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and Voting Guide. As we enter our 43rd year we
are bolstered in the knowledge that as the field
of corporate social responsibility which ICCR
members helped found in the early 1970s continues to evolve, so does the work of our growing
coalition of active shareowners to refine their
methodology and design newer and better
models for corporate engagement.
While this Guide is focused on shareholder resolutions, a tool still very much in use by shareholder advocates, it is important to note that the
filing of resolutions represents only one of many
strategies employed by ICCR members as they
work to bring greater transparency, accountability
and sustainability to global business practices.
As a general rule, the number of filings for any
given year can be an important indicator of the
level of corporate resistance to, or acceptance of,
the changes being sought by ICCR members;
fewer resolutions may mean that real progress is
being made in dialogues obviating the need for
the broader involvement of other investors via
the proxy statement.
Included in this Proxy Resolutions and Voting
Guide are the 193 ICCR member-sponsored
shareholder resolutions for 2014. We hope that
you will study the resolutions described in this
Guide thoughtfully, and consider supporting
those with which you agree in whatever way you
can. Please note that as a large coalition with
diverse interests, inclusion in the Guide does not
necessarily mean all ICCR members support all
resolutions included herein.
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Shareholder Advocacy 101
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Company develops metrics

R
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Every year beginning roughly in March, American
corporations begin sending out proxy statements
to their shareholders. Proxy statements list all the
resolutions scheduled for a vote at a company’s
upcoming shareholder meeting, both those proposed by management, and those proposed by
shareholders. Roughly one page in length, these
resolutions contain a formal resolved clause,
which is a specific request or “ask”, with a number of carefully-researched rationales in the form
of “whereas clauses” as supporting statements.
The timetable for soliciting votes for the annual
meeting depends largely on a company’s meeting
date, which usually is determined by the board of
directors.
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What is a Shareholder Resolution?

5
Company benchmarks progress against its peers

EH

Visit ICCR’s website (www.iccr.org) for more
information on shareholder advocacy.

6
Company conducts
independent verification of its data

AK

What is implicit in this work, however, is an
acknowledgement of the responsibility that
comes with stock ownership to ensure that management is doing what it can to improve its performance both financially and in terms of environmental, social and governance (ESG) measures, as this has direct implications throughout
corporate global supply chains, and for communities where they operate.

7
Demonstrable positive
impact achieved

ST

Shareholder advocacy, also known as active ownership, covers a wide spectrum of tactics used by
investors to influence the companies they own
on questions of corporate social responsibility
(CSR). Levels of advocacy can range from proxy
voting in favor of shareholder-sponsored resolutions to direct engagement of management in
investor dialogues; the intensity of engagement
depends on the priorities and resources of the
investor.

ICCR
Acknowledges
company’s progress

H I E R A R C H Y O F I M PA C T

Proxy statements also include important information that the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC) requires corporations provide
to their shareholders, such as corporate governance and financing information, like nominations for the board of directors, proposed incentive structures, or capitalization plans.
Shareholders are part-owners of companies, and
as such they have the right to participate in annual general meetings (AGMs) where key decisionmaking takes place. Therefore, any shareholder
who has held at least one share of company
stock for at least two months or more may vote
on resolutions, either in person at the company’s
annual meeting, or via a proxy ballot, which can
be done online using special voting websites like
www.proxyvote.com, or by return mail. It is
important to note that proxy voting is the primary forum by which management seeks affirmation of its actions: At the same time, it is the
primary method investors use to reach out to
other shareholders for support of their resolutions.
If you don’t actively vote your proxies, they automatically default to a vote for management. For
this reason you should carefully review the company proxy statements you receive in the mail
and exercise your shareholder rights by voting
your proxies.
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What are the Guidelines for Writing a
Shareholder Resolution?

(as of January 10, 2014)

Who Can File a Shareholder
Resolution?

The text of a resolution may not exceed 500
words (including any accompanying statement of
support) and it may not contain any materially
false or misleading statements. The matter
addressed in the shareholder proposal must be
“relevant” — i.e., it must relate to at least 5% of
the company’s total assets and at least 5% of its
net earnings and gross sales for the most current
fiscal year. A shareholder proposal may be
excluded from the proxy statement if it conflicts
with a resolution put forward by another investor
on the same subject, or if the company has
already substantially implemented the proposal.

Any shareholder or group of shareholders owning $2,000 or more of a company’s stock for a
minimum of a year can introduce a proposal.
Shareholder-sponsored resolutions must be filed
with companies’ corporate secretaries by specific
dates in order to be placed on the company
proxy ballot. Individual investors new to the
process might want to consider teaming up with
more experienced investors as the SEC rules on
the drafting and submission of resolutions can
be somewhat difficult to navigate and, if they are
challenged at the SEC, they can be difficult to
appeal.

The proposal may not advocate action that
would be improper under the laws of the state in
which the company is organized or incorporated.
Some states consider it improper for shareholders
to issue mandates to the board of directors.
(However, the SEC usually interprets shareholder
proposals to be recommendations or requests
rather than mandates.) The proposal may not
recommend action that would violate any state,
federal, or foreign law, nor can it call for action
that the company has no power or authority to
implement.

Shareholder Resolutions

193

Corporate Dialogues

232

The rules governing these decisions can be found
on the SEC website:
http://www.sec.gov/interps/legal/cfslb14.htm.

ICCR members are familiar enough with the
process that they can draft resolutions that are
not only more likely to withstand challenges at
the SEC but will achieve a higher vote at the
AGM. Moreover, by working in coalition and cofiling with other ICCR members, our proposals
are likely to receive greater attention from management who may wish to negotiate a withdrawal in exchange for taking some action on the
issue.

4
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Corporate management may ask the SEC for permission to exclude a proposal that does not conform to all requirements. The filers have a right
to appeal a company’s challenge, and this is usually done through legal counsel.

What Does it Take to Get a Resolution
Adopted?
At the annual meeting one of the filers (or a
designee) must make a motion from the floor to
put the resolution to a vote (each Class A share
gets one vote). In some cases, there must also be
someone to second the motion.

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide
A resolution need not garner 51% of the vote to
“win” — something that rarely happens for a
number of reasons; not only is it is rare for 100%
of company shareholders to vote, in many cases,
shareholder votes — particularly institutional
shareholder votes — are determined by proxy
voting firms which advise shareholders. Proxy
voting firms generally prefer to leave decisions
regarding day-to-day management, as well as
social, environmental or political issues, to management and the board, and therefore vote in
line with management recommendations on
proxy ballots.
In fact, votes in the double digits are generally
considered very successful in focusing investor
and management attention on issues. The SEC’s
rules recognize this and give small shareholders a
voice by requiring a fairly low threshold of support for a proposal to be resubmitted a second
and third year. A resolution must get at least 3%
of the vote in its first year; 6% of the vote in its
second year; and 10% in its third year, and every
year thereafter, to be eligible to remain on the
ballot. This gives shareholder advocates the
opportunity to mount multi-year education campaigns on proposals before a company. Outreach
to pension funds and other institutional
investors is especially important to increase the
size of the vote for a resolution each year.

5
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What if All My Investments are in
Mutual Funds?
Mutual funds have the clout to hold the companies in their portfolios accountable. Furthermore,
they have a duty to do so. As companies which
fail to address corporate responsibility and sustainability are at risk for financial losses, lawsuits,
and insurance problems, mutual funds act
responsibly by ensuring that the companies in
their portfolios minimize risk. But many mutual
funds fall far short of addressing investor concerns. Fortunately, the past few years have seen
the creation of a number of powerful, collaborative websites promoting informed shareholder
advocacy. Through projects like Proxy
Democracy.org and Shareowners.org, individuals
owning shares or who are invested in mutual
funds can follow and evaluate the voting trends
of large institutional investors and mutual funds
and use this information to cast better informed
votes. These sites are helping make the proxy voting process easier, and smarter — and therefore
more powerful.

ICCR Member Resolutions by Company
Company

Resolution

AGL Resources Inc.

Discrimination Based on Gender Identity/Expression

135

AMEREN (Union Electric)

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

145

AT&T Inc.

Indirect Political Contributions

163

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

Report on Government Requests for Consumer Data

122

Abbott Laboratories

Label Genetically Engineered Products

95

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

145

Accenture

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

147

Advance Auto Parts, Inc.

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

Aetna

Board Oversight of Political Expenditures

Alpha Natural Resources, Inc

Climate Risk

Altria Group, Inc.

54
162
64

Water Impacts of Business Operations

178

Educate Re: Health Consequences of Tobacco Products

103

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

146

American Electric Power Company

Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change

Amgen Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

Anadarko Petroleum

Climate Risk

67

Apple Computer, Inc.

Tax Policy Principles

26

Arch Coal Inc.

Water Impacts of Business Operations

Archer-Daniels-Midland Company

Sustainable Agriculture Policy

97

Bank of America Corp.

Assess/Report GHG Emissions Resulting from Lending Portfolio

74

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Report on Business Standards
Bank of New York Mellon Corporation Request Continuation of In-Person Shareholder Meeting

6

Page Number

44
144

180

144
85
16

BlackRock, Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

145

Boeing Company

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

BorgWarner Inc.

GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable Energy Sourcing

45

C. R. Bard, Inc.

Separate Chair & CEO

23

Sustainability Reporting - GHG Reduction Targets

168

CBOE Holdings, Inc

Encourage ESG Disclosure

165

CF Industries Holdings, Inc.

Sustainability Reporting - Energy Efficiency

170

CLARCOR Inc.

Sustainability Reporting

169

CME Group, Inc.

Encourage ESG Disclosure

168

CVS Caremark Corporation

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

145

Cabot Oil & Gas Corporation

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

47

California Water Service Group

Climate Risk

66
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ICCR Member Resolutions by Company
Company

Resolution

Page Number

Canadian Imperial Bank of
Commerce (CIBC)

Vertical Comparison of Executive Compensation

Caterpillar Inc.

Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy

116

Celgene Corporation

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

145

Cerner Corporation

Board Diversity

128

Chevron Corp.

Climate Risk
Country Selection Criteria - Burma
Director With Environmental Expertise
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

67
121
76
144

Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change

44

Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations

34

Separate Chair & CEO

18

Chipotle Mexican Grill, Inc.

Sustainability Reporting

Church & Dwight Co., Inc.

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

Cincinnati Financial Corp.

Sustainability Reporting

173

Coca-Cola Company

Establish Board Committee on Human Rights

117

Con-way Inc.

Human Trafficking

110

Concho Resources Inc.

Report Methane Emissions

39

ConocoPhillips

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

53

172
56

Discrimination Based on Gender Identity/Expression

133

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

155

Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change

43

CONSOL Energy

Climate Risk

68

Danaher Corp.

Political Contri1butions

161

Dean Foods Company

Water Stewardship in the Agricultural Supply Chain

182

Denbury Resources Inc.

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

Dentsply International Inc.

Political Contributions

Devon Energy

Climate Risk
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change

Dow Chemical Company

Refrain from Political Spending (GMOs)

48
161
65
144
43
143

Reputational and Operational Impacts of Bhopal Disaster

78

Dr. Pepper Snapple Group

Adopt Comprehensive Recycling Strategy

81

Dunkin' Brands Group

Report on Products/Packaging Containing Nanomaterials

82

DuPont Company

Refrain from Political Spending (GMOs)
Report on Adverse Impacts of GMOs (Herbicides)

Duke Energy Corp.

7

28

Political Contributions
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143
94
157

ICCR Member Resolutions by Company
Company

Resolution

EOG Resources, Inc.

Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations

36

Report Methane Emissions

38

EQT Corporation

Political Contributions

157

ESCO Technologies

Sustainability Reporting

169

Emerson

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

150

Political Contributions

158

Sustainability Reporting - GHG Reduction Targets

169

Energen Corporation

Report Methane Emissions

39

Entergy Corp.

Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce GHG Emissions

60

Exxon Mobil Corporation

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

58

Climate Change Assumptions used for Strategic Planning

71

Facebook Inc.

Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/Gender Identity

136

Operational Risks: Likely Restrictions on Carbon Emissions

70

Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change

42

Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations

33

Separate Chair & CEO

20

Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity

91

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

Fifth Third Bancorp

Political Contributions

158

FirstEnergy Corp.

Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce GHG Emissions

62

Franklin Resources, Inc.

Proxy Voting Policies

24

Gentex Corp.

Separate Chair & CEO

22

Sustainability Reporting

169

Goldman Sachs Group Inc.

Free Prior & Informed Consent

124

Google Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

151

Tax Policy Principles

8

Page Number

Halliburton Company

Human Rights Risk Assessment

Hess Corporation

Climate Risk

25
118
67

Political Contributions

160

Hewlett-Packard Company

Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy

115

Hollyfrontier Resources

GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable Energy Sourcing

Home Depot, Inc.

Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO)

139

Honeywell International Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

International Business Machines
Corp. (IBM)

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

152

J.B. Hunt Transport Services, Inc.

Human Trafficking

111

J.P. Morgan Chase & Co.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

154

46

Report on Business Standards

86

Separate Chair & CEO

21
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ICCR Member Resolutions by Company
Company

Resolution

Jarden Corporation

Board Diversity

Page Number

Disclose, Reduce, and Eliminate Chemical Hazards in Products

77

JetBlue Airways Corporation

Political Contributions

158

Joy Global Inc.

Board Diversity

131

Kinder Morgan, Inc.

Long & Short-Term Financial & Operational Risks of Coal

69

Kraft Foods Group, Inc.

Environmental Impact of Using Non-Recyclable Packaging

83

Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing - Deforestation

99

Kroger Co.

Assess Human Trafficking/Forced Labor in Supply Chain
Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling

108
80

Landstar System, Inc.

Human Trafficking

Lincoln Electric Holdings, Inc.

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

Lincoln National Corp.

Sustainability Reporting

174

Lorillard, Inc.

Educate Re: Health Consequences of Tobacco Products

104

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

146

112
51

Lowes

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

MGM Resorts International

Human Trafficking

Marathon Oil Corp.

Set Reduction Targets for Methane Emissions

40

Marathon Petroleum

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

50

57
109

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

153

McDonald's Corp.

Human Rights Risk Assessment

119

Mead Johnson Nutrition Co.

Implement Comprehensive Palm Oil Policy (GHG)

63

Mettler-Toledo

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

55

Microsoft Corporation

Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy

115

Mondelez International, Inc.

Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing - Deforestation

101

Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling

79

Monsanto

Material Financial Risks of GMO Seed Contamination

93

Morgan Stanley

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

145

Motorola, Inc.

Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy

114

Political Contributions

157

Nabors Industries, Inc.

Board Diversity

130

National Fuel Gas Company

Discrimination Based on Gender Identity/Expression

134

O'Reilly Automotive, Inc.

Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/Gender Identity

137

ONEOK Inc.

Report Methane Emissions

38

Oasis Petroleum Inc.

Adopt Quantitative Goals for Reducing Flaring

41

Occidental Petroleum Corporation

Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations

35

Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying
PACCAR, Inc.

9

129

GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable Energy Sourcing
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156
45

ICCR Member Resolutions by Company
Company

Resolution

PNC Financial Services Group, Inc.

Assess/Report GHG Emissions Resulting from Lending Portfolio

75

Request Continuation of In-Person Shareholder Meeting

17

Implement Comprehensive Palm Oil Policy (GHG)

63

Panera Bread Company

Page Number

Sustainability Reporting

175

Peabody Energy Corp.

Water Impacts of Business Operations

179

PepsiCo, Inc.

Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing - Deforestation

100

Report on Land Rights
Pfizer, Inc.
Phillips 66

Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying

156

Separate Chair & CEO

19

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

52

Pioneer Natural Resources Company Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations

37

RPC, Inc.

Sustainability Reporting

167

Raytheon Company

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

Reynolds American Inc.

Educate Re: Health Consequences of Tobacco Products

105

Ross Stores, Inc.

Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/Gender Identity

138

Royal Bank of Canada

Vertical Comparison of Executive Compensation

29

SLM Corporation (Sallie Mae)

Adopt Proxy Access Bylaw

27

SM Energy Co.

Climate Change Management Plan

72

Safeway Inc.

Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling

80

Simpson Manufacturing Co., Inc.

Sustainability Reporting

Southern Company

Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce GHG Emissions

Spectra Energy Corp

Political Contributions

169
61
159

Report Methane Emissions

40

Superior Energy Services

Human Rights Assessment

120

Time Warner Cable Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

148

Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying

156

Tyson Foods, Inc.

Risks Associated with Indefinite Use of Gestation Crates

United Continental Holdings, Inc.

Human Trafficking

United Parcel Service of America, Inc. Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

96
113
149

Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying

156

VF Corporation

Water Risk in the Supply Chain

181

Valero Energy Corporation

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

49

Valmont Industries, Inc.

Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report

59

Verizon Communications Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

Report on Government Requests for Consumer Data

123

Wireless Network Neutrality

125

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

Visa Inc.

10

98
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Company

Resolution

WPX Energy Inc.

Climate Change Management Plan

73

Walmart Stores, Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144

Wells Fargo & Company

Direct Deposit Advances

88

Report on Business Standards

87

Wendy's International, Inc.

Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity

92

Westinghouse Air Brake
Technologies Corp.

Board Diversity

132

Wolverine World Wide, Inc.

Sustainability Reporting - Apparel Supply Chain

171

Yahoo! Inc.

Political Contributions

157

eBay Inc.

Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure

144
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2014 Season Summary

W

hile the vast majority of ICCR members’ work in corporate responsibility
takes place in face-to-face corporate
dialogues, there are occasions when ICCR members use the proxy resolution process to bring

ICCR Resolutions by Issue: 2014 and 2013
2014: 193* total resolutions
(as of January 20, 2014)
Corporate
Governance

5

15

In the 2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide,
ICCR has made available all resolutions filed by
ICCR members for inclusion on company 2014
proxy ballots that were submitted as of 1/20/14.

14

Environment
Health
Financial
Practices & Risk

49

Food Safety/
Sustainability

61*

Global &
Domestic Health
Human Rights/
Human Trafficking

12

Inclusiveness

19

Lobbying/ Political
Contributions
Sustainability
Reporting

3

4

11

(as of January 19, 2013)

11

7

24

36

52

5
* Includes 1 environmental
health resolution under
consideration for filing in
spring 2014.

12

8
16

14

We are a large and diverse coalition and as
such, the inclusion of a given resolution in the
Proxy Book does not necessarily signify its
unanimous endorsement by all ICCR members.
Note: Filings received beyond the 1/20/14 closing date are not included in tables and tabulations but will be made available on ICCR’s website, www.iccr.org. In addition, over the next couple of months some resolutions published here
may be voluntarily withdrawn by their filers in
exchange for agreement, and so will not appear
on corporate proxy ballots.

2013: 180 total resolutions

Water

important issues to the attention of fellow
investors and company leadership. Proxy resolutions are one of many levers employed in shareholder advocacy, effective for bringing investor
concerns to the more public forum of the company’s annual shareholder meeting. Beyond their
inclusion on the proxy ballots investors receive in
advance of these meetings, resolutions are presented in person and voted on at AGMs and, as a
result, frequently garner more press attention.

7
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ICCR member-sponsored resolutions this season
totaled 193, an increase of 13 resolutions versus
year ago. Filings continue to be heaviest on environmental health and lobbying/political spending concerns. Climate change-related resolutions
drove the total number of environmental filings
from 36 in 2013 to 61 in 2014. This is a direct
result of an intentional campaign by ICCR members to “raise the bar” seeking more aggressive
commitments from energy companies to reduce
GHG emissions in light of ever more dire climate
change predictions. Virtually every energy company held by ICCR members received resolutions

2014 Season Summary
pressing for more urgent action on climate
change this year, with Exxon and Chevron tying
for first place as the recipients of the most ICCR
proposals (seven each) including a resolution
requesting reporting on public policy advocacy
on energy policy regarding climate change.
Other climate change proposals introduced this
year requested the climate change assumptions
used for strategic planning, and reporting on the
operational risks[of the] likely restriction on carbon emissions. In addition to addressing climate
risk with energy companies, members also continue to call on banks to assess the carbon footprint of their lending portfolios and several food
companies received a new resolution regarding
the GHG implications of their sourcing of palm
oil, soya, sugar and paper.
The other area that saw a lot of resolution activity
this year was human rights, including human
trafficking, which grew from 14 resolutions in
2013 to 19 in 2014. The vast majority of these
proposals request the adoption of a formal
human rights policy that includes human trafficking risk assessments. In recent years, ICCR
members have contributed to the creation of
many corporate human rights policies across all
sectors.
As so much of our work is approached through
the social justice lens, it is common for a wide
variety of resolutions to cite human rights risks.
However, for the purposes of this Guide, they are
being categorized according to their “primary”
focus. For example, we treat a resolution calling
for a sustainable agriculture policy including
human rights protections for food laborers as a
sustainable food resolution, while sustainable
palm oil sourcing resolutions which include references to trafficking and slavery violations within the palm oil supply chain are treated as environmental resolutions.
Also addressed under human rights are new resolutions at AT&T and Verizon addressing privacy

13
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and request reporting on government requests for
consumer data in response to the leaked reports
that the NSA has been secretly collecting citizens’
phone record data.
As part of ICCR members’ ongoing work with the
food production and agricultural sectors, a resolution was submitted to Pepsi requesting reporting on land rights to mitigate the risk of land
grabbing in its supply chain that may occur as a
result of the sourcing of sugar, palm oil and soya.
This year, as a result of an engagement with ICCR
member Oxfam America, Coca Cola adopted a
zero tolerance policy on land grabs that respects
local land rights and calls for fair resolution of
land conflicts.
Also in the food group is a resolution sent to
Wendy’s and Facebook which requests reporting
on the financial risks of childhood obesity. This
is one component in a broader engagement with
companies in the food, retail and media sectors
in an effort to curb the growing childhood obesity epidemic and to promote the production and
marketing of healthier product offerings for children.
These are just a few examples of the resolutions
ICCR members are sponsoring this proxy season.
We invite you to read through this report and,
after reviewing your portfolios, support the ICCRsponsored resolutions you can. We urge you to
carefully review all your proxy statements and
to cast your vote on all the resolutions on the
ballot, bearing in mind that your abstention is a
vote for management.
And when you do vote, we hope you’ll let us
know by tweeting to us at @ICCRonline and
using the hashtag #VoteYourProxies.
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Corporate Governance
ICCR members have long championed shareholder rights as an essential check on corporate
power and as a way to improve governance and,
as a result, shareholder returns. For more than
forty years, we have employed a shareholder
engagement model that has demonstrably
improved the ESG performance of publicly held
corporations and, as a result, benefitted their
investors. As investors and fiduciaries ourselves,
we are mindful of our rights and our responsibility to be engaged and active shareowners working
to strengthen management oversight and to
reduce business risks in corporate supply chains.

Proposal Topic

Quantity

Corporate Governance

14

Adopt Proxy Access Bylaw

1

Continue In-Person Shareholder Meeting

2

Proxy Voting Policies

1

Separate Chair and CEO

6

Tax Policy Principles

2

Vertical Comparison of Exec. Compensation

2

Separate Chair and CEO
ICCR members recommend separation of a
corporation’s CEO and Chair positions as a
fundamental element of good corporate governance to de-consolidate power and strengthen
board oversight of key management. Shareholder
resolutions urging separation of CEO and Chair
averaged high proxy votes of over 25% at 5 of the
6 companies at which these resolutions went to a
vote in 2013, an indication of strong and
growing investor support.

Investors asked 6 companies, including Chevron,
Exxon Mobil and J.P. Morgan Chase, to amend
their bylaws to require that the Chair of the
board of directors be an independent member
of the board.
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Vertical Comparison of Executive
Compensation
ICCR members support mechanisms that better
link compensation packages to both financial
and ESG performance metrics. Improved alignment of compensation to financial performance
controls excessive risk-taking and an integration
of ESG goals ensures that executives remain
mindful of corporate social and environmental
impacts. This year they filed a compensation resolution with 2 companies, calling for an examination of vertical comparison metrics that would
help benchmark average employee and executive
pay to help companies develop more sustainable
compensation models.

Shareholders sent vertical comparison of executive compensation resolutions to 25 companies,
including Canadian Imperial Bank and Royal
Bank of Canada.
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In-Person Shareholder Meetings
This year saw corporate attempts to weaken the
rights and access of shareholders, chiefly, new
attempts to abolish in-person shareholder
meetings. Both the Bank of New York Mellon
and PNC Financial Services recently passed
bylaw amendments allowing them to discontinue
their physical stockholders meeting and hold a
virtual meeting online instead.

ICCR members filed a shareholder resolution
with both banks, asking for the continuation of
an in-person meeting. In response, both banks
opted to implement a virtual shareholder meeting only in combination with a physical meeting,
thereby allowing the filers to withdraw their resolution.

Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Request Continuation of In-Person Shareholder Meeting
Bank of New York Mellon Corporation*
WHEREAS: BNY Mellon’s Board has passed a bylaw amendment allowing it to discontinue its physical stockholders meeting and hold a virtual meeting on-line.
While BNY Mellon has not announced that it will abolish in-person meeting we find this decision alarming.
We strongly support the use of new technologies to make annual meetings accessible to stakeholders who cannot attend in person. This will make “attendance” simpler for investors globally and is a creative tool expanding
outreach.
But we do not believe that Internet-only meetings should be substituted for traditional in-person annual meetings.
Instead they should be a complementary. We believe the tradition of in-person annual meetings plays an important role in holding management accountable to stockholders.
In contrast, online-only annual meetings could allow companies to control which questions and concerns are
heard and manipulate the exchanges between shareowners and the company. Face-to-face annual meetings
allow for an unfiltered dialogue between shareholders and management.
The Council of Institutional Investors, a coalition of America’s largest pension funds with portfolios exceeding $3
trillion, has among its published corporate governance guidelines for public companies, "Cyber meetings should
only be a supplement to traditional in-person shareholder meetings, not a substitute."
Additionally, we believe in-person annual meetings are necessary for several reasons:
• Annual meetings are one of the few opportunities for top management and the Board to interact directly, faceto-face, with a cross-section of their shareholders.
• The digital divide persists in the United States and not all shareholders have access to computers.
• Annual meetings provide for direct questions to be posed to the Chair of the Audit, Compensation or
Governance Committees of the Board.
• While some corporations argue eliminating face-to-face annual meeting can reduce costs and improve efficiency, we believe the investment in creating a physical space for shareholder meeting is money well spent.
• We believe BNY Mellon’s decision is a controversial governance step for our company which has a good governance record. This decision sets a precedent creating a “slippery slope” that encourages other companies
to insulate themselves from shareholders. Imagine a company that wanted to downplay investor frustration
over compensation policies or practices, or poor business decisions leading to substandard financial performance or questionable governance or environmental records. “Virtual” online meetings would be a perfect way
to insulate themselves from shareholder interaction or to “spin” any opposition as insignificant.
• In addition, if there was a major crisis with a company, a merger being proposed or a significant shareholder
proposal, the last thing investors would want is a company’s refusal to hold an actual stockholder meeting.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that BNY Mellon adopt a corporate governance policy affirming the continuation of in-person annual meetings in addition to internet access to the meeting, adjust its corporate practices
accordingly, and publicize this policy to investors.
Concluding Statement: We ask our fellow shareowners to vote for this resolution supporting shareholder democracy and a continuation of the longstanding tradition of in-person annual stockholder meetings.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions:
Resolutions Corporate Governance
Request Continuation of In-Person Shareholder Meeting
PNC Financial Services Group, Inc.*

WHEREAS: PNC’s Board has passed a bylaw amendment allowing it to discontinue its physical stockholders
meeting and hold a virtual meeting on-line.
While PNC has not announced that it will abolish in-person meeting we find this decision alarming. We strongly
support the use of new technologies to make annual meetings accessible to stakeholders who cannot attend in
person. This will make “attendance” simpler for investors globally and is a creative tool expanding outreach.
But we do not believe that Internet-only meetings should be substituted for traditional in-person annual meetings.
Instead they should be a complementary. We believe the tradition of in-person annual meetings plays an important role in holding management accountable to stockholders.
In contrast, online-only annual meetings could allow companies to control which questions and concerns are
heard and manipulate the exchanges between shareowners and the company. Face-to-face annual meetings
allow for an unfiltered dialogue between shareholders and management.
The Council of Institutional Investors, a coalition of America’s largest pension funds with portfolios exceeding $3
trillion, has among its published corporate governance guidelines for public companies, "Cyber meetings should
only be a supplement to traditional in-person shareholder meetings, not a substitute."
Additionally, we believe in-person annual meetings are necessary for several reasons:
• Annual meetings are one of the few opportunities for top management and the Board to interact directly, faceto-face, with a cross-section of their shareholders.
• The digital divide persists in the United States and not all shareholders have access to computers.
• Annual meetings provide for direct questions to be posed to the Chair of the Audit, Compensation or
Governance Committees of the Board.
• While some corporations argue eliminating face-to-face annual meeting can reduce costs and improve efficiency, we believe the investment in creating a physical space for shareholder meeting is money well spent.
• We believe PNC’s decision is a controversial governance step for our company. This decision sets a precedent creating a “slippery slope” that encourages other companies to insulate themselves from shareholders.
Imagine a company that wanted to downplay investor frustration over compensation policies or practices, or
poor business decisions leading to substandard financial performance or questionable governance or environmental records. “Virtual” on-line meetings would be a perfect way to insulate themselves from shareholder
interaction or to “spin” any opposition as insignificant.
• In addition, if there was a major crisis with a company, a merger being proposed or a significant shareholder
proposal, the last thing investors would want is a company’s refusal to hold an actual stockholder meeting.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that PNC adopt a corporate governance policy affirming the continuation of inperson annual meetings in addition to internet access to the meeting, adjust its corporate practices accordingly,
and publicize this policy to investors.
Concluding Statement: We ask our fellow shareowners to vote for this resolution supporting shareholder democracy and a continuation of the longstanding tradition of in-person annual stockholder meetings.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Separate Chair & CEO
Chevron Corp.

RESOLVED: The shareholders of Company (“Company”) request the Board of Directors to adopt a policy, and
amend the bylaws as necessary, to require the Chair of the Board of Directors to be an independent member of
the Board. This independence requirement shall apply prospectively so as not to violate any Company contractual obligation at the time this resolution is adopted. The policy should provide that if the Board determines that a
Chair who was independent when selected is no longer independent, the Board shall select a new Chair who
satisfies the requirements of the policy within 60 days of this determination. Compliance with this policy is waived
if no independent director is available and willing to serve as Chair.
Supporting Statement: Chevron faces many environmental, legal, and governance issues, the most pressing of
which is the ongoing legal efforts to enforce the $9.5 billion judgment in Ecuador against the company for oil pollution. Events leading to the $9.5 billion Ecuadorian judgment and subsequent enforcement actions in Argentina,
Brazil, and Canada have raised investor concerns about the cost -- in reputation, market position, and shareholder value -- of inadequate board oversight of the Chevron executive team’s management of the Ecuadorian case.
Chevron management has acknowledged the serious risk to the company from enforcement of the $9.5 billion
Ecuadorian judgment. Chevron Deputy Controller, Rex Mitchell, has testified that such legal actions to “seek
seizures anywhere around the world and generate maximum publicity for such acts would cause significant,
irreparable damage to Chevron’s business reputation and business relationships.”
Investors have requested the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) to investigate whether Chevron is violating securities laws by repeatedly making misrepresentations and material omissions regarding the risks to
shareholder of the $9.5 billion Ecuadorian judgment.
We believe that independent board leadership is required given management’s serious legal missteps - including
moving the case from New York to Ecuador -- and its unprecedented use of subpoenas against shareholders who
have questioned management’s legal strategy.
An independent Chair provides an important layer of checks and balances to improve board oversight. In June
2012, GMI Ratings found additional practical considerations that would support the separation of the positions of
CEO and Chair. In “The Costs of a Combined Chair/CEO,” GMI Ratings found that companies with a combined CEO
and Chair:
• Pay more in compensation, since those serving in both positions typically are paid more than even the combined cost of a CEO and a separate Chair.
• Appear to present a greater risk of environmental, social, governance and accounting risk to companies.
• Appear to present a greater risk to shareholders and provide lower stock returns over the long term.
Shareholder discontent with the current board structure is evidenced by the results of Chevron’s 2012 shareholder meeting at which 38% of shareholders voted in favor of the resolution to separate the positions of CEO and
Board Chair with the support of the proxy advisory firms, Glass Lewis and ISS.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Separate Chair & CEO
Pfizer, Inc.*

RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors of Pfizer to adopt as policy, and amend the bylaws
as necessary, to require the Chair of the Board, whenever possible, be an independent member of the Board.
This policy should be phased in for the next CEO transition. Compliance with this policy is waived if no independent director is available and willing to serve as Chair.
Supporting Statement: We believe:
• The role of the CEO and management is to run the company.
• The role of the Board of Directors is to provide independent oversight of management and the CEO.
• There is a potential conflict of interest for a CEO to be their own overseer while managing the business.
CEO Ian Read now serves both as CEO and Board Chair. We believe the combination of these two roles in one
person weakens a corporation’s governance structure, which in turn can harm shareholder value.
As Intel’s former chair Andrew Grove stated, “The separation of the two jobs goes to the heart of the conception
of a corporation. Is a company a sandbox for the CEO, or is the CEO an employee? If he’s an employee, he needs
a boss, and that boss is the Board. The Chairman runs the Board. How can the CEO be his own boss?”
We believe shareholders are best served by an independent Director serving as Board Chair who provides a balance of power between the CEO and Board and supports strong Board leadership. The primary duty of a Board of
Directors is to oversee a company’s management for shareholders. We believe a combined CEO/Chair can result
in excessive management influence on the Board and weaken oversight of management.
Numerous institutional investors recommend separation of these two roles. For example, CalPERS’ Principles &
Guidelines encourage separation, even with a lead director in place.
Chairing the Board is also a time intensive responsibility. A separate Chair enables the CEO to focus exclusively
on managing the company and building effective business strategies.
When Mr. Read became CEO it was in a time of torment for Pfizer which had just let the previous CEO go. The
Board created a Separate Chair and told investors this was their preferred governance position. However, in
December 2011 they changed positions and gave Mr. Read the Chair position.
An independent Chair is the prevailing practice in the United Kingdom and many international markets and it is an
increasing trend in the U.S. Globally in 2009 less than 12 percent of incoming CEOs were also the Chair, compared
with 48 percent in 2002 according to a Booz & Co. 2010 study. (CEO Succession 2000-2009).
Shareholder resolutions urging separation of CEO and Chair averaged approximately 36% support with 48 companies in 2012.
This resolution is no judgment on the leadership record of Mr. Reed. To simplify the transition this policy would be
phased in when the next CEO is chosen.

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Separate Chair & CEO
Exxon Mobil Corporation

RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors of ExxonMobil to adopt as policy, and amend the
bylaws as necessary, to require the Chair of the Board, whenever possible, be an independent member of the
Board. This policy should be phased in for the next CEO transition and should also provide that if the Board determines that a Chair who was independent when selected is no longer independent, the Board shall select a new
Chair who satisfies the requirements of the policy within 60 days of such determination. Compliance with this policy is waived if no independent director is available and willing to serve as Chair.
Supporting Statement: We believe:
The role of the CEO and management is to run the company.
The role of the Board of Directors is to provide independent oversight of management and the CEO.
There is a potential conflict of interest for a CEO to be their own overseer while managing the business.
As Intel’s former chair Andrew Grove stated, “The separation of the two jobs goes to the heart of the conception
of a corporation. Is a company a sandbox for the CEO, or is the CEO an employee? If he’s an employee, he needs
a boss, and that boss is the Board. The Chairman runs the Board. How can the CEO be his own boss?”
Numerous institutional investors recommend separation of these two roles. For example, CalPERS’ Principles &
Guidelines encourage separation, even with a lead director in place.
Board members have also demonstrated a preference for separation. According to a 2010 corporate governance
survey of 400 Board members by Sullivan & Cromwell LLP, approximately 70% of respondents believe the head of
management should not concurrently Chair the Board.
An independent Chair is the prevailing practice in the United Kingdom and many international markets and an
increasing trend in the U.S. where many companies have separate and/or independent Chairs. By 2012, 44% of
the S&P 500 companies had Boards that were not chaired by their CEO.
Shareholder resolutions urging separation of CEO and Chair averaged approximately 36% support with 48 companies in 2012.
Chairing the Board is a time intensive responsibility. A separate Chair enables the CEO to focus exclusively on
managing the company and building effective business strategies.
We believe an independent Chair also avoids conflicts of interest, provides a balance of power between the CEO
and Board, and improves oversight of risk.
Further an independent Chair and vigorous Board can improve focus on important ethical and governance matters, strengthen accountability to shareowners and help forge long-term business strategies. Conversely a combined CEO Chair role potentially establishes an “imperial CEO”, lessening accountability.
This resolution is no judgment on the leadership record of Mr. Tillerson, it is simply a call for good governance.
Thus to foster a simple transition, this policy would be phased in when the next CEO is chosen.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Separate Chair & CEO
J.P. Morgan Chase & Co.

RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors of JPMorgan Chase to adopt as policy, and amend
the bylaws as necessary, to require the Chair of the Board, whenever possible, be an independent member of the
Board. This policy should be phased in for the next CEO transition and should also provide that if the Board determines that a Chair who was independent when selected is no longer independent, the Board shall select a new
Chair who satisfies the requirements of the policy within 60 days of such determination. Compliance with this policy is waived if no independent director is available and willing to serve as Chair.
Supporting Statement: We believe:
The role of the CEO and management is to run the company.
The role of the Board of Directors is to provide independent oversight of management and the CEO.
There is a potential conflict of interest for a CEO to be their own overseer while managing the business.
As Intel’s former chair Andrew Grove stated, “The separation of the two jobs goes to the heart of the conception
of a corporation. Is a company a sandbox for the CEO, or is the CEO an employee? If he’s an employee, he needs
a boss, and that boss is the Board. The Chairman runs the Board. How can the CEO be his own boss?”
Numerous institutional investors recommend separation of these two roles. For example, CalPERS’ Principles &
Guidelines encourage separation, even with a lead director in place.
Board members have also demonstrated a preference for separation. According to a 2010 corporate governance
survey of 400 Board members by Sullivan & Cromwell LLP, approximately 70% of respondents believe the head of
management should not concurrently Chair the Board.
An independent or separate Chair is the prevailing practice in the United Kingdom and many international markets and an increasing trend in the U.S. By 2012, 44% of the S&P 500 companies had Boards that were not
chaired by their CEO.
Shareholder resolutions urging separation of CEO and Chair averaged approximately 36% support with 48 companies in 2012.
Chairing the Board is a time intensive responsibility. A separate Chair enables the CEO to focus exclusively on
managing the company and building effective business strategies.
Further an independent Chair and vigorous Board can improve focus on important ethical and governance matters, strengthen accountability to shareowners and help forge long-term business strategies.
Our Bank is going through a deeply troubled period in its history and needs to take multiple steps to insure best
governance practices are in place.
Last year the “Separate Chair” debate evolved into a referendum on Mr. Dimon’s role. This is not the goal of this
resolution.
This resolution is no judgment on the leadership record of Mr. Dimon it is simply a call for good governance. Thus
this policy would be phased in when the next CEO is chosen.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Separate Chair & CEO
Gentex Corp.

RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to adopt as policy, and amend the bylaws as necessary, to require the Chair of the Board, whenever possible, be an independent member of the Board. This policy
should be phased in for the next CEO transition. Compliance with this policy is waived if no independent director
is available and willing to serve as Chair.
Supporting Statement: We believe:
• The role of the CEO and management is to run the company.
• The role of the Board of Directors is to provide independent oversight of management and the CEO.
• There is a potential conflict of interest for a CEO to be their own overseer while managing the business.
We believe the combination of these two roles in one person weakens a corporation’s governance structure,
which in turn can harm shareholder value.
As Intel’s former chair Andrew Grove stated, “The separation of the two jobs goes to the heart of the conception
of a corporation. Is the CEO an employee? If he’s an employee, he needs a boss, and that boss is the Board. The
Chairman runs the Board. How can the CEO be his own boss?”
We believe shareholders are best served by an independent Board Chair who provides a balance of power
between the CEO and Board and supports strong Board leadership. The primary duty of a Board of Directors is to
oversee a company’s management on behalf of its shareholders. We believe a combined CEO/Chair can result in
excessive management influence on the Board and weaken oversight of management.
Numerous institutional investors recommend separation of these two roles. For example, CalPERS’ Principles &
Guidelines encourage separation, even with a lead director in place.
Chairing the Board is a time intensive responsibility. A separate Chair enables the CEO to focus exclusively on
managing the company and building effective business strategies.
We believe separating the roles of Chair and CEO also increases accountability of the Board to shareholders,
avoids conflict of interest, improves oversight of risk and can improve the company’s focus on important governance and environmental matters.
An independent Chair is the prevailing practice in the United Kingdom and many international markets and it is an
increasing trend in the U.S. Globally in 2009 less than 12 percent of incoming CEOs were also the Chair, compared
with 48 percent in 2002 according to a Booz & Co. 2010 study. (CEO Succession 2000-2009: A Decade of
Convergence and Compression).
Shareholder resolutions urging separation of CEO and Chair averaged approximately 23% support with 48 companies in 2013. This resolution received a shareholder vote of 41% in favor at Gentex 2013 stockholder meeting.
CEO Fred Bauer now serves both as CEO and Board Chair.
This resolution is in no way a criticism of Mr. Bauer and his long years of dedicated service. To ensure a simple
transition we propose this policy be phased in when the next CEO is chosen.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Separate Chair & CEO
C. R. Bard, Inc.

RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to adopt as policy, and amend the bylaws as necessary, to require the Chair of the Board of Directors, whenever possible, to be an independent member of the
Board. This policy should be phased in for the next CEO transition. Compliance with this policy is waived if no
independent director is available and willing to serve as Chair.
Supporting Statement: We believe:
• The role of the CEO and management is to run the company.
• The role of the Board of Directors is to provide independent oversight of management and the CEO.
• There is a potential conflict of interest for a CEO to be her/his own overseer while managing the business.
C.R. Bard’s CEO Timothy Ring serves both as CEO and Chair of the Company’s Board of Directors. We believe the
combination of these two roles in a single person weakens a corporation’s governance structure, which can
harm shareholder value.
As Intel’s former chair Andrew Grove stated, “The separation of the two jobs goes to the heart of the conception
of a corporation. Is a company a sandbox for the CEO, or is the CEO an employee? If he’s an employee, he needs
a boss, and that boss is the Board. The Chairman runs the Board. How can the CEO be his own boss?”
In our view, shareholders are best served by an independent Board Chair who can provide a balance of power
between the CEO and the Board, and support strong Board leadership. The primary duty of a Board of Directors
is to oversee the management of a company on behalf of its shareholders. We believe a combined CEO / Chair
creates a potential conflict of interest, resulting in excessive management influence on the Board and weaker
oversight of management.
Numerous institutional investors recommend separation of these two roles. For example, California’s Retirement
System CalPERS’ Principles & Guidelines encourage separation, even with a lead director in place.
Chairing and overseeing the Board is a time intensive responsibility. A separate Chair also frees the CEO to manage the company and build effective business strategies.
It is our further hope that improvements in corporate governance may also make our company more transparent
on environmental and social issues we face.
Many companies have separate and/or independent Chairs. An independent Chair is the prevailing practice in
the United Kingdom and many international markets and it is an increasing trend in the U.S. Globally in 2009 less
than 12 percent of incoming CEOs were also made Chair, compared with 48 percent in 2002 according to a Booz
& Co. 2010 study. (CEO Succession 2000- 2009)
Shareholder resolutions urging separation of CEO and Chair averaged approximately 31% with 55 companies in
2013 and 36% at C.R. Bard, an indication of strong investor support.
To simplify the transition, this policy would be phased in and implemented when the next CEO is chosen.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Proxy Voting Policies
Franklin Resources, Inc.

Franklin Resources is a respected leader in the financial services industry.
Franklin Resources has stated publicly that it understands how environmental, social, and governance (ESG) factors can affect companies financially. On its website, the Company states ESG issues may affect the value of an
investment. And our Company’s 2012 CDP response states “Our investment management teams also incorporate
relevant environmental factors into their investment decisions….For example, the Franklin Global Large Cap
Team considers environmental, social, and governance (ESG) issues, including the effects of climate change and
carbon pricing, to be relevant to longer-term sustainability of a company’s business model and, therefore, their
returns to stakeholders…. We believe our fundamental bottom-up approach to investing, which takes relevant
environmental factors into consideration such as climate change, gives us a competitive advantage by managing
risk and opportunities within portfolios and attracting investors.”
As part of its fiduciary duty, Franklin Resources is responsible for voting proxies of companies in which it holds
stock on behalf of clients. However, its proxy voting record seems to ignore Franklin Resources’ stated position
regarding the impact of key environmental factors on shareholder value. A thoughtful fiduciary must carefully
review the economic rationale for all proxy initiatives.
To the best of our knowledge, Franklin Resources uniformly votes against all shareholder resolutions on social,
environmental and climate change matters, backing management recommendations even when major proxy
advisory services, such as ISS, support such resolutions with a clear, economic rationale.
For example, increasingly investors around the world acknowledge the potential for climate change to affect
long-term business success. Pension funds, investment management firms and other investors with over $87 trillion in assets under management support the Carbon Disclosure Project, an initiative calling on companies to disclose their greenhouse gas emissions and reduction plans.
In 2012 over 26 resolutions were filed at companies facing a potential, significant business impact from climate
change. Many of the resolutions simply asked for more disclosure, noting that thousands of companies globally
report on their carbon emissions and steps they are taking to reduce them. Franklin Resources voted against
such resolutions, in contrast to investment firms such as DWS, Oppenheimer, and AllianceBernstein who supported the majority of them.
Ironically, Franklin Resources reports its own greenhouse gas emissions in its CDP response and further
describes the company’s active role in addressing climate change.
We are disappointed that Franklin Resources’ proxy voting record does not reflect the company’s own commitment to climate change, as well as other social and environmental factors with the potential to impact long term
shareholder value.
RESOLVED; Shareholders request the Board to initiate a review of Franklin Resources’ Proxy Voting policies and
practices, taking into account Franklin Resources’ own corporate responsibility and environmental positions and
the fiduciary and economic case for the shareholder resolutions presented. The review should consider updating Franklin Resources’ proxy voting policies. The results of the review, conducted at reasonable cost and
excluding proprietary information, should be reported to investors by March 2015.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Tax Policy Principles
Google Inc.

Chairman Eric Schmidt wrote: "At a time when families are having to tighten their belts... corporation tax is rightly
a hot topic. And as a company that has always aspired to do the right thing, we understand why Google is at the
centre of that debate.” (The Guardian, 5/18/13)
Google’s tax practices have come under scrutiny in the United Kingdom and France, leading to regulatory pressures and reputational damage.
“Google cuts billions off its tax bill each year by sending profits through Ireland to a mailbox in Bermuda.”
(Bloomberg, 10/27/13) Although most Google engineers are U.S.-based, where much of product development
takes place, Google’s intellectual property is held in Bermuda, which does not levy corporate taxes.
“Tax haven” jurisdictions are characterized by low tax rates, financial secrecy and light regulation. Tax havens
facilitate financial opacity and illegal activities including tax evasion and money laundering.
When multinational corporations exploit differences in national tax codes to reduce their taxes, they undermine
democracy and rule of law. Corporations and investors depend upon government services funded by tax revenues, including law enforcement, market regulation, judicial systems, infrastructure maintenance, public education, poverty alleviation, environmental protection, national defense and scientific research. These services cannot be funded by corporate philanthropy or a rise in share price. Economist Joseph Stiglitz believes corporate tax
avoidance threatens the wellspring of “future innovation and growth.”
Largescale corporate tax avoidance exacerbates systemic risks to local and national economies around the
world. It costs U.S. taxpayers an estimated $90 billion annually, and burdens working families and small businesses. In 1952, 32% of U.S. federal tax revenues came from corporations and 9.7% from individuals. In 2012, 40%
came from individuals and only 8.9% from corporations.
Google’s complex tax arrangements may result in misallocations of capital and mask the true sources of longterm value. World leaders have endorsed an action plan to address the tax challenges of the digital economy,
which could radically alter the financial position of companies that rely on aggressive tax strategies. A set of
principles to address misalignments between Google’s tax strategies and its commitments to employees, communities, shareholders and the environment would help protect long-term corporate value.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors adopt a set of principles to address the impact of
Google’s tax strategies on society, with particular focus on Google’s employees, customers and suppliers. In
addition, the board should publish annual reports to shareholders, at reasonable cost, omitting proprietary information, discussing implementation of these principles, beginning December 2014.
Supporting Statement: Proponents recommend that tax principles include:
A commitment to pay Google’s fair share of taxes (Johnson & Johnson Credo). • Avoidance of transactions that
would not be fully justifiable should they become public (Vodafone Tax Code of Conduct) • Consideration of any
misalignment between tax strategies and Google’s stated objectives and policies regarding social and environmental sustainability Consideration of impact of tax strategies on reputation and brand value (Vodafone Code).
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Tax Policy Principles
Apple Computer, Inc.

Apple’s tax strategies have become a topic of international concern and debate. Apple testified before the
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, which produced a 40 page report (“Senate Report”), detailing Apple’s elaborate strategy to reduce its tax payments.
A “tax haven” jurisdiction is characterized by a low or zero tax rate, financial secrecy and light corporate regulation. Tax havens facilitate financial opacity and illegal activities including tax evasion and money laundering.
According to Senator Levin: “Apple has sought the Holy Grail of tax avoidance, offshore corporations that it
argues are not, for tax purposes, resident in any nation.” Apple attributed profits of $74 billion to Irish subsidiaries, which paid less than 1% in tax. Ireland recently eliminated the ability to declare “stateless” income following controversy over Apple’s tax strategies.
When multinational corporations exploit differences in national tax codes to reduce their taxes, they undermine
democracy and rule of law. Corporations, investors and citizens depend upon a range of government services
that are funded by tax revenues, such as law enforcement, market regulation and judicial systems, infrastructure
maintenance, public education, poverty alleviation, environmental protection, national defense and scientific
research. These services cannot be funded by corporate philanthropy or a rise in share price. Economist Joseph
Stiglitz believes corporate tax avoidance threatens the wellspring of “future innovation and growth.”
During a time of increasing and unsustainable government debt, large-scale corporate tax avoidance presents
systemic risks to local and national economies around the world.
Corporate tax avoidance costs U.S. taxpayers an estimated $90 billion a year, and burdens working families and
small businesses. In 1952, 32% of U.S. federal tax revenues came from corporations and only 9.7% from individuals. In 2012, 40% came from individuals and only 8.9% from corporations.
Apple’s complex tax arrangements may result in misallocations of capital, mask the true sources of long-term
value, and present reputational, legal and financial risks.
Apple sets human rights and environmental standards for its global suppliers, but does not appear to have any
ethical standards in place to guide its tax strategies.
Our Board of Directors would benefit from a set of ethical principles to address misalignments between Apple’s
tax strategies and its stated commitments to employees, communities, shareholders and the environment, and to
protect long-term corporate value.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors to adopt a set of ethical principles, overseen by the
board, to consider the impact of Apple’s tax strategies on society, with particular focus on Apple’s employees,
customers and suppliers. In addition, the board should prepare an annual report to shareholders, at reasonable
cost, omitting proprietary information, discussing implementation of these principles, the first such report to be
completed by September 2014.
Supporting Statement: Proponents recommend that ethical tax principles include:
• Avoidance of transactions that would not be fully justifiable should they become public (Vodafone Tax Code of
Conduct)
• Consideration of any misalignment between tax strategies and Apple’s stated objectives and policies regarding social and environmental sustainability
• Consideration of impact of tax strategies on reputation and brand value (Vodafone Code).
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Adopt Proxy Access Bylaw
SLM Corporation (Sallie Mae)

RESOLVED: Shareholders of SLM Corporation ask the board of directors (the “Board”) to adopt, and present for
shareholder approval, a “proxy access” bylaw. Such a bylaw shall require SLM Corporation to include in proxy
materials prepared for a shareholder meeting at which directors are to be elected the name, Disclosure and
Statement (as defined herein) of any person nominated for election to the board by a shareholder or group (the
“Nominator”) that meets the criteria established below. SLM Corporation shall allow shareholders to vote on
such nominee on SLM Corporation’s proxy card.
The number of shareholder-nominated candidates appearing in proxy materials shall not exceed one quarter of
the number of directors then serving. This bylaw, which shall supplement existing rights under SLM Corporation’s
bylaws, should provide that a Nominator must:
a) have beneficially owned 3% or more of SLM Corporation’s outstanding common stock continuously for at least
three years before the nomination is submitted;
b) give SLM Corporation written notice within the time period identified in SLM Corporation’s bylaws of the information required by the bylaws and any rules of the Securities and Exchange Commission about
(i) the nominee, including consent to being named in the proxy materials and to serving as a director if elected; and
(ii) the Nominator, including proof it owns the required shares (the “Disclosure”); and
c) certify that
(i) it will assume liability stemming from any legal or regulatory violation arising out of the Nominator's communications with SLM Corporation’s shareholders, including the Disclosure and Statement;
(ii) it will comply with all applicable laws and regulations if it uses soliciting material other than SLM
Corporation’s proxy materials; and
(iii) to the best of its knowledge, the required shares were acquired in the ordinary course of business and not
to change or influence control at SLM Corporation.
The Nominator may submit with the Disclosure a statement not exceeding 500 words in support of the nominee
(the "Statement"). The Board shall adopt procedures for promptly resolving disputes over whether notice of a
nomination was timely, whether the Disclosure and Statement satisfy the bylaw and any applicable federal regulations, and the priority to be given to multiple nominations exceeding the one-quarter limit.
Supporting Statement: We believe long-term shareholders should have a meaningful voice in electing directors.
We urge shareholders to vote FOR this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Vertical Comparison of Executive Compensation
Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (CIBC)

BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The Management Resources and Compensation Committee of the Board provide a report
to shareholders by September 2014, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, assessing the
results and risks of basing senior executive compensation on horizontal comparison with peer companies. The
report should discuss the potential to integrate vertical comparison metrics, such as average employee compensation within the company; and indicate if the company plans to change its approach to setting total compensation, or explain the rationale for not doing so.
Supporting Statement: We believe the Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce’s goal of value creation for stakeholders is not best served by primarily using horizontal comparison with peer companies to establish total compensation targets for senior executives.
This practice assumes that top executives can easily transfer their skills to competitor companies. However, as
Elson and Ferrere showed in their recent paper Executive Superstars, Peer Groups and Over-Compensation, senior managers tend to be less successful after switching companies. Horizontal comparisons also seem to assume
that executives are motivated solely by money, although human resources experts tell us consistently that this is
not the only criterion that influences commitment.
Experience suggests that the comparator group paradigm drives compensation in an upward spiral because of
companies compensating above the median. Senior executives of major companies already rank among the highest-paid individuals in the economy. In the absence of mechanisms to assess whether levels of compensation
are reasonable, the vast gap that has opened over recent years between the compensation of senior executives
and other workers will continue to grow.
Increasing disparity with compensation at lower levels within a company may reduce productivity of employees –
undermining strategic objectives relating to employee engagement. Increasing disparity with income levels in the
wider economy poses risks to the company, the industry and society as a whole.
At a time when many people are facing stagnant or declining economic prospects, allowing top executive compensation to reach unreasonable levels may not only alienate bank customers, but also contribute to fractures in
society. The Board has a corporate citizenship responsibility to help reverse this trend and ensure that senior
executive compensation increases do not outpace income growth in the economy as a whole. Changing the current compensation model is a challenge, but it must be addressed for the long-term sustainability of our economic and social system.
This proposal was filed in 2012 at Canada’s five largest banks, in recognition of the systemic nature of the risk,
and the competitive challenge for one company to act if peers do not. The banks were asked to report back to
shareholders in advance of their 2014 annual general meetings. The proposal was withdrawn when each bank
agreed to explore the issues raised. The banks commissioned independent research, which was completed in
summer 2013. However, the Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce has not yet committed to providing a report to
shareholders responding to the request in the 2012 proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Corporate Governance
Vertical Comparison of Executive Compensation
Royal Bank of Canada

BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The Human Resources Committee of the Board provide a report to shareholders by July 1,
2014 , at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, assessing the results and risks of basing senior
executive compensation on horizontal comparison with peer companies. The report should discuss the potential
to integrate vertical comparison metrics, such as average employee compensation within the company; and indicate if the company plans to change its approach to setting total compensation, or explain the rationale for not
doing so.
Supporting Statement: We believe Royal Bank of Canada’s goal of “performance consistent with the interests of
shareholders, customers, employees and other stakeholders” is not best served by primarily using horizontal
comparison with peer companies to establish total compensation targets for senior executives.
This practice assumes top executives can easily transfer their skills to competitor companies. However, as Elson
and Ferrere showed in their paper Executive Superstars, Peer Groups and Over-Compensation, senior managers
tend to be less successful after moving to another company. It also seems to assume that executives are motivated solely by money, although human resources experts tell us consistently that this is not the only criterion
that influences commitment.
Experience suggests the comparator group paradigm drives compensation in an upward spiral, because of companies compensating above the median. Senior executives of major companies already rank among the highestpaid individuals in the economy. In the absence of mechanisms to assess whether levels of compensation are
reasonable, the vast gap that has opened over recent years between the compensation of senior executives and
other workers will continue to grow.
Increasing disparity with compensation at lower levels within a company may create risk to engagement and
productivity of employees – undermining strategic objectives relating to talent management. Increasing disparity
with income levels in the wider economy poses risk to the company, the industry and society as a whole.
At a time when many people face stagnant or declining economic prospects, allowing unreasonable levels of top
executive compensation may not only alienate customers, but also create fractures in society. The Board has a
responsibility to ensure that senior executive compensation increases do not outpace income growth in the
economy as a whole. Changing the current compensation model is a challenge, but it must be addressed for the
long-term sustainability of our economic and social system.
This proposal was filed in 2012 at Canada’s five largest banks, in recognition of the systemic nature of the risk,
and the competitive challenge for one company to act if peers do not. The banks were asked to report back to
shareholders in advance of their 2014 annual general meetings. The proposal was withdrawn when each bank
agreed to explore the issues raised. The banks commissioned independent research, which was completed in
summer 2013. However, Royal Bank of Canada has not yet committed to providing a report to shareholders
responding to the request in the 2012 proposal.
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Environmental Health
Historically, faith-based investor’s environmental
health resolutions have dealt with safe extractives
operations, climate change, toxic chemicals in the
environment and sustainable energy. As discussed earlier, 47 of this year’s environmental
health resolutions deal predominantly with the
risks and impacts of climate change, and the
need to reduce GHG emissions. Three of these
resolutions are discussed in this section. An additional 23 resolutions, which address GHG emissions within the context of lobbying, sustainability, and food, are included in other sections of
this Guide.

Proposal Topic

Quantity

Environmental Health
Adopt Comprehensive Recycling Strategy

61
1

Global Warming/Climate Change
• Adopt GHG Reduction Goals

13

• Adopt Near-Term Actions to
Reduce GHG Emissions

3

• Adopt Quantitative Goals for
Reducing Flaring

1

• Assess/Report GHG Emissions
Resulting from Lending Portfolio

2

• Climate Change Assumptions Use for
Strategic Planning

1

• Climate Change Management Plan

2

• Climate Risk

7

• GHG Reduction Targets &
Renewable Energy Sourcing

3

• Implement Comprehensive
Palm Oil Policy (GHG)

2

• Long & Short-Term Financial Risks of Coal 1
• Operational Risks: Likely Restrictions
on Carbon Emissions

1

• Public Policy Advocacy on Energy
Policy/Climate Change

5

• Report Methane Emissions

5

• Set Reduction Targets for
Methane Emissions

1

Director with Environmental Expertise

1

Disclose, Reduce, Eliminate Chemical
Hazards in Products

1

Environmental Impacts of Using
Non-Recyclable Packaging

1

Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling 3
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Quantitative Risk Management Reporting
for Shale Energy Operations (Fracking)

5

Report on Products/Packaging Containing
Nanomaterials

1

Reputational and Operational Impacts
of the Bhopal Disaster

1

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide
Assess GHG Emissions from Lending
Portfolio

Climate Change Assumptions Used
for Strategic Planning

Banks and other financial institutions contribute
to climate change through their “financed emissions” – i.e., the greenhouse gas footprints of
their loans, investments, and financial services.
One of the less-understood drivers of climate
change, banks’ financed emissions can dwarf
their other climate impacts and expose them to
significant business risks.

According to the recently released World Bank
Report, “Turn Down the Heat: Why a 4°C
Warmer World Must Be Avoided”, average global
warming is already .8°C above pre-industrial
levels, and without significant further reductions
in GHG emissions, is likely to increase by more
than 3°C, radically impacting global weather
patterns and sea levels. As a result of these dire
predictions, investors have adopted new, more
aggressive engagement strategies to accelerate
fossil fuel and energy companies’ response
including measures they are taking to drastically
reduce carbon emissions as well as investments
in green energy solutions.

Given the broader societal implications of climate change, this year shareowners requested
that the boards of Bank of America and PNC
Financial report to their shareholders on their
assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions
resulting from their financing portfolios and their
exposure to climate change risk in their lending,
investing, and financing activities.

This year, shareholders asked Exxon Mobil in a
resolution to report on its: projections of global
temperature increases over the next 35 years
and resulting impacts of climate change that the
company is using in its strategic planning; the
engineering solutions to climate change the
company is expecting; steps that the company is
taking to develop these solutions; what the
impact on the company could be if mitigation
steps by companies and governments are not
effective; and risk management steps the
company is taking or planning to take to address
climate change.
After receiving the shareholder resolution,
Exxon agreed to release a public statement
addressing these particular shareholder
concerns. In response, shareholders formally
withdrew their resolution.
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Public Policy Advocacy on Energy
Policy/Climate Change
Energy companies have regularly opposed new
legislation or regulation addressing climate
change. The real picture may be more complicated than this perception, but shareholder proponents argue it is time for companies to evaluate
their public policy positions and lobbying on climate and fully disclose the results to investors.
One new category of global warming resolutions
this year presses fossil fuel companies and major
energy producers to do a Board level review of
their public policy positions and lobbying activities related to energy policy and climate change.
The resolution addresses both direct public policy advocacy by the companies as well as advocacy through third-party trade associations such as
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce (“Chamber”),
American Petroleum Institute and National
Association of Manufacturers (“NAM”).

ICCR members sent a resolution to five companies – American Electric Power, Chevron,
Conoco, Devon Energy, and Exxon Mobil – asking for a comprehensive review of company
positions, oversight and processes related to
public policy advocacy on energy policy and climate change, including an analysis of political
spending and lobbying activities, including indirect support through trade associations, think
tanks and other nonprofit organizations.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations
Exxon Mobil Corporation

WHEREAS, Extracting oil and gas from shale formations using horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing technology has become a controversial public issue. Leaks, spills, explosions and community impacts have lead to bans
and moratoria in the U.S. and around the globe, putting the industry’s social license to operate at risk.
Measurement and disclosure of best management practices and impacts is the primary means by which
investors can gauge how companies are managing the risks and rewards of their operations. The Department of
Energy’s Shale Gas Production Subcommittee recommended in 2011 that companies “adopt a more visible commitment to using quantitative measures as a means of achieving best practice and demonstrating to the public
that there is continuous improvement in reducing the environmental impact of shale gas production.” (emphasis
in original).
In a November 2013 report, “Disclosing the Facts: Transparency and Risk in Hydraulic Fracturing Operations,”
Exxon received the second lowest score among 24 extraction companies. The report ranks companies on disclosure of quantitative information to investors, including key management practices and impacts. Exxon scored
only 2 out of a possible 32 points.
Investors require detailed and comparable information about how companies are managing the risks from natural
gas extraction operations. Exxon Mobil does not provide such quantitative reporting. Its Operations Integrity
Management System is a generalized framework for companywide operations, but lacks criteria specific to shale
energy operations. Exxon Mobil’s subsidiary, XTO Energy, signed onto the “Appalachian Principles” which specify what companies “should do” rather than what they currently do or commit to do. Exxon’s Corporate Citizenship
report provides generalized information on its worldwide practices and policies, but fails to disclose information
critical to investors seeking to assess operational and financial risks such as local residuals waste management,
management of radioactive materials, or toxicity reduction measures for drilling fluids.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors to report to shareholders using quantitative indicators
by December 31, 2014, and annually thereafter, the results of company policies and practices, above and beyond
regulatory requirements, to minimize the adverse environmental and community impacts from the company’s
hydraulic fracturing operations associated with shale formations. Such reports should be prepared at reasonable
cost, omitting confidential information.
Supporting Statement: Proponents suggest the report address, at a minimum, and on a regional basis or by each
play in which the company operates:
• Percentage of wells using “green completions;”
• Methane leakage as a percentage of total production;
• Percentage of drilling residuals managed in closed-loop systems;
• Goals to eliminate the use of open pits for storage of drilling fluid and flowback water, with updates on
progress;
• Goals and quantitative reporting on progress to reduce toxicity of drilling fluids;
• A system for managing naturally occurring radioactive materials;
• Numbers and categories of community complaints of alleged impacts, and their resolution;
• A systematic approach for reporting community concern statistics upward within the company.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations
Chevron Corp.

WHEREAS, Extracting oil and gas from shale formations, using horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing technology, is a controversial public issue. Leaks, spills, explosions and community impacts have led to bans and
moratoria in the US and around the globe, putting the industry’s social license to operate at risk. Of particular
concern are risks to local water resources.
Measurement and disclosure of best management practices and impacts is the primary means by which
investors can gauge how companies are managing risks and rewards of their operations. The Department of
Energy’s Shale Gas Production Subcommittee recommended in 2011 that companies“adopt a more visible commitment to using quantitative measures as a means of achieving best practice and demonstrating to the public
that there is continuous improvement in reducing the environmental impact of shale gas production.” (emphasis
in original).
The 2011 report, “Extracting the Facts: An Investor Guide to Disclosing Risks from Hydraulic Fracturing
Operations,” articulates investor expectations for best management practices and key performance in these
areas. It has been publicly supported by investors on three continents representing $1.3 trillion in assets under
management and by various companies.
Chevron is among the top 10 natural gas producers in the United States, yet fails to quantify the impacts of its
hydraulic fracturing operations on air, water, land, and communities to shareholders. Chevron’s “Operational
Excellence Management System” provides a general framework for all company operations but contains no language specific to shale energy operations, although Chevron’s CEO has publicly acknowledged the need to
address concerns specific to hydraulic fracturing operations. The absence of systematic reporting using quantifiable metrics makes it difficult for investors to evaluate company risk management practices and identify performance trends on this controversial issue.
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT: Shareholders request the Board of Directors to report to shareholders via
quantitative indicators by September 30, 2014, and annually thereafter, the results of company policies and practices, above and beyond regulatory requirements, to minimize the adverse water resource and community
impacts from the company’s hydraulic fracturing operations associated with shale formations. Such reports
should be prepared at reasonable cost, omitting confidential information.
Supporting Statement: Proponents suggest the reports include a breakdown by geographic region, such as each
shale play in which the company engages in substantial extraction operations, addressing at a minimum:
• Quantity of fresh water used for shale operations by region, including source
• Percentage of recycled water used by region;
• Systematic post-drilling groundwater quality assessments;
• Percentage of drilling residuals managed in closed-loop systems;
• Goals to eliminate the use of open pits for storage of drilling fluid and flowback water, with updates on
progress;
• A system for managing naturally occurring radioactive materials; and
• A systematic approach to assessing and managing community and human rights impacts, including quantifying numbers and categories of community complaints of alleged impacts, and portion resolved.

34

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations
Occidental Petroleum Corporation

WHEREAS, Extracting oil and gas using hydraulic fracturing technology has become a highly controversial public
policy issue. Leaks, spills, explosions, and adverse community impacts have led to bans and moratoria in the
United States and around the globe. These include New York State and the Delaware River Basin.
The Department of Energy’s shale advisory panel recommended in 2011 that companies “adopt a more visible
commitment to using quantitative measures as a means of achieving best practice and demonstrating to the
public that there is continuous improvement in reducing the environmental impact of shale gas production.”
(emphasis in original)
Investors require detailed and comparable information about how companies are managing risks and rewards
from oil and natural gas extraction operations. A 2011 report, “Extracting the Facts: An Investor Guide to
Disclosing Risks from Hydraulic Fracturing Operations,” outlines best management practices and key performance indicators. Publicly supported by investors ($1.3 trillion in assets under management), the guide emphasizes
quantitative reporting on key performance indicators.
In a November 2013 report entitled “Disclosing the Facts: Transparency and Risk in Hydraulic Fracturing
Operations,” Occidental received the second lowest score among 24 extraction companies ranked on disclosure
of information to investors, scoring only 2 out of a possible 32 points.
On November 16, 2013, it was reported that Occidental was fined for discharging fracking fluid into an unlined pit
in Kern County, California. Elsewhere in California, the company’s use of acid matrix stimulation techniques in the
Monterey shale of central California (a separate technique from “fracking”) is raising public concern regarding
potential adverse impacts on aquifers.
Although Occidental publishes an annual sustainability report with limited information on its practices and policies, its disclosures fall short in providing information critical to investors in assessing related operational and
financial risks. For instance, the company lacks adequate disclosure on residuals management; toxicity of drilling
fluids; management of radioactive materials; or metrics necessary to determine trends in relationships with host
communities.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors to report to shareholders by October 30, 2014, and annually thereafter, using quantitative indicators, the results of company procedures and practices, above and beyond
regulatory requirements, to minimize any adverse environmental and community impacts from the company’s
hydraulic fracturing operations associated with shale formations. Such reports should be prepared at reasonable
cost and omit confidential information.
Supporting Statement: Proponents suggest the report include information, focusing on regional operations where
applicable, including percentage of drilling residuals managed in closed-loop systems; percentage of recycled
water used regionally; targets and progress for eliminating open pits for storage of drilling fluid and flowback
water; numbers and types of community complaints and number resolved; goals and systems for reducing the
use of harmful chemicals in fracturing fluids; and numbers of violation notices or administrative actions in association with hydraulic fracturing operations with potential to harm health or environment.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations
EOG Resources, Inc.

