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Climate risk disclosure by US industrial 

companies  

 
Introduction 
 
Following the probe by the US New York Attorney General into ExxonMobil and 

Peabody Coal’s disclosure of climate change risk to investors, companies’ 

communications regarding climate risk have received increased attention. In light of 

this case, we have queried our database to show what the top 20 US industrial 

companies are saying about climate risk to regulators and investors. 

Companies have a variety of channels that they can use to communicate the risks 

posed to their business by climate change to investors and relevant regulators. 

Investors are increasingly monitoring many of these channels to gain a better 

understanding of corporate management thinking and behavior on this critical issue. In 

this report, we focus closely on the mandatory Securities and Exchange Commission 

(SEC) disclosure channel, but recognize that other channels are important and 

comment on these, including if there is any disclosure misalignment between channels. 

We note this analysis focuses on excerpts of risk disclosure from various sources, 

primarily the SEC 10-Ks but also other disclosure channels like the CDP and CEO 

messaging. We focus our search on risks under the headings of "climate change" and 

related regulatory terms and examine how clearly the corporations have collated and 

communicated their thinking on climate risk, but recognise that corporations may 

present information marginal to climate change risk under additional headings in their 

10-K and other channels. 

The findings in this report complement the existing CERES/CookESG Research SEC 

sustainability search tool, which covers climate change and water risks for 4,500 public 

companies (10-Ks only) from 2009 to the present. 

 

 

http://www.sec.gov/
http://www.ceres.org/secsearchtool
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Summary of Key Points 
 

n The report focuses on annual 10-K filings to the U.S. Securities Exchange 

Commission, as all publicly listed companies are required to include information 

on 'the most significant risks that apply to the company"1 within these documents. 

Our research however shows that most companies disclosed significantly more 

details about climate change risks through channels other than their 10-K filings. 

 

n Of the 20 companies examined in the report, eight have disclosed verbatim 

information on climate change risk over the last three years. Exxon Mobil inserted 

an identical 100-word paragraph addressing "Climate change and greenhouse 

gas restrictions” in its SEC filings for 2012, 2013 and 2014.  

 

n Only one company of the 20, Conoco-Phillips, has quantified climate change risk 

in its 10-K filings in US$ terms. However, twelve other companies have quantified 

the physical or regulatory risks of climate change through other channels of 

disclosure. 

 

n Boeing did not mention climate change risk or opportunity in its SEC 10-K filings in 

2012, 2013 or 2014. However, the company’s 2014 annual report stated that, 

“costs incurred to ensure continued environmental compliance could have a 

material impact on our results of operations, financial condition or cash flows.” 

 

n In legislative consultations, General Electric warned that the Clean Power Plan 

could lead to stranded assets. The company also has extensive manufacturing 

facilities and exposure to energy markets that are impacted by climate change. 

Notably, GE’s 10-K SEC filings in 2012, 2013 and 2014 made no mention of 

climate change risk. 

 

n Procter & Gamble made no mention of the risk that climate change poses to their 

supply chain in their SEC filings in 2012, 2013 and 2014. This contrasts with 

Coca-Cola, which identifies numerous strands of risks to its operations.   

 

                                                        
1 SEC website http://www.sec.gov/answers/reada10k.htm 

http://www.sec.gov/answers/reada10k.htm
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n Honeywell stated it faced no reasonable risk from climate change in its 2015 10-K, 

although this is a position that appears to be contradicted in its legislative 

consultations with the EPA on stationary source greenhouse gas emissions 

regulations in 2014. 

 

Risk Disclosure Channels 
 
The table below identifies some channels for disclosure on climate risk to both 

investors and regulators. Some of these are mandatory (depending on the company's 

size and jurisdiction) and others are voluntary (with the format largely under the 

company's control). 

Disclosure Channel Comments 

SEC Filings 10-K, 10-Q Mandatory for most large US corporations, delivered to the SEC, 
prescribed format, externally audited information. 

Earnings Call Comments Voluntary but in widespread use by large corporations to offer earnings 
information, forward guidance and Q&A opportunities. 

Annual Report  Mandatory for most large US corporations, delivered to shareholders, 
format more flexible that the 10-K. Often combined with the 10-K. 

Legislative Consultations Voluntary but widely used by corporations to express views on pending 
regulations. Format flexible and available to the public and regulatory 
authorities. 

Corporate Websites 
and Social Media 

Voluntary but recognised by the SEC as investor disclosure channels, 
format highly flexible. 

CEO Messaging Voluntary and format highly flexible, but CEO messaging in various 
contexts is followed by investors as indicative of corporate thinking. 

CDP Voluntary and specific to climate change and natural resource issues 
and with a prescribed format, level of external auditing variable. 
Investor focused data. 

Sustainability  
Reports 

Voluntary reports aimed a range of stakeholders, varying levels of 
external auditing. GRI is the major system in place. 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/answers/form10k.htm
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.sec.gov/News/PressRelease/Detail/PressRelease/1365171513574
https://www.cdp.net/en-US/Pages/HomePage.aspx
https://www.globalreporting.org
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SEC filings and climate risk 
 
According to the SEC, the annual 10-K filing by companies should contain disclosure of 

business risk the company feels it is facing and investors should know about. 

Item 1A - “Risk Factors” includes information about the most significant risks that apply to the company 
or to its securities. Companies generally list the risk factors in order of their importance. In practice, this 
section focuses on the risks themselves, not how the company addresses those risks. Some risks may be 
true for the entire economy, some may apply only to the company’s industry sector or geographic region, 
and some may be unique to the company.   
 
Item 7 - “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of 
Operations” gives the company’s perspective on the business results of the past financial year. This 
section, known as the MD&A for short, allows company management to tell its story in its own words. This 
section may also discuss management’s views of key business risks and what it is doing to address them. 
A manufacturing company that relies on natural resources may discuss how it assesses commodity risks 
and conducts resource management programs.  Companies also may discuss how they ensure 
compliance with laws and regulations, or how they are addressing the impact of new or anticipated laws 
and regulations.     
 
Source: http://www.sec.gov/answers/reada10k.htm 

 

InfluenceMap reviewed SEC and other disclosure of climate risk by the top 202 of the 

2015 Forbes 2000 list within the following sectors: energy, automotive, chemicals, 

consumer goods and utilities. As well as SEC disclosures, InfluenceMap's system 

analyses a range of disclosure and messaging channels and our database currently 

holds over 20,000 instances of corporate messaging/disclosure on climate change 

issues. In our search of the 10-K filings, we considered a range of search terms 

associated with climate change and also looked for instances of additional documents 

"incorporated by reference" which could contain relevant disclosure information. 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
2 Exxon Mobil, General Electric, Chevron, Procter & Gamble, General Motors, Ford Motor, Boeing, ConocoPhillips, 
United Technologies, Coca Cola, Pepsico, Schlumberger, Caterpillar, Dow Chemical, Phillips 66, Honeywell, DuPont, 
Valero Energy, Duke Energy, Lockheed Martin 

http://www.sec.gov/answers/reada10k.htm
http://influencemap.org/page/Our-Methodology#Data-Sources
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SEC disclosure on climate by company 
 
Below is a summary of our survey, with full details for each company in the report.    

Company Sector Overview of 10-K disclosure, 2012-2014 

Boeing Industrials No information on climate change risks or opportunities  

Caterpillar Industrials Details regulatory risks of climate change  

Chevron Energy Details regulatory risks of climate change 

Coca Cola Consumer Staples Details physical risks of climate change 

Conoco Phillips Energy Limited details of physical risks, but more specific on 

regulatory risks of climate change 

Dow Chemical Chemicals Limited details of physical risks, but more specific on 

regulatory risks of climate change 

Duke Energy Utilities Limited details of physical risks, but more specific on 

regulatory risks of climate change 

DuPont Chemicals Details regulatory risks of climate change 

Exxon Mobil Energy Limited details on regulatory risks of climate change  

Ford Motor Automotive Details regulatory risks of climate change 

General Electric Industrials No information on climate change risks or opportunities 

General Motors Automotive Details regulatory risks of climate change 

Honeywell 

International 

Industrials Details regulatory risk of climate change 

Lockheed Martin Industrials Limited details on regulatory risks of climate change 

PepsiCo Consumer Staples Limited details of regulatory risks, but more specific on 

physical risks of climate change 

Phillips 66 Energy Limited details of physical risks, but more specific on 

regulatory risks of climate change 

Procter & Gamble Consumer Staples No information on climate change risks or opportunities 

Schlumberger Energy Limited details of regulatory risks of climate change 

United 

Technologies 

Industrials Limited details of regulatory risks of climate change 

Valero Energy Energy Details regulatory risks of climate change 

 



 

 6  CLIMATE RISK DISCLOSURE BY LEADING US INDUSTRIAL COMPANIES NOVEMBER 2015 

 
  

Summary  
§ Boeing has not provided information on climate change risk or opportunity in its 10-K. 
§ CEO messaging recognises the cost of climate change regulation. 
§ Boeing has through other channels of disclosure declared its regulatory risk from climate change to 

be limited. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Boeing SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
No information on climate change risk/opportunities in the 10-K 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CEO Messaging: Boeing CEO Jim Albaugh, Quoted in Aviation Business, April 2012 
"Yes, I don't think the ETS system will do anything to drive carbon emissions in the right direction. To the 
contrary, it's going to take money away from the airlines that they could be spending on more efficient 
equipment, which would drive the CO2 emissions down." 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“Boeing utilizes a common framework for managing enterprise risk, focused around strategic, 
operational, and compliance related risks, which includes consideration of risks/opportunities driven by 
regulatory changes. Through an Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) process, Boeing reviews multiple, 
potential climate change regulatory risks – including, but not limited to, carbon taxes, cap and trade 
schemes, fuel/energy taxes and regulations, environmental concerns and customers’ demand to reduce 
their carbon footprint. […] The risks related to aviation cap and trade represents the largest potential 
regulatory risk category; specifically, the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS). The financial impact 
of EU ETS will be distributed across the entire aviation industry, of which Boeing is an Original 
Equipment Manufacturer (OEM), and therefore risk of competitive disadvantage is mitigated. Additionally, 
the estimated cost of the impact of EU ETS for Boeing and our customers is, in the short term, small 
relative to other substantive market risks identified through Boeing’s internal ERM process.” 
 
Annual Report: Boeing 2014 Annual Report  
“We are subject to various federal, state, local and non-U.S. laws and regulations relating to 
environmental protection, including the discharge, treatment, storage, disposal and remediation of 
hazardous substances and wastes. We continually assess our compliance status and management of 
environmental matters to ensure our operations are in substantial compliance with all applicable 
environmental laws and regulations. Investigation, remediation, operation and maintenance costs 
associated with environmental compliance and management of sites are a normal, recurring part of our 
operations. These costs often are allowable costs under our contracts with the U.S. government. It is 
reasonably possible that costs incurred to ensure continued environmental compliance could have a 
material impact on our results of operations, financial condition or cash flows if additional work 
requirements or more stringent clean-up standards are imposed by regulators, new areas of soil, air and 
groundwater contamination are discovered and/or expansions of work scope are prompted by the results 
of investigations.” 
 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/12927/000001292713000014/a201212dec3110k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/12927/000001292714000004/a201312dec3110k.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/12927/000001292715000011/a201412dec3110k.htm
http://www.aviationbusinessme.com/aviation/2012/apr/17/92654/
http://www.aviationbusinessme.com/aviation/2012/apr/17/92654/
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/17/2017/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
http://www.annualreports.com/Click/3441
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Summary 
§ In its 10-K filings Caterpillar has detailed regulatory risks related to climate change. 
§ Caterpillar has also provided a similar response on climate change risk for the past three years in its 

10-K filings.  
§ Caterpillar has in regulatory consultations to the EPA expressed concern about the effect of climate 

change regulation on coal production. 
§ Caterpillar has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings.  

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Caterpillar SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“Changes in environmental laws or regulations could result in higher expenses and payments, and 
uncertainty relating to environmental laws or regulations may also affect how we conduct our operations 
and structure our investments and could limit our ability to enforce our rights. Changes in environmental 
and climate change laws or regulations, including laws relating to greenhouse gas emissions, could lead to 
new or additional investment in product designs and could increase environmental compliance 
expenditures. Changes in climate change concerns, or in the regulation of such concerns, including 
greenhouse gas emissions, could subject us to additional costs and restrictions, including increased 
energy and raw materials costs. If environmental laws or regulations are either changed or adopted and 
impose significant operational restrictions and compliance requirements upon us or our products, they 
could negatively impact our business, capital expenditures, results of operations, financial condition and 
competitive position.” […] 
 
“Additional carbon emissions constraints may impact our capital expenditures, results of operations and 
competitive position. The potential for government-mandated reductions of carbon emissions from our 
facilities and products is increasing. Mandatory legislative, regulatory and/or policy-based constraints are 
being implemented or considered by many jurisdictions. For example, the EPA has promulgated 
regulations governing carbon emissions from automobiles and heavy-duty on-highway diesel vehicles, 
which may lead to regulation of other mobile sources. Although various attempts to pass comprehensive 
legislation reducing carbon emissions have been unsuccessful in the United States, the EPA has also 
proceeded with regulating carbon emissions from stationary sources under existing law. The final details 
and scope of these various legislative, regulatory and policy measures around the world are unclear and 
their potential impact is still uncertain, so we cannot fully predict the impact on us. However, should 
legislation or regulations be adopted imposing significant operational restrictions and compliance 
requirements upon us or our products, they could negatively impact our capital expenditures, results of 
operations and competitive position.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Legislative consultations: EPA Clean Power Plan, December 2014 
“Yet, the Proposed Rule risks tilting the scales in one direction by abruptly and dramatically diminishing the 
role of coal in power generation without regard to the social and economic impacts [...] In its first Notice of 
Data Availability to the Proposed Rule, EPA has acknowledged stakeholder concerns about the premature 
closure of coal power plants resulting from the aggressive timetable of emission rate reductions required 
by the Proposed Rule. Caterpillar shares these concerns and urges EPA to carefully evaluate whether this 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/18230/000001823013000075/cat_10-kx12312012.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/18230/000001823014000058/final10k2013pdfwithexhibits.pdf
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/18230/000001823015000061/cat_10-kx12312014.htm
http://www.regulations.gov/contentStreamer?documentId=EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0602-23412&attachmentNumber=1&disposition=attachment&contentType=pdf


 

 8  CLIMATE RISK DISCLOSURE BY LEADING US INDUSTRIAL COMPANIES NOVEMBER 2015 

level of upheaval in the coal generation and coal mining sectors is necessary or desirable [...] Caterpillar is 
very concerned about the aggressive compliance timetables established by the Proposed Rule [...] it is not 
realistic to expect that sufficient natural gas transportation and distribution systems would be in place by 
2020 to accommodate the substantial shift in generation envisioned by the Proposed Rule.” 
 
Earning Call Comments: (Former) Caterpillar Group President Steve Wunning, Analyst Meeting at 
MINExpo Las Vegas, September 2012 
“Let's talk about coal for just a minute. You know, we hear a lot that coal is dead, that it doesn't have a 
future that natural gas is going to take its place or other energy sources. Well, natural gas is a very strong 
player. Let me put this in perspective. This came out from the Department of Energy, and they did an 
analysis that they said from 2008 to 2035, the demand for electricity is going to increase 90%, basically 
doubling between now and 2035. Now, the interesting thing about this that they also said that 80% of that 
demand is going to be satisfied by coal. Coal is what they said. This year, as we speak, China is 
commissioning a coal-fired power plant every week. Between now and 2015 there is going to be 288 new 
coal-fired power plants in operation, a little over 100 in China, almost 100 in India, 30 or 40 in Asia-Pacific. 
I think there's seven in the US, so there's still a lot of coal-fired power plants that are being commissioned. 
And at least the experts are saying is that coal, the most abundant fuel source that we have on the planet 
is going to play a big part in our electric power generation for many years to come.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://earningscast.com/CAT/20120924?autoplay=false
http://earningscast.com/CAT/20120924?autoplay=false
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Summary 
§ In its 10-K filings Chevron has detailed regulatory risks related to climate change.  
§ Chevron has provided the same response on climate change risk for the past three years in its 10-K 

filings.  
§ CEO messaging has reaffirmed Chevron’s ability to successfully adapt to climate regulation. 
§ Chevron has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has 

quantified regulatory risk through other channels for disclosure.  

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Chevron SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“Regulation of greenhouse gas emissions could increase Chevron’s operational costs and reduce demand 
for Chevron’s products: Continued political attention to issues concerning climate change, the role of 
human activity in it, and potential mitigation through regulation could have a material impact on the 
company’s operations and financial results. International agreements and national or regional legislation 
and regulatory measures to limit greenhouse emissions are currently in various stages of discussion or 
implementation. These and other greenhouse gas emissions-related laws, policies and regulations may 
result in substantial capital, compliance, operating and maintenance costs.” The level of expenditure 
required to comply with these laws and regulations is uncertain and is expected to vary depending on the 
laws enacted in each jurisdiction […] The effect of regulation on the company’s financial performance will 
depend on a number of factors including, among others, the sectors covered, the greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions required by law, the extent to which Chevron would be entitled to receive emission 
allowance allocations or would need to purchase compliance instruments on the open market or through 
auctions, the price and availability of emission allowances and credits, and the impact of legislation or 
other regulation on the company’s ability to recover the costs incurred through the pricing of the company’s 
products. 
 
“Regulations intended to address concerns about greenhouse gas emissions and global climate change 
also continue to evolve and include those at the international or multinational (such as the mechanisms 
under the Kyoto Protocol and the European Union's Emissions Trading System), national (such as the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's emission standards and renewable transportation fuel content 
requirements or domestic market-based programs such as those in effect in Australia and New Zealand), 
and state or regional (such as California's Global Warming Solutions Act) levels. Regulations intended to 
address hydraulic fracturing also continue to evolve at the national and state levels. Most of the costs of 
complying with laws and regulations pertaining to company operations and products are embedded in the 
normal costs of doing business. [...] Although these costs may be significant to the results of operations in 
any single period, the company does not expect them to have a material effect on the company's liquidity 
or financial position.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CEO Messaging: Chevron Chairman & CEO John Watson, Security Analyst Meeting, Nov 2014  
“I'd also like to make a few comments about the regulatory environment. Over the last half-century, we've 
experienced a steadily evolving landscape of new regulations. When first introduced, these rules tend to 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/93410/000009341013000003/cvx-123112x10kdoc.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/93410/000009341014000011/cvx-123113x10kdoc.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/93410/000009341015000010/cvx-123114x10kdoc.htm


 

 10  CLIMATE RISK DISCLOSURE BY LEADING US INDUSTRIAL COMPANIES NOVEMBER 2015 

create uncertainty. In time, markets and companies adapt and the stronger competitors succeed. The most 
recent chapter in these stories is driven by concerns about climate change and the same pattern of 
adaptation and adjustment has begun. At the federal level, EPA has proposed lower blending targets and 
we're starting to see the acknowledgement that the RFS is flawed and should be repealed or reformed. In 
California, we're earlier in the implementation process than at the federal level but some of the same 
realities are beginning to emerge. The Air Board intends to make modifications to the LCFS and key policy 
makers are concerned about keeping California competitive. While it's a little early to predict exactly how 
the regulations will evolve, I expect they will as consumers, businesses and economics will demand it. 
With our strong portfolio and decades of experience in adapting and succeeding in this kind of an 
environment, I'm confident we'll meet these challenges just like we always have.” 
 
CEO Messaging: Chevron Chairman & CEO John Watson, Security Analyst Meeting, March 2013 
“I wish I could tell you he is making all that up, but these are really onerous regulations and I don't -- the 
important thing is we are a big enough company; we can learn how to manage these things, but they are 
going to hurt consumers, and they are going to raise energy costs both at the retail level and for 
businesses and we don't think that's a good thing for a struggling economy.” 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“Material price increases or incentives to conserve or use alternative energy sources could reduce demand 
for products the company currently sells and adversely affect the company’s sales volumes, revenues and 
margins. For example, the market price of a European Union Allowance (EUA) in 2014 was about 
$7.9/tonne of CO2. Hypothetically, if this price and the number of allowances purchased remained 
constant, the monetary impact from buying allowances to comply with the EU ETS could be approximately 
$1.2 million per annum.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://phx.corporate-ir.net/External.File?t=1&item=VHlwZT0yfFBhcmVudElEPTQ3OTk3NjJ8Q2hpbGRJRD00OTc2MTA=
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/91/3191/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K disclosures Coca-Cola has detailed the physical risks related to climate change.  
§ Coca-Cola has also provided the same response on climate change risk for the past three years in 

its 10-K filings. 
§ Coca-Cola has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has 

quantified physical risks through other channels for disclosure. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Coca-Cola SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“Climate change may have a long-term adverse impact on our business and results of operations. There 
is increasing concern that a gradual increase in global average temperatures due to increased 
concentration of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere will cause significant 
changes in weather patterns around the globe and an increase in the frequency and severity of natural 
disasters. Decreased agricultural productivity in certain regions of the world as a result of changing 
weather patterns may limit the availability or increase the cost of key agricultural commodities, such as 
sugarcane, corn, sugar beets, citrus, coffee and tea, which are important sources of ingredients for our 
products, and could impact the food security of communities around the world. Climate change may also 
exacerbate water scarcity and cause a further deterioration of water quality in affected regions, which 
could limit water availability for the Coca-Cola system’s bottling operations. Increased frequency or 
duration of extreme weather conditions could also impair production capabilities, disrupt our supply 
chain or impact demand for our products. As a result, the effects of climate change could have a long-
term adverse impact on our business and results of operations.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“Carbon taxes and regulations associated with emissions all have potential financial implications which 
depend on the level of the tax or the details of the regulation. Based on current energy taxation exposure 
in countries where CCE operates, (which ranges between 15-30% of wholesale price) we estimate a risk 
of a $5 million additional cost is possible. This is not considered to represent a material cost. CCE tracks 
policy developments across the EU to ensure that we understand potential impacts.” […] 
“Changes in precipitation patterns exacerbated by climate change could result in restrictions on our 
suppliers and impact our production. The financial implications of these changes are difficult to estimate. 
However, assuming mitigation measures (such as increasing production in other geographical areas) 
are not possible even a 1% limit on the supply of water in areas of water scarcity could impact our 
production significantly, with potential costs of $3.5 million or more. This is considered to represent a 
medium to high risk.” […] 
“A loss of stakeholder support due to inaction on climate change is likely to have a financial impact to 
our reputation. Coca-Cola is one of the world’s most valuable brands with an estimated value (according 
to Millward Brown Optimor and WPP in 2014) of $80.7bn. Any impact on our reputation may damage the 
Coca-Cola name and in turn impact CCE. However CCE’s investment in climate change and carbon 
reduction measures has minimized this risk, which we now consider low-medium.” 
 

http://www.coca-colacompany.com/investors/investors-info-sec-filings/
http://influencemap.org/score/Coca-Cola-Q3-D3
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K disclosures Conoco-Philips has provided limited detail on the physical risks related to 

climate change, but more specific detail on regulatory risks.  
§ Conoco-Philips believes that the financial implications of the regulatory response will be more 

impactful to its business. 
§ In its 10-K filings Conoco-Philips has provided a similar response on climate change risk for the past 

three years, with some additional material in 2014.  
§ Conoco-Philips has quantified in monetary terms climate change regulatory risk in its 10-K filings. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Conoco-Philips SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“We have incurred and will continue to incur substantial capital, operating and maintenance, and 
remediation expenditures as a result of these laws and regulations. To the extent these expenditures, as 
with all costs, are not ultimately reflected in the prices of our products and services, our business, financial 
condition, results of operations and cash flows in future periods could be materially adversely affected. 
Although our business operations are designed and operated to accommodate expected climatic 
conditions, to the extent there are significant changes in the Earth’s climate, such as more severe or 
frequent weather conditions in the markets we serve or the areas where our assets reside, we could incur 
increased expenses, our operations could be materially impacted, and demand for our products could fall. 
[...] The ultimate financial impact arising from environmental laws and regulations is neither clearly known 
nor easily determinable, as new standards, such as air emission standards, water quality standards and 
stricter fuel regulations continue to evolve. However, environmental laws and regulations, including those 
that may arise to address concerns about global climate change, are expected to continue to have an 
increasing impact on our operations in the United States and in other countries in which we operate. 
Notable areas of potential impacts include air emission compliance and remediation obligations in the 
United States and Canada.” […]  
 
Examples of legislation or precursors for possible regulation that do or could affect our operations include: 
European Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS), the program through which many of the European Union 
(EU) member states are implementing the Kyoto Protocol. Our cost of compliance with the EU ETS in 
2014 was approximately $3 million (net share pre-tax). A regulation issued by the Alberta government in 
2007 under the Climate Change and Emissions Act. The regulation requires any existing facility with 
emissions equal to or greater than 100,000 metric tonnes of carbon dioxide or equivalent per year to 
reduce the net emissions intensity beginning July 1, 2007 by 12 percent. New facilities must reduce 2 
percent per year until they reach the maximum target of 12 percent. We also incur a carbon tax for 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion in our British Columbia operations. The total cost of compliance with 
these Canadian regulations in 2014 was approximately $6 million. The U.S. Supreme Court decision in 
Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497, 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007), confirming that the EPA has the authority to 
regulate carbon dioxide as an “air pollutant” under the Federal Clean Air Act. The U.S. EPA’s 
announcement on March 29, 2010 (published as “Interpretation of Regulations that Determine Pollutants 
Covered by Clean Air Act Permitting Programs,” 75 Fed. Reg. 17004 (April 2, 2010)), and the EPA’s and 
U.S. Department of Transportation’s joint promulgation of a Final Rule on April 1, 2010, that triggers 
regulation of GHGs under the Clean Air Act, may trigger more climate-based claims for damages, and may 

http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=132222&p=IROL-secToc&TOC=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9vdXRsaW5lLnhtbD9yZXBvPXRlbmsmaXBhZ2U9ODczODQ2NCZzdWJzaWQ9NTc%3d&ListAll=1&sXBRL=1
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=132222&p=IROL-secToc&TOC=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9vdXRsaW5lLnhtbD9yZXBvPXRlbmsmaXBhZ2U9OTQxODI2MyZzdWJzaWQ9NTc%3d&ListAll=1&sXBRL=1
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=132222&p=IROL-secToc&TOC=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9vdXRsaW5lLnhtbD9yZXBvPXRlbmsmaXBhZ2U9MTAwOTU3OTYmc3Vic2lkPTU3&ListAll=1&sXBRL=1
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result in longer agency review time for development projects. The U.S. EPA’s announcement on 
January 14, 2015, outlining a series of steps it plans to take to address methane and smog-forming volatile 
organic compound emissions from the oil and gas industry. The current U.S. administration has 
established a goal of reducing the 2012 levels in methane emissions from the oil and gas industry by 40 to 
45 percent by 2025. Carbon taxes in certain jurisdictions. Our cost of compliance with Norwegian carbon 
tax legislation in 2014 was approximately $41 million (net share pre-tax). Our cost of compliance with the 
Australian Clean Energy Legislation carbon tax (repealed in July 2014) in 2014 was approximately 
$3 million (net share pre-tax). 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Corporate website: Conoco-Philips website 
“The US EPA’s announcement on March 29, 2010 […] that triggers regulation of GHGs under the Clean 
Air Act, may trigger more climate-based claims for damages, and may result in longer agency review time 
for development projects.  […] European Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS), the program through which 
many of the European Union (EU) member states are implementing the Kyoto Protocol. Our cost of 
compliance with the EU ETS in 2014 was approximately USD $3 million (pre-tax equity share).” 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“Sea level rise could impact facilities located on coasts and some rivers, forcing investment to reduce 
flooding potential and/or improve stormwater / wastewater management. There are numerous facilities 
located along the coasts and along rivers close to sea level, including ConocoPhillips facilities. […] 
2013 cost of compliance US$6million pre-tax equity share including compliance with the British Columbia 
carbon tax. […] 2013 cost of compliance US$44 million pre-tax equity share for Norway and US$15million 
for Australia […] 2013 cost of compliance US$2 million pre-tax equity share.” 
 
CEO Messaging: Conoco Phillips Chief Executive Ryan Lance, Center for Strategic Studies, 
January 2015 
(In reference to new U.S. methane standards) “I’m a little disappointed that a voluntary programme didn’t 
get a little bit more play. Industry is doing a lot of things to deal with the methane emissions problem. We 
are incentivised to deal with methane emissions. We want to keep it in the pipelines because it is a 
saleable product.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.conocophillips.com/sustainable-development/environment/climate-change/managing-risks-and-opportunities/Pages/greenhouse-gas-regulatory-risk.aspx
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/51/3751/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jan/14/obama-executive-action-curb-methane-emissions
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jan/14/obama-executive-action-curb-methane-emissions
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K disclosures Dow Chemical has provided limited detail on the physical risks related to 

climate change, but has been more specific on the regulatory risks.  
§ In regulatory consultations to the EPA Dow Chemical has expressed concern about the operational 

impacts of U.S climate change regulation.  
§ Dow has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has quantified 

regulatory risks through other channels for disclosure. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Dow Chemical SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
“Climate change matters for Dow are likely to be driven by changes in regulations, public policy and 
physical climate parameters. Regulatory Matters Regulatory matters include cap and trade schemes; 
increased greenhouse gas (“GHG”) limits; and taxes on GHG emissions, fuel and energy. The potential 
implications of each of these matters are all very similar, including increased cost of purchased energy, 
additional capital costs for installation or modification of GHG emitting equipment, and additional costs 
associated directly with GHG emissions (such as cap and trade systems or carbon taxes), which are 
primarily related to energy use. It is difficult to estimate the potential impact of these regulatory matters on 
energy prices. Reducing Dow's overall energy usage and GHG emissions through new and unfolding 
projects will decrease the potential impact of these regulatory matters. Dow also has a dedicated 
commercial group to handle energy contracts and purchases, including managing emissions trading. The 
Company has not experienced any material impact related to regulated GHG emissions. The Company 
continues to evaluate and monitor this area for future developments. Physical Climate Parameters: many 
scientific academies throughout the world have concluded that it is very likely that human activities are 
contributing to global warming. At this point, it is difficult to predict and assess the probability and 
opportunity of a global warming trend on Dow specifically. Preparedness plans are developed that detail 
actions needed in the event of severe weather. These measures have historically been in place and these 
activities and associated costs are driven by normal operational preparedness. Dow continues to study the 
long-term implications of changing climate parameters on water availability, plant siting issues, and 
impacts and opportunities for products.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Legislative consultations: EPA Clean Power Plan, December 2014 
“Dow respectfully submits the following items for consideration: [...] Eliminate the interim emission targets 
and allow states to design a SIP that meets the emission targets for 2030 and beyond. This provides 
states additional flexibility and meaningful time to design an SIP that could contain all four of the Building 
Block principles. [...] Dow recommends that the proposed rule be improved such that U.S. manufacturing is 
not disadvantaged and states are given greater flexibility in implementation. As currently proposed, Dow 
believes that the rule will have a detrimental impact on the U.S. manufacturing renaissance by increasing 
the demand for natural gas at the same time when supplies are most likely to be constrained because of 
increased industrial demand. We strongly believe that this will result in price increases and greater 
volatility that will hurt EITE manufacturers. Dow recommends states be given greater flexibility with respect 
to the final emission targets and those elements that offer the smoothest path toward meeting the 2030 
targets established in the final rule.” 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/29915/000002991513000014/dow201210k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/29915/000002991514000011/dow201310k.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/29915/000002991515000011/dow201410k.htm
http://www.regulations.gov/contentStreamer?documentId=EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0602-23481&attachmentNumber=1&disposition=attachment&contentType=pdf
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Legislative consultations: Response to Green Paper on establishing a framework for a 2030 
climate change and energy package, July 2013  
“Specific measures designed to meet climate objectives which are not economically viable today should 
not be linked to the ETS. The objective of the ETS is to reduce current emissions at the least overall cost 
to society. As market approaches invariably provide the most cost effective means of achieving goals, then 
policies should be designed to transition to market approaches in the fastest manner with the least 
disruptions to the participants involved. The current “absolute targets for industry approach” curbs growth 
and reduces the resources and finances required for new investments. Absolute emission reductions 
should rather focus on approaches which stimulate GHG efficiency gains via sustainable consumption 
policies including for example measures for the building sector. The chemical industry provides many of 
the products needed for this and in general the technologies for substantive improvements are available 
today and represent a far more cost effective approach than the current trend of increasing subsidies.” 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“The potential implications of regulatory matters are all very similar, including increased cost of purchased 
energy, additional capital costs for installation or modification of GHG emitting equipment, and additional 
costs associated directly with GHG emissions (such as cap and trade systems or carbon taxes), which are 
primarily related to energy use. The potential financial implications range from 10 to 60 million dollars 
depending on the EU ETS regulatory framework. […] The potential carbon tax may increase the energy 
price. The potential impact of energy price fluctuation would range from 0 to 10 million dollars.” […] 
 
