for this resolution? Cornell is an academic institution that prides itself on intellectual
discourse. The sponsors of this resolution have failed to provide any evidence backing up their claims.
If their goal was to undermine the carefully conceived Faculty Senate Resolution, then they
underestimated the intellectual backlash that their actions have already generated. Rather than
impeding the movement on campus to divest in fossil fuels, the sponsors of this UA Resolution have
unintentionally strengthened the resolve of those supporting the movement.
36. Katharine Leigh (kll86)
Created: May 1st, 2014 04:34, Updated: May 1st, 2014 04:34

I STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS RESOLUTION.  Investing in fossil fuels is an UNRELIABLE, UNSAFE,
and ECONOMICALLY UNSOUND investment.  Divestment is a must.  Numerous schools across the
nation have already successfully divested, and many studies have shown the divestment would have
accrued greater profits / monetary gains if it had already been done.  The most recent IPCC report is
a testament to the necessity of divestment.  If Cornell does not divest, its entire claims to prioritize
sustainability and human rights are annulled.  Refusal to divest is hypocritical and goes against the
mission and vision of the university itself.
37. John Armstrong (jaa286)
Created: May 1st, 2014 07:11, Updated: May 1st, 2014 07:12

I strongly oppose this motion. Personally I find the positioning of divestment being a symbolic act to
be ludicrous. The push for divestment coming from the student body and faculty has highlighted an
issue that has more importance than the university saving face against dissent regarding its current
policies. Climate change will continue to affect people's everyday lives. As climate refugees increase
and weather patterns shift Cornell has the opportunity now to join the call for divestment from the
fossil fuel industry.
38. Lauren Snyder (lds97)
Created: May 1st, 2014 10:43, Updated: May 1st, 2014 10:43

I strongly oppose this resolution. What a pitiful message we send by choosing to ignore the
knowledge generated by our own "world-class research in the areas of carbon neutrality and
sustainability." The Cornell community is stronger than that.
39. Michael Ferrer (maf353)
Created: May 1st, 2014 10:49, Updated: May 1st, 2014 10:49

I strongly urge all members of the University Assembly to oppose Resolution 16. This resolution is
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entirely inconsistent with the views of students, faculty, and staff on our campus, and it reinforces a
frequently cited but unjustifiable claim that the actions of the University - as a relatively small
institution in the landscape of global capitalism - does not have a role to play in ecological or human
rights movements due to its size. The reality is that the opposite is true. 

Most of the arguments for why the University ought to divest from fossil fuels have already been
thoroughly articulated by previous statements, but I'd like to add that 1) Cornell's investments and
business decisions do play a role in changing the political, economic, and cultural landscapes of the
US and the world and 2) to claim to be a hub and an innovator in sustainability without divesting from
fossil fuels is to openly admit to greenwashing for the sake of good PR.  

I have seen first hand that when colleges and universities join together in protesting dominant
corporate or social norms, they have a significant impact on those norms by holding other institutions
responsible for their negative externalities. On the apparel front, titans like Nike, Adidas, Reebok, and
others have caved under university pressure to demands for freedom of unionization, workplace
safety, and appropriate compensation for the workers in their supply chain. Students and their
colleges have been so effective in pressuring these companies, in fact, that new precedents are
emerging that lay ground rules for workers' rights in the apparel industry around the globe. The global
apparel market was valued at US $1.7 trillion in 2012.  

Claiming that administrators' actions on this issue do not impact the global ecological landscape is a
thinly veiled excuse for the true, interest-based reasons that Cornell has yet to divest. The reality is
that students have always pressured universities to lead the way towards "progress," not just by
researching the catastrophic realities of the status quo but also by acting on that research. I would
reiterate the point made by David B. that while "Cornell's investments in the energy sector make up
about 0.048% of market capitalization of that sector," the actual greenhouse gas emissions of the
University - which we have worked tirelessly and spent handsomely (~ $200 million) to reduce -
account only for .0008% of global emissions. It seems the only sensible explanation for this
divergence and contradiction in Cornell's fossil fuel policy is that small, nickel-and-dime solutions to
our energy problems are more universally accepted and rewarded (both monetarily and in terms of
public image) than the more "radical," big-picture solutions.  

My hope is that I go to a school that doesn't make its decisions entirely in the interests of capital -
that Cornell doesn't choose to hide behind popular misinformation. But if that's the reality we're
dealing with then I'll stand with my peers in publicly pressuring the university to make the right
decisions, at and beyond UA meetings. 

