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FOR MSRB RFI USE - NOT FOR FURTHER USE AND/OR RE-DISTRIBUTION BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC 

(A) Municipal Issuers – not answered 

 

(B) Investors in Municipal Securities – **Please note, answers in Section B represent the responses of the 

Goldman Sachs Asset Management Municipal Fixed Income team. In addition, the responses to all 

questions included in the RFI are not meant to define internal processes or speak to approaches on 

specific accounts or funds; but rather to discuss the industry broadly and offer high level suggestions 

 

(1) Do you consider ESG-related information material to your investment decisions? If so, in what way? Is 

ESG-related information important to your evaluation of a municipal issuer’s creditworthiness? If so, 

what ESG-related information do you consider most relevant to a municipal issuer’s creditworthiness 

and why?  

ESG-related information is a broad and very complex subject. At Goldman Sachs Asset Management, our 

approach to evaluating ESG-related risks is similar to the process we employ when analyzing other forms 

of municipal credit risk. For client mandates that specify ESG guidelines, ESG-related information is 

critical.  For non-ESG specific mandates, we view ESG factors on a case by case basis and from a risk 

management perspective.  For example, for project finance or single-site risk assets, Goldman Sachs Asset 

Management will consider certain relevant environmental aspects that impact credit 

worthiness.  Depending upon the sector and risk profile, we could be interested in the following: 

- Property and interruption insurance coverage 

- Environmental remediation studies 

- Historic experience in relevant environmental risks (ex. hurricane/fire impacts for relevant 

areas) 

 

The above factors can be significant when assessing performance risk as well as recovery in 

liquidation/bankruptcy scenarios. Other factors that may play a bigger role in the investment decision 

making process in the future include:  

 

- Carbon (or other) emissions and the cost to municipalities of shifting to a low-carbon future  

- Health (and relative wealth) of the local constituents who support surrounding economies 

- Law enforcement, misconduct cases/settlements or protests around racial equality 

- Cyber security – policies and protection 

- Pension and retiree healthcare policies and liabilities 

- Opioid or other substance addictions in communities 

- Online gambling / Predatory Lending 

These topics/risks are important to ESG investors and have the potential to divert resources and lead to 

long term reputational harm for municipalities.  

Lastly, Goldman Sachs Asset Management views governance as an important component of a 

municipality’s risk profile.  How well a municipality’s management team performs from an operational 

and budgetary perspective will impact Goldman Sachs Asset Management’s assessment of an issuer’s 

creditworthiness.  Stability and longevity of management teams and boards, where relevant, is part of our 

typical assessment.  Further, it is important to understand controlling parties or decision-makers’ 

potential entanglements and/or conflicts of interest. 
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(2) Do you generally have access to all the ESG-related information you need to make an informed 

investment decision? If so, can you identify the source(s) of the information you use (e.g., municipal 

issuer disclosures on the EMMA® website, other municipal issuer communications, time-of-trade 

disclosures, third-party data vendors or proprietary analyses)? If not, please identify the gaps in 

information and market transparency. 

The availability of ESG-related information varies greatly by issuer and even by sector.  Standard deal 

documents like a preliminary official statement (POS) and related issuer information tends to provide 

some, but often incomplete, information.  The Goldman Sachs Asset Management Muni team has spent 

significant time and resources to augment the information used to both make an informed investment 

decision, as well as report on that decision to our clients.  Goldman Sachs Asset Management Muni uses a 

combination of proprietary systems, publically available information, and third-party data sets in an 

attempt to fill the gaps left by municipal issuer communications. Though third-party data sets are helpful, 

they are often simply estimates, and do not necessarily reflect the actual data collected by the individual 

municipalities.  

In our opinion, the biggest challenges to-date have been quantification of risk (whether environmental or 

social) as well as standardization of the information given. While some issuers have the resources to 

report on these risks, reporting is inconsistent between issuers. In addition, smaller issuers often times 

lack the same capabilities, leaving investors with less information to evaluate. This leads to challenges, 

especially when trying to make relative comparisons amongst investment opportunities.  

(3) Does your expectation as to the availability and sufficiency of ESG-related information change 

depending on whether the purchase of municipal securities is made in the primary market or the 

secondary market? If so, how?  

It is our expectation that any and all information made available at the time of initial offering remain 

available for public deals (private placements would be separate matter). We utilize the same rigorous 

analysis when transacting in the primary or secondary markets. 

(4) In light of the potential availability of ESG-related information from other sources, how can municipal 

issuers best present and disseminate their ESG-related information to investors? What topic areas do 

you believe are most relevant for municipal issuers to include when providing ESG-Related Disclosures? 

In your view, is it sufficient for ESG-Related Disclosures to just describe material ESG-related risk 

factors? Is there a benefit to municipal issuers further describing the initiatives and other projects they 

are pursuing to address such risks?  

If an issuer has, and is willing to share, ESG-related information, a standardized approach to collecting and 

disseminating this information would facilitate an investor’s decision making process. Ideally, this 

information would be made available in primary issuance documents, or via a separate standard form that 

could be easily accessed by all interested parties on EMMA (or elsewhere). Material risk factors are the 

most important, and should fall under a unified taxonomy, so that issuers and investors can view the risks 

consistently across time/entities.  

Further, municipal issuers should have the opportunity to describe initiatives and projects (diversity and 

inclusion policies, renewable energy targets, social services, programming etc.) underway that address 

and mitigate these risks. 
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(5) Certain market participants have expressed concerns that, while analysts and investors have expressed 

their desire for more standardized ESG-Related Disclosures, there is no consensus on which data and 

metrics are important or essential. Do you believe such disclosures should be standardized? Do you 

believe there is a consensus on which data and metrics are important or essential? If so, can you 

provide insight as to what consensus you believe does or could exist? If not, what barriers do you 

believe exist in reaching a consensus? 

 

Risk disclosures should be standardized wherever possible, but metrics and data are expected to vary by 

sector/issuer. Considerations could include both history of severe climate events (and classification of 

resources spent to mitigate) as well as estimated emissions on the environmental side. Potential social 

linked data could include demographics or relevant data points on the constituents.  For enterprise 

entities, consistent reporting on management representation and initiatives (i.e. diversity of leadership 

positions, hiring practices etc.) would allow ESG investors to see a more complete picture of the 

underlying entity and its relationship with the local community.   

 

(6) When purchasing municipal securities for ESG-Designated Funds, what ESG-related information is most 

useful for the investment decision? How do fund managers screen securities to ensure that they meet a 

fund’s criteria? Once purchased, what information is most relevant in assessing that a security 

continues to meet the ESG criteria established for an ESG-Designated Fund?  

 

Each fund, including an ESG-Designated Fund, will have a stated investment philosophy and objective 

driving investment decisions. The ESG-related risk factors mentioned in prior questions, along with 

ongoing reporting data for labeled securities (mentioned in # 7) will allow portfolio managers to make 

educated investment decisions, as well as report on them, pursuant to proprietary philosophies. 

 

(7) When purchasing ESG-Labeled Bonds, do you evaluate municipal securities with an independent 

certification differently from bonds that do not have such a certification? If so, how? If not, why not? In 

your view, what are the benefits to an investor of purchasing a bond with an independent certification? 

When bonds are ESG-Labeled (Green, Social, Sustainability) by the issuers without an independent 

certification, there tends to be less confidence that industry standards are being met. While an issuer may 

indeed use bond proceeds to invest in environmentally and/or socially focused projects, there is an 

additional perceived level of safety and rigor that comes with the certification process.  A third party 

verification provides an additional layer of reassurance.  Specifically use of proceeds are confirmed and 

future accountability is established whereby a project is mapped back to its original targets. Ongoing 

reporting requirements and independent authorization help add confidence to the investment process. 

Understandably, there are costs associated with these types of certifications and so it may not be 

economically feasible for all issuers to pursue additional verification. Issuers who choose to label 

securities without certification should be prepared to be held accountable, and report on, the bonds 

adherence to the industry standards (ICMA principles) that clearly lay out expectations for these types of 

securities.  
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(C) Dealers - **Please note, answers in section C represent the responses of the Goldman Sachs Investment 

Banking, PSI Syndicate team** 

(1) Does the underwriting of ESG-Labeled Bonds raise any novel compliance issues for firms, such as 

challenges regarding fair dealing, due diligence, pricing or other related legal obligations? How is due 

diligence generally conducted regarding municipal issuers’ ESG-Related Disclosures?  

Goldman Sachs has existing policies and procedures in place that serve to guide the underwriting and 

diligence process for all transactions that are underwritten by the firm. These policies and procedures are 

reviewed regularly by internal and external counsel, and they are designed to ensure compliance with all 

relevant regulations. These policies and procedures do not include additional steps and/or considerations 

related specifically to ESG-Labeled Bonds and/or municipal issuers’ ESG-Related Disclosures.  

(2) Do primary offerings that prioritize certain ESG investors raise any novel compliance issues for firms? 

What criteria are used to define an ESG Investor for purposes of such priority provisions? How might 

investors be assessed to ensure they meet the applicable criteria?  

It is common practice for issuers (across markets and also within the municipal bond market) to structure 

the priority of orders in any manner that they see fit in order to meet their goals and objectives for an 

offering. To the extent an issuer informs the underwriting team that it would prefer to designate priority 

to ESG investors during a primary offering, the issuer would be responsible for outlining the process for 

which they would like investors to be assessed in order to ensure they meet the applicable criteria, and 

the underwriting team would be responsible for adhering to that direction when building a book and 

allocating orders.  

(3) Does the purchase or sale of ESG-Labeled Bonds in the secondary market raise any novel compliance 

issues for firms, such as challenges regarding fair dealing, pricing, suitability, best execution, time of 

trade disclosures or other related legal obligations? Does this answer depend on whether the customer 

is a retail customer, institutional customer or Sophisticated Municipal Market Professional?  

Goldman Sachs has existing policies and procedures in place that serve to guide participation in secondary 

markets. These policies and procedures are reviewed regularly by internal and external counsel, and they 

are designed to ensure compliance will all relevant regulations. These policies and procedures do not 

include additional steps and/or considerations related specifically to the purchase or sale of ESG-Labeled 

Bonds.  
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(E) All Municipal Market Participants - **Please note, answers in section E represent the responses of the 

Goldman Sachs Asset Management Municipal Fixed Income team** 

The MSRB seeks input from all municipal market participants, including input on the following questions.  

(1) Are there any ESG-related factors that could pose a systemic risk to the municipal securities market? If so, 

how might the MSRB approach such systemic risks from a regulatory perspective? Are there non-regulatory 

approaches the MSRB could take that would advance issuer protection, investor protection, and the overall 

fairness and efficiency of the market?  

Most of the material ESG-related risks to municipal securities were discussed in the investor section (Section B). 

Encouraging disclosure of these risks provides better transparency to the market and its participants.   

(2) There are a number of organizations establishing voluntary standards for the issuance of ESG-Labeled Bonds, 

such as the ICMA and CBI. Does the availability of these voluntary, market-based standards provide adequate 

guidance for issuers and transparency for investors in the municipal securities market? If not, what additional 

guidance or transparency do you believe are warranted with respect to ESG-Labeled Bonds?  

The ICMA/CBI standards have been developed and improved over time, and are incredibly thorough. These 

standards have been widely accepted by the market and seem to be comprehensive enough to provide investors 

with adequate information / guidance needed when making decisions. 

(3) There are a number of industry-led initiatives underway intended to improve the quality of ESG-related 

information available in the municipal securities market. Does the availability of these voluntary, market-based 

initiatives enhance the ability of investors and other market participants to make informed decisions in the 

municipal securities market?  

ESG initiatives are gaining ground in the Muni market as client interest in ESG has increased significantly and 

investors seek additional information necessary to create solutions and facilitate thoughtful investment decisions.   

The Municipal Issuer Racial Equity & Inclusion Engagement Framework led by several asset managers (including 

Goldman Sachs) and Just Capital is one example that was created in an effort to increase disclosure, and encourage 

issuers to continue to improve on various social factors. 

(4) There are numerous vendors providing ESG data for the municipal securities market. Does unequal access to 

ESG data result in disparate impacts to investors and other market participants? Does competing ESG data 

create investor confusion? How could the MSRB use the EMMA website to reduce information asymmetry or 

investor confusion? 

ESG data providers have evolved and developed various information to be disseminated to investors, but 

ultimately it is up to these individual investors or asset managers to access and interpret the underlying data. 

Ideally, all material information will be disclosed in formalized issuer-provided documents, so that investors 

without access to 3rd party data sets will not be penalized or disadvantaged. For those who do utilize the data 

sets, it can be a differentiator in providing clients with context and facilitating qualitative discussions around 

personal interests and values alignment.    
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(5) Does the availability of ESG-related information (or lack thereof) in other financial markets directly or 

indirectly influence the functioning of the municipal market? If so, how? For example, when evaluating 

competing investment opportunities, do taxable ESG investors expect the same timeliness and quality of ESG-

related information for a municipal issuer as for a corporate issuer? And how might the differing expectations of 

different classes of investors (e.g., foreign versus domestic; retail versus institutional; or tax-exempt versus 

taxable) regarding ESG-related information affect pricing, underwriting, trading, and other market activities?  

Foreign investors sometimes have a higher standard when it comes to ESG disclosures, taxonomy and reporting 

versus onshore investors. As the domestic market evolves, and consistency and standardization improve, this 

disparity between expectations should dissipate.   

(6) The MSRB recently incorporated an ESG indicator from an independent data vendor, IHS Markit, into the 

New Issue Calendar shown on the EMMA website. This ESG indicator denotes when an issuer has self-labeled a 

bond issue as green, social, or sustainable, or if the issuer includes an independent ESG certification as part of 

the offering document. Does making this ESG indicator available on the EMMA website enhance market 

transparency regarding ESG-Labeled Bonds? Specifically, is it valuable to investors, municipal issuers or other 

market participants?  

Integrating ESG indicators into the EMMA domain is extremely helpful to market participants as previously hard to 

find information is now made more easily accessible and identifiable. The designation (self-labeled, 2nd party 

opinion, third party verification, etc.) is also a great uplift.  

(7) What improvements could the MSRB make to the EMMA website regarding ESG-Related Disclosures, ESG-

Labeled Bonds and other ESG-related information? Which improvements to the EMMA website would most 

enhance access for investors and other market participants to ESG-related information? Which improvements to 

the EMMA website would most enhance the fairness and efficiency of the municipal market?  

Create a separate ESG tab/portal where all ESG-related information/disclosure can be captured, organized and 

made easily accessible to the public – for both issuers and investors.  

(8) Is there any additional information that you would like to share with the MSRB regarding any other ESG-

related activities or trends in the municipal securities market? 

All comments addressed in prior questions 
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General Disclosures 

This material is provided at your request for informational purposes only. It is not an offer or solicitation to buy or sell any securities. 

THIS MATERIAL DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AN OFFER OR SOLICITATION IN ANY JURISDICTION WHERE OR TO ANY PERSON TO WHOM IT WOULD 

BE UNAUTHORIZED OR UNLAWFUL TO DO SO. 

Prospective investors should inform themselves as to any applicable legal requirements and taxation and exchange control regulations in the 

countries of their citizenship, residence or domicile which might be relevant. 

This information discusses general market activity, industry or sector trends, or other broad-based economic, market or political conditions and 

should not be construed as research or investment advice. This material has been prepared by Goldman Sachs Asset Management and is not 

financial research nor a product of Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research (GIR).  It was not prepared in compliance with applicable 

provisions of law designed to promote the independence of financial analysis and is not subject to a prohibition on trading following the 

distribution of financial research. The views and opinions expressed may differ from those of Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research or 

other departments or divisions of Goldman Sachs and its affiliates.  Investors are urged to consult with their financial advisors before buying or 

selling any securities. This information may not be current and Goldman Sachs Asset Management has no obligation to provide any updates or 

changes.  

Any reference to a specific company or security does not constitute a recommendation to buy, sell, hold or directly invest in the company or its 

securities. It should not be assumed that investment decisions made in the future will be profitable or will equal the performance of the 

securities discussed in this document. 

Goldman Sachs does not provide legal, tax or accounting advice, unless explicitly agreed between you and Goldman Sachs (generally through 

certain services offered only to clients of Private Wealth Management). Any statement contained in this presentation concerning U.S. tax 

matters is not intended or written to be used and cannot be used for the purpose of avoiding penalties imposed on the relevant taxpayer.  