“Dow continues to study the long-term implications of changing climate parameters on water availability, 
plant siting issues, and impacts and opportunities for products. Extreme weather may cause interruptions 
to Dow's operations. Severe drought could have a similar magnitude of impact as a hurricane with a 
potential impact of 100 to 200 million dollars.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://influencemap.org/site/data/000/038/Dow_2030_Energy_and_Climate_Submission_June_17_2015.pdf
http://influencemap.org/site/data/000/038/Dow_2030_Energy_and_Climate_Submission_June_17_2015.pdf
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/26/4826/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
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Summary  
§ Duke Energy has provided limited detail on the physical risks related to climate change, but has been 

more specific on the regulatory effects of climate change in its 10-K filings.  
§ Duke Energy has also provided a similar response on climate change risk for the past three years in 

its 10-K filings, with additional detail in 2012. 
§ Duke Energy has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has 

quantified physical risks through other channels for disclosure. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Duke Energy SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
The EPA has proposed to phase CO2 emission reductions in over the period 2020 to 2030. The final 
requirements of the CPP, however, including the implementation schedule are uncertain and could be 
significantly different from the proposal. In addition, it will be several years before the requirements of the 
subsequent state plans are known. Also unknown at this time are the requirements of any federal plan that 
might be imposed on states in which the Duke Energy Registrants operate should a state fail to submit a 
plan or have their plan disapproved by the EPA. The Duke Energy Registrants are therefore unable to 
predict the outcome of this rulemaking, or how it might impact them, but the impact could be significant. 
Global Climate Change. The Duke Energy Registrants’ greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions consist primarily 
of CO2 with most coming from their fleet of coal-fired power plants in the U.S. [...] The Duke Energy 
Registrants are taking actions that will result in reduced GHG emissions over time. These actions will 
lower the Duke Energy Registrants’ exposure to any future mandatory GHG emission reduction 
requirements or carbon tax, whether a result of federal legislation or EPA regulation. Under any future 
scenario involving mandatory GHG limitations, the Duke Energy Registrants would plan to seek recovery 
of compliance costs associated with their regulated operations through appropriate regulatory 
mechanisms.” […]  
 
“The Duke Energy Registrants recognize certain groups associate severe weather events with climate 
change, and forecast the possibility these weather events could have a material impact on future results of 
operations should they occur more frequently and with greater severity. However, the uncertain nature of 
potential changes of extreme weather events (such as increased frequency, duration, and severity), the 
long period of time over which any potential changes might take place, and the inability to predict these 
with any degree of accuracy, make estimating any potential future financial risk to the Duke Energy 
Registrants’ impossible. Currently, the Duke Energy Registrants plan and prepare for extreme weather 
events they experience from time to time, such as ice storms, tornadoes, hurricanes, severe 
thunderstorms, high winds and droughts.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Earnings Call Comments: Duke Energy CEO Lynn Good, Q2 Earnings Call, August 2014 
“Before closing, I thought I would briefly comment on the EPA's recently proposed rule for regulating 
carbon dioxide emissions from existing power plants. Since issued in June, we've been evaluating this 
complex rule and engaging with our safe regulators. We intend to remain actively engaged in this 
rulemaking process. We support policies that will result in reasonable decreases in greenhouse gas 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/30371/000132616013000009/form10k.htm
https://www.duke-energy.com/pdfs/2013_Duke_Energy_Form_10-K.pdf
https://www.duke-energy.com/pdfs/2014_Duke_Energy_Form_10-K.pdf
https://www.duke-energy.com/pdfs/2Q2014-EarningsCall.pdf
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emissions over time, while balancing impacts to our customers' rates, the economies of our service 
territories, and the reliability that our customers count on.” 
 
Earnings Call Comments: Duke Energy CEO Lynn Good, Q1 Earnings call, May 2015 
“Environmental matters, including EPA regulations, are certainly a focus of ours over the coming years. 
The EPA's proposed Clean Power Plan creates aggressive state-specific targets to reduce CO2 
emissions. The plan is scheduled to be finalized this summer, and includes some of the most far-reaching 
and complex regulations the industry has ever faced. We continue to engage with the EPA and states and 
support policies that reduce carbon emissions over time without jeopardizing reliability and affordability. 
This is not a one-size-fits-all solution to this issue, and that's why it's important that our states maintain 
flexibility as they develop plans to comply with the final targets.” 
 
Annual Report: Duke Energy 2014 Annual Report 
“The Duke Energy Registrants recognize certain groups associate severe weather events with climate 
change, and forecast the possibility these weather events could have a material impact on future results of 
operations should they occur more frequently and with greater severity. However, the uncertain nature of 
potential changes of extreme weather events (such as increased frequency, duration, and severity), the 
long period of time over which any potential changes might take place, and the inability to predict these 
with any degree of accuracy, make estimating any potential future financial risk to the Duke Energy 
Registrants’ impossible.” 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
(Risk driver: Change in precipitation extremes and droughts) 
“With the impact of droughts occurring nationwide, the Energy Reallocation Mechanism - MRE can not 
guarantee physical delivery of contracted energy and DEIGP would be impaired. In a scenario in which the 
reduction of power generation by the power plants of DEIGP reach 50% due to changes in extreme 
drought is possible to estimate the lost revenue would be approximately R$ 707 million.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.duke-energy.com/pdfs/1Q2015-EarningsCall.pdf
https://www.duke-energy.com/pdfs/Annual-Report-2014.pdf
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/47/5047/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K filings DuPont has detailed risks related to climate change regulation.  
§ DuPont has also provided the same response on climate change risk for the past three years in its 

10-K filings.  
§ DuPont has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has quantified 

regulatory risks through other channels for disclosure. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
DuPont 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“The company believes that climate change is an important global issue that presents risks and 
opportunities. Expanding upon significant global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and other 
environmental footprint reductions made in the period 1990-2004, the company reduced its environmental 
footprint, achieving in 2013 reductions of 19 percent in GHG emissions and 18 percent in water 
consumption versus our 2004 baselines. The company continuously evaluates opportunities for existing 
and new product and service offerings in light of the anticipated demands of a low-carbon economy. About 
$2.5 billion of the company's 2013 revenue was generated from sales of products that help direct and 
downstream customers improve energy efficiency and/or reduce GHG emissions.” […]  
 
“In 2014, the EPA also proposed new regulations for carbon dioxide emissions from existing and 
reconstructed/modified EGUs that would be based on individual state emission reduction programs. When 
finalized in 2015, these rules may affect the long term price and supply of electricity and natural gas and 
demand for products that contribute to energy efficiency and renewable energy. The precise impact of the 
proposed regulations is uncertain due to the flexibility provided to the states in developing their programs 
and anticipated legal challenges to this regulatory approach. A comprehensive national policy that 
addresses climate change by relying on market-based mechanisms to drive reductions in greenhouse 
gases is likely to be more economically efficient than the facility-by-facility controls that would result from 
implementation of current proposed rules under EPA’s existing authorities.” […] 
 
“In 2010, EPA launched a phased-in scheme to regulate GHG emissions first from large stationary sources 
under the existing Clean Air Act permitting requirements administered by state and local authorities. As a 
result, large capital investments may be required to install Best Available Control Technology on major 
new or modified sources of GHG emissions. This type of GHG emissions regulation by EPA, in the 
absence of or in addition to federal legislation, could result in more costly, less efficient facility-by-facility 
controls versus a federal program that incorporates policies that provide an economic balance that does 
not severely distort markets.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“DuPont actively monitors potential climate regulation. For example, in the U.S., the EPA has proposed the 
Clean Power Plan rule to reduce carbon emissions from power plants. EPA estimates implementation of 
this rule could result in a 4-7% increase in retail electric prices in 2020 and an 8-12% increase in Henry 
Hub natural gas prices. In 2013, the DuPont annual “Data Book” provided details on energy, electricity, 
raw material, and logistics costs. In 2013, total spend was approximately $13.4 billion.” 
 

http://d1lge852tjjqow.cloudfront.net/CIK-0000030554/002e9ae1-d36f-45c4-a460-0b7c0f5b3e62.pdf
http://s2.q4cdn.com/752917794/files/doc_financials/2013/AR/DD-12.31.2013-10K FILED - 2.5.14.pdf
http://d1lge852tjjqow.cloudfront.net/CIK-0000030554/ea147550-e43a-4174-934d-0a362ce0a59d.pdf
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/15/5115/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
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Summary  
§ ExxonMobil has disclosed limited detail on regulatory risk related to climate change risk in their 10-K 

filings.	   
§ In its 10-K filings ExxonMobil has provided the same response on climate change risk for the past 

three years. 
§ ExxonMobil has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
ExxonMobil SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
"Climate change and greenhouse gas restrictions. Due to concern over the risk of climate change, a 
number of countries have adopted, or are considering the adoption of, regulatory frameworks to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. These include adoption of cap and trade regimes, carbon taxes, restrictive 
permitting, increased efficiency standards, and incentives or mandates for renewable energy. These 
requirements could make our products more expensive, lengthen project implementation times, and 
reduce demand for hydrocarbons, as well as shift hydrocarbon demand toward relatively lower-carbon 
sources such as natural gas. Current and pending greenhouse gas regulations may also increase our 
compliance costs, such as for monitoring or sequestering emissions." […] International accords and 
underlying regional and national regulations covering greenhouse gas emissions are evolving with 
uncertain timing and outcome, making it difficult to predict their business impact. Exxon Mobil includes 
estimates of potential costs related to possible public policies covering energy-related greenhouse gas 
emissions in its long-term Outlook for Energy, which is used as a foundation for assessing the business 
environment and in its investment evaluations. 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Earnings Call Comments: ExxonMobil CEO Rex Tillerson, Annual Shareholder Meeting, May 2014 
"Our evaluation of those alternatives suggest that a carbon tax is the most efficient way to implement 
policies designed to influence behavior [...] And our view continues to be that when you impose a cost like 
that in whatever form on the economy, those less able to bear it end up bearing it, the poor, the lower and 
middle class. So we don't -- we don't really believe we’re at that point that we have to do that." […] "Today, 
oil and gas and coal are the most widely used fuels, providing about 80% of global supplies. Looking 
forward, we expect oil will remain the leading energy source, and natural gas will surpass coal to become 
the second-largest source. Together, oil and natural gas will meet about 60% of the world's energy 
demand in the year 2040. Oil use will grow on higher demand from the transportation and chemical 
sectors." 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“Climate change presents serious risks that are worthy of cost-effective action by individuals, companies, 
and policymakers. Effective policy steps should promote global participation while recognizing the priorities 
of the developing world and limiting the consequences of differing national policies on competitiveness; 
maximize transparency; minimize complexity and administrative costs; provide flexibility to adjust to 
developments in climate science and the economic impacts of climate policies. […] Technological, political, 
and regulatory risks have been inherent in the oil and gas industry since its earliest beginnings. The 
uncertainties associated with these regulatory risks impede assessment of potential financial implications.” 
 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000003408813000011/xom10k2012.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000003408814000012/xom10k2013.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000003408815000013/xom10k2014.htm
http://ir.exxonmobil.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=115024&p=irol-EventDetails&EventId=4946895
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/36/6136/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K filings Ford has detailed regulatory risk related to climate change. 
§ Ford has not quantified in monetary terms climate change regulatory risk in its 10-K filings. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Ford Motor Company 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
“The current ZEV regulations mandate substantial annual increases in the production and sale of battery-
electric, fuel cell, and plug-in hybrid vehicles, particularly for the 2018 - 2025 model years. By the 2025 
model year, approximately 15% of a manufacturer’s total California sales volume will need to be made up 
of such vehicles. Compliance with the 2018 - 2025 model year ZEV rules could have a substantial adverse 
effect on our sales volumes and profits. We are concerned that the market and infrastructure in California 
may not support the large volumes of advanced-technology vehicles that manufacturers will be required to 
produce, especially if gasoline prices remain relatively low. We also are concerned about enforcement of 
the ZEV mandate in other states that have adopted California’s ZEV program, where the existence of a 
market for such vehicles is even less certain. CARB conducts periodic reviews of its upcoming ZEV 
requirements, taking into account factors such as technology developments and market acceptance. Ford 
and the industry will be active participants in such reviews, with the goal of ensuring that ZEV 
requirements are feasible and not excessively burdensome.” […]  
 
“We are particularly concerned about the commercial feasibility of meeting the 2022-2025 model year 
GHG and CAFE standards, and therefore the midterm evaluation process is very important to Ford and 
the auto industry. Ford’s ability to comply with the 2022-2025 model year standards remains unclear 
because of the many unknowns regarding technology development, market conditions, and other factors 
so far into the future. We intend to be an active participant in the midterm evaluation process for these 
standards. Our concern about the feasibility of the fuel economy / GHG standards also extends to some of 
the pre-2022 model year standards, which are not covered by the midterm evaluation. [....] If the agencies 
seek to impose and enforce fuel economy and GHG standards that are misaligned with market conditions, 
we likely would be forced to take various actions that could have substantial adverse effects on our sales 
volume and profits. Such actions likely would include restricting offerings of selected engines and popular 
options; increasing market support programs for our most fuel-efficient cars and light trucks; and ultimately 
curtailing the production and sale of certain vehicles such as high-performance cars, utilities, and/or full-
size light trucks, in order to maintain compliance.” […] 
 
“Government regulation has arisen, and proposals for additional regulation are advanced, primarily out of 
concern for the environment (including concerns about the possibility of global climate change and its 
impact), vehicle safety, and energy independence. [...] There are limits on our ability to achieve fuel 
economy improvements over a given time frame, however, primarily relating to the cost and effectiveness 
of available technologies, consumer acceptance of new technologies and changes in vehicle mix, 
willingness of consumers to absorb the additional costs of new technologies, the appropriateness (or lack 
thereof) of certain technologies for use in particular vehicles, the widespread availability (or lack thereof) of 
supporting infrastructure for new technologies, and the human, engineering, and financial resources 
necessary to deploy new technologies across a wide range of products and powertrains in a short time. 

http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=87772&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTg3MzU5MjUmRFNFUT0wJlNFUT0wJlNRREVTQz1TRUNUSU9OX0VOVElSRSZzdWJzaWQ9NTc%3d
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=87772&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTk0MDMyNzcmRFNFUT0wJlNFUT0wJlNRREVTQz1TRUNUSU9OX0VOVElSRSZzdWJzaWQ9NTc%3d
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=87772&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTEwMDY2NjEwJkRTRVE9MCZTRVE9MCZTUURFU0M9U0VDVElPTl9FTlRJUkUmc3Vic2lkPTU3
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The current fuel economy, CO2, and ZEV standards will be difficult to meet if fuel prices remain relatively 
low and market conditions do not drive consumers to purchase electric vehicles and other highly fuel-
efficient vehicles in large numbers. The cost to comply with existing government regulations is substantial, 
and future, additional regulations or changes in consumer preferences that affect vehicle mix could have a 
substantial adverse impact on our financial condition and results of operations.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Earnings Call Comments: Ford Motor Company President and CEO Mark Fields, Investor Day, 
September 29, 2014  
“Now we also have regulatory requirements that are part of our business and of course, the regulatory 
requirements are becoming more and more stringent both from a fuel economy and a CO2 emissions 
standpoint and you can see on the chart here how stringent those will be coming over the next number of 
years. [...] RAJ NAIR, Group VP, Global Product Development: The regulatory environment and the fuel 
economy and emissions reductions required not just in North America but all around the world are fairly 
significant. And coupled with what we are seeing in the affordability of petroleum-based fuels they are 
getting to a disconnect where the market demand for the fuel economy is not matching the regulatory 
requirement and that market distortion is something we are taking a very close look at and ensuring that 
we are well prepared for that.” 
 
Legislative Consultations: EPA consultation on 2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 
“We applaud the combined efforts of EPA and NHTSA in the development of a joint proposal to extend 
One National Program. Only a harmonized, nationwide set of GHG and fuel economy standards will 
enable manufacturers to plan and invest for the future with confidence. [...] While the new requirements go 
far beyond the first regulation, both in the timeframe covered as well as the challenges they pose for our 
industry, we support the national goals for greenhouse gas reduction and energy independence that have 
driven these aggressive targets. [...] We applaud the combined efforts of the EPA and NHTSA, as well as 
the California Air Resources Board. This proposal provides our industry both the single program moving 
forward, as well as the regulatory framework that enables manufacturers to plan and invest for the future 
with confidence. [...] As a result, we are continually investing in our product strategy to improve the fuel 
economy and reduce the greenhouse gas emissions of our fleet. Starting this year, one-third of our vehicle 
line up will offer a model that achieve at least 40 miles per gallon. [...] The standards proposed are 
aggressive, but so are the demands from our customers for greater fuel efficiency.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://influencemap.org/site/data/000/101/Ford_Investor_Day2014_November_12_2015.pdf
http://influencemap.org/site/data/000/101/Ford_Investor_Day2014_November_12_2015.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/documents/420r12017.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/documents/420r12017.pdf
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Summary  
§ General Electric has not provided information on climate change risk or opportunity in their 10-K 

filings. 
§ General Electric has recognised the financial implications of climate change regulation and in 

particular the Clean Air Act and the potential for ‘stranded assets’ in EPA regulatory consultations. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
General Electric 10-K Filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
No immediately obvious information on climate change risk/opportunities or regulations in the 10-K 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CDP: 2014 & 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a  
“We believe that a market-based approach will provide a lower cost solution and more flexibility in reducing 
emissions than a command and control regulatory approach under the Clean Air Act. We also believe, 
however, that whatever approach is taken, legislative or regulatory, the costs and economic impacts must 
take into account costs and allow for the economic growth that will be necessary to address climate 
change and other societal needs. […] GE plans to continue investment in researching new technologies 
that will promote energy security and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. By working in partnership with 
government and the private sectors, GE believes the solutions to climate change will be achieved with 
more speed and impact. Addressing these challenges today is the right thing to do and it’s good business.” 
 
Legislative consultations: EPA Clean Power Plan, December 2014 
“We believe strongly that an essential element for a reasonable and cost-effective climate program is an 
adequate time period for the transition to a lower carbon economy, particularly the power generation 
sector, where the capital stock has a life measured in decades and the cost of capital investments is 
measured in billions. In these circumstances, a climate program for the power generation sector must 
make every reasonable effort to avoid stranding assets if the program is to be cost effective for producers 
and consumers of electricity. Finally, GE supports an “all of the above” approach to energy and climate 
policy. We support increased reliance on renewables and nuclear energy as a means of producing zero 
carbon electricity and addressing climate change, but we also believe that fossil fuels, particularly natural 
gas, must be a part of our energy portfolio. Simply put, the continued use of low cost cleaner fossil fuels, 
such as natural gas, is necessary if we are to have a competitive US economy. While we see increased 
need to rely on natural gas, we also believe that coal is also an abundant and low cost fuel and will 
continue to be an important part of the global and US energy mix for the foreseeable future.” […] 
“EPA must avoid stranding assets, especially those facilities that have recently made substantial capital 
investments to comply with new EPA programs, such as CSPAR and MATS. Asset owners will not have 
the confidence to undertake future environmental control retrofits if they are unable to trust that they will be 
able to recoup their investments. Affording federal relief to plants that have recently implemented 
environmental controls in response to EPA mandates will prevent consumer cost spikes and other 
economic fallout.”  

 

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/40545/000004054513000036/geform10k2012.htm
http://www.ge.com/ar2013/pdf/GE_2013_Form_10-K.pdf
http://www.ge.com/ar2014/assets/pdf/GE_2014_Form_10K.pdf
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2014/66/7166/Investor CDP 2014/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/66/7166/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
http://www.regulations.gov/contentStreamer?documentId=EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0602-22971&attachmentNumber=1&disposition=attachment&contentType=pdf
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Summary 
§ General Motors has disclosed regulatory risks of climate change in its SEC 10-K filings. 
§ General Motors has also provided a similar response on climate change risk for the past three years 

in its 10-K filings.  
§ General Motors has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has 

quantified regulatory risks through other channels for disclosure. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
General Motors 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“These government regulatory requirements could significantly affect our plans for global product 
development and may result in substantial costs, including civil or criminal penalties. They may also result 
in limits on the types of vehicles we sell and where we sell them, which can affect revenue. [...] We expect 
that to comply with these requirements we will be required to sell a significant volume of hybrid electric 
vehicles, as well as implement new technologies for conventional internal combustion engines, all at 
increased cost levels. There is no assurance that we will be able to produce and sell vehicles that use 
such technologies on a profitable basis or that our customers will purchase such vehicles in the quantities 
necessary for us to comply with these regulatory programs.” […]  
 
U.S. Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) reporting is required for three separate fleets: domestically 
produced cars, imported cars and light-duty trucks. Both car and light-duty truck standards were 
established using targets for various vehicle sizes and vehicle model sales volumes. In 2015 our domestic 
car standard is estimated to be 34.8 mpg, our import car standard is estimated at 38.4 mpg, and our light-
duty truck standard is estimated to be 25.6 mpg. Our current product plan is expected to be compliant with 
the federal CAFE program through the 2015 model year. In addition to federal CAFE the U.S. EPA 
requires compliance with greenhouse gas requirements that are similar to the CAFE program. Our current 
product plan is expected to be compliant with the federal greenhouse gas program through the 2015 
model year. CARB has agreed that compliance with the federal program is deemed to be compliant with 
the California program for the 2012 through 2016 model years. Europe Legislation regulating fleet average 
CO2 emissions was implemented for passenger cars in 2012 with full compliance required by 2015. 
Requirements must be met through the introduction of CO2 reducing technologies on conventional engines 
or ultra-low CO2 vehicles such as the Chevrolet Volt and Opel Ampera. The EU has adopted an even more 
stringent CO2 regulation as of 2020. Along with the passenger car target, the EU also adopted a new fleet 
average target as of 2020. We are developing a compliance plan by adopting operational CO2 targets for 
each market entry in Europe. Effective in 2012 an EC regulation required low-rolling resistance tires, tire 
pressure monitoring systems and gear shift indicators. An additional EC regulation has been adopted that 
will require labeling of tires for noise, fuel efficiency and rolling resistance, affecting vehicles at the point of 
sale as well as the sale of tires in the aftermarket. […] 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Sustainability Report: General Motors 2014 Sustainability Report 
“The pace and complexity of fuel economy and CO2 emissions regulation are increasing around the world. 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1467858/000146785813000025/gm201210k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1467858/000146785814000043/gm201310k.htm
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=231169&p=irol-secTextTest&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTEwMDM4MzYwJkRTRVE9MCZTRVE9MCZTUURFU0M9U0VDVElPTl9FTlRJUkUmc3Vic2lkPTU3
http://gmsustainability.com/_pdfs/gm2014sr.pdf


 

 24  CLIMATE RISK DISCLOSURE BY LEADING US INDUSTRIAL COMPANIES NOVEMBER 2015 

In most cases, these regulations are driving the development of technologies, such as electrification, that 
outpace consumer demands. Reconciling this gap is one of our greatest business challenges, and volatile 
fuel prices in recent months have served as a good reminder of the issue. [...] The challenge is 
compounded even more so in markets outside the U.S., where mandates and regulations can be as 
stringent as those in the U.S. or Europe, but average incomes are significantly lower. In some markets the 
demand for the most efficient fuel technologies does not exist until regulatory interventions pave the way 
for changing consumer purchasing behavior. The challenge faced in such markets is to provide viable fuel-
efficient products that meet regulatory frameworks within the prevailing market conditions. While we are 
committed to transforming transportation through the on-going development of advanced technologies, our 
most effective means to navigate these dynamics today is through continuous innovation of the internal 
combustion engine (ICE) — a strategy that plays across all economic conditions, vehicle categories and 
markets around the world.” 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“(i) Currently, we estimate that nearly 90 percent of the vehicles we sell must comply with an aggressive 
level of fuel-economy and carbon emissions regulation. Vehicle Emission Standards are becoming more 
stringent in major markets where we operate including Australia, Canada, China, Europe, South Korea, 
and the United States. Throughout these regions, vehicle emission standards are being phased in now 
through 2025. In some cases, existing technology is not sufficient to meet the new standards and new 
technology must be developed and implemented. (ii) There is a risk that these government policies could 
significantly affect our plans for product development and could make us subject to various penalties or 
restricted product offerings to remain in compliance as well as spend additional monies on research and 
development.” 
 
Annual Report: General Motors 2014 Annual Report 
“The final outcome of environmental matters cannot be predicted with certainty at this time. Subsequent 
adjustments to initial estimates are recorded as necessary based upon additional information obtained. In 
future periods new laws or regulations, advances in remediation technologies and additional information 
about the ultimate remediation methodology to be used could significantly change our estimates. It is 
possible that the resolution of one or more environmental matters could exceed the amounts accrued in an 
amount that could be material to our financial condition, results of operations and cash flows. At December 
31, 2014 we estimate the remediation losses could range from $110 million to $210 million.” 
 

 

 

 

 

https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/64/7164/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
http://www.gm.com/annualreport/
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Summary  
§ Honeywell has stated that it does not anticipate significant costs due to climate change regulation. 
§ Honeywell has provided the same response on climate change risk for the past three years in its 

10-K filings.  
§ Honey has in a 2014 EPA consultation expressed concern about increased energy prices due to 

climate change regulation. 
§ Honeywell has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Honeywell International 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
“We do not believe that existing or pending climate change legislation, regulation, or international treaties 
or accords are reasonably likely to have a material effect in the foreseeable future on the Company’s 
business or markets that it serves, nor on its results of operations, capital expenditures or financial 
position. We will continue to monitor emerging developments in this area.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Legislative consultations: EPA Clean Power Plan, December 2014 
“We appreciate that the EPA will analyze the potential economic impacts across the U.S. as the Agency 
develops the final CPP, and also feel that EPA’s focus on providing flexibility in the rule is critical [...] 
Honeywell also wants to share some thoughts on the impact of the Proposed Rule on our manufacturing 
operations. As the CPP is implemented, there may potentially be cost increases due to market drivers on 
the cost of natural gas, and also related to utility capital investment in: new generating assets to replace 
coal units; converting coal to natural gas; investing in new renewable energy assets; and investment in 
new transmission infrastructure to support additional renewable assets. While it is the utilities that must 
make these capital investments, it is the ratepayer (consumers) who pay for the investments. In Virginia, 
a state where Honeywell has energy intensive manufacturing facilities, the estimated electricity price 
increase to ratepayers is expected to be approximately 30 percent by 2025. As with grid reliability, we 
ask that EPA consider the negative consequences of power price increases that might result from the 
CPP.” 
 
Corporate Website and Social Media: Press release, November 2014  
“We applaud the environmental commitments that President Obama and President Xi announced today. 
Governments need to take meaningful steps to reduce and prevent environmental degradation to our air 
and communities. That is what President Obama and President Xi did today.  Honeywell is ready to 
support the broad adoption of the goals that the leaders of the world’s biggest economies outlined today. 
Sustainable development - that includes clean air and communities - is a key building block to stronger 
economies around the world over the long-term. Establishing emissions reduction commitments, like the 
ones highlighted by President Obama and President Xi today, are critical to the success of healthier 
global environments. The leadership demonstrated by both the U.S. and China in outlining specific goals 
is an important step in the right direction and we applaud both countries for their positive commitments.” 
 

http://investor.honeywell.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=94774&p=IROL-secToc&TOC=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9vdXRsaW5lLnhtbD9yZXBvPXRlbmsmaXBhZ2U9ODczMjkwMSZzdWJzaWQ9NTc%3d&ListAll=1&sXBRL=1
http://investor.honeywell.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=94774&p=IROL-secToc&TOC=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9vdXRsaW5lLnhtbD9yZXBvPXRlbmsmaXBhZ2U9OTM5MzkwNiZzdWJzaWQ9NTc%3d&ListAll=1&sXBRL=1
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/773840/000093041315000621/c79276_10k.htm
http://www.regulations.gov/contentStreamer?documentId=EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0602-23565&attachmentNumber=1&disposition=attachment&contentType=pdf
https://honeywell.com/News/Pages/HoneywellSupportsPresidentObamaandPresidentXi%E2%80%99sEnvironmentalCommitmentsandEmissionsReductionGoals.aspx
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K filings Lockheed Martin has disclosed limited details on regulatory risks related to climate 

change. 
§ Lockheed Martin has also provided the same response on climate change risk for the past three 

years in its 10-K filings.  
§ Lockheed Martin has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings. 
 
 
 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Lockheed Martin 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“Our operations are subject to and affected by a variety of federal, state, local and foreign environmental 
protection laws and regulations. We are involved in environmental responses at some of our facilities and 
former facilities and at third-party sites not owned by us where we have been designated a potentially 
responsible party by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or by a state agency. In addition, we could 
be affected by future regulations imposed in response to concerns over climate change, other aspects of 
the environment or natural resources. We have an ongoing comprehensive sustainability program to 
reduce the effects of our operations on the environment.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Annual Report: Lockheed Martin 2014 Annual Report 
“Environmental costs could affect our future earnings as well as the affordability of our products and 
services. Our operations are subject to and affected by a variety of federal, state, local and foreign 
environmental protection laws and regulations. We are involved in environmental responses at some of 
our facilities and former facilities and at third-party sites not owned by us where we have been designated 
a potentially responsible party by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or by a state agency. In 
addition, we could be affected by future regulations imposed in response to concerns over climate change, 
other aspects of the environment or natural resources. We have an ongoing comprehensive sustainability 
program to reduce the effects of our operations on the environment.” 
 