So please vote this resolution down as it stands, or amend it to endorse divestment from fossil fuels.
We're counting you as representatives of staff, faculty, and students to represent our interests, and
the interests of those most impacted by climate change. 

http://www.fashionunited.com/global-fashion-industry-statistics-international-apparel 

40. Robert Howarth (rwh2)
Created: May 1st, 2014 13:33, Updated: May 1st, 2014 13:33

I strongly oppose the resolution against divestment from fossil fuels.  Much of my teaching as a
faculty member at Cornell over the past 29 years has been on the issue of global change and related
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human alteration of the environment.  The evidence is becoming more and more clear that humans
are causing global climate change, that the nature of this change will become increasingly disruptive
and damaging in the future, and that we have at most 15 years to aggressively move away from fossil
fuels and towards renewables.  The technology for doing so is commercially available now, and is
affordable, as we demonstrated in a paper last year in Energy Policy (Jacobson et al.).  Cornell can
and should set an example for our students and for the world on what can be done.  Further, as the
President of the Word Bank stated in January of this year, fossil fuels are becoming an increasingly
risky investment, and the fossil fuel industries may well implode as the nature of their stranded assets
of coal, oil, and gas in the ground become more clear in the face of global change.  Cornell would be
very unwise, even from a financial standpoint, to hold onto these fossil fuel investments until after the
bubble collapses.
41. Amin Saied (as2789)
Created: May 1st, 2014 15:40, Updated: May 1st, 2014 15:40

I am at a loss to see why one cannot both divest and continue to research and educate on carbon
neutrality and sustainability. The failure of the UA to act on this now will have massive negative
repercussions in the form of opportunity cost - despite the claims made, the decision of Cornell to
divest would be a hugely significant and inspirational act. It seems clear, at least to me, that if each
individual party acted in the way dictated in this resolution (which I will describe as selfishly) then
nothing would get done. What we need is to act together, and that means affecting change now. 

This is a parsimonious underhanded resolution masquerading as a noble and conscientious one, and
the UA must not adopt it.
42. Christine Yao (cy295)
Created: May 1st, 2014 15:46, Updated: May 1st, 2014 15:46

I strongly oppose this resolution. The Faculty Senate, the Student Assembly, and the Graduate and
Professional Student Assembly have all voiced support for divestment, so this UA resolution goes
against the positions of its constituent assemblies
43. Aaron Palmer (azp6)
Created: May 1st, 2014 16:37, Updated: May 1st, 2014 16:37

Significant reduction in fossil fuel dependence will not happen if our endowments rely on the
continued profits of the fossil fuel industry.  I think divestment is a necessary step to change fossil fuel
consumption and not just a symbolic act.
44. James Barnes (jsb437)
Created: May 1st, 2014 17:21, Updated: May 1st, 2014 17:21

I oppose this motion. It is highly disingenuous to claim that Cornell "conduct[s] world-class research
in the areas of carbon neutrality and sustainability." 
Whilst still profiting from the use of fossil fuels.  

Furthermore given that three of the assemblies have passed resolutions calling for divestment, it is
clear that this motion does not represent the views of the members of the university.
45. Valente Ramirez Garcia Luna (vr256)
Created: May 1st, 2014 17:56, Updated: May 1st, 2014 17:56

I strongly oppose this resolution and I urge the University Assembly to do the same. Climate change
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is an urgent issue that calls for decisive and coherent actions, and I believe both carbon neurtrality
AND divestment are fundamental goals that must be achieved.  

In my opinion, the arguments presented against divestment in this resolution are very poor. I do not
believe that the effects of divestment would be purely symbolic; yet those symbolic effects would no
doubt be of great positive power. Also, I'm firmly convinced that knowledge must not be pursued
without a social and environmental consciousness. The resolution states that "In the long run,
educating students and conducting world-class research in the areas of carbon neutrality and
sustainability will be far more beneficial to the inhabitants of planet Earth than the symbolic act of
Cornell’s divestment from fossil fuel companies". I do not believe that education and reaserch are
mutually exclusive with social and environmental change. Why can't we aim for both? What's more, I
believe that social and environmental awareness are an indispensable part of an integral education. 

Lastly, I believe it would be a shame if the UA voted in favor of this resolution that opposes previous
resolutions from undergraduate students, graduate students and Cornell faculty which were approved
by a vast majority.
46. Iian Smythe (ibs24)
Created: May 1st, 2014 20:59, Updated: May 1st, 2014 20:59

I strongly disagree with the motion before the University Assembly against divestment from fossil
fuels. The recent passage of pro-divestment motions by the Student Assembly, Grad & Prof. Students
Assembly, and Faculty Assembly indicates strong campuswide support for scaled divestment over the
coming decades. While the current motion before the UA critiques divestment as a purely symbolic
tactic, it ignores the power of that symbolism. Echoing the anti-apartheid divestment movement of the
1980's, divesting from fossil fuels would demonstrate Cornell's commitment to environmental
sustainability, and place Cornell, a university with a strong history of environmental research, as a
world leader on these issues. 
- Iian Smythe (PhD student, Mathematics)
47. Anne Klingensmith (aek38)
Created: May 1st, 2014 22:10, Updated: May 1st, 2014 22:10

I urge members of the UA to oppose Resolution 16. At this point in human history any acts, symbolic
or otherwise, that may move us towards keeping fossil fuels in the ground and unburned are critical if
we want our children to be able to live on this earth.
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