Notwithstanding anything in this document to the contrary, and except as required to enable compliance with applicable securities law, you 

may disclose to any person the US federal and state income tax treatment and tax structure of the transaction and all materials of any kind 

(including tax opinions and other tax analyses) that are provided to you relating to such tax treatment and tax structure, without Goldman 

Sachs imposing any limitation of any kind.  Investors should be aware that a determination of the tax consequences to them should take into 

account their specific circumstances and that the tax law is subject to change in the future or retroactively and investors are strongly urged to 

consult with their own tax advisor regarding any potential strategy, investment or transaction. 

Although certain information has been obtained from sources believed to be reliable, we do not guarantee its accuracy, completeness or 

fairness.  We have relied upon and assumed without independent verification, the accuracy and completeness of all information available from 

public sources.  

Views and opinions expressed are for informational purposes only and do not constitute a recommendation by Goldman Sachs Asset 

Management to buy, sell, or hold any security. Views and opinions are current as of the date of this presentation and may be subject to change, 

they should not be construed as investment advice. 

The website links provided are for your convenience only and are not an endorsement or recommendation by Goldman Sachs Asset 

Management of any of these websites or the products or services offered. Goldman Sachs Asset Management is not responsible for the 

accuracy and validity of the content of these websites. 

The portfolio risk management process includes an effort to monitor and manage risk, but does not imply low risk.  

Past performance does not guarantee future results, which may vary. The value of investments and the income derived from investments 

will fluctuate and can go down as well as up. A loss of principal may occur.  

 

Valuation levels for the assets listed in the Account statements and other documents containing prices reflect Goldman Sachs Asset 

Management’s good faith effort to ascertain fair market levels (including accrued income, if any) for all positions. The valuation information is 

believed by Goldman Sachs Asset Management to be reliable for round lot sizes. The prices are indicative only of the assumed fair value of the 

positions on the relevant date. These valuation levels may not be realized by the Account upon liquidation. Market conditions and transaction 

size will affect liquidity and price received upon liquidation. Current exchange rates will be applied in valuing positions in foreign currency.  
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For portfolio valuation purposes it is the responsibility of the custodian, administrator or such other third party appointed by the client, to 

obtain accurate and reliable information concerning the valuation of any securities including derivative instruments which are comprised in the 

portfolio. The information that Goldman Sachs Asset Management provides should not be deemed the official pricing and valuation for the 

Account. Goldman Sachs Asset Management is not obligated to provide pricing information to satisfy any regulatory, tax or accounting 

requirements to which the Client may be subject. 

Environmental, Social, and Governance (“ESG”) strategies may take risks or eliminate exposures found in other strategies or broad market 

benchmarks that may cause performance to diverge from the performance of these other strategies or market benchmarks. ESG strategies 

will be subject to the risks associated with their underlying investments’ asset classes. Further, the demand within certain markets or sectors 

that an ESG strategy targets may not develop as forecasted or may develop more slowly than anticipated.  

The Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS) was developed by and is the exclusive property and a service mark of Morgan Stanley Capital 

International Inc. (MSCI) and Standard & Poor’s, a division of The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. (S&P) and is licensed for use by Goldman Sachs. 

Neither MSCI, S&P nor any other party involved in making or compiling the GICS or any GICS classifications makes any express or implied 

warranties or representations with respect to such standard or classification (or the results to be obtained by the use thereof), and all such 

parties hereby expressly disclaim all warranties of originality, accuracy, completeness, merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose with 

respect to any of such standard or classification. Without limiting any of the foregoing, in no event shall MSCI, S&P, any of their affiliates or any 

third party involved in making or compiling the GICS or any GICS classifications have any liability for any direct, indirect, special, punitive, 

consequential or any other damages (including lost profits) even if notified of the possibility of such damages. 

Any reference to a specific company or security does not constitute a recommendation to buy, sell, hold or directly invest in the company or its 

securities. It should not be assumed that investment decisions made in the future will be profitable or will equal the performance of the 

securities discussed in this document.   

Confidentiality 

No part of this material may, without Goldman Sachs Asset Management’s prior written consent, be (i) copied, photocopied or duplicated in 

any form, by any means, or (ii) distributed to any person that is not an employee, officer, director, or authorized agent of the recipient. 
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