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/936468/000119312513082873/d428940d10k.htm
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=83941&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTk0MDA1MTImRFNFUT0wJlNFUT0wJlNRREVTQz1TRUNUSU9OX0VOVElSRSZzdWJzaWQ9NTc%3d
http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/financials/drawFiling.asp?docKey=136-000119312515038681-6HJ4KVBCLRER7S0ISEGSF0B9ML&docFormat=HTM&formType=10-K
http://www.lockheedmartin.com/content/dam/lockheed/data/corporate/documents/2014-Annual-Report.pdf
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K disclosures Pepsico has disclosed limited detail on regulatory risks related to climate 

change, but have been more specific on climate change’s physical risks.  
§ Pepsico has provided a similar response on climate change risk for the past three years in its 10-K 

filings.   
§ Pepsico has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has 

quantified regulatory risks through other channels for disclosure. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
PepsiCo 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“Climate change, or legal, regulatory or market measures to address climate change, may negatively affect 
our business and operations. There is concern that carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases in the 
atmosphere may have an adverse impact on global temperatures, weather patterns and the frequency and 
severity of extreme weather and natural disasters. In the event that such climate change has a negative 
effect on agricultural productivity, we may be subject to decreased availability or less favorable pricing for 
certain commodities that are necessary for our products, such as sugar cane, corn, wheat, rice, oats, 
potatoes and various fruits. As a result of climate change, we may also be subjected to decreased 
availability of water, deteriorated quality of water or less favorable pricing for water, which could adversely 
impact our manufacturing and distribution operations. In addition, natural disasters and extreme weather 
conditions may disrupt the productivity of our facilities or the operation of our supply chain. The increasing 
concern over climate change also may result in new or increased regional, federal and/or global legal and 
regulatory requirements to reduce or mitigate the effects of greenhouse gases. In the event that such 
regulation is more aggressive than the measures that we are currently undertaking to monitor our 
emissions and improve our energy efficiency, we may experience significant increases in our costs of 
operation and delivery and we may be required to make additional investments in facilities and equipment. 
[...] As a result, the effects of climate change could negatively affect our business and operations.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a  
“The increasing concern over climate change may result in more regional, national and/or global legal and 
regulatory requirements to reduce or mitigate the effects of GHGs emissions. In the event that regulation is 
enacted and is more aggressive than the sustainability measures that we are currently undertaking to 
monitor our emissions and improve our energy efficiency, we may experience significant increases in our 
costs of operation and delivery. As a result, the following areas are considered our potential financial 
implications associated with risks driven by changes in regulation: * Seasoning and Ingredients = about 
$11 billion or approximately 16% of annual net revenue at risk due to agriculturally related climate change 
* Packaging = about $7 billion or approximately 10% of annual net revenue at risk due to natural resource 
constraints due to climate * Energy Purchase = $0.8 billion or approximately 1% of annual net revenue at 
risk due to regulation and commodity inflation.” 
 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/77476/000007747614000007/pepsico201310-k.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/77476/000007747614000007/pepsico201310-k.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/77476/000007747615000012/pepsico201410-k.htm
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/05/14605/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K disclosures Philips 66 has provided limited detail on the physical effects of climate 

change, with more detail on climate change’s regulatory effects.  
§ Phillips 66 has expressed concern about the impact of specific legislation in their earning calls 

comments. 
§ Philips 66 has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Phillips 66 SEC 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
“Climate change may adversely affect our facilities and our ongoing operations. The potential physical 
effects of climate change on our operations are highly uncertain and depend upon the unique geographic 
and environmental factors present. Examples of such effects include rising sea levels at our coastal 
facilities, changing storm patterns and intensities, and changing temperature levels. As many of our 
facilities are located near coastal areas, rising sea levels may disrupt our ability to operate those facilities 
or transport crude oil and refined petroleum products. Extended periods of such disruption could have an 
adverse effect on our results of operation. We could also incur substantial costs to protect or repair these 
facilities.” […]  
 
“There has been a broad range of proposed or promulgated state, national and international laws focusing 
on greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction. These proposed or promulgated laws apply or could apply in 
countries where we have interests or may have interests in the future. Laws in this field continue to evolve, 
and while it is not possible to accurately estimate either a timetable for implementation or our future 
compliance costs relating to implementation, such laws, if enacted, could have a material impact on our 
results of operations and financial condition. Examples of legislation or precursors for possible regulation 
that do or could affect our operations include: European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS) [...] 
California’s Global Warming Solutions Act[...] The U.S. Supreme Court decision in Massachusetts v. EPA 
[...] The EPA’s announcement on March 29, 2010 (published as “Interpretation of Regulations that 
Determine Pollutants Covered by Clean Air Act Permitting Programs,” [...] Carbon taxes in certain 
jurisdictions [...] GHG emission cap and trade programs in certain jurisdictions.” […]  
 
“Compliance with changes in laws and regulations that create a GHG emission trading program or GHG 
reduction requirements could significantly increase our costs, reduce demand for fossil energy derived 
products, impact the cost and availability of capital and increase our exposure to litigation. Such laws and 
regulations could also increase demand for less carbon intensive energy sources. An example of one such 
program is California’s cap and trade program, which was promulgated pursuant to the State’s Global 
Warming Solutions Act. The program has been limited to certain stationary sources, which include our 
refineries in California, but beginning in January 2015 expanded to include emissions from transportation 
fuels distributed in California. We expect inclusion of transportation fuels in California’s cap and trade 
program as currently promulgated will increase our cap and trade program compliance costs. The ultimate 
impact on our financial performance, either positive or negative, from this and similar programs, will 
depend on a number of factors, including, but not limited to: Whether and to what extent legislation or 
regulation is enacted; The nature of the legislation or regulation (such as a cap and trade system or a tax 

http://investor.phillips66.com/Images/view_pdf.gif
http://investor.phillips66.com/Images/view_pdf.gif
http://investor.phillips66.com/Images/view_pdf.gif
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on emissions); The GHG reductions required; The price and availability of offsets; The amount and 
allocation of allowances; Technological and scientific developments leading to new products or services; 
Any potential significant physical effects of climate change (such as increased severe weather events, 
changes in sea levels and changes in temperature); Whether, and the extent to which, increased 
compliance costs are ultimately reflected in the prices of our products and services.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Earnings Call Comments: Phillips 66 Executive Vice President, Investor Relations, Strategy, 
Corporate and Government Affairs, Clayton Reasor, March 2015 
“The fact that the California regulatory environment continues to become more oppressive is something 
that concerns us. AB 32 low carbon fuel standard, cap and trade, all those regulations have an impact of 
increasing our costs, and I also believe that the governor has made it fairly clear that he’s interested in 
electrifying more of the fleet there and reducing dependence on fossil fuels. So as you think about long 
term – let’s say five or ten years from now – is that a region that you want to invest in and grow relative to 
some of the other options that we’re looking at? It’s something that we’ll always be asking ourselves.” 
 
Earnings Call Comments: Phillips 66’s board in response to a shareholder resolution proposing 
Phillips 66 set a corporate-wide GHG emissions reduction target, March 2015 
The world has a growing need for secure, affordable and diverse supplies of energy. Phillips 66 believes 
that fossil fuels will be a significant portion of the energy mix for the foreseeable future. The Company 
recognizes that in manufacturing and delivering the energy the world needs, we must manage our 
generation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This management must be approached from a scientific, 
economic and societal perspective, balancing long-term sustainability, business vitality and care for the 
environment. Meanwhile governments are seeking to adopt, and in some cases have adopted, various 
policies aimed at addressing GHG in the atmosphere, and the Company takes these into account in 
managing operations and implementing project development. In relation to government policies on energy 
and GHG emissions, we support:   
§ Policies that balance economic growth, environmental care and social needs 
§ Managing such emissions on a global basis using pragmatic solutions 
§ Implementation of a full array of solutions based on sound science, without regulatory selection of 

winners and losers 
§ Policies that minimize polarizing views and avoid duplicative or contradictory regulations or high 

administrative burden 
§ Public and private fundamental research to advance energy solutions 
§  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://investor.phillips66.com/investors/events-and-presentations/2015/default.aspx
http://investor.phillips66.com/investors/events-and-presentations/2015/default.aspx
http://investor.phillips66.com/investors/financial-information/annual-reports/default.aspx
http://investor.phillips66.com/investors/financial-information/annual-reports/default.aspx
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Summary  
§ P&G has not provided information on climate change risk or opportunity in its 10-K. 
§ In its CDP disclosure P&G has stated that it does not anticipate significant disruption to its operations 

due to the physical effects of climate change. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Procter & Gamble 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
No information on climate change risk/opportunities or regulations in the 10-K 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“P&G is not an energy intensive company and the emissions from our facilities are relatively low. While we 
do have a limited number of sites that could possibly be impacted by future climate change regulation, we 
would not expect the impacts to be substantive as we have existing efforts underway to reduce the GHG 
emissions from our operations which would help to mitigate impacts of possible future regulation at these 
few sites. […] P&G has approx. 130 manufacturing facilities in 40 countries. This means that if we are 
unfortunate to be negatively impacted by climate change, we have the flexibility to continue to provide 
products to the consumer from unaffected facilities. This is part of P&G’s Global Business Continuity 
Program which ensures that all critical sites and work processes evaluate their risk mitigation programs, 
exposure to catastrophic events at P&G sites and sites of our key suppliers and service providers that 
could significantly interrupt business operations, and the business impact of such events.” 
 