WHEREAS, Extracting oil and gas from shale formations, using horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing technology, has become a controversial public issue. Leaks, spills, explosions and community impacts have lead to
bans and moratoria in the US and around the globe, putting the industry’s social license to operate at risk.
The high volume of water used combined with the toxic nature of some chemicals used in the fracturing fluid
increase the industry’s risk of impact on both water availability and water quality. Management of water risks at
each stage of drilling and completion is an increasingly controversial facet of oil and gas production that must be
a core risk management concern for a company.
Measurement and disclosure of best management practices and impacts is the primary means by which
investors can gauge how companies are managing risks and rewards of their operations. The Department of
Energy’s Shale Gas Production Subcommittee recommended in 2011 that companies“adopt a more visible commitment to using quantitative measures as a means of achieving best practice and demonstrating to the public
that there is continuous improvement in reducing the environmental impact of shale gas production.” (emphasis
in original).
The 2011 report, “Extracting the Facts: An Investor Guide to Disclosing Risks from Hydraulic Fracturing
Operations,” articulates investor expectations for best management practices and key performance in these
areas. It has been publicly supported by investors on three continents representing $1.3 trillion in assets under
management and by various companies.
EOG states that it is taking steps to minimize overall water usage and protect drinking water aquifers, yet proponents believe the company fails to disclose metrics and systematic policies necessary to evaluate how the company is minimizing risks associated with water, waste, and toxic chemical management. Absent quantitative
reporting and objective metrics, shareholders cannot reliably assess the effectiveness of company policies
intended to mitigate the risks of company hydraulic fracturing operations.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors to report to shareholders via quantitative indicators by
December 31, 2014, and annually thereafter, the results of company policies and practices, above and beyond
regulatory requirements, to minimize the potential adverse impacts on ground and surface water from the company’s hydraulic fracturing operations associated with shale formations. Such reports should be prepared at reasonable cost, omitting confidential information.
Supporting Statement: Proponents suggest the reports include a breakdown by geographic region, such as each
shale play in which the company engages in substantial extraction operations, addressing at a minimum:
• Systematic post-drilling groundwater quality assessments;
• Quantity of fresh water and recycled water used for shale operations by region, including source;
• percentage of wastewater stored in tanks, lined pits and unlined pits;
• Goals and quantitative reporting on progress to reduce toxicity of drilling fluids and
• Percentage of drilling residuals managed in closed-loop systems.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for Shale Energy Operations
Pioneer Natural Resources Company

WHEREAS: The Department of Energy secretary's shale advisory panel recommended in 2011 that companies
"adopt a more visible commitment to using quantitative measures as a means of achieving best practice and
demonstrating to the public that there is continuous improvement in reducing the environmental impact of shale
gas production."
A 2012 University of Texas study, reviewing hydraulic fracturing regulations in 16 states, concluded that "regulatory gaps remain in many states, including the areas of well casing and cementing, water withdrawal and usage,
and waste storage and disposal." Local governments in New York State and Pennsylvania, concerned about adequacy of state regulation, are defending in litigation their right to impose controls beyond state regulations.
In its Form 10-K filing with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission for the fiscal year ended December 31,
2012, the Company states that if new federal, state or local restrictions relating to the hydraulic-fracturing
process are adopted in areas where the Company currently operates or in the future plans to operate, the
Company may incur additional costs to comply with such requirements that may be significant in nature, become
subject to additional permitting requirements, and experience added delays or curtailment in the pursuit of exploration, development or production activities.
Investors require specific, detailed, and comparable information about how companies are managing the challenges and opportunities created by operations that employ well stimulation using hydraulic fracturing. The 2011
report, "Extracting the Facts: An Investor Guide to Disclosing Risks from Hydraulic Fracturing Operations" outlines
12 management goals, best management practices, and key performance indicators that would provide such
information. Publicly supported by a broad group of investors and various companies and environmental organizations, the guide stresses the importance of companies reporting quantitatively on key performance indicators.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Pioneer Natural Resources Company issue a report to shareholders, using
quantitative and qualitative measures to describe how the Company manages the environmental and social challenges and opportunities associated with well stimulation that employs hydraulic fracturing. The report should be
available by December 1, 2014, be prepared at reasonable cost, and omit proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: In 2012, the International Energy Agency (IEA) advised energy companies to "measure, disclose, and engage" in its report "Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas." The IEA described the need to establish
baselines for environmental indicators; establish emissions targets; and recognize the case for third party certification of performance.
Proponents concur with the IEA's suggestions and believe additional indicators could include, for example,
measures to reduce chemical use and toxicity; numbers of violation notices or equivalent administrative actions
alleging serious health threats or environmental damage; measures to track and respond to community concerns;
measures of water sourcing and waste water management by appropriate geological or geographic region; and
measures to reduce emissions, such as the percentage of wells completed with reduced emission ("green completion") methods.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Report Methane Emissions
ONEOK Inc.
A similar resolution was submitted to EOG Resources, Inc.

WHEREAS: Public confidence in the environmental benefits of natural gas is threatened by evidence of high levels of methane leakage from the oil and gas industry in many regions. A November 2013 study published in the
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences shows the oil and gas sector in Oklahoma and Texas, where
ONEOK has significant operations, may be emitting up to five times more methane than estimated. This study
raises questions regarding the adequacy of current Environmental Protection Agency methods for measuring
methane emissions.
Methane is a potent greenhouse gas (GHG), with 86 times the climate impact of carbon dioxide over a 20-year
period. Studies from Harvard, Cornell, the University of Colorado, and the University of Texas, among others, estimate highly varied methane leakage rates as a percentage of production, creating uncertainty and garnering
media attention that ONEOK should do more to proactively address.
Reducing methane emissions in oil and gas production is one of four policies proposed by the International
Energy Agency (IEA) that “could stop the growth in global energy-related emissions by the end of this decade at
no net economic cost.” All four policies “rely only on existing technologies”, “have already been adopted and
proven in several countries”, and “would not harm economic growth in any country or region”.
The IEA highlights the risk of failing to implement best practice measurement and disclosure of methane emissions in its 2012 report “Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas.” The IEA recommends oil and gas producers
undertake a set of actions “necessary to realise the economic and energy security benefits while meeting public
concerns” of unconventional gas development. One of these actions is to “eliminate venting, [and] minimise flaring and other emissions,” and it recommends producers “consider setting targets on emissions as part of their
overall strategic policies to win public confidence.”
In November 2013 Colorado proposed new regulations, with industry support, focusing on methane emissions
and requiring companies to capture 95 percent of their hydrocarbon emissions.
We believe ONEOK’s social license to operate may be at risk due to the limited disclosures associated with emissions. In contrast, industry peer Spectra Energy has taken meaningful steps towards measuring and disclosing
emissions.
Benefits of reducing methane emissions include worker safety improvements, maximizing available energy
resources, protecting human health, reducing environmental impacts, and reducing economic waste. Upgrading
assets may also improve performance, making equipment more robust and less susceptible to accidents, upsets
and downtime. Significant reductions in methane emissions are possible using new technologies with positive
return on investment.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request ONEOK, Inc. publish a report that reviews its policies, actions, and plans to further develop measurement, disclosure, mitigation, and reduction targets for methane emissions resulting from all
operations under its financial or operational control. The report should consider steps beyond legal compliance
and be prepared in light of studies on this issue, at reasonable cost, omit proprietary information, and be available by October 2014.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Report Methane Emissions
Energen Corporation
A similar resolution was submitted to Concho Resources Inc.

WHEREAS: Natural gas can be beneficial in tackling climate change by reducing our dependency on coal in electric power generation. However, increased global warming from high methane emissions generated along the
natural gas value chain may negate some of this benefit. This carries climate risks and threatens to increase
public opposition to natural gas development.
Over a 20 year period, methane’s impact on temperature is 86 times that of carbon dioxide and therefore contributes significantly to climate change. The oil and gas industry accounts for 70% of energy related methane
emissions. Academic studies from Cornell, the University of Colorado and the University of Texas estimate highly
varied methane leakage rates as a percentage of production.
The International Energy Agency (IEA) believes that reducing methane emissions in upstream oil/gas production
is an important way to “stop the growth in global energy-related [greenhouse gas] emissions by the end of this
decade at no net economic cost.” The IEA states that methane emission reductions can be achieved with “existing technologies” that “have already been adopted and proven in several countries.”
The IEA highlights the risk of failing to implement best practice measurement and disclosure of methane emissions and recommends oil and gas producers undertake a set of actions “necessary to realize the economic and
energy security benefits while meeting public concerns” of unconventional gas development. The IEA recommends oil and gas companies eliminate venting and minimize flaring and recommends producers “consider setting targets on emissions as part of their overall strategic policies to win public confidence.”
The IEA states that “public authorities need to consider imposing restrictions on venting and flaring.” A failure by
companies to proactively reduce methane emissions may invite more rigorous regulations. The Environmental
Protection Agency requires reduced emission (“green”) completions by 2015 for hydraulically fractured natural
gas wells.
We believe Energen has a responsibility to implement a comprehensive program of measurement, mitigation, disclosure, and target setting for its methane emissions across its operations. Benefits include: worker safety
improvements, maximizing available energy resources, protecting human health, reducing environmental
impacts, and reducing economic waste. Upgrading production assets may also improve performance and make
equipment more robust and less susceptible to upsets and downtime. Significant reductions in methane emissions are possible using existing technologies with positive return on investment.
Nearly 200 institutional investors managing $20 trillion issued a statement calling for better management and disclosure of methane-related risks from oil and gas companies. Investors managing more than $87 trillion support
the Carbon Disclosure Project’s reporting framework, which solicits information on methane emissions and
reduction efforts. Energen has not responded to the CDP’s request for information.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Energen Corporation issue a report reviewing the company’s policies,
actions, and plans to measure, disclose, mitigate, and set reduction targets for methane emissions resulting from
all operations under its financial or operational control. The report should be prepared at reasonable cost, omit
proprietary information, and be made available to shareholders by September 2014.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Set Reduction Targets for Methane Emissions
Marathon Oil Corp.
A similar resolution was submitted to Spectra Energy Corp.

WHEREAS: Over a 20-year period, methane’s impact on temperature is 86 times that of carbon dioxide and therefore contributes significantly to climate change. The oil and gas industry accounts for 70% of energy-related
methane emissions.
Studies from Cornell, the University of Colorado and the University of Texas, among others, estimate highly varied
methane leakage rates as a percentage of production, creating uncertainty and garnering attention from Forbes
and The New York Times.
Reducing methane emissions in upstream oil and gas production is one of four policies proposed by the
International Energy Agency (IEA) that “could stop the growth in global energy-related emissions by the end of
this decade at no net economic cost” and help keep the increase in global mean temperature below 2 degrees
Celsius. All four policies rely only on existing technologies, have already been adopted and proven in several
countries, and would not harm economic growth in any country or region.
The IEA highlights the risk of failing to implement best practice measurement and disclosure of methane emissions in its 2012 report, “Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas.” The IEA recommends oil and gas producers
undertake a set of actions “necessary to realise the economic and energy security benefits while meeting public
concerns” of unconventional gas development. One of these actions is to“eliminate venting, [and] minimise flaring and other emissions,” and it recommends that producers“consider setting targets on emissions as part of
their overall strategic policies to win public confidence.”
The IEA also states that, “public authorities need to consider imposing restrictions on venting and flaring.” A failure by companies to proactively reduce methane emissions may invite more rigorous regulations.
We believe Marathon Oil’s social license to operate is at risk, and the company has a responsibility to implement
a comprehensive program of measurement, mitigation, disclosure, and target setting. We recognize that some
operations may incorporate best practice management; however, the risk of leaks at high growth or select geographies can negate best practices elsewhere.
Benefits of reducing methane emissions include worker safety improvements, maximizing available energy
resources, protecting human health, reducing environmental impacts, and reducing economic waste. Upgrading
production assets may also improve performance, making equipment more robust and less susceptible to upsets
and downtime. Significant reductions in methane emissions are possible using new technologies with positive
return on investment.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request Marathon Oil include in its annual sustainability report the company’s policies,
actions, and plans to measure, disclose, mitigate, and set reduction targets for methane emissions resulting from
all operations under the company’s financial or operational control. The report should be prepared at reasonable
cost, omit proprietary information, and be made available to shareholders.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Quantitative Goals for Reducing Flaring
Oasis Petroleum Inc.

WHEREAS: Rapid growth in tight oil production has led to increased domestic flaring and propelled the U.S. into
the top 10 gas flaring countries globally along with Russia, Nigeria, and Iraq.1 Between May 2011 to May 2013, the
quantity of gas flared in North Dakota more than doubled to approximately266,000 Mcf per day.2
States such as Texas have adopted regulations that significantly restrict flaring; although the state accounts for
roughly a third of U.S. oil production, less than 1% of gas produced in Texas is flared.3 About 29% of gas produced
in the Bakken is flared.4 During 2012, producers in North Dakota flared over $1 billion worth of this high-value
product.5
Because of its high liquids content, flaring in the Bakken represents substantial forgone revenue. According to
the North Dakota Department of Mineral Resources, gathering and processing of Bakken gas is economic
because of its higher market value.6
In March 2012, 36 investors representing $500 billion in assets wrote a letter to 21 oil and gas companies requesting information regarding the companies’ domestic flaring activities. The letter noted that investors “are concerned that excessive flaring, because of its impact on air quality and climate change, poses significant risks for
the companies involved, and for the industry at large.” 7
We believe flaring poses financial, operational, and reputational risks to Oasis Petroleum and is a potential threat
to its reputation and social license to operate. In addition, a lack of sufficient industry-wide action to reduce flaring may prompt new regulations.
Reducing flaring can help companies meet objectives such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions, while also
mitigating regulatory risks associated with low-carbon fuel standards intended to reduce the lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions of fuels. Oasis Petroleum’s gas flaring reduction efforts are inadequate relative to its peers.
Leading companies have set quantitative goals to reduce flaring; Hess has set a target to reduce flaring in the
Bakken below the state’s goal of 10% by 2014, and achieved its 50% flare reduction goal in Algeria and Equatorial
Guinea earlier than planned.8 Continental Resources, a leading oil and gas producer in the Bakken, has set a goal
to reduce natural gas flaring from its operated well sites to as close to zero percent as possible. In 2012,
Continental’s goal was to reduce flaring in the North Dakota Bakken by 50% by the end of the year.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Oasis Petroleum adopt time-bound, quantitative company wide goals,
based on current technologies, for reducing flaring from all operations and facilities under the company’s operational or financial control, and report to shareholders as part of its annual sustainability report, omitting proprietary information, by September 30, 2014 on its progress toward achieving these goals.
1 http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/27/business/energy-environment/in-north-dakota-wasted-natural-gas-flickers-against-thesky.html?pagewanted=all
2 Salmon, R., Logan, A. (2013) “Flaring Up: North Dakota Natural Gas Flaring More than Doubles in Two
Years”.http://www.ceres.org/resources/reports/flaring-up-north-dakota-natural-gas-flaring-more-than-doubles-in-two-years.
3 Railroad Commission of Texas. “Flaring Regulation - Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)”
3http://www.rrc.state.tx.us/about/faqs/flaringfaq.php.
4 North Dakota Industrial Commission Department of Mineral Resources (July 15, 2013). “Directors Cut”.
https://www.dmr.nd.gov/oilgas/directorscut/directorscut-2013-07-15.pdf.
5 Salmon, Logan, Op. Cit.
6 North Dakota Industrial Commission Department of Mineral Resources, “North Dakota Monthly Gas Production and
Sales,”https://www.dmr.nd.gov/oilgas/stats/Gas1990ToPresent.pdf.
7 http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/03/29/us-usa-fracking-investors-idUSBRE82S03120120329
8 http://www.hesscorporation.com/downloads/reports/EHS/US/2011/default.pdf
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change
Exxon Mobil Corporation

WHEREAS: as investors we are deeply concerned about the ways ExxonMobil may be using its political and lobbying power and media outreach to influence public policy on climate change;
In its 2013 Report, The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s leading scientific authority
on climate change, confirmed dramatic global warming is occurring and human activity its primary cause. The
IPCC estimates a 50% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions globally is needed by 2050 (from 1990 levels) to stabilize global temperatures, entailing a U.S. target reduction of 80%.
Such reduction demands the combined efforts of government action, energy companies seeking alternative
sources, and citizen involvement. While it has acknowledged the need to reduce greenhouse gases, ExxonMobil
is also actively involved in lobbying and media efforts to influence public opinion resulting in a “business as
usual” approach to continued dependency on fossil fuels.
Besides lobbying, ExxonMobil has made huge media expenditures to ensure the continued or expanded use of
fossil fuels. Thus, during the 2012 elections, The Wall Street Journal reported ExxonMobil was part of an industry
effort “to persuade a majority of Americans to support expanded oil drilling, hydraulic fracturing and pipeline
construction including the Keystone XL Pipeline” (October 26, 2012). The New York Times (September 14, 2012)
stated: “with nearly two months before Election Day on Nov. 6, estimated spending on television ads promoting
coal and more oil and gas drilling or criticizing clean energy has exceeded $153 million. It revealed: “The
American Petroleum Institute, backed by the nation’s largest oil and gas companies,” was the top energy
spender.
At last year’s annual meeting, Chairman Rex Tillerson was asked to elaborate on XOM’s financing of such efforts
and how much ExxonMobil is giving annually to the API for media campaigns which stress our nation’s continued
reliance on fossil fuel production. Admitting the company is “advocating” for continued stress on “petroleum
resources,” Mr. Tillerson stated that monies given groups like the API “is not publically available.”
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that independent Board members oversee a comprehensive review of
ExxonMobil’s positions, oversight and processes geared to influence public policy advocacy on energy policy
and climate change, including an analysis of its political spending, lobbying activities, and indirect support
through trade associations, think tanks and other nonprofit organizations. Shareholders also request the company to prepare (at reasonable cost and omitting confidential information) and make available by September, 2014 a
report summarizing the review.
Supporting Statement: ExxonMobil’s own projections of energy demand make it clear that problems associated
with climate change will accelerate in the future. We believe that the Company’s direct and indirect lobbying and
media campaigns create reputational risks if shown that, instead of working to mitigate such risks, ExxonMobil
actually was a key contributor to lobbying and media campaigns to ensure continued expanded use of energy
sources contributing to our planetary problems.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change
ConocoPhillips
A similar resolution was submitted to Devon Energy

WHEREAS: The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s leading scientific authority on climate change, in their 2013 report confirm warming of the climate is unequivocal and human influence is the dominant cause. Recent extreme weather events have caused significant loss of life and billions of dollars of damage. Many investors are deeply concerned about existing and future effects of climate change on society and
business.
The IPCC estimates that a 50% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions globally is needed by 2050 (from 1990 levels) to stabilize global temperatures, entailing a U.S. target reduction of 80%.
Urgent action is needed to achieve the required emissions reduction. We believe the U.S. Congress,
Administration as well as States and cities, must enact and enforce strong legislation and regulations to mitigate
and adapt to climate change, reduce our use of fossil fuels and move us to a renewable energy future.
Accordingly, we believe companies in the energy sector should review and update their public policy positions
related to climate change.
The public perception is that business often opposes laws and regulations addressing climate change or renewable energy. For example, in 2009, when Congress debated comprehensive climate change legislation, oil, gas
and electric utilities spent more than $300 million on lobbying. (Opensecrets.org)
Consequently, company political spending and lobbying on energy policy, including through third parties, are
increasingly scrutinized. For example, investors question company public policy advocacy through the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, which often obstructs progress on climate-related legislation.
Investors have asked hundreds of companies to disclose their political spending and lobbying policies and over
125 S&P 500 companies now make such disclosures.
Over 500 forward looking businesses such as General Motors, Microsoft, Nike and Unilever, signed the Climate
Declaration that supports the need for legislation and states, “Tackling Climate Change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st Century.“
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that independent Board members commission a comprehensive review of
ConocoPhillips positions, oversight and processes related to public policy advocacy on energy policy and climate
change. This would include an analysis of political advocacy and lobbying activities, including indirect support
through trade associations, think tanks and other nonprofit organizations. Shareholders also request the company to prepare (at reasonable cost and omitting confidential information) and make available by September, 2014 a
report describing the completed review.
Supporting Statement: We recommend that this review include:
• Whether our current company positions on climate legislation and regulation are consistent with there ductions deemed necessary by the IPCC;
• Board oversight of our company’s public policy advocacy on climate;
• Direct and indirect expenditures (including dues and special payments) for issue ads designed to influence
elections, ballot initiatives or legislation related to climate change;
• Engagements with climate scientists and other stakeholders involved in climate policy discussions;
• Proposed actions to be taken as a result of the review.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/Climate Change
Chevron Corp.*
A similar resolution was submitted to American Electric Power Company

WHEREAS: The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s leading scientific authority on climate change, in their 2013 report confirm warming of the climate is unequivocal and human influence is the dominant cause. Recent extreme weather events have caused significant loss of life and billions of dollars of damage. Many investors are deeply concerned about existing and future effects of climate change on society and
business.
The IPCC estimates that a 50% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions globally is needed by 2050 (from 1990 levels) to stabilize global temperatures, entailing a U.S. target reduction of 80%.
Urgent action is needed to achieve the required emissions reduction. We believe the U.S. Congress,
Administration as well as States and cities, must enact and enforce strong legislation and regulations to mitigate
and adapt to climate change, reduce our use of fossil fuels and move us to a renewable energy future.
Accordingly, we believe companies in the energy sector should review and update their public policy positions
related to climate change.
The public perception is that business often opposes laws and regulations addressing climate change or renewable energy. For example, in 2009, when Congress debated comprehensive climate change legislation, oil, gas
and electric utilities spent more than $300 million on lobbying. (Opensecrets.org)
Consequently, company political spending and lobbying on energy policy, including through third parties, are
increasingly scrutinized. For example, investors question company public policy advocacy through the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, which often obstructs progress on climate-related legislation.
Investors have asked hundreds of companies to disclose their political spending and lobbying policies and over
125 S&P 500 companies now make such disclosures.
Over 500 forward looking businesses such as General Motors, Microsoft, Nike and Unilever, signed the Climate
Declaration that supports the need for legislation and states, “Tackling Climate Change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st Century.“
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that independent Board members commission a comprehensive review of
Chevron’s positions, oversight and processes related to public policy advocacy on energy policy and climate
change. This would include an analysis of political advocacy and lobbying activities, including indirect support
through trade associations, think tanks and other nonprofit organizations. Shareholders also request the company to prepare (at reasonable cost and omitting confidential information) and make available by September, 2014 a
report describing the completed review.
Supporting Statement: We recommend that this review include:
• Whether our current company positions on climate legislation and regulation are consistent with the reductions deemed necessary by the IPCC;
• Board oversight of our company’s public policy advocacy on climate;
• Direct and indirect expenditures (including dues and special payments) for issue ads designed to influence
elections, ballot initiatives or legislation related to climate change;
• Engagements with climate scientists and other stakeholders involved in climate policy discussions;
• Proposed actions to be taken as a result of the review.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable Energy Sourcing
BorgWarner Inc.
A similar resolution was submitted to PACCAR, Inc.

RESOLVED Shareholders request that BorgWarner, Inc. adopt quantitative company-wide goals for reducing
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from operations and report on its plans to achieve these goals by fall 2014.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In 2011, the US experienced 14 extreme weather events with losses exceeding $1 billion each. In 2012, there
were 11 such events resulting in an estimated $110 billion in total damages and 377 fatalities. Drought in the U.S.
Midwest in 2012 affected 80 percent of agricultural land, particularly corn and soybean production, costing
approximately $30 billion.
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels). More than 40 national and 20 subnational government jurisdictions have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May
2013, President Obama laid out a climate action plan for the U.S.
Analysis by McKinsey & Co., Deloitte Consulting and Point380 found that U.S. companies could reduce emissions
3 percent annually between now and 2020 and realize savings up to $780 billion.
Over half of S&P 500 companies have set GHG emission reduction targets which can drive innovation and
enhance shareholder value. A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP found that:
• 79% of companies “earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate
capital investments.”
• Energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback
period between two and three years.
• “[C]ompanies that set ‘stretch’ targets often reach and exceed them because the targets spur innovation and
more profitable reductions than anticipated.”
• Companies with “ambitious carbon reduction targets deliver larger emission reductions with higher financial
returns than companies without such targets.”
While over 500 businesses, including General Motors, Microsoft, and Nike signed the Climate Declaration that
states, “tackling climate change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st century,” our
company is largely silent on this issue.
The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to investors.
Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s request to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address these risks.
We recommend Borgwarner take into consideration the IPCC analysis and identified emission reduction targets
as it sets its own goal. We also recommend the company consider renewable energy procurement (with related
targets) as a strategy to achieve its emission reduction goals. Many companies have found this reduces financial
risk by decreasing volatility of energy prices.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable Energy Sourcing
HollyFrontier Resources

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals, based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from HollyFrontier's products and operations; and
issue a report to shareholders by fall 2014 on its plans (omitting proprietary information and prepared at reasonable cost) to achieve these goals.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50% reduction in GHG emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels). In its 2012 Annual Energy Outlook, the International
Energy Agency (IEA) states, “No more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to
2050 if the world is to achieve the 2°C goal...”
Over 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May 2013, President Obama outlined an action plan to address climate
change. This comes on the heels of new Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards which set new targets for automotive fuel efficiency and the development of low carbon fuel standards which will prompt development of a new generation of fuels that will be economically and environmentally more sustainable.
The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to investors.
Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s (formerly Carbon Disclosure Project) request to over
6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address
these risks. HollyFrontier has not responded to CDP requests since 2010. We recommend CDP as the preferred
reporting pathway for HollyFrontier.
While over half of S&P 500 companies have set GHG emission reduction targets which can drive innovation and
enhance shareholder value, HollyFrontier lags behind. A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP
found that 79% of companies “earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall
corporate capital investments,” and that energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback period between two and three years. Furthermore, CDP reports “High
emitting companies that set absolute emissions reduction targets achieved reductions double the rate of those
without targets with 10% higher firm-wide profitability.”
We encourage HollyFrontier to consider renewable energy procurement (and adopting related targets) asa strategy to achieve its emission reduction goals. Using renewable energy can reduce regulatory risk related to GHG
emissions, financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy prices, and overall expenditure on energy.
Creating clear-cut goals will help HollyFrontier to reduce its carbon footprint by implementing a disciplined business strategy to cut emissions from its operations and products.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Cabot Oil & Gas Corporation

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors of Cabot Oil & Gas Corporation adopt quantitative
goals, based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the company's
operations; and that the company report to shareholders by fall 2014, on its plans to achieve these goals. Such a
report will omit proprietary information and be prepared at reasonable cost.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),t he world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels).
To mitigate the impacts of climate change, more than 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions
have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May 2013, President
Obama outlined an action plan to address climate change. This comes on the heels of new Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards, which set new targets for automotive fuel efficiency, and the development of
low carbon fuel standards which will prompt development of a new generation of fuels that will be economically
and environmentally more sustainable. In short, increased regulation of GHG emissions is underway.
We believe setting GHG emission reduction targets driven by process changes and efficiency gains is good for
the bottom line.
• A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP found that 79% of companies “earn a higher return on
their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate capital investments,” and that energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback period
between two and three years.
• Furthermore, CDP reports: “High GHG emitting companies that set absolute emissions reduction targets
achieved reductions double the rate of those without targets with 10% higher firm-wide profitability.”
While most S&P 500 companies, including industry peers like Apache and Chevron, have set GHG emission
reduction targets, our company lags behind.
We recommend the company consider a range of initiatives, including alternative fuels, capital investment and
renewable energy procurement to meet its GHG reduction goal. These approaches can result in benefits, including: reduced regulatory risk related to GHG emissions; reduced financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy
prices; and reduction of overall expenditure on energy.
We believe it is vitally important for companies to measure and manage their GHG emissions and their impact on
climate change. Creating clear-cut goals will help our company to significantly reduce our carbon footprint by
implementing a disciplined business strategy to cut emissions from our operations.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Denbury Resources Inc.

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors of Denbury Resources Inc. adopt quantitative goals,
based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the company's operations; and that the company report to shareholders by fall 2014, on its plans to achieve these goals. Such a report
will omit proprietary information and be prepared at reasonable cost.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels).
To mitigate the impacts of climate change, more than 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions
have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May2013, President
Obama outlined an action plan to address climate change. This comes on the heels of new Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards, which set new targets for automotive fuel efficiency, and the development of
low carbon fuel standards which will prompt development of a new generation of fuels that will be economically
and environmentally more sustainable. In short, increased regulation of GHG emissions is underway.
We believe setting GHG emission reduction targets driven by process changes and efficiency gains is good for
the bottom line.
• A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP found that 79% of companies “earn a higher return on
their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate capital investments,” and that energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback period
between two and three years.
• Furthermore, CDP reports: “High GHG emitting companies that set absolute emissions reduction targets
achieved reductions double the rate of those without targets with 10% higher firm-wide profitability.”
While most S&P 500 companies, including industry peers like Apache and Chevron, have set GHG emission
reduction targets, our company lags behind.
We recommend the company consider a range of initiatives, including alternative fuels, capital investment and
renewable energy procurement to meet its GHG reduction goal. These approaches can result in benefits, including: reduced regulatory risk related to GHG emissions; reduced financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy
prices; and reduction of overall expenditure on energy.
We believe it is vitally important for companies to measure and manage their GHG emissions and their
impact on climate change. Creating clear-cut goals will help our company to significantly reduce our carbon footprint by implementing a disciplined business strategy to cut emissions from our operations.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Valero Energy Corporation

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt quantitative company-wide goals,based on
current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from the company’s products, including
those subject to low-carbon fuel standard (LCFS), and operations. At reasonable cost and omitting proprietary
information, the company should report by October 2014 on its plans to achieve these goals.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013 the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels). Furthermore, in its 2012 Annual Energy Outlook, the
International Energy Agency (IEA) states, “No more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2°C goal...”
Over 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May 2013, President Obama outlined an action plan to address climate
change. This comes on the heels of new Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards which set new targets for automotive fuel efficiency and vehicle GHG emissions standards, as well as the development of LCFS
which will prompt development of more economically and environmentally sustainable fuels.
Investors with $87 trillion in assets support CDP’s request to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address these risks. While over half of S&P 500 companies have set GHG emission reduction targets, which can drive innovation and enhance shareholder value, our
company lags behind.
A study of 386 S&P 500 companies by CDP found that 79 percent “earn a higher return on their carbon reduction
investments than on their overall corporate capital investments,” and that energy efficiency improvements
earned an average return on investment of 196 percent, with an average payback period between two and three
years. Furthermore, CDP reports “High emitting companies that set absolute emissions reduction targets
achieved reductions double the rate of those without targets with 10 percent higher firm-wide profitability.”
We recommend the company consider renewable energy procurement (and adopting related targets) as a strategy to achieve its emission reduction goals. Using renewable energy can reduce regulatory risk related to GHG
emissions, financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy prices, and overall energy expenditure. Diversifying the
fuel supply by substituting cleaner fuels (e.g. advanced biofuels and clean electricity) for oil can also mitigate
risks from disruptions in electricity supply. Energy efficiency and renewable energy sourcing will also facilitate
compliance with LCFS and enhance Valero’scompetitiveness.
Creating clear-cut goals will help Valero to significantly reduce its carbon footprint by implementing a disciplined
business strategy to cut emissions from operations and products.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Marathon Petroleum

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals, based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the company's products and operations; and
that the Company report to shareholders by fall 2014, on its plans (omitting proprietary information and prepared
at reasonable cost) to achieve these goals.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels). Furthermore, in its 2012 Annual Energy Outlook, the
International Energy Agency (IEA) states, “No more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2°C goal...”
Over 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May 2013, President Obama outlined an action plan to address climate
change. This comes on the heels of new Corporate Average Fuel Economy(CAFE) Standards which set new targets for automotive fuel efficiency and the development of low carbon fuel standards which will prompt development of a new generation of fuels that will be economically and environmentally more sustainable.
The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to investors.
Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s request to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address these risks.
While over half of S&P 500 companies have set GHG emission reduction targets which can drive innovation and
enhance shareholder value, our company lags behind. A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP
found that 79% of companies “earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall
corporate capital investments,” and that energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback period between two and three y ears. Furthermore, CDP reports “High
emitting companies that set absolute emissions reduction targets achieved reductions double the rate of those
without targets with 10% higher firm-wide profitability.”
We recommend the company consider renewable energy procurement (and adopting related targets) asa strategy to achieve its emission reduction goals. Using renewable energy can reduce regulatory risk related to GHG
emissions, financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy prices, and overall expenditure on energy.
Creating clear-cut goals will help our company to significantly reduce its carbon footprint by implementing a disciplined business strategy to cut emissions from its operations and products.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Lincoln Electric Holdings, Inc.*

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Lincoln Electric adopt quantitative company-wide goals for reducing GHG
emissions from operations and report on its plans to achieve these goals by fall 2014.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In 2011, the US experienced 14 extreme weather events with losses exceeding $1 billion each. In 2012, there
were 11 such events resulting in an estimated $110 billion in total damages and 377 fatalities. Drought in the U.S.
Midwest in 2012 affected 80 percent of agricultural land, particularly corn and soybean production, costing
approximately $30 billion.
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels). More than 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May
2013, President Obama laid out a climate action plan for the U.S.
Analysis by McKinsey & Co., Deloitte Consulting and Point380 found that U.S. companies could reduce emissions
3 percent annually between now and 2020 and realize savings up to $780 billion.
Over half of S&P 500 companies have set GHG emission reduction targets which can drive innovation and
enhance shareholder value. A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP found that:
• 79% of companies “earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate
capital investments.”
• Energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback
period between two and three years.
• “[C]ompanies that set ‘stretch’ targets often reach and exceed them because the targets spur innovation and
more profitable reductions than anticipated.”
• Companies with “ambitious carbon reduction targets deliver larger emission reductions with higher financial
returns than companies without such targets.”
While over 500 businesses, including General Motors, Microsoft, and Nike signed the Climate Declaration that
states, “Tackling climate change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st century.” Our
company is largely silent on this issue.
The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to investors.
Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s request to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address these risks.
We recommend Lincoln Electric take into consideration the IPCC analysis and identified emission reduction targets as it sets its own goal. We also recommend the company consider renewable energy procurement (with
related targets) as a strategy to achieve its emission reduction goals. Many companies have found this reduces
financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy prices.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Phillips 66

WHEREAS: The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s leading scientific authority on climate change, in its 2013 report confirms warming of the climate is unequivocal and human influence is the dominant cause. Recent extreme weather events have caused significant loss of life and billions of dollars of damage.
Many investors are deeply concerned about existing and future effects of climate change on society and business.
The International Energy Agency warned in its 2007 World Energy Outlook that “urgent action is needed if greenhouse gas concentrations are to be stabilized at a level that would prevent dangerous interference with the climate system.
In May 2011, a National Academy of Sciences report warned that the risk of dangerous climate change impacts
with every ton of greenhouse gases emitted, and reiterated the pressing need for substantial action to limit the
magnitude of climate change and prepare to adapt to its impacts. The report also emphasized that, “the sooner
that serious efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions proceed, the lower the risks posed by climate change,
and the less pressure there will be to make larger, more rapid,and potentially more expensive reductions
later.”Phillips 66 was spun off from ConocoPhillips in 2012. Previously, the total greenhouse gas emissions for
Phillips 66 were reported to the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) by ConocoPhillips as its downstream emissions.
However, since 2012 no information on the Phillips 66 emissions, except for sulfur oxides, can be found on the
company’s website.
Moreover, the company apparently does not have a policy regarding climate change, or greenhouse gas emissions.RESOLVED: shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals, based on current
technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas emissions from the Company’s operations; and that the Company
report (omitting proprietary information and prepared at reasonable cost) to shareholders by September 30, 2014,
on its plan to achieve these goals.
Supporting Statement: We believe Phillips 66 should acknowledge publicly the importance of addressing global
climate change. Setting a corporate-wide reduction targets for greenhouse gas emissions would demonstrate
that Phillips 66 takes the issue seriously, and is committed to doing its part to address global climate change. We
also believe setting targets is an important step in the development of a comprehensive long term strategy to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions from operations and products.
Your support by voting “Yes” will signal to our company that we should move forward.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
ConocoPhillips

WHEREAS: The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s leading scientific authority on climate change, in its 2013 report confirms warming of the climate is unequivocal and human influence is the dominant cause. Recent extreme weather events have caused significant loss of life and billions of dollars of damage.
Many investors are deeply concerned about existing and future effects of climate change on society and business.
The International Energy Agency warned in its 2007 World Energy Outlook that “urgent action is needed if greenhouse gas concentrations are to be stabilized at a level that would prevent dangerous interference with the climate system.
In May 2011, a National Academy of Sciences report warned that the risk of dangerous climate change impacts
with every ton of greenhouse gases emitted, and reiterated the pressing need for substantial action to limit the
magnitude of climate change and prepare to adapt to its impacts. The report also emphasized that, “the sooner
that serious efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions proceed, the lower the risks posed by climate change,
and the less pressure there will be to make larger, more rapid, and potentially more expensive reductions
later.”ConocoPhillips reported total greenhouse gas emissions of 25.8 million metric tons in 2012. This is a reduction of 3 percent over 2011, largely due to curtailed flaring. Adjusting for a lower production level showed a one
percent increase per unit.
The company states that each of its business units are required to develop climate change action plans that
include specific goals related to greenhouse gas management in their plans. However, there is no requirement to
have a quantitative goal for reducing GHG emissions. There is no disclosure of which units have reduction goals
and which do not, or which units met their goals and which did not.RESOLVED: shareholders request that the
Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals, based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas
emissions from the Company’s operations; and that the Company report (omitting proprietary information and prepared at reasonable cost) to shareholders by September 30, 2014, on its plan to achieve these goals.
Supporting Statement: For several years, ConocoPhillips has acknowledged the importance of addressing global
climate change, and the need to develop greenhouse gas targets for its operations, a process the company says
is underway. However, no targets for reductions have been established after all this time, and there appears to
be no timeline for setting one. We believe setting targets is an important step in the development of a comprehensive long term strategy to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions from operations and products.
As the downstream operations were spun off on April 30, 2012, quantitative goals are even more important given
the trend since 2008 of rising emissions per unit of production from the upstream operations that now constitute
ConocoPhillips.
Your support by voting “Yes” will signal to our company that we should move forward.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Advance Auto Parts, Inc.*

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Advanced Auto Parts adopt quantitative company-wide goals for reducing
GHG emissions from operations and report on its plans to achieve these goals by fall 2014.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In 2011, the US experienced 14 extreme weather events with losses exceeding $1 billion each. In2012, there were
11 such events resulting in an estimated $110 billion in total damages and 377 fatalities.Drought in the U.S.
Midwest in 2012 affected 80 percent of agricultural land, particularly corn and soybean production, costing
approximately $30 billion.
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels). More than 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May
2013, President Obama laid out a climate action plan for the U.S.
Analysis by McKinsey & Co., Deloitte Consulting and Point380 found that U.S. companies could reduce emissions
3 percent annually between now and 2020 and realize savings up to $780 billion.
Over half of S&P 500 companies have set GHG emission reduction targets which can drive innovation and
enhance shareholder value. A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP found that:
• 79% of companies “earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate
capital investments.”
• Energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback
period between two and three years.
• “[C]ompanies that set ‘stretch’ targets often reach and exceed them because the targets spur innovation and
more profitable reductions than anticipated.”
• Companies with “ambitious carbon reduction targets deliver larger emission reductions with higher financial
returns than companies without such targets.”
While over 500 businesses, including General Motors, Microsoft, and Nike signed the Climate Declaration that
states, “Tackling climate change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st century.” our
company is largely silent on this issue.
The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to investors.
Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s request to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address these risks.
We recommend Advanced Auto Parts take into consideration the IPCC analysis and identified emission reduction
targets as it sets its own goal. We also recommend the company consider renewable energy procurement (with
related targets) as a strategy to achieve its emission reduction goals. Many companies have found this reduces
financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy prices.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Mettler-Toledo*

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Mettler-Toledo adopt quantitative company-wide goals for reducing GHG
emissions from operations and report on its plans to achieve these goals by fall 2014.
Supporting Statement: In September 2013, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, released its fifth assessment report concluding that humancaused "warming of the climate system is unequivocal," with many of the impacts of warming already "unprecedented over decades to millennia."
In 2011, the US experienced 14 extreme weather events with losses exceeding $1 billion each. In 2012, there
were 11 such events resulting in an estimated $110 billion in total damages and 377 fatalities. Drought in the U.S.
Midwest in 2012 affected 80 percent of agricultural land, particularly corn and soybean production, costing
approximately $30 billion.
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG
emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels). More than 40 national and 20 sub-national government jurisdictions have either implemented or are considering independent carbon pricing mechanisms. In May
2013, President Obama laid out a climate action plan for the U.S.
Analysis by McKinsey & Co., Deloitte Consulting and Point380 found that U.S. companies could reduce emissions
3 percent annually between now and 2020 and realize savings up to $780 billion.
Over half of S&P 500 companies have set GHG emission reduction targets which can drive innovation and
enhance shareholder value. A study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 by CDP found that:
• 79% of companies “earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate
capital investments.”
• Energy efficiency improvements earned an average return on investment of 196%, with an average payback
period between two and three years.
• “[C]ompanies that set ‘stretch’ targets often reach and exceed them because the targets spur innovation and
more profitable reductions than anticipated.”
• Companies with “ambitious carbon reduction targets deliver larger emission reductions with higher financial
returns than companies without such targets.”
Furthermore, over 500 businesses, including General Motors, Microsoft, and Nike signed the Climate Declaration
that states, “Tackling climate change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st century.”
The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to investors.
Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s request to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address these risks.
We recommend Mettler-Toledo take into consideration the IPCC analysis and identified emission reduction targets as it sets its own goal. We also recommend the company consider renewable energy procurement (with
related targets) as a strategy to achieve its emission reduction goals. Many companies have found this reduces
financial risk by decreasing volatility of energy prices.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Church & Dwight Co., Inc.

RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals for reducing total greenhouse
gas emissions from Church & Dwight Co., Inc. products and operations and issue a report by fall 2014, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, on its plans to achieve these goals.
Supporting Statement: The economic, business, environmental and societal impacts of climate change are important to investors.
According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2012 marked the 36th consecutive year that
global temperature was above average. Climate scientists have long predicted that rising levels of CO2 in the
atmosphere will cause an increase in extreme weather events, rising sea levels, and changes in agricultural production. In 2012, the U.S. experienced 11 extreme weather events resulting in an estimated $110 billion in total
damages and 377 fatalities. Superstorm Sandy incurred losses projected at more than $65 billion. The 2012
Midwest drought affected 80 percent of agricultural land, costing approximately $30 billion.
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
estimates that a 50 percent reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to
1990 levels) to stabilize global temperatures, entailing a U.S. target reduction of 80 percent.
The costs of failing to address climate are significant and according to the Stern Review, could lead to a 5% loss
of global GDP. Climate change could substantially impact a company’s business operations, revenue, or expenditure. Failure to address these risks and opportunities could have lasting negative impacts for investors and other
stakeholders. According to the World Wildlife Fund, 79% of US companies in the S&P 500 that report to the
Carbon Disclosure Project earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate capital investments.
Major investors are seeking evidence that companies are managing climate risk. Investors with $87 trillion in
assets have supported a request to 5,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies. Over 500 businesses, including General Motors, Microsoft, and Nike signed the Climate
Declaration that states, “Tackling climate change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st
century.”
Presently, a majority of the Fortune 100 and two-thirds of the Global 100 have GHG emissions reduction commitments, renewable energy commitments, or both. These goals enable companies to reduce costs, build resilient
supply chains, manage operational and reputational risk, and create new products and services.
Currently, Church & Dwight Co. Inc. does not publicly set targets for carbon emissions reductions and we believe
it should do so in light of IPCC guidance. In contrast, its peers Clorox, Unilever, and L’Oreal set intensity and/or
absolute emissions reductions targets. Unilever states, “The business strategy of Unilever has been influenced
deeply by climate change considerations.” The company sets absolute targets and has developed a strategy to
reduce energy use and achieve financial returns.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Lowes

RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals for reducing total greenhouse
gas emissions from Lowe’s Companies Inc. products and operations and issue a report by fall 2014, at reasonable
cost and omitting proprietary information, on its plans to achieve these goals.
Supporting Statement: The economic, business, environmental and societal impacts of climate change are important to investors.
According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2012 marked the 36th consecutive year that
global temperature was above average. Climate scientists have long predicted that rising levels of CO2 in the
atmosphere will cause an increase in extreme weather events, rising sea levels, and changes in agricultural production. In 2012, the U.S. experienced 11 extreme weather events resulting in an estimated $110 billion in total
damages and 377 fatalities. Superstorm Sandy incurred losses projected at more than $65 billion. The 2012
Midwest drought affected 80 percent of agricultural land, costing approximately $30 billion.
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
estimates that a 50 percent reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to
1990 levels) to stabilize global temperatures, entailing a U.S. target reduction of 80 percent.
The costs of failing to address climate are significant and according to the Stern Review, could lead to a 5% loss
of global GDP. Climate change could substantially impact a company’s business operations ,revenue, or expenditure. Failure to address these risks and opportunities could have lasting negative impacts for investors and other
stakeholders. According to the World Wildlife Fund, 79% of US companies in the S&P 500 that report to the
Carbon Disclosure Project earn a higher return on their carbon reduction investments than on their overall corporate capital investments.
Major investors are seeking evidence that companies are managing climate risk. Investors with $87 trillion in
assets have supported a request to 5,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies. Over 500 businesses, including General Motors, Microsoft, and Nike signed the Climate
Declaration that states, “Tackling climate change is one of America’s greatest economic opportunities of the 21st
century.”
Presently, a majority of the Fortune 100 and two-thirds of the Global 100 have GHG emissions reduction commitments, renewable energy commitments, or both. These goals enable companies to reduce costs, build resilient
supply chains, manage operational and reputational risk, and create new products and services.
Currently, Lowe’s does not publicly set targets for carbon emissions reductions and we believe it should do so in
light of IPCC guidance. In contrast, its peer, Home Depot sets intensity and absolute emissions reductions targets. Home Depot asserts that it, “believes changes in average temperature, particularly increases in temperature, may lead to increased operational costs for our company.” HomeDepot utilizes a sustainability risk mitigation strategy and sustainability integration system to manage risks within the business strategy.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Exxon Mobil Corporation

WHEREAS: Mounting scientific, social, and financial evidence demonstrates the urgency to establish and meet
specific, measureable, and sustainable goals to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.On May 9, 2013, NOAA
reported atmospheric levels of carbon dioxide (CO2) at 400 parts per million (ppm), well above the 350 ppm level
to which scientists believe we must return. This tipping point is reflected in severe weather events including
typhoons, heat waves, and hurricanes, creating a profound obligation for all GHG producers – especially those
within the oil and gas industry – to reduce emissions in their operations and products.
To mitigate the worst impacts of climate change and achieve the international goal of limiting global warming to
below 2?C, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change estimates that a 50 percent reduction in GHG emissions globally is needed by 2050.
According to the International Energy Agency, meeting the 2?C limit will require that 2/3 of total proven global
fossil fuel reserves, which comprises nearly 50% of oil and gas reserves, be left in the ground. Yet existing
ExxonMobil assets, like Kearl oil sands, will be active for decades, while the company spends nearly $37 billion
annually in exploration and development of additional reserves.
In order to seriously reduce CO2 emissions, ExxonMobil must address the emissions associated with its products,
which far outweigh its operational emissions as the major source of its climate-related risk. President Obama’s
Climate Action Plan to reduce emissions 17% by 2020, and EPA Fuel Efficiency Standards requiring autos to average 54.5 MPG by 2025, demand the development of a new generation of fuels that will be economically and environmentally sustainable.
Citigroup, and others, report that global oil demand could peak by 2020, with potentially significant implications
for oil price and shareholder profits.
Sixty percent of Fortune 100 and Global 100 companies have set GHG reduction goals. Reduction goals enable
companies to reduce costs, build resilient supply chains, manage operational and reputational risk, and create
new products and services. CDP reports “High emitting companies that set absolute emissions reduction targets
achieved reductions double the rate of those without targets with10% higher firm-wide profitability.”
ExxonMobil’s response to the severity of the climate crisis, as well as to investors’ seven-year request for GHG
reduction goals in operations and products, has been wholly inadequate. ExxonMobil investors request quantifiable and actionable goals to reduce GHG emissions that are integrated into our overall business strategy.
Investors expect ExxonMobil to take leadership in developing solutions to this global challenge as the company
plays such a critical role in energy markets.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals, based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas emissions from the Company's products and operations; and that the
Company report to shareholders by November 30, 2014, on its plans to achieve these goals. Such a report will
omit proprietary information and be prepared at reasonable cost.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals - Report
Valmont Industries, Inc.

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Valmont Industries, Inc. issue a comprehensive report for reducing total
greenhouse gas emissions from its products and operations based on current technologies and considering
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) guidance. The report should include a review of the company’s plans and progress towards reducing total greenhouse gas emissions, be prepared at reasonable cost, omit
proprietary information, and be made available to shareholders by November 2014
WHEREAS: Reporting and rigorously managing environmental, social, and governance (ESG) business practices
helps companies compete in a global business environment characterized by finite natural resources, changing
legislation, and heightened public expectations. Reporting allows companies to publicize and gain strategic value
from existing sustainability efforts and identify emerging risks and opportunities. ESG issues can pose significant
risks to businesses, and without sufficient disclosure, stakeholders and analysts cannot ascertain whether the
company is managing its ESG exposure.
A 2012 Deutsche Bank review of over 150 studies on sustainable investing found 89% of studies demonstrate that
companies with high ESG ratings show market-based outperformance.
More than 1,200 institutional investors managing over $33 trillion have joined The Principles for Responsible
Investment, and publicly commit to seek comprehensive corporate ESG disclosure and incorporate it into investment decisions.
Strong company-wide emission reduction goals can drive innovation and enhance shareholder value. A six-year
Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) study of 386 U.S. companies in the S&P 500 found that 79% of companies “earn
a higher return on their carbon-reduction investments than on their overall corporate capital investments.” The
study found that, “Those companies that set ‘stretch’ targets often reach and exceed them because the targets
spur innovation and more profitable reductions than anticipated.” It concluded that those with “ambitious carbon
reduction targets deliver larger emission reductions with higher financial returns than companies without such
targets.”
Companies are increasingly sourcing renewable energy as a way to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions and
limit their exposure to fluctuations in energy costs. 59% of Fortune 100 companies and almost two-thirds of Global
100 companies have set greenhouse gas emission reduction targets, renewable energy procurement targets, or
both.
In order to stabilize global temperatures and mitigate the worst impacts of climate change, the IPCC, the world’s
leading scientific authority on climate change, estimates that a 50% reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions globally is needed by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels).
Valmont Industries, Inc.’s overall ESG disclosure and related emission reduction initiatives are inadequate.
Supporting Statement: In preparation of the report, we recommend the company consider using the Carbon
Disclosure Project (CDP) to disclose climate change data. Over 4,600 companies responded to the CDP questionnaire in 2013, including 71% of the Global 500 and 67% of the S&P 500. Currently Valmont Industries, Inc. does not
respond to the CDP questionnaire. The questionnaire is sent on behalf of 722 institutional investors representing
$87 trillion assets.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce GHG Emissions
Entergy Corp.

WHEREAS:
• The findings of the International Panel on Climate Change’s Fifth Assessment Report, “Climate Change 2013:
The Physical Basis” served to endorse the Copenhagen Accord (signed by the United States and 114 other
nations), which states that “[increases] in global temperature should be [kept] below two degrees Celsius” to
avoid potentially devastating societal harm, and “deep cuts in global emissions are required” to do so.
• In its 2012 World Energy Outlook, the International Energy Agency (IEA) states, “No more than one-third of
proven reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2 °C goal...” and
“Almost two-thirds of these carbon reserves are related to coal...”.
• In its 2013 Annual Energy Outlook, the U.S. Energy Information Administration forecast that US electricity
demand will increase nearly 30% by 2040. It is consequently imperative that new energy demand be met with
carbon free energy sources.
• A 2013 report by Citi estimates that of the $9.7 trillion anticipated investment in power generation globally by
2035, 71% will be invested in renewables or clean technologies.
• Price Waterhouse Cooper’s 2013 Global Power and Utilities Survey found that “Many in the industry expect the
existing power utility business model … to transform or even be unrecognisable in the period between now
and 2030” and “…that there is a significant degree of societal concern about extractive activities and a feeling that renewable energy … is here to stay.”
• Utility association the Edison Electric Institute’s 2013 report “Disruptive Challenges” warns that the electric
power sector will suffer “irreparable damages to revenues and growth prospects” as widespread adoption of
solar and distributed energy resources threaten utilities and that “While the various disruptive challenges facing the electric utility industry may have different implications,they all create adverse impacts on revenues, as
well as on investor returns …”. The report goes on to say that “…the industry and its stakeholders must
proactively assess the impacts and alternatives available to address disruptive challenges…” and concludes
that “Ultimately, all stakeholders must embrace change in technology and business models in order to maintain a viable utility industry.”
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Entergy Corporation prepare a report, reviewed by a board committee
of independent directors, on policies the company could adopt to take additional near-term actions to reduce its
greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the national goal of 80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by
2050. The report should be published by October 1, 2014 at a reasonable cost and omit proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: Such policy options shall consider innovative technologies and strategies for energy generation, such as placing greater emphasis on distributed clean energy sources or strategies to deploy centralized
renewable energy generation in the Company's geographic region, as well as consideration of the most
advanced practices and policies of utility peers in the US and worldwide.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce GHG Emissions
Southern Company

WHEREAS:
• The International Panel on Climate Change’s Fifth Assessment Report, “Climate Change 2013: The Physical
Basis”, served to endorse the Copenhagen Accord (signed by the United States and one hundred fourteen
other nations), which states that “[increases] in global temperature should be [kept] below two degrees
Celsius” to avoid potentially devastating societal harm, and “deep cuts in global emissions are required”.
• In its 2012 World Energy Outlook, the International Energy Agency (IEA) states, “No more than one-third of
proven reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2 °C goal...” and
“Almost two-thirds of these carbon reserves are related to coal...”.
• In its 2013 Annual Energy Outlook, the U.S. Energy Information Administration forecast that US electricity
demand will increase nearly 30% by 2040. It is consequently imperative that new energy demand be met with
carbon free energy sources.
• A 2013 report by Citi estimates that of the $9.7 trillion anticipated investment in power generation globally by
2035, 71% will be invested in renewables or clean technologies.
• Price Waterhouse Cooper’s 2013 Global Power and Utilities Survey found that “Many in the industry expect the
existing power utility business model … to transform … in the period between now and 2030” and “…that
there is a significant degree of societal concern about extractive activities and a feeling that renewable energy … is here to stay.”
• Utility association Edison Electric Institute’s report “Disruptive Challenges” warns that the electric power sector will suffer “irreparable damages to revenues and growth prospects” as widespread adoption of solar and
distributed energy resources threaten utilities and that“disruptive challenges facing the electric utility industry
... all create adverse impacts on revenues,as well as on investor returns ..”. The report goes on to say “…the
industry and its stakeholders must proactively assess the impacts and alternatives available to address disruptive challenges…” and concludes “Ultimately, all stakeholders must embrace change in technology and
business models in order to maintain a viable utility industry.”
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Southern Company prepare a report, reviewed by a board committee
of independent directors, on policies the company could adopt to take additional near-term actions to reduce its
greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the national goal of 80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by
2050. The report should be published by October 1, 2014 at a reasonable cost and omit proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: Such policy options shall consider innovative technologies and strategies for energy generation, such as placing greater emphasis on distributed clean energy sources or strategies to deploy centralized
renewable energy generation in the Company's geographic region, as well as consideration of the most
advanced practices and policies of utility peers in the US and worldwide.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce GHG Emissions
FirstEnergy Corporation

WHEREAS: The United States and 114 other nations have signed the Copenhagen Accord on climate change,
which recognizes that “the increase in global temperature should be [kept] below two degrees Celsius,” to avoid
potentially devastating societal harm, and “deep cuts in global emissions are required” in order to do so.
In its 2012 Annual Energy Outlook, the International Energy Agency (IEA) states, “No more than one-third of
proven reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2 °C goal...”and,
“Almost two-thirds of these carbon reserves are related to coal...” The Obama administration has set a goal of
80% reduction in carbon emissions by 2050.
In May 2011, a National Academy of Sciences report warned that the risk of dangerous climate change impacts
grows with every ton of greenhouse gases emitted. The report also emphasized that, “the sooner that serious
efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions proceed, the lower the risks posed by climate change, and the less
pressure there will be to make larger, more rapid, and potentially more expensive reductions later.”
PwC’s 2013 Global Power and Utilities Survey found that, “Many in the industry expect the existing power utility
business model in their market to transform or even be unrecognisable in the period between now and 2030. 94%
predict complete transformation or important changes to the power utility business model.”
A 2013 report by the Edison Electric Institute (EEI) stated that, “technological and economic changes are expected to challenge and transform the electric utility industry. These ‘disruptive challenges’ arise due to a convergence of factors, including: falling costs and enhanced focus on distributed generation and other distributed
energy resources (DER); increasing customer, regulatory, and political interest in demand-side management
technologies (DSM)… The timing of such transformative changes is unclear, but with potential for technological
innovation (e.g., solar photovoltaic or PV) becoming economically viable due to this confluence of forces, the
industry …must proactively assess the impacts and alternatives available to address disruptive challenges..”
A 2013 report by Citi estimates that of the $9.7 trillion anticipated investment in power generation globally by 2035,
71% will be invested in renewables or clean technologies.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the company prepare a report, reviewed by a board committee of independent directors, on policies the company could adopt to take additional near-term actions to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the national goal of 80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050.
The report should be published by October 1, 2014 at a reasonable cost and omit proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: Such policy options shall consider innovative technologies and strategies for energy generation, such as placing greater emphasis on distributed clean energy sources or strategies to deploy centralized
renewable energy generation in the Company's geographic region, as well as consideration of the most
advanced practices and policies of utility peers in the US and worldwide.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Implement Comprehensive Palm Oil Policy (GHG)
Mead Johnson Nutrition Co.
A similar resolution was submitted to Panera Bread Company

WHEREAS: as a global leader in pediatric nutrition, Mead Johnson Nutrition uses palm oil in its various branded
products. However, the environmental and social impacts of palm oil production make it highly controversial.
Approximately 90% of palm oil is grown in Indonesia and Malaysia. This has led to significant deforestation. Such
deforestation and conversion of carbon-rich peatlands led to the World Bank to rank Indonesia the 3rd largest
global emitter of greenhouse gases (GHGs). Peatland conversion accounts for roughly half of Indonesia’s GHG
emissions. Palm oil plantations not sustainably developed and managed have devastated habitats of endangered
species, such as the orangutan, and cause massive biodiversity loss.
The U.S. Department of Labor lists the palm oil industry as notorious for using child and forced labor. In the
Philippines it is estimated almost 25% of palm labor production comes from child labor. A July, 2013 Bloomberg
Businessweek exposé documented detailed evidence of slavery on palm plantations by a company that sells
palm oil to some of America’s largest palm oil importers.
To address these social and environmental concerns associated with palm oil production, the Roundtable on
Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) was formed in 2004. Many companies, including some of our company’s competitors,
have committed to source 100% certified sustainable palm oil (CSPO) by 2015 or sooner. CSPO is readily available. According to the RSPO website, the supply of CSPO exceeds demand by approximately 50%.
Shareholders are concerned that, absent a comprehensive policy and transparent management system for tracing sourced palm oil to legally licensed suppliers verified as not contributing to deforestation or human rights
abuses, Mead Johnson Nutrition may be exposed to significant brand and reputational risks related to its supply
chain impacts. Major companies such as Nestle and Unilever have pledged to develop such traceable, deforestation-free palm oil supply chains. This raises the bar for all companies, heightening the risk of inaction to
those failing to take responsibility for their supply chains impacts.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request Mead Johnson Nutrition Company’s board of directors adopt, implement and
monitor a comprehensive sustainable palm oil sourcing policy. This policy should be communicated publicly within six months of the annual meeting.
Supporting Statement: We recommend the palm oil sourcing policy include goals to:
• source 100% CSPO (or derivatives) through a certification program at least as rigorous as RSPO’s by 2015;
• trace our supply chain from the grower level (where feasible) to understand potential risks and impacts;
• source all palm oil from plantations which have independent verification they have not contributed to the
degradation of peatlands, High Carbon Stock forests or High Conservation Value areas;
• respect and support the United Nations’ Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, including no
forced or child labor, slavery or human trafficking and the protection of indigenous rights throughout our palm
oil supply chain;
• avoid palm oil from plantations having significant conflicts related to land tenure.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Risk
Alpha Natural Resources, Inc

WHEREAS: In 2010, nearly every national government agreed to “prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference
with the climate system,” and to do so, “the increase in global temperature should be below two degrees Celsius.”
To achieve a 66 percent probability of limiting the global temperature rise to 2° C, the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change estimates that approximately 987 gigatons of CO2 can be emitted through 2100. The International
Energy Agency (IEA), estimates total proven reserves of coal,oil, and natural gas represent approximately 2,860
gigatons in potential CO2 emissions.
The IEA states, “No more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to 2050 if the
world is to achieve the 2° C goal, unless carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology is widely deployed” and,
“almost two-thirds of these carbon reserves are related to coal.”
Goldman Sachs states “most thermal coal growth projects will struggle to earn a positive return for their owners,”
finding that “even when carbon prices are low or non-existent, the downside risks of future regulation can offset
the cost advantage of thermal coal relative to alternative energy sources.”
HSBC indicates that declining coal demand after 2020 could reduce the current discounted cash flow valuation of
coal producers by 44%.
The World Bank and European Investment Bank have recently placed restrictions on the financing of coal projects.
In its 2012 10K, Alpha recognizes that numerous “Climate change initiatives could significantly reduce the demand
for coal and reduce the value of our coal and gas assets,” and “[there] are expected to be numerous GHG emissions initiatives that could reduce the demand for coal” (emphasis added).
However, Alpha does not provide information on how it is planning to mitigate risks resulting from these expected
initiatives, which is particularly important to shareholders given the company’s reliance on thermal coal sales for
the majority of its revenue.
RESOLVED: Given the growing public concern over climate change, shareowners request Alpha prepare a report
by October 2014, omitting proprietary information and prepared at reasonable cost, on the company’s goals and
plans to address global concerns regarding fossil fuels and their contribution to climate change, including analysis
of long and short term financial and operational risks to the company.
Supporting Statement:We recommend the report include discussion of:
• Risks and opportunities associated with various low-carbon scenarios, including reducing carbon emissions by
80 percent by 2050, as well as a scenario in which global coal demand declines due to evolving policy, technology, or consumer responses to address climate change;
• Assumptions regarding deployment of CCS;
• How the company’s capital allocation strategy accounts for the risks and opportunities in these potential scenarios;
• Plans to manage these risks, such as reducing the carbon intensity of its assets, diversifying its business by
investing in lower-carbon energy sources, or returning capital to shareholders;
• The Board of Directors’ role in overseeing capital allocation and climate risk reduction strategies
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Risk
Devon Energy

WHEREAS: Devon is a leading energy company engaged in the exploration and production of crude oil and
natural gas in North America.
Nearly every national government has recognized the need to address climate change and agreed (under the
terms of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change) that "deep cuts in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
are required ... to hold the increase, in global average temperature below 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial
levels...."
According to the International Energy Agency (IEA), "no more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuels
can be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2 degree goal, unless carbon capture and storage
technology is widely deployed''.
Given the growing international concern about climate change, public actions to reduce GHG emissions significantly could reduce the value the value of Devon's oil and gas reserves and/or related infrastructure before the
end of their expected useful life.
Several recent studies indicate the importance of adequately accounting for and disclosing the downside risks
that could result from lower-than-expected demand or prices for oil.
• A March 2013 research paper by Citigroup stated that market forces could "put in a plateau for global oil
demand by the end of this decade."
• HSBC reports that the equity valuation of oil producers could drop by 40 to 60 percent under a low emissions
scenario.In its 2012 10K, Devon acknowledged that climate change regulation could reduce demand for its
products; however, Devon does not adequately disclose how it factors climate change risks and opportunities
into its long-term strategic planning processes.
Investors need additional information on how Devon is preparing for potential scenarios in which demand for oil
and gas is greatly reduced due to evolving policy, technology, or consumer responses to address climate change.
Without additional disclosure, it is difficult for shareholder to determine whether Devon is adequately managing
these risks or seizing related opportunities.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Devon prepare a report by October 2014, omitting proprietary information
and prepared at reasonable cost, on the company's goals and plans to address global concerns regarding the
contribution of fossil fuel use to climate change, including analysis of long and short term financial and operational risks to the company.
Supporting Statement: We recommend the report include:
• The risks and opportunities associated with various low-carbon scenarios, including reducing GHG emissions
by 80 percent by 2050, as well as a scenario in which global oil demand declines;
• How the company's capital allocation plans account for the risks and opportunities in these scenarios, and
how it will manage these risks; and,
• The Board of Directors' role in overseeing capital allocation and climate risk reduction strategies.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Risk
California Water Service Group

WHEREAS The US water and wastewater utilities industry faces growing challenges to its traditional business
model, primarily related to supply and operations uncertainty due to climate change. For example, treatment
plants may be at risk from flooding or storm damage, as was the case during Hurricane Sandy, and utilities may
face diminished water supply due to changes in rainfall patterns, lack of snowpack, and wildfires. In addition, the
sector must confront issues related to aging infrastructure, unpredictable demand, rising energy costs, and a difficult balance between affordability, conservation, and revenue generation. Traditional methods of disclosing utility revenue projections fail to account for these pressures. Several groups have recommended improved disclosure and management of these risks – including the need to safeguard investor interests – such as Ceres, the
CEO Water Mandate, and others.
Although California Water Service Group published a “2012 Corporate Citizenship Report” that discussed its
approach to conservation and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the report does not disclose whether it
has made use of climate change projections to asses water supply risks, what tools were used to do so, and
what the results of such an analysis were. The company’s 2013 10-K filing discloses risks from climate change
legislation, but not from climate change itself, nor the cost of adapting to climate change. Finally, our company
has not disclosed the condition of watersheds that it depends on for supply, nor how it intends to manage watersheds in partnership with other water users.
Our company operates in geographic regions – such as California, New Mexico, and Hawaii —recognized to be
at high risk for water stress and climate change.
California Water Service Group will need to make significant capital expenditures to adapt to climate change. A
2009 study by the Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies forecast the cost to maintain and adapt US water
and wastewater services through 2050 to be between $448 billion and $944 billion. In the California/Southwest
region alone, the amount ranged from $179 to $346 billion. This estimate does not include losses from extreme
weather events.
The need for capital expenditures to adapt to climate change is exacerbated by other infrastructure investment
requirements. The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimates that aging US water and waste water
infrastructure will need $384 billion of capital expenditures through 2030. The EPA estimated that California alone
would require about $44 billion – more than any other US state.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that within 6 months of the 2014 annual meeting, the Board of Directors provide
a report to shareholders, prepared at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, describing how
California Water Service Group is managing risks related to climate change, including physical risks and supply
risks.
Supporting Statement: We recommend that the report include a discussion of how the need for consumer affordability and conservation will affect revenue, and how the company is securing water supply relative to other
users.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Risk
Chevron Corp.
Similar resolutions were submitted to Anadarko Petroleum Corp., Hess Corporation

WHEREAS: Chevron Corporation is one of the world's leading integrated energy companies.
In recognition of the need to address climate change and minimize global temperature rise, nearly every national
government has agreed that “deep cuts in greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) are required;” and that “the
increase in global temperature should be below 2 degrees Celsius.”
The International Energy Agency (IEA) states that “No more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuel scan
be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2 degrees Celsius goal, unless carbon capture and storage technology is widely deployed.”
To achieve a 66 percent probability of not exceeding a global temperature rise above 2 degrees Celsius, the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change estimates that approximately 987 gigatons of carbon dioxide can be
emitted through 2100. The IEA states that total proven reserves of coal, oil, and natural gas, represent approximately 2,860 gigatons of potential CO2 emissions.
Several analysts indicate that companies may not be adequately accounting for or disclosing the downside risks
that could result from lower than expected demand or prices for oil.
• A March 2013 research paper by Citi stated that market forces could “put in a plateau for global oil demand by
the end of this decade.”
• HSBC reports that the equity valuation of oil producers could drop by 40 to 60 percent under a low emissions
scenario.
Given the growing public concern about climate change, investors are concerned that actions to significantly
reduce GHG emissions could reduce the value of Chevron’s oil and gas reserves and/or related infrastructure
before the end of their expected useful life.
Investors require additional information on how Chevron is preparing for potential scenarios in which demand for
oil and gas is greatly reduced due to regulation or other climate-associated drivers. Without additional disclosure, shareholders are unable to determine whether Chevron is adequately managing these risks or seizing related opportunities.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request Chevron to prepare a report by September 2014, omitting proprietary information and prepared at reasonable cost, on the company’s goals and plans to address global concerns regarding
fossil fuels and their contribution to climate change, including analysis of long and short term financial and operational risks to the company.Supporting Statement: We recommend the report include:
• The risks and opportunities associated with various low-carbon scenarios, including reducing GHG emissions
by 80 percent by 2050, as well as a scenario in which global oil demand declines due to evolving policy, technology, or consumer responses to address climate change;
• Whether and how the company’s capital allocation plans account for the risks and opportunities in these scenarios;
• How the company will manage these risks, such as reducing the carbon intensity of its assets, diversifying its
business by investing in lower-carbon energy sources, or returning capital to shareholders;
• The Board of Directors’ role in overseeing capital allocation and climate risk reduction strategies.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Risk
CONSOL Energy Inc.

WHEREAS: In recognition of the need to address climate change and minimize global temperature rise, nearly every
national government has agreed that “deep cuts in greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) are required;” and that “the
increase in global temperature should be below 2 degrees Celsius.”
The International Energy Agency (IEA) states that “No more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuels can be
consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2 degrees Celsius goal, unless carbon capture and storage
technology is widely deployed.”
To achieve a 66 percent probability of not exceeding a global temperature rise above 2 degrees Celsius, the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change estimates that approximately 987 gigatons of carbon dioxide can be
emitted through 2100. The IEA states that total proven reserves of coal, oil, and natural gas, represent approximately
2,860 gigatons of potential CO2 emissions.
Goldman Sachs states “most thermal coal growth projects will struggle to earn a positive return for their owners”
and finds that even when carbon prices are low, “the downside risks of future regulation can offset the cost advantage of thermal coal relative to alternative energy sources.”
HSBC indicates that declining coal demand after 2020, due in part to efforts to address climate change, could
reduce the current discounted cash flow valuation of coal producers by 44%.
The World Bank and European Investment Bank have recently placed restrictions on the financing of coal projects.
Given the growing public concern about climate change, investors are concerned that actions to significantly
reduce GHG emissions could reduce the value of CONSOL Energy’s coal and gas reserves and/or related infrastructure before the end of their expected useful life.
Investors require additional information on how CONSOL is preparing for potential scenarios in which demand for
coal and gas is greatly reduced due to regulation or other climate-associated drivers. Without additional disclosure,
shareholders are unable to determine whether CONSOL is adequately managing these risks or seizing related
opportunities.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request CONSOL to prepare a report by September 2014, omitting proprietary information
and prepared at reasonable cost, on the company’s goals and plans to address global concerns regarding fossil
fuels and their contribution to climate change, including analysis of long and short term financial and operational
risks to the company.
Supporting Statement: We recommend the report include:
• Risks and opportunities associated with various low-carbon scenarios, including reducing GHG emissions by 80
percent by 2050, as well as a scenario in which global coal demand declines due to evolving policy, technology,
or consumer responses to address climate change;
• Whether and how the company’s capital allocation plans account for the risks and opportunities in these scenarios;
• Plans to manage these risks, such as diversifying its business by investing in lower-carbon energy sources, or
returning capital to shareholders;
• Assumptions regarding deployment of CCS;
• The Board of Directors’ role in overseeing capital allocation and climate risk reduction strategies.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Long & Short-Term Financial & Operational Risks of Coal
Kinder Morgan, Inc

WHEREAS: Kinder Morgan, Inc. is the largest midstream and the third largest energy company in North America
and has extensive and expanding interests in coal transport.
In recognition of the need to combat climate change and minimize global temperature rise, most nations agreed
in 2010 that “deep cuts in greenhouse gas emissions are required” and “the increase in global temperature
should be below 2 degrees Celsius.”
According to the International Energy Agency (IEA), total proven reserves of coal, oil, and natural gas represent
approximately 2,860 gigatons in potential CO2 emissions; the IEA states that “No more than one-third of proven
reserves of fossil fuels can be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2° C goal, unless carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology is widely deployed” and, “almost two-thirds of these carbon reserves are
related to coal.”
Goldman Sachs states “most thermal coal growth projects will struggle to earn a positive return for their owners.” It finds that “even when carbon prices are low or non-existent, the downside risks of future regulation can
offset the cost advantage of thermal coal relative to alternative energy sources.”
HSBC indicates that declining coal demand after 2020, due in part to efforts to address climate change, could
reduce the current discounted cashflow valuation of coal producers by 44%.
The World Bank and European Investment Bank have recently placed restrictions on the financing of coal projects.
Even without a legally binding global agreement to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the coal industry
worldwide is currently facing rapidly increasing competition from lower carbon energy sources including renewable energy and natural gas.
Kinder Morgan invested approximately $450 million in coal terminal expansion in the past year and projects additional significant capital commitments to its coal terminal facilities in the future. Investors are concerned that
actions taken to significantly reduce global GHG emissions could cause a portion of the company’s coal-related
infrastructure to lose significant value prior to the termination of its expected useful life.
RESOLVED: Shareowners request Kinder Morgan prepare a report by October 2014, omitting proprietary information and prepared at reasonable cost, on the company’s goals and plans to address global concerns regarding
fossil fuels and their contribution to climate change, including analysis of long and short term financial and operational risks to the company.
Supporting Statement: We recommend the report include discussion of:
• Risks and opportunities of lower carbon scenarios in which global coal demand declines significantly due to
evolving policy, technology, or consumer responses to address climate change;
• Whether and how the company’s capital allocation plans account for the risks and opportunities inherent in
these scenarios;
• Plans to manage these risks, such as avoiding major new investments related to high-carbon energy sources
and / or returning more capital to shareholders;
• Assumptions regarding deployment of CCS;
• The Board of Directors’ role in overseeing capital allocation and climate risk reduction strategies.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Operational Risks: Likely Restrictions on Carbon Emissions
Exxon Mobil Corporation

