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I. Introduction

In 1974 the U.S. Jesuit Conference formed the National Jesuit Committee on Investment Responsibility (NJCIR). The NJCIR has worked diligently over the last 25 years to “expand awareness of socially responsible investment in Jesuit-related institutions”.
 It is the belief of the NJCIR that socially responsible investment (SRI) is the work of structural justice, on the basis of the opportunity to “do good while doing well.” As stated in Seattle University’s own mission, this institution is “dedicated to educating the whole person, to professional formation, and to empowering leaders for a just and humane world.”
  This vision, rich in Jesuit tradition, would be further demonstrated through the formation of an advisory Committee on Responsible Investment (CRI) within our own community. Such a committee would assist the Trustee Investment Committee in ensuring that all reasonable efforts are being made to apply Seattle University’s mission to its investments, while simultaneously encouraging student experiential learning and alumni giving. The CRI would be directed by a clear mission and guidelines based on our University values and policies. It would utilize best practices from its peer communities, but it would adapt to fit Seattle’s unique values, investment practices and community.
In general, responsible investment strategies fall into two categories: reactive and proactive. Reactive measures that other college committees have employed include, in order of increasing intervention: letter writing,


 proxy voting, co-filing and filing shareholder resolutions and, in extreme cases, targeted divestment. Proactive measures include: microfinance investments, low-return community-development investments and preferential investments, such as buying shares in environmental ventures.

II. Seattle University Precedent

The Trustees of Seattle University have already set a precedent for socially responsible investment. As stated in our values Seattle University is dedicated to compassion, diversity, justice and leadership. These values and other established Seattle University statements would guide the CRI’s work. 

Seattle University has shown a specific commitment to socially responsible action, especially in its bold pursuit of proactive investments. Notable examples from the University’s history include:

· Supporting fair trade coffee across campus

· Mandating a minimum “living wage” for all University and subcontracted employees, to begin in June of 2008

· Implementing the use of solar panels on top of the student center and automated lighting systems across campus, to reduce our use of electricity
· Installing dual-flush toilets, efficient showerheads and a rain garden on campus to reduce the use and waste of valuable water resources
· Employing a fleet of electric vehicles for the University community
· Investing $500,000 in Global Partnerships for microfinance projects

III. Actions of the Committee

Initially, the CRI would start small, focusing on easily executed forms of shareholder engagement—i.e. corporate letter writing
 and proxy voting. The committee would base all of its action on a set of Guidelines, which in turn would be rooted in established Seattle University values and policies. The committee would augment and change these Guidelines as new issues arose, and it would approve a new annual agenda and review all its Guidelines each October. In extreme cases such as apartheid in South Africa or genocide in Sudan, the committee may decide that additional actions, including divestment, would be reasonable. Rather than creating loose ad-hoc committees to handle such situations, this committee will act as an established framework for handling such concerns. All recommendations made by the committee regarding time-sensitive issues would be non-binding.

After gaining a foothold in basic forms of shareholder engagement, the committee would consider adding more activities to its agenda, including seeking out new proactive investments. In addition, the committee would publicize its activities and the college’s other positive responsible investment initiatives through an annual report, published in May, with the support of the Office for University Advancement and the Office of University Communications. The committee would also engage the campus community, in collaboration with Seattle University’s Oxfam Chapter, in discussions on responsible investment issues at Seattle University.

Goals for the CRI’s first year include the following:

· In September, begin discussing a first draft of the Guidelines

· In October, approve the Guidelines as well as an agenda for the year, in consultation with all CRI members at the year’s first Trustee meeting

· During the year, use the Guidelines to engage in letter writing in conjunction with established campaigns and to vote proxies, if available

· In May, publish a report of the committee’s activities and other responsible investment steps the college has taken for release to the community and media

IV. Shareholder Engagement Procedure

Letter writing to corporate officials can occur throughout the year. Many shareholder letter writing campaigns are coordinated through non-profit resources such as the Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR) and its Ethvest database. The Responsible Endowments Coalition (REC) also provides support to college committees interested in shareholder engagement. Students would be responsible for researching and writing the letters, as well as justifying them based on the CRI’s Guidelines. 

Students would send a completed letter and its rationale by email to the Office of the Vice President for Finance and the CRI’s two Trustee members. The letter would require the active approval of the Vice President before being sent, but—in acknowledgment of their busy schedules—Trustee members would only need to respond if they wished to veto a letter. If no responses were received within two weeks, the Vice President would assume approval and send the letter. A veto would need to be accompanied by a brief justification, delivered by phone or email.

Most shareholder resolutions occur in the spring, so the CRI would have time in the fall to engage in policy review and agenda setting. Still, it would need to be aware of proxy activity throughout the year. To determine which proxies to vote, the committee would subscribe to a proxy advisory service, such as the one provided by RiskMetrics Group, or a preexisting alternative. RiskMetrics’ services offer not only searchable proxy vote lists but also background research. 
The CRI would compare proxy vote advisories with its Guidelines to determine which resolutions were most relevant. Due to the timing of shareholder resolutions, this would often happen between on-campus Trustee meetings, and Trustee members’ participation (by conference call or email) would be voluntary. After deciding to vote a particular resolution, the Vice President for Finance would send requests to the appropriate investment manager. Students would be expected to research and justify a vote on any resolution within three weeks and deliver their recommendation to the other committee members. Again, Trustees would only be expected to respond if they wished to veto a proposal, and any veto would need to arrive within one week and be accompanied by a supporting rationale. Any vote on which a consensus could not be reached would be returned as “abstain.” 

V. Institutionalization and Composition

The CRI would be organized as a permanent committee under the Office of the Vice President for Finance. It would be comprised of nine members, including four students, the VP for Finance Ronald Smith, two professors from different Colleges within the University, and two Trustee members of the Investment Committee. In order to ensure continuity, the student representatives would commit to serve two-year terms, which would overlap to ensure that at least two students would be veteran members. A campus-wide application process would determine the acting student members. The committee could cull student members from a variety of student groups. A growing number of groups have taken an interest in investment issues in recent years, including the Finance Club and Oxfam at Seattle University. Members of ASSU, Campus Ministry and other issue-based activist groups might also be interested.

Student members would meet bi-weekly to conduct research based on the CRI’s annual agenda, approved each October. Students would meet with the Treasurer and his staff as needed or at least every four weeks, and the full committee would meet once before each Trustee meeting. These meetings would be used for future planning, reviewing Guidelines and making other important decisions.

Potential costs for the committee include:

· Time commitment from the Office of VP of Finance and Trustee members

· Subscriptions to RiskMetrics and Ethvest services, or a preexisting alternative

· Funds for committee members to attend relevant conferences, as needed

· Conference calls and correspondence

�Actually, proxy voting is considered the initial step, letter writing comes after.


�


�


�I'd  say proxy voting the first year and letter writing the next. The first year will be about figuring out what companies are doing and setting a precedent for increased corporate engagement.





� National Jesuit Committee on Social Responsible Investments.� HYPERLINK "http://www.jesuit.org/SocialJustice/SRI/default.asp" ��http://www.jesuit.org/SocialJustice/SRI/default.asp�





� Seattle University, Mission Statement. Updated 2008.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.seattleu.edu/home/about_seattle_university/mission/" ��http://www.seattleu.edu/home/about_seattle_university/mission/�





� Global Partnerships Annual Report. 2007.


� HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpartnerships.org/sections/aboutus/documents/GPARFY07.pdf" ��http://www.globalpartnerships.org/sections/aboutus/documents/GPARFY07.pdf�








