Via E-Mail
December 20, 2017
Brent J. Fields
Secretary
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street NE.,
Washington, DC 20549-1090
Re: File Number S7-08-17
Dear Mr. Secretary:
This letter is submitted by the Council of Institutional Investors (Council) in response to the
Securities and Exchange Commission’s (Commission or SEC) request for comment on the
proposed rule: FAST Act Modernization and Simplification of Regulation S-K (Proposed Rule). 1
The Council is a nonprofit, nonpartisan association of public, corporate and union employee
benefit funds, other employee benefit plans, state and local entities charged with investing public
assets, and foundations and endowments with combined assets under management exceeding $3
trillion. Our member funds include major long-term shareowners with a duty to protect the
retirement savings of millions of workers and their families. Our associate members include a
range of asset managers with more than $20 trillion in assets under management. 2
We commend and support the Commission’s disclosure effectiveness initiatives that have the
objective of facilitating “the disclosure of information to investors while simplifying compliance
efforts, without significantly altering the total mix information provided to investors.” 3 The
quality of disclosure at public companies is critical to our members. 4 We believe that the solution
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to improving disclosure effectiveness is, at least in part, improving the delivery and access of the
information required to be provided to investors. 5
Overall, we are supportive of the Proposed Rule, and offer the following comments on several
specific areas for your consideration:
Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations
We generally support the proposed amendments to Item 303(a) of Regulation S-K to allow
“registrants to eliminate the earliest of the three years of MD&A in some situations.” 6 We
believe, however, that the proposed amendments should be revised to explicitly “not allow
registrants to exclude discussion of the earliest year if there has been a material change to either
of the two earlier years due to a restatement or a retrospective adoption of a new accounting
principle.” 7 We agree with the Commission that in those circumstances the “context may be
particularly useful in assessing a firm’s financial condition,” 8 and, therefore, we believe those
companies should not be allowed to exercise judgment that would result in investors receiving
“less comparative discussion about earlier period financial results within a filing.” 9
As an alternative to the proposed amendments, we would support retaining “the earliest year
requirement and instead amend Item 303 to allow registrants to hyperlink to the prior year’s
annual report for that disclosure in lieu of repeating the disclosure in the current year’s report.” 10
We agree with the Commission that “this alternative would likely reduce search costs for
investors and allow efficient access to previously disclosed information about a firm’s financial
condition.” 11
Risk Factors
We generally do not support the proposed amendments eliminating “the risk factor examples that
are currently enumerated in Item 503(c).” 12 We believe the examples provide useful guidance
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that brings focus to the disclosures. 13 While we understand and appreciate the behavioral concept
of anchoring, practically speaking, we are concerned that eliminating the examples may not
achieve the Commission’s objective of “more specific and relevant risk factor disclosures.” 14
Description of the Registrant’s Securities
We generally support the proposed amendment to “require registrants to provide the information
required by Item 202(a)-(d) and (f) as an exhibit to Form 10-K, rather than limiting this
disclosure to registration statements.” 15 We agree with the Commission that “requiring Item 202
disclosure as an exhibit to annual reports would improve investors’ access to information about
their rights as security holders, thereby facilitating more informed investment and voting
decisions.” 16 We believe that improving investor access to information about classes of stock
with different or preferential voting rights is an important intermediate step to amending existing
U.S. listing standards to adopt the core governance principle of “one share, one vote.” 17
Redaction of Confidential Information in Material Contract Exhibits
We generally do not support the proposed revisions “to Item 601(b)(10) [that] would permit
registrants to omit confidential information from material contracts filed . . . even where the
registrant has not submitted a confidential treatment request to the Commission.” 18 We are
concerned that this proposed revision would result in an increase in redacted information “that
would not otherwise be afforded confidential treatment by the [SEC] staff.” 19 The Commission’s
own data reveals that “12% of confidential treatment requests filed were revised prior to the
request being granted to limit the number of terms redacted based on likely materiality or over
broad redactions.” 20 If company managers were to make this decision themselves without prior
staff review, the occurrence of material information being redacted could significantly increase.
The result could negatively impact “the substance and quality of the information reaching the
marketplace and investors.” 21
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Subsidiaries of the Registrant and Entity Identifiers
We generally support the proposed “amendments to Item 601(b)(21)(i) that would require
registrants to include in the exhibit the legal entity identifier (‘LEI’), if one has been obtained, of
the registrant and each subsidiary listed.” 22 We agree with those commentators cited by the
Commission that have observed:
[T]hat improved identifiers would allow investors to link third-party data with
structured data from Commission filings to produce more meaningful analysis. As
a consequence, a standard identifier of firms and firm subsidiaries has the potential
to improve not only individual investment decisions but also the efficiency of the
overall market.
Disclosure of LEIs would also facilitate the ability of investors and the
Commission to link the information disclosed in Commission filings with data from
other filings or sources as LEIs become more widely used by regulators and the
financial industry. This could aid in the performance of market analysis studies,
surveillance activities, and systemic risk monitoring by the Commission and other
regulators. 23
The Commission acknowledges that because the proposed amendments would require disclosure
of LEI’s only for those registrants and the subsidiaries that have voluntarily obtained this
identifier, the currently low adoption rates and lack of firm incentives to obtain LEI’s “limits its
benefits to investors and other users of financial information.” 24 We, therefore, would support,
consistent with the view of many investors, 25 the Commission revising the proposed
amendments to “require registrants and each subsidiary thereof to be listed in Exhibit 21 to
obtain an LEI.” 26 As explained by the Investor as Owner Subcommittee of the SEC’s Investor
Advisory Committee:
By requiring registrants to include a LEI in their filings, the identification of a
registrant’s subsidiaries and affiliates is facilitated. Through better identification of
subsidiaries and affiliates, investors and regulators are better able to evaluate the
registrant’s risk, firm interconnectivity, and tax-avoidance strategies. 27
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****
Thank you for consideration of our views. If we can answer any questions or provide additional
information on this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at 202.822.0800 or jeff@cii.org.
Sincerely,

Jeffrey P. Mahoney
General Counsel