WHEREAS: In recognition of the risks of climate change nearly every national government has agreed “the
increase in global temperature should be below 2 degrees Celsius.” We believe resultant political actions and market mechanisms present risks to carbon intensive oil and gas reserves, operations, capital allocation strategies,
and financials.
The International Energy Agency (IEA) states that, “No more than one-third of proven reserves of fossil fuels can
be consumed prior to 2050 if the world is to achieve the 2° C goal, unless carbon capture and storage technology
is widely deployed.”
To achieve a 66 percent probability of not exceeding a global temperature rise above 2° C, the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change estimates that approximately 987 gigatons of carbon dioxide can be emitted through
2100. The IEA states that total proven reserves of coal, oil, and natural gas, represent approximately 2,860 gigatons
of potential CO2 emissions.
Investment analysts indicate that companies may not be adequately accounting for or disclosing the downside
risks that could result from lower-than-expected demand or prices for oil.
• A March 2013 research paper by Citi stated that market forces could “put in a plateau for global oil demand by
the end of this decade.”
• HSBC reports that the equity valuation of oil producers could drop by 40 to 60 percent under a low emissions
scenario.
Given the growing public concern over climate change, investors are concerned that global actions to significantly
address climate change, either through carbon regulation, market forces, or socioeconomic pressure, could
reduce the value of Exxon Mobil’s oil and gas reserves and/or related infrastructure before the end of their expected useful life.
Investors require additional information on how Exxon Mobil is preparing for potential scenarios in which demand
for oil and gas is greatly reduced due to regulation or other climate-associated drivers. Without additional disclosure, shareholders are unable to determine whether Exxon Mobil is adequately managing these risks or seizing
related opportunities.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request Exxon Mobil prepare a report by September 2014, omitting proprietary information and prepared at reasonable cost, on the Company’s strategy to address the risk of stranded assets presented
by global climate change, including analysis of long and short term financial and operational risks to the company.
Supporting Statement: We believe a report adequate for investors to assess the Company’s strategy would include:
• The risks and opportunities associated with various low-carbon scenarios, as well as a scenario in which global oil demand declines due to evolving policy, technology, or consumer responses to address climate change;
• Whether and how the Company’s strategic capital allocation plans account for the risks and opportunities in
these scenarios;
• How the Company will manage these risks, through, for example, diversifying capital investment strategies or
returning capital to shareholders;
• The Board of Directors’ role in overseeing capital allocation and climate risk reduction strategies.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Change Assumptions used for Strategic Planning
Exxon Mobil Corporation*

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2012 at the Council on Foreign Relations our CEO Rex Tillerson said:
Our approach [to climate change] is we do look at the range of the outcomes and try and understand the consequences of that, and clearly there's going to be an impact. So I'm not disputing that increasing CO2 emissions in
the atmosphere is going to have an impact. It'll have a warming impact. The — how large it is what is very hard
for anyone to predict.
He went on to say:
We have to be efficient and we have to manage it, but we also need to look at the other side of the engineering
solution, which is how are we going to adapt to it. And there are solutions. It's not a problem that we can't solve.
WHEREAS on June 14, 2013 at the City Club of Cleveland Mr. Tillerson made the following statements about climate change:
I view it as a risk management problem.
There are some things we know and understand about it. There are a lot of things about it that we don't know
and don't understand. We're not sure how this is going to turn out.
What am I going to do if it turns out that none of my mitigation steps make any difference? What if it turns out
that this is happening for a lot of reasons that I don't understand? What's Plan B? Plan B means you had better
start thinking about what kind of adaptation measures are going to be necessary if the consequences that people
are concerned about present themselves.
WHEREAS our company’s 2012 Energy Outlook projects continued increases in energy demand through at least
2040, and increasing annual CO2 emissions. If these projections are correct, global temperatures will be significantly higher by 2040.
WHEREAS we believe our company should report to shareholders its strategic plans to address climate change
and its impacts in the context of Mr. Tillerson’s perspectives about climate change and the projections in the
Energy Outlook Report.
RESOLVED: Exxon Mobil shareholders request that by September 30, 2014 our company issue a report to shareholders (at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information) that describes the company’s strategic plan in
the context of:
• Projections of global temperature increases over the next 35 years and resulting impacts of climate change
that our company is using in its strategic planning.
• The engineering solutions to climate change our company is expecting.
• Steps are our company is taking to develop these solutions.
• What the impact on our company could be if mitigation steps by companies and governments are not effective.
• What is “Plan B”, as noted by Mr. Tillerson, for Exxon Mobil?
• Risk management steps our company is taking or planning to take to address climate change.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Change Management Plan
SM Energy Co.

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals, based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gases (GHGs), including methane emissions and flaring, resulting from all
operations and that SM Energy report to shareholders by fall 2014 on its plans (omitting proprietary information
and prepared at reasonable cost) to achieve these goals.
WHEREAS: The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to
investors. Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s (formerly Carbon Disclosure Project) request
to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to
address these risks. SM Energy has not responded to CDP’s survey request, leaving investors without the information they need to properly assess our Company’s exposure to these risks.
Methane is a potent greenhouse gas, with 86 times the climate impact of carbon dioxide over a 20-year period.
The oil and gas industry accounts for 70% of energy-related methane emissions. Studies from Cornell and the
Universities of Colorado and Texas estimate highly varied methane leakage rates as a percentage of production,
creating uncertainty and garnering attention from Forbes and The New York Times, where methane leakage was
referred to as “the Achilles’ heel of hydraulic fracturing.”
Flaring is likewise a potent source of GHG emissions and other toxic air pollutants, as well as a waste of a valuable economic resource. Domestic flaring has propelled the U.S. into the top 10 gas flaring countries globally.
Approximately 29% of gas produced in the Bakken, a major production area for SMEnergy, is flared; gas flared in
North Dakota more than doubled between May 2011 and May 2013, with $1 billion worth of gas wasted in
2012.Reducing methane emissions in upstream oil and gas production is one of four policies proposed by the
International Energy Agency (IEA) that “could stop the growth in global energy-related emissions by the end of
this decade at no net economic cost.” The policies “rely only on existing technologies” and “would not harm
economic growth.” The IEA recommends that producers “eliminate venting, minimise flaring,”and “consider setting targets on emissions as part of their overall strategic policies to win public confidence.”
Methane leakage and flaring have a direct economic impact on SM Energy as lost and flared gas is not available
for sale. We recognize some operations may incorporate best practice management; however, leakage risks at
high growth or select geographies can negate best practices elsewhere. A disciplined business strategy with
clear targets and goals to reduce GHG emissions from operations and products would help SM Energy stay
ahead of regulatory and legal risks.
We believe a report adequate for investors to assess SM Energy’s strategy would include a description of how it
is: measuring and mitigating emissions including its methane leakage rate as a percentage of production; reducing flaring; adopting best practices and risk mitigation measures, addressing the worst performing assets, and
reducing environmental impacts.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Climate Change Management Plan
WPX Energy Inc.

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt quantitative goals, based on current technologies, for reducing total greenhouse gas (GHG) including methane emissions and flaring resulting from all
operations and that the Company report to shareholders by fall 2014 on its plans (omitting proprietary information
and prepared at reasonable cost) to achieve these goals.
WHEREAS: The economic, business and societal impacts of climate change are of paramount importance to
investors. Investors with $87 trillion in assets have supported CDP’s request to over 6,000 companies for disclosure of carbon emissions, reduction goals, and climate change strategies to address these risks. WPX Energy
(the Company) has not responded to CDP’s survey request.
Methane represents over 25% of 20-year CO2 equivalent emissions in the EPA Greenhouse Gas Inventory.
Methane’s impact on global temperature is 86x that of CO2 over a 20-year period, emissions contribute significantly to climate change.
Further, domestic flaring has propelled the U.S. into the top 10 gas flaring countries globally. Approximately 29%
of gas produced in the Bakken is flared; gas flared in North Dakota more than doubled between May 2011 and
May 2013, with $1 billion worth of gas lost in 2012.
Studies from Cornell, the University of Colorado and the University of Texas estimate highly varied methane leak
age rates as a percentage of production, creating uncertainty and garnering attention from Forbes and The New
York Times, where methane leakage was referred to as “the Achilles’ heel of hydraulic fracturing.”
The International Energy Agency (IEA) highlights the risk of failing to implement best practice methane management in “Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas,” recommending actions “necessary to realise the economic and
energy security benefits [of gas development] while meeting public concerns.”Recommended actions are to
“eliminate venting, minimise flaring,” and “consider setting targets on emissions as part of their overall strategic
policies to win public confidence.”
Reducing methane emissions in upstream oil and gas production is one of four policies proposed by the IEA that
“could stop the growth in global energy-related emissions by the end of this decade at no net economic cost.”
The policies “rely only on existing technologies” and “would not harm economic growth.”
Methane leakage and flaring has a direct economic impact on the Company as lost and flared gas is not available for sale. We recognize some operations may incorporate best practice management; however, leakage risks
at high growth or select geographies can negate best practices elsewhere. A disciplined business strategy with
clear cut targets and goals to cut GHG emissions from operations and products would help the Company stay
ahead of regulatory and legal risks.
We believe a report adequate for investors to assess the Company’s strategy would include a description of how
the Company is measuring and mitigating emissions including methane leakage rate as a percentage of production, flaring reduction, best practices, worst performing assets, risk mitigation measures, and environmental
impacts.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Assess/Report GHG Emissions Resulting from Lending Portfolio
Bank of America Corp.

WHEREAS: Bank of America is a top financier of companies in greenhouse gas emissions-intensive industries
such as coal mining, oil and gas production, and fossil fuel-based electric power.
Banks contribute to climate change through their financed emissions, which are the emissions induced by a
bank’s loans to and investments in companies that emit greenhouse gases. A bank’s financed emissions typically
dwarf its other climate impacts and expose it to reputational and financial risks. To measure their financed emissions, banks have access to accounting tools developed by the Greenhouse Gas Protocol, a partnership between
the World Resources Institute and the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (http://bit.ly/UxdrSh).
The Carbon Tracker Initiative has found that the mispricing of climate risk from the fossil fuel reserves of oil, gas,
and coal producers exposes financial institutions that invest in and lend to these companies to significant financial risks (http://bit.ly/1dQiUQR). Banks that finance carbon-intensive electric utilities also face risks from future
regulation of greenhouse gas emissions and the declining costs of renewable power relative to coal.
Bank of America has emphasized the reputational risks it faces from the climate impacts of its financing activities. In its 2012 response to the Carbon Disclosure Project, the bank states: “As societal concern about climate
change has grown, there has become an increasing awareness among a range of stakeholders of the role the
financial services sector can and should have in promoting climate change mitigation through its financing activities…Some of our clients will necessarily be in carbon intensive industries, and reputational risk could arise if
we are not developing the appropriate balance of carbon and low-carbon reliant customers or sources of energy
in our business mix.”
Bank of America currently reports an estimate of its overall exposure to carbon emissions from its financing relationships with electric utilities. This reporting, though welcome, does not address emissions from the bank’s
clients in other industries. These existing disclosures also do not provide shareholders with a detailed and comprehensive assessment of the bank’s exposure to financial and reputational risks from relationships with clients
in carbon-intensive industries.
RESOLVED: Given the broader societal implications of climate change, shareowners request that the Board of
Directors report to shareholders by September 2014, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information,
Bank of America’s assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from its financing portfolio and its
exposure to climate change risk in its lending, investing, and financing activities.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Assess/Report GHG Emissions Resulting from Lending Portfolio
PNC Financial Services Group, Inc.

WHEREAS: Banks and other financial institutions contribute to climate change through their financed emissions,
which are the greenhouse gas footprint of loans, investments, and financial services. A bank’s financed emissions can dwarf its other climate impacts and expose it to significant reputational, financial and operational risks.
PNC Financial, Inc. (PNC) has not provided investors with sufficient information to permit meaningful assessment
of the risks presented by its financing of greenhouse gas intensive businesses.
PNC is headquartered in a region that is economically linked to the extraction of natural gas and coal. The company stated in its 2013 Corporate Responsibility report that it expects to continue to fund these businesses.
PNC has emphasized the importance of climate change management in its brand reputation, stating in its 2013
response to CDP (Carbon Disclosure Project): “The increasingly eco-conscious business environment has meant
that some customers and investors use a company’s response to climate change as a differentiator between
potential options. A lack of a clear carbon emissions strategy, or a low perceived action plan, could cause PNC
to lose valuable customers and investors, or limit our ability to attract new customers and investors.”
PNC stated that its “credit review process includes due diligence that takes into consideration the environmental
impact of a prospective borrower.” PNC claims to perform a “supplemental evaluation for companies in the
extractive industries, including an understanding of any significant environmental impacts.” PNC states it takes
these actions because it recognizes the “potential risks associated with changing climate conditions that could
affect business operations and performance.” (Source: PNC, 2013 Carbon Disclosure Project response)
PNC has stated that, “In addition to the evaluation that we perform on all prospective borrowers, we perform a
supplemental evaluation for companies in the extractive industries, including an understanding of any significant
environmental impacts.”
However, despite a policy not to extend credit to individual mountain top removal (MTR) mining projects or to a
coal producer that receives a majority of its production from MTR mining, PNC continues to finance four of the
top nine MTR coal mining companies (Source: Rainforest Action Network, Coal Finance Report Card, 2012). As a
result, it is the focus of a consumer boycott. PNC has ignored investors’ requests to provide information detailing
its MTR policy implementation or the lending impacts of this policy.
RESOLVED: Given the broader societal implications of climate change, shareowners request that the Board of
Directors report to shareholders by September 2014, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information,
PNC’s assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from its lending portfolio and its exposure to climate change risk in its lending, investing, and financing activities.
Supporting Statement: This request was also made in the 2013 PNC Financial, Inc. proxy. At the 2013 Annual
Meeting of Shareholders, 80,614,552 of votes cast by shareholders (22.8%) supported this resolution. The closing
price on that day, April 23, 2013, was $67.21 per share, representing a total value of $5.4 billion (Source:
Bloomberg).
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Director With Environmental Expertise
Chevron Corp.

Environmental expertise is critical to the success of companies in the energy industry because of the significant
environmental issues associated with their operations. Shareholders, lenders, host country governments and
regulators, and affected communities are focused on these impacts. A company’s inability to demonstrate that
policies and practices are in line with internationally accepted environmental standards can lead to difficulties in
raising new capital and obtaining the necessary licences from regulators. Chevron has been repeatedly cited for
allegedly harmful environmental practices:
• In November, 2013, Ecuador’s highest court, upholding a 2011 judgement, found Chevron liable for $9.5 billion
in damages arising from widespread contamination of Amazonian land and water resources by Texaco
between 1964 and 1992.
• A serious oil spill off the coast of Brazil caused the Brazilian government to suspend Chevron’s off-shore oil
exploration in November, 2011. In 2013, the company agreed to pay fines of $ 17.3 million and $128 million in
compensatory expenses in settlement of charges made by Brazilian authorities.
• Chevron is accused of polluting land and water resources by its Niger Delta operations, and seriously damaging the local fishing economy through the dredging of waterways.
We believe that Chevron would benefit by addressing the environmental impact of its business at the most strategic level by appointing an environmental specialist to the board. An authoritative figure with acknowledged
expertise and standing could perform a valuable role for by enabling Chevron to more effectively address the
environmental issues inherent in its business. It would also help ensure that the highest levels of attention focus
on the development of environmental standards for new projects.
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: Shareholders request that, as elected board directors’ terms of office expire, at
least one candidate is recommended who:
• has a high level of expertise and experience in environmental matters relevant to hydrocarbon exploration and
production and is widely recognized in the business and environmental communities as an authority in such
field, as reasonably determined by the company’s board,and
• will qualify, subject to exceptions in extraordinary circumstances explicitly specified by the board, as an independent director.*

*For these purposes, a director shall not be considered “independent” if, during the last three years, he or she –
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•

was, or is affiliated with a company that was an advisor or consultant to the Company;

•

was employed by or had a personal service contract(s) with the Company or its senior management;

•

was affiliated with a company or non-profit entity that received the greater of $2 million or 2% of its gross annual revenues from the
Company;

•

had a business relationship with the Company worth at least $100,000 annually;

•

has been employed by a public company at which an executive officer of the Company serves as a director;

•

had a relationship of the sorts described herein with any affiliate of the Company; and

•

was a spouse, parent, child, sibling or in-law of any person described above.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Disclose, Reduce, and Eliminate Chemical Hazards in Products
Jarden Corporation

WHEREAS: A growing body of scientific research has identified consequences of concern on public health from
exposures to toxic chemicals in consumer products.
Chemicals of concern have included selected phthalates and heavy metals, some of which can be present in
polyvinyl chloride and selected brominated flame retardants.
The chemical Bisphenol A (BPA) while now banned in selected baby products is found in a broad range of consumer products. BPA has been linked to heart disease, diabetes, and unusually high levels of liver enzymes in
several reports including a human study published in The Journal of the American Medical Association.
A growing public concern, both industry and regulators have taken action;
Regulations in California, other states, and in the European Union are restricting or otherwise regulating chemicals in consumer products while U.S. federal regulation has lagged;
Major retailers who are purchasers of Jarden’s brands have begun responding to potential risks from chemical
exposures. Walmart developed a Policy on Sustainable Chemistry in Consumables prioritizing ten chemical ingredients for continuous reduction, restriction and elimination. Target announced working toward a sustainable
product standard across its 7,500 suppliers.
According to a leading provider of performance analytics for investors, Jarden places in the bottom quartile on
chemical safety due to a relatively high exposure to regulatory risks and reformulation costs associated with
product chemical content; and a weak chemical phase-out and management strategy.
Jarden’s consumer solutions division which manufactures household products and appliances are business lines
identified as facing relatively high exposure to regulatory and reformulation risk due to chemicals of concern.
Jarden’s branded consumables, consumer, process and outdoor solutions divisions include NUK and Gerber
infant and children products, Yankee Candle, Holmes, Marmot and K2. These brands among others are at risk of
containing chemicals of concern including hormone disrupting chemicals found in infant and children’s products
and fragrances; perfluorinated compounds found in outdoor wear; and brominated flame retardants in bedding.
After facing negative publicity in 2012 from environmental groups over the company’s use of harmful chemicals in
Marmot outerwear, Jarden invested in safer water repellant substances.
Approximately half of the company's assets are in the United States, where product chemical regulations are
likely to strengthen.
However, Jarden does not disclose a corporate wide chemicals management policy.
By not systematically addressing toxic chemical risks in its products and supply chain we believe our company
faces potential regulatory, reputational and reformulation risks.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board publish a report to shareholders on Jarden’s options for adopting voluntary programs and practices to implement a “safer alternatives policy” to disclose, reduce, and eliminate chemical hazards in Jarden’s products, especially those that may affect children. The report should be produced at reasonable expense and omit proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: Proponents believe Jarden should create a time line for developing a strong chemicals
management framework, including a publicly available Restricted Substances List as an initial step.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Reputational and Operational Impacts of Bhopal Disaster
Dow Chemical Company

WHEREAS: According to McKinsey on Chemicals Winning in India: The specialty-chemicals opportunity (2012),
India’s specialty-chemical sector is expected to grow 13% to 17% annually from 2010 to 2020 becoming the 4th
largest specialty-chemical market in the world with an expected size of $80 to $100 billion.
Dow Chemical (“Dow”) continues to experience significant business risks in India associated with the ongoing
controversy over the Union Carbide Bhopal, India tragedy. Dow's acquisition of Union Carbide in 2001 has made it
the focus of legal and campaign actions by both survivors and the Indian government.
This has significantly affected business opportunities in India, undermining Dow’s ability to enter this market. In
July 2013, a Bhopal court reissued a summons to Dow’s offices in Michigan, requiring Dow to explain why Union
Carbide has refused to appear in criminal proceedings. Union Carbide faces manslaughter charges arising from a
1984 gas leak from a Union Carbide plant in Bhopal, India which killed at least 7,000 people within days and at
least 15,000 more in the following years. Records show that Union Carbide had stored bulk quantities of hazardous methyl isocyanate in Bhopal without equipping the plant with corresponding safety features.
In 1988, an Indian court upheld the liability of Union Carbide to pay damages for the disaster. Civil claims originally settled by Union Carbide in 1989 were reopened by the Indian government, which seeks additional compensation that could total over US$1 billion. Dow is a defendant in this action.
Studies have found toxic contaminants and heavy metals in soil and groundwater at the former Union Carbide
site. Dow is also a defendant in Indian litigation concerning remediation of this ongoing contamination. The
Indian Ministry of Law concluded that, “irrespective of the manner in which [Union Carbide] has merged or has
been acquired by Dow Chemicals, if there is any legal liability, it would have to be borne by Dow”.
In 2012, the Bhopal entanglement caused Dow reputational damage via its Olympics sponsorship. Governance
Metrics International, an independent corporate governance research and ratings agency, called the resulting
press “disastrous”. London’s City Hall resolved that Dow’s sponsorship had “caused damage to the reputation of
the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games.” They said Olympic organizing committees “should consider
the environmental, social, ethical and human rights records of companies when awarding high-profile partnership and sponsorship deals.”
India’s specialty-chemical sector is expected to become the 4th largest market in the world. Association with the
Bhopal disaster may continue to materially damage Dow’s business opportunities and growth prospects in India.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors prepare a report to shareholders by September 30,
2014, at reasonable cost and excluding confidential information, assessing the short or long-term financial, reputational and operational impacts that the legacy of Bhopal may, if left unresolved, reasonably have on Dow’s business in India and worldwide, and reporting on any actions Dow intends to take to reduce such impacts.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling
Mondelez International, Inc.

WHEREAS: Mondelez International’s environmental policy states the company “is committed to reducing the
environmental impact of our activities, preventing pollution and promoting the sustainability of the natural
resources upon which we depend…” yet a significant amount of brand product packaging is not recyclable and
new studies suggest plastic packaging that reaches the ocean is toxic to marine animals and potentially to
humans.
Mondelez’ iconic brands like Oreo and Chips Ahoy are increasingly packaged in flexible film or other plastic
packaging, such as pouches, that are not recyclable. Using non-recyclable packaging when recyclable alternatives are available wastes valuable resources that could be recycled many times over. Instead, many billions of
discarded package wrappers and pouches representing significant amounts of embedded energy are incinerated
or lie buried in landfills. Many of these brands could be sold in recyclable fiber or plastic packaging.
Non-recyclable packaging is more likely to be littered and carried into waterways. Millions of plastic wrappers
are swept into waterways annually. A recent assessment of marine debris by a panel of the Global Environment
Facility concluded that an underlying cause of debris entering oceans is unsustainable production and consumption patterns including “design and marketing of products internationally without appropriate regard to their environmental fate or ability to be recycled in the locations where sold…”
California spends nearly $500 million annually preventing trash, much of it packaging, from polluting beaches,
rivers, and oceanfront. In the marine environment, plastics break down into small indigestible particles that birds
and marine mammals mistake for food, resulting in illness and death. McDonald’s Corp. is replacing plastic foam
beverage cups with degradable paper cups due to such concerns.
Further, studies by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9 suggest a synergistic effect between persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic chemicals and plastic debris. Plastics concentrate and transfer toxic chemicals such
as polychlorinated biphenyls and dioxins from the ocean into the marine food web and potentially to human diets,
essentially forming a “toxic cocktail” increasing the risk of adverse effects to wildlife and humans. One study of
fish from various parts of the North Pacific found one or more plastic chemicals in all fish tested, independent of
location and species.
Making all packaging recyclable, if possible, is the first step to reduce the threat posed by ocean debris.
Companies who aspire to corporate sustainability yet use these risky materials must explain why they market
non-recyclable instead of recyclable packaging. Companies must also work with recyclers and municipalities to
assure that recyclable packaging actually gets collected and recycled.
BE IT RESOLVED THAT: Shareowners of Mondelez International request the Board to issue a report at reasonable
cost, omitting confidential information, by October 1, 2014 assessing the environmental impacts of continuing to
use non-recyclable brand packaging.
Supporting Statement: Proponents believe the report should include an assessment of the reputational, financial,
and operational risks associated with continuing to use non-recyclable brand packaging and, to the extent possible, goals and a timeline to phase out non-recyclable packaging.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling
Safeway Inc.
A similar resolution is under consideration for a spring filing at Kroger.