Annual Report: Procter & Gamble 2014 Annual Report 
“We are also subject to contingencies pursuant to environmental laws and regulations that in the future 
may require us to take action to correct the effects on the environment of prior manufacturing and waste 
disposal practices. Based on currently available information, we do not believe the ultimate resolution of 
environmental remediation will have a material effect on our financial position, results of operations or cash 
flows.” 
 

http://www.pginvestor.com/Cache/18823762.pdf
http://www.pginvestor.com/interactive/lookandfeel/4004124/PG_2014_10K.pdf
http://www.pginvestor.com/Cache/1001201802.PDF?O=PDF&T=&Y=&D=&FID=1001201802&iid=4004124
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/32/15132/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
http://www.pginvestor.com/interactive/lookandfeel/4004124/PG_Annual_Report_2014.pdf
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K filings Schlumberger has disclosed limited details on risks of climate change regulation. 
§ Schlumberger has also provided a similar response on climate change risk for the past three years in 

its 10-K filings. 
§ Schlumberger has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but has 

quantified physical risks through other channels for disclosure. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Schlumberger 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
“Existing or future legislation and regulations related to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, as 
well as government initiatives to conserve energy or promote the use of alternative energy sources, may 
significantly curtail demand for and production of fossil fuels such as oil and gas in areas of the world 
where our customers operate and thus adversely affect future demand for our services. This may, in turn, 
adversely affect our financial condition, results of operations and cash flows.” […] 
 
“Some international, national and state governments and agencies are currently evaluating and 
promulgating climate-related legislation and regulations that are focused on restricting greenhouse gas 
emissions. Such legislation, as well as government initiatives to conserve energy or to promote the use of 
alternative energy sources, may significantly curtail demand for and production of fossil fuels such as oil 
and gas in areas of the world where our customers operate and thus adversely affect future demand for 
our services, which may in turn adversely affect our financial condition, results of operations and cash 
flows.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Website & Social Media: describing CO2 emissions and clean energy 
“Today, climate change is truly a game changer. The industry is now expected to provide public 
information on how its products are produced and the sustainability of those products. Energy companies 
and regulators are at odds about future temperature and CO2 emissions targets. Aligning all stakeholders 
and helping them think through the implications and challenges of change implementation is something 
that Schlumberger Business Consulting (SBC) is passionate about [...] A portfolio of actions has been 
proposed to guide significant CO2 reductions. The oil and gas industry can contribute to several of these 
initiatives: Fuel switching from coal to natural gas and, when the technology matures, geothermal power 
plants; Carbon capture and storage; Sustainable biofuels Reduction of energy demand through efficiency 
savings; Building on industry know-how to help communities and societies to think systematically about 
their short- and long-term energy paths. [...] Establishing a clear legislative environment to support clean 
energy initiatives for the oil and gas industry is crucial. However, to date, the lack of clear policies has 
impeded progress: Global agreements are overlaid with national and regional systems. Differing levels of 
cost and regulatory burden are likely to encourage carbon leakage and lack of accountability.”  
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a  
“Our business may be impacted by extreme changes in precipitation patterns that result in flooding, 
changes in road or well site conditions, or damage to facilities. This could result in disruption to operations 
with potential revenue losses ranging from approximately 50 to 75 million USD. […] Schlumberger 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/87347/000119312513031766/d456349d10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/87347/000156459014000090/slb-10k_20131231.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/87347/000156459015000337/slb-10k_20141231.htm
https://www.sbc.slb.com/Energy_Expertise/CO2_Emissions_Clean_Energy.aspx
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/18/16418/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
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operates in areas that are exposed to risks associated with hurricanes, cyclones and tropical storms. The 
financial impact of these events is dependent upon the severity of the tropical storm season and vary from 
one year to the next. The average risk per facility in the Gulf of Mexico is estimated at 18.5 million USD. 
We estimate that loss of the 62 facilities we operate in the Texas and Louisiana area of the Gulf of Mexico 
would cost about 3 billion USD.” 
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K filings United Technologies has disclosed limited details on risks of climate change 

regulation. 
§ United Technologies has provided the same response on climate change risk for the past three 

years in its 10-K filings. 
§ United Technologies has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but 

has quantified regulatory risks through other disclosures. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
United Technologies 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014 
“Changes in laws or regulations could result in higher expenses and payments, and uncertainty relating to 
laws or regulations may also affect how we conduct our operations and structure our investments and 
could limit our ability to enforce our rights. Changes in environmental and climate change laws or 
regulations, including laws relating to greenhouse gas emissions, could lead to new or additional 
investment in product designs and could increase environmental compliance expenditures. Changes in 
climate change concerns, or in the regulation of such concerns, including greenhouse gas emissions, 
could subject us to additional costs and restrictions, including increased energy and raw materials costs.” 
[…] 
 
“In addition, we could be affected by future laws or regulations imposed in response to concerns over 
climate change. Changes in climate change concerns, or in the regulation of such concerns, including 
greenhouse gas emissions, could subject us to additional costs and restrictions, including compliance 
costs and increased energy and raw materials costs.” 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CDP: 2015 response to CDP disclosure process on climate change, Q5.1a 
“UTC's current mandatory GHG program costs are estimated at $250,000, not counting allowance fees. In 
2014 we purchased CRC allowances for $410,000 (other programs allocate allowances at no cost). CRC 
maintains a 40 BP/mtCO2e fine for inaccurate reporting, and we have never been fined. UTC believes the 
scope of these costs will likely increase as some countries include required emissions reporting as part of 
their Intended Nationally Determined Contribution (INDCs), as submitted to the 2015 Paris Conference of 
the Parties. Based on current UTC CO2e emissions and an allowance fee of $20 - 25/ton, our maximum 
cost exposure under universal reporting would be $40 - $50 million per year.” 
 
Annual Report: United Technologies 2014 Annual Report 
“Our operations are subject to environmental regulation by federal, state and local authorities in the United 
States and regulatory authorities with jurisdiction over our foreign operations. As a result, we have 
established, and continually update, policies relating to environmental standards of performance for our 
operations worldwide. We believe that expenditures necessary to comply with the present regulations 
governing environmental protection will not have a material effect upon our competitive position, results of 
operations, cash flows or financial condition.” 
 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000119312513042195/d477572d10k.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182914000006/a2013-12x31form10xk.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182915000005/a2014-12x31form10xk.htm
https://www.cdp.net/sites/2015/59/19859/Climate Change 2015/Pages/DisclosureView.aspx
http://2014ar.utc.com/
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Summary  
§ In its 10-K filings Valero has detailed the risks of climate change regulation. 
§ Valero has also provided the same response on climate change risk for the past three years in its 10-

K filings.  
§ United Technologies has not quantified in monetary terms climate change risk in its 10-K filings, but 

has quantified regulatory risks through other disclosures. 

SEC 10-K Comments on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
Valero 10-K filings: 2012, 2013, 2014  
“Compliance with and changes in environmental laws, including proposed climate change laws and 
regulations, could adversely affect our performance. [...] Because environmental laws and regulations are 
becoming more stringent and new environmental laws and regulations are continuously being enacted or 
proposed, such as those relating to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, the level of 
expenditures required for environmental matters could increase in the future. Current and future legislative 
action and regulatory initiatives could result in changes to operating permits, material changes in 
operations, increased capital expenditures and operating costs, increased costs of the goods we sell, and 
decreased demand for our products that cannot be assessed with certainty at this time. We may be 
required to make expenditures to modify operations or install pollution control equipment that could 
materially and adversely affect our business, financial condition, results of operations, and liquidity.” 
 
Regulation of Greenhouse Gases:  The U.S. EPA began regulating greenhouse gases (GHG) on January 
2, 2011, under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (Clean Air Act). The U.S. EPA is developing 
refinery-specific GHG regulations and performance standards that are expected to impose GHG emission 
limits and/or technology requirements on new and modified operations. These control requirements may 
affect a wide range of refinery operations but have not yet been delineated. Any such controls, however, 
could result in material increased compliance costs, additional operating restrictions for our business, and 
an increase in the cost of the products we produce, which could have a material adverse effect on our 
financial position, results of operations, and liquidity.  Certain states and foreign governments have 
pursued regulation of GHG independent of the U.S. EPA. For example, the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act, also known as AB 32, directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop and 
issue regulations to reduce GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020. CARB has issued a 
variety of regulations aimed at reaching this goal, including a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) as well as 
a statewide cap-and-trade program. The cap-and-trade program costs are expected to increase 
significantly beginning in 2015 with the inclusion of transportation fuels in the program. Complying with AB 
32, including the LCFS and the cap-and-trade program, could result in material increased compliance 
costs for us, increased capital expenditures, increased operating costs, and additional operating 
restrictions for our business, resulting in an increase in the cost of, and decreases in the demand for, the 
products we produce. To the degree we are unable to recover these increased compliance costs, these 
matters could have a material adverse effect on our financial position, results of operations, and liquidity. 

Other Disclosures on Climate Change Risks and Opportunities 
 
CEO Messaging: Valero Energy CEO William R. Klesse, testimony to Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, July 2013 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1035002/000103500213000008/vlo12311210k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1035002/000103500214000008/vloform10-kx12312013.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1035002/000103500215000009/vloform10-kx12312014.htm
http://www.energy.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/files/serve?File_id=20148f12-fde4-41f9-82a2-88c42855bf2a
http://www.energy.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/files/serve?File_id=20148f12-fde4-41f9-82a2-88c42855bf2a
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“A host of recent actions by EPA, referred to as the “regulatory swamp” due to the close proximity of their 
compliance targets and high costs, with very limited benefits, will create a highly unpredictable regulatory 
environment for our industry. These include: Proposed Tier 3 Gasoline and Diesel Standards; Greenhouse 
Gas Rules and Permitting; Finalized National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for Particulate 
Matter; Finalized Mercury Air Toxics Rule; Finalized Emission Standards for Boilers; Final New Source 
Performance Standards (NSPS) for Oil and Gas Production; Finalized Greenhouse Gas Standards for 
Cars and Light Trucks; Final National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants at Petroleum 
Refineries; Proposed Uniform Standards for Storage Vessels, Transfer Operations, Equipment Leaks, 
Closed Vent Systems, Control Devices; Pending reconsideration to the NAAQS for NO2, SO2, and Ozone; 
Pending NSPS and emission guidelines for refineries Valero has estimated that its costs alone for 
compliance with the Proposed Tier 3 standards will be between $300 million and $400 million and will raise 
the cost of manufacturing gasoline a couple of cents per gallon. It will also increase our green house gas 
emissions because of the additional processing.” 
 
Annual Report: Valero Energy 2013 Annual Report  
“The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) offset some of our positive financial results, and continues to be a 
significant financial burden. The RFS became law, and was expanded, in a different time, with 
assumptions that did not come close to reality. The domestic oil business has changed tremendously, from 
crude oil and natural gas supply to transportation fuel consumption. Thus, it is time to completely rewrite 
the RFS. We are caught in the position of paying money to others in the industry because of our historical 
marketing position. All independent refiners are hurt by this program. Valero supports changes to the RFS, 
as it is very unfair, unjust and extremely arbitrary.” 
 

 

http://www.valero.com/Financial Documents/annualreport.pdf
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