WHEREAS, post-consumer packaging and printed paper comprises nearly half of U.S. landfill waste and is a significant consumer of natural resources, energy and source of greenhouse gas emissions. Half of printed paper
and packaging is landfilled or burned rather than recycled. Plastic packaging debris migrates to oceans where it
damages fisheries, tourism and marine life. There is a growing link between ineffective waste management and
plastic debris piling up in Earth’s oceans and waterways, where it injures and kills marine animals, transports
invasive species and poses a threat to human health. California spends nearly $500 million annually to prevent
trash, much of it packaging, from polluting beaches, rivers and ocean frontage.
The estimated market value of wasted packaging that could be recycled is $11.4 billion. Increased recycling provides more efficient use of valuable resources. It generates less pollution, and requires less energy than using
virgin raw materials. In the U.S., taxpayers pay to recycle packaging, but poor infrastructure and strapped municipal budgets have yielded lagging recycling rates: 38% for aluminum,34% for glass, and only 12% for plastic.
Further, Safeway’s house brands, among other products, are recently increasing use of non-recyclable flexible
plastic packaging, such as pouches.
More than 40 countries have shifted some or all costs of packaging recycling onto producers. Safeway is already
required to contribute to packaging recycling costs in parts of Canada. U.S. producers of packaging-intensive
brands can expect to be asked to take more responsibility for recycling of packaging in the future. We believe
some measure of responsibility for packaging is a key component of a corporate environmental sustainability policy.
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR), a corporate and public policy that shifts accountability for financing
recycling of materials from taxpayers to producers, is a promising potential solution. Two major brands, CocaCola Co. and Nestle Waters NA, have called for producers to adopt EPR programs in the U.S. Legislation is pending in several states. Taking an active role in planning for mandated producer responsibility for packaging will
reduce risk, ensure continued high quality packaging, reduce wasted resources, and increase program efficiencies. The company has not moved decisively to lead or participate in such an effort nor addressed its responsibility for post-consumer packaging for its brands.
BE IT RESOLVED THAT shareowners of Safeway request that the board of directors issue a report by September
1, 2014, at reasonable cost and omitting confidential information, developing a policy position on the company's
responsibility for post-consumer product packaging of its private label brands, and assessing whether alternative
approaches could lead to substantially increased packaging recycling.
Supporting Statement: Options reviewed in the report should include analyses of company-based actions that
will increase recyclability of packaging materials, and participation in policy and technical development of EPR or
other producer responsibility strategies in collaboration with sector peers, policymakers and suppliers with a
goal of greatly increased U.S. recycling rates and reduced energy use and pollution.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Adopt Comprehensive Recycling Strategy
Dr Pepper Snapple Group, Inc.

WHEREAS: Dr. Pepper Snapple Group is the third largest soft drink business in the U.S. with a commitment to
environmental leadership, yet has no recycled content or container recovery strategy for the containers its beverages are sold in.
Society has been inundated with recyclable materials that are not recycled. 63% of the 243 billion beverage containers generated annually in the U.S. are discarded in landfills, incinerated or littered, and thereby diverted from
recycling streams. This value of these wasted containers between 2001 and 2010 exceeded $22 billion. Yet the
U.S. recycling rate for beverage containers declined from 54 percent in1992 to 36 percent in 2010, while sales
continued to grow (Container Recycling Institute).
The failure of the beverage industry to recycle nearly two-thirds of its containers has enormous environmental
impacts. Replacement production for wasted containers resulted in emissions of an additional 116 million tons of
greenhouse gases over the last decade, equivalent to the annual carbon dioxide emissions from 23 million cars.
The aluminum cans littered in the U.S. alone in the past decade could have reproduced the world’s entire commercial air fleet 25 times over.
Significantly higher container recovery rates are possible. In 10 U.S. states with container deposit legislation,
beverage container recycling rates of 70% and higher are being achieved, levels on average three times as high
as in states without deposit laws. In Norway and Sweden, beverage companies have achieved container recovery rates of 80% and higher.
“At Dr Pepper Snapple Group, we understand that an investment in sustainability is an investment in our business,” CEO Larry Young started in the company’s 2011 Corporate Social Responsibility Update.Yet unlike its peers,
our company has set no public quantitative goals for container recovery or use of recycled content in its bottles
and cans.
As a result of engagement with As You Sow and other stakeholders, three of the largest U.S. beverage companies established container recovery goals. Coca-Cola Co. agreed to recycle 50% of its plastic and glass bottles
and aluminum cans by 2015. Nestle Waters North America agreed to an industry recycling goal of 60% of plastic
bottles by 2018, and PepsiCo set an industry recycling goal for 50% for bottles and cans by 2018. Dr. Pepper
Snapple is clearly not keeping up with its peers.
RESOLVED THAT Shareowners of Dr. Pepper Snapple Group request that the board of directors adopt a comprehensive recycling strategy for beverage containers sold by the company and prepare a report by September 1,
2014 on the company’s efforts to implement the strategy. The strategy should include aggressive quantitative
recycled content goals, and container recovery goals for plastic, glass and metal containers. The report, to be
prepared at reasonable cost, may omit confidential information.
Supporting Statement: We believe the requested report is in the best interest of Dr. Pepper Snapple and its
shareholders. Leadership in this area will protect our iconic brands and strengthen the company’s reputation.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Report on Products/Packaging Containing Nanomaterials
Dunkin' Brands Group, Inc.

WHEREAS: Nanotechnology is the science of manipulating matter at the molecular scale to build structures,
tools, or products, known as nanomaterials. These extremely small particles create opportunities for innovation;
however the scientific community has raised serious questions about the safety of nanomaterials.
The novel properties of nanomaterials offer new opportunities for food industry applications, including stronger
flavorings and colorings. However these same properties may also result in greater toxicity for human health and
the environment. Because of their small size, nanoparticles are more likely to enter cells, tissues, and organs
where they may interfere with normal cellular function and cause damage and cell death. Nanomaterials such as
silver, titanium dioxide, zinc, and zinc oxide, have been found to be highly toxic to cells in laboratory studies.
Recent research on the ingestion of inorganic nanoparticles, has raised concerns regarding toxicity to humans
and the environment. Studies show that nanoparticles less than 300 nanometers in size are able to pass through
cell membranes in organisms; that nanomaterials can cause DNA and chromosomal damage, inflammation, and
genital malformations, among other harms; that titanium dioxide nanoparticles caused brain damage in fish,
causing nerve cells to die.
Given recent scientific findings, proponents believe companies that use nanomaterials in consumer products
may face significant liability and reputational risks. In 2008, the insurance giant, Swiss Re, noted that “what
makes nanotechnology completely new from the point of view of insuring against risk is the unforeseeable nature
of the risks it entails and the recurrent and cumulative losses it could lead to, given the new properties -- hence
different behavior -- of nanotechnologically manufactured products….” In 2011, Gen Re noted, “There are, at this
time, dozens of studies associating exposure to various nanomaterials with adverse health effects.”
We are concerned about liability arising from use of nanotechnology in food products, particularly foods such as
donuts which are ingested by children, whose developing bodies are more vulnerable.
Proponents believe titanium-dioxide nanomaterials are likely being used in Dunkin’ Donuts without adequate testing to ensure safety, and without notice or warning of their presence or potential hazard. Proponents believe that
the best way to protect the public and shareholder value is to avoid using nanomaterials until and unless they
have been subject to robust evaluation and demonstrated to be safe for human health and the environment, and
to clearly label all products that contain nanomaterials.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board publish by November 1, 2014, at reasonable cost and excluding proprietary information, a report on Dunkin’s policies regarding public health concerns of nanomaterials in the company's products or packaging. This report should identify products or packaging that currently contains nanomaterials, and discuss any actions, aside from regulatory compliance, management is taking to reduce or eliminate
risk associated with human health and environmental impacts, such as eliminating, or disclosing, the use of
nanomaterials until they are proven safe through long-term testing.
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Proxy Resolutions: Environmental Health
Environmental Impacts of Using Non-Recyclable Packaging
Kraft Foods Group, Inc.

WHEREAS Kraft Food’s environmental policy commits to “reducing the environmental impact of our activities and
promoting the sustainability of the natural resources upon which we depend…” yet a significant amount of its
brand product packaging is not recyclable, and new studies suggest plastic packaging that reaches the ocean is
toxic to marine animals and potentially to humans.
Two prominent examples of non-recyclable packaging are Kraft’s iconic Capri-Sun and Kool-Aid Jammers juice
drinks. Capri-Sun has been sold for more than 30 years in the U.S. market packaged in a laminate and foil pouch
that cannot be recycled into new pouches and is rarely collected for recovery. Capri-Sun could be dispensed in
recyclable PET plastic or glass bottles, paper cartons or aluminum cans as are Minute Maid, Juicy Juice,
Tropicana and other juice drink brands. Using non-recyclable packaging when recyclable alternatives are
available wastes enormous amounts of valuable resources such as aluminum that could be recycled virtually
endlessly.
An estimated 5 billion units of Capri-Sun are sold worldwide. Many billions of pouches, representing significant
amounts of embedded value and energy, lie buried in landfills. Non-recyclable packaging is more likely to be littered and swept into waterways. A recent assessment of marine debris by a panel of the Global Environment
Facility concluded that one cause of debris entering oceans is “design and marketing of products internationally
without appropriate regard to their environmental fate or ability to be recycled in the locations where sold…”
California spends nearly $500 million annually preventing trash, much of it packaging, from polluting beaches,
rivers and oceanfront. In the marine environment, plastics break down into small indigestible particles that birds
and marine mammals mistake for food.
Further, studies by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9 suggest a synergistic effect between persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic chemicals and plastic debris. Plastics absorb toxics such as polychlorinated
biphenyls and dioxins from water or sediment and transfer them into the marine food web and potentially to
human diets, essentially forming a “toxic cocktail” increasing the risk of adverse effects to wildlife and humans.
One study of fish from various parts of the North Pacific found one or more plastic chemicals in all fish tested,
independent of location and species.
Making all packaging recyclable, if possible, is the first step to reduce the threat posed by ocean debris.
Companies who aspire to corporate sustainability yet use these risky materials need to explain why they market
non-recyclable packaging instead of recyclable packaging.
BE IT RESOLVED THAT Shareowners of Kraft Foods Group request that the board of directors issue a report at
reasonable cost, omitting confidential information, by October 1, 2014 assessing the environmental impacts of
continuing to use non-recyclable brand packaging.
Supporting Statement: Proponents believe that the report should include an assessment of the reputational,
financial and operational risks associated with continuing to use non-recyclable brand packaging and if possible,
goals and a timeline to phase out non-recyclable packaging.
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Financial Practices and Risk
ICCR resolutions in the financial sector seek to
advance corporate policies and practices that will
stabilize the global markets and preserve access
to credit, particularly for the economically vulnerable. Past ICCR member resolutions have
focused on requesting the proper securitization
of complex instruments like derivatives, and on
improper mortgage foreclosures, which have
forced millions from their homes and resulted in
billions in bank penalties.

Direct Deposit Advances
(Payday Lending)
As a result of the financial insecurity caused by
the 2008 financial crisis, people are increasingly
forced to rely on risky lending products like payday loans offered as expedient solutions for cashstrapped customers. But payday loans are notorious for their high interest rates which set up
cycles of repeat borrowing. Recently, a number of
banks have begun offering struggling customers
high-cost direct deposit advances that resemble
payday loans and could ensnare them in costly
“debt traps”. Charges may run $10 for each $100
borrowed through a direct deposit advance.
Loans are typically repaid automatically, in full,
out of the customer’s next direct deposit.
According to the Center for Responsible Lending,
the typical user of this type of product pays
365% APR on a 10-day loan and remains indebted for 175 days out of the year. Last year, in
recognition of the risks to customers, several
banks dropped their direct deposit programs.
Wells Fargo continues to offer the program.

This year ICCR members asked Wells Fargo to
develop enforcement mechanisms to prevent
employees or affiliates from engaging in predatory lending practices. After receiving the resolution, Wells Fargo announced it would cease its
direct deposit advance program, and ICCR withdrew the resolution in response.
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Proposal Topic

Quantity

Financial Practices and Risk

4

Direct Deposit Advances

1

Report on Business Standards

3

Report on Business Standards
Despite some positive steps taken since the start
of the financial crisis, investors are concerned by
the constant flow of settlement announcements
that the major banks continue to make to
address issues related to the near financial collapse of 2008.

ICCR members therefore asked Bank of
America, J.P. Morgan Chase, and Wells Fargo to
report on how they are rebuilding commitment
to ethics by their staff; on any new checks and
balances mandated by the Board and management addressing risk; on new structures of
Board accountability and oversight; on any steps
taken to insure no recurrence of misconduct;
and on the compensation package of top executives and responsible staff involved in or
accountable for oversight of these scandals,
including the process for clawbacks and positive incentives reinforcing responsible behavior
going forward.

Proxy Resolutions: Financial Practices & Risk
Report on Business Standards
Bank of America Corp.

As shareowners of Bank of America we are alarmed by the constant flow of announced settlements that our
company continues to make to address legacy issues related to the near financial collapse of 2008 that battered
the economy and brought icons of American business (General Motors, Lehman Brothers) to their knees. It is
deeply disappointing and distressing to be reminded of the levels and extent of the unethical and apparently illegal activities that have been attributed to our bank.
For example:
• In Dec 2010 we reached a $2.6 billion settlement with Freddie Mac and Fannie May.
• In April 2011 we agreed to a $1.6 billion settlement with Assured Guaranty
• In June 2011 we settled for $8.6 billion with Bank of New York
• In Feb 2012 our part of the national mortgage settlement with the Justice Department and 49 state attorneys
general was $11.8 billion.
• In Sept 2012 a $2.4 billion settlement on class action Merrill Lynch was reached.
• In January 2013 $11.6 billion repurchase settlement with Fannie Mae.
• In 2013, the bank settled for $1.66 billion with bond insurer MBIA Inc.
• Earlier in 2013, Bank of America entered into a comprehensive, $10.2 billion settlement with Fannie Mae covering loans by affiliates of Countrywide Financial Corp. and Bank of America NA.
• In addition our bank settled for $2.9 billion with the OCC and the Federal Reserve Board related to the
Independent Foreclosure Review.
This is representative of the financial penalties, reputational risk and credibility that our bank faces.
The bank’s legal costs increased to $19.9 billion in the first half of 2013. One of the biggest dangers is to our reputation. Regulators lack faith that we are capable of managing business risks. Our business is negatively affected
with clients, consumers and the public. We believe shareholders deserve a full report on what the bank has done
to end these unethical activities, to rebuild our credibility and provide new strong, effective checks and balances
within the Bank.
RESOLVED: That the shareholders request the Board commission a comprehensive report available to shareholders by October 2014 describing the steps the bank has taken to address or remedy the following and including
the timeline for changes and description of the banks review process that are in place to assess the effectiveness of such reforms. The report may omit proprietary information and be prepared at reasonable cost.
1. A list of each major legal issue under investigation or settled;
2. The Bank’s reputational credibility problem;
3. Rebuilding commitment to ethics by staff;
4. New checks and balances mandated by the Board and management addressing risk;
5. New structures of Board accountability and oversight;
6. A summary of steps taken to insure no recurrence of misconduct;
7. The compensation package of top executives and responsible staff involved in or accountable for oversight of
these scandals, including the process for clawbacks and positive incentives reinforcing responsible behavior
going forward.
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Proxy Resolutions: Financial Practices & Risk
Report on Business Standards
J.P. Morgan Chase & Co.

As shareowners of JPMorgan Chase we remember when the collapse of the mortgage market set off a chain
reaction battering the economy and bringing icons of American business (General Motors, Lehman Brothers) to
their knees. JPMorgan Chase was recognized for deftly managing risks.
In an abrupt reversal, JPMorgan Chase is now embroiled in multiple scandals. Eight federal agencies and multiple
foreign governments are actively or recently investigated us. For example:
• In August 2013, the U.S. government brought criminal charges against two former employees for their role in a
risky bet on credit derivatives resulting in a $6 billion loss. The Bank settled with the SEC and other agencies for
$920 million and was forced to admit blame.
• In late July 2013, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) accused the company of manipulative bidding strategies in the California and Michigan electricity markets between September 2010 and November 2012.
While neither admitting nor denying wrong doing, our company settled the issue with FERC for $410 million.
• In a dramatic, unprecedented settlement related to mortgage loans and mortgage securities JPMorgan Chase
is paying a $13 billion settlement, including $4 billion to mortgage customers originated by Countrywide. In addition, the bank publicly admitted responsibility rather than simply settling, while neither denying nor acknowledging guilt.
• The bank spent $17.7 billion dollars on litigation-related expenses from 2008-2012 and set aside $23 billion as a
reserve for future legal expenses.
While fines and settlements have been record breaking, one of the biggest dangers is to our reputation. Regulators
lack faith that we are capable of managing business risks. Our business is negatively affected with clients, consumers and the public. We believe shareholders deserve a full report on what the bank has done to end these
unethical activities, to rebuild our credibility and provide new strong, effective checks and balances within the
Bank.
While press releases describe specific settlements or new reforms, the overall picture has not been reported adequately to shareholders.
RESOLVED: Shareowners request the Board commission a comprehensive report available to investors by October
2014 describing the steps the bank has taken to address or remedy risks and challenges such as those referenced
above, including the timeline for changes and description of the review process in place to assess effectiveness of
such reforms. The report may omit proprietary information and be prepared at reasonable cost.
1. A list of each major legal issue under investigation or settled;
2. The Bank’s reputational credibility problem;
3. Rebuilding commitment to ethics by staff;
4. New checks and balances mandated by the Board and management addressing risk;
5. New structures of Board accountability and oversight;
6. A description of whistle blower protection measures;
7. The compensation package of top executives and responsible staff involved in or accountable for oversight of
these scandals, including the process for clawbacks and positive incentives reinforcing responsible behavior
going forward.

86

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Proxy Resolutions: Financial Practices & Risk
Report on Business Standards
Wells Fargo & Company*
WHEREAS: Shareowners of Wells Fargo remember when the collapse of the mortgage market set off a chain
reaction battering the economy and bringing icons of American business (General Motors, Lehman Brothers) to
their knees.
Wells Fargo, one of the largest-US banks was able to settle problematic mortgage claims from the Federal
Housing Finance Agency and had numerous discriminatory lending lawsuits and settlements.
Thousands of home-owners especially, low-income minorities have been seriously affected in several cities
across the country.
For example:
• According to Bloomsberg Business Week: “Wells Fargo & Co. (WFC:US) was sued by New York State over
claims the bank failed to uphold terms of a $25 billion mortgage-servicing settlement aimed at helping distressed homeowners avoid disclosure.” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2013-10-01/wells-fargo-said-toface-lawsuitover- loan-accord-violation#p2
• On July 30, 2012 the Baltimore Sun reported that “ Wells Fargo Bank, the nation's largest mortgage lender,
agreed to pay at least $175 million to settle claims that it discriminated against African-American and Hispanic
borrowers by steering them into high-cost, subprime mortgage loans.” http://articles.baltimoresun.com/201207-15/news/bs-edwells- fargo-20120715_1_subprime-mortgages-minority-borrowers-mortgage-brokers
• “Wells Fargo has promised $432.5 million in new loans and financial assistance to settle a lawsuit filed by the
city of Memphis claiming the bank targeted minorities for predatory lending.”
http://money.cnn.com/2012/05/30/news/companies/wells-fargo-memphis/
• In Sept. 2013 Wells Fargo & Co. agreed to an $869 million settlement with Freddie Mac over claims on home
loans it sold to the government-controlled mortgage finance company.
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/10/01/wellsfargo- freddie-mac_n_4021941.html
This is representative of the financial penalties and settlements that our bank has incurred with the attendant
exposure to reputational and brand risk, broken trust and abysmal confidence rating with Main Street.
One of the biggest dangers is to our reputation. Regulators lack faith that we are capable of managing business
risks. Our business is negatively affected with clients, consumers and the public. We believe shareholders
deserve a full report on what the bank has done to end these unethical practices, rebuild credibility and provide
new strong, effective checks and balances within the Bank.
While press releases describe specific settlements or new reforms, the overall picture has not been reported
adequately to shareholders.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board Commission issue a comprehensive report, made available to
shareholders by October 2014 describing the steps the bank has taken to address or remedy the following,
including, the timeline for changes and description of the banks review process in place to assess effectiveness
of such reforms. The report may omit proprietary information and be prepared at reasonable cost.
1. A list of each major legal issue under investigation or settled;
2. The Bank’s reputational credibility problem;
3. Rebuilding commitment to ethics by staff;
4. New checks and balances mandated by the Board and management addressing risk;
5. New structures of Board accountability and oversight;
6. A description of whistle blower protection measures;
7. The compensation package of top executives and responsible staff involved in or accountable for oversight of
these scandals, including the process for clawbacks and positive incentives reinforcing responsible behavior
going forward.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Financial Practices & Risk
Direct Deposit Advances
Wells Fargo & Company*
WHEREAS: Our company provides high-cost direct deposit advances that resemble payday loans and are considered in many instances to not be in the best interest of customers.
Wells Fargo charges $7.50 for each $100 accessed through a direct deposit advance. Advances and fees are
repaid automatically, in full, when the customer’s account next receives a direct deposit. Customers may then
find themselves unable to pay their expenses and needing to access another direct deposit advance.
For example, a customer who relies on a $500 advance that is automatically paid back with fees when the next
direct deposit is made may need to take out a $400 advance during the next pay period, a $300 advance during
the subsequent pay period, etc. After five advances, the customer will have ended up being advanced $1,500 and
paying $112.50 in total fees. This is similar to “loan flipping” which has been recognized as an element of predatory lending.
Direct deposit advances may pose significant regulatory, legal, and reputational risks to Wells Fargo. Regulators
have repeatedly warned banks to avoid providing products that are not in the best interests of customers and
may be predatory in nature. In April 2013, the FDIC issued proposed guidance addressing various risks posed by
deposit advance products.
FDIC Chairman Martin J. Gruenberg said at the time: "The proposed supervisory guidance released today reflects
the serious risks that certain deposit advance products may pose to financial institutions and their customers.”
The FDIC elaborated that providers “often do not utilize fundamental and prudent banking practices to determine
the customer's ability to repay the loan and meet other necessary financial obligations. Deposit advance loans
share a number of characteristics seen in traditional payday loans, including high fees; very short, lump-sum
repayment terms; and inadequate attention to the consumer's ability to repay.”
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors (1) oversee the amendment of current policies and the
development of enforcement mechanisms to prevent employees or affiliates from engaging in predatory lending
practices; and (2) provide a report to shareholders that offers assurances about the adequacy of the policy and
its enforcement, by June 2014.
Supporting Statement: Shareholders have no means of evaluating the effectiveness of current company policies.
Reports to shareholders on our company’s anti-predatory lending policies should include:
• A definition of predatory lending;
• Metrics to determine whether loans and advances were consistent with the borrowers'
• ability to repay;
• Results of our company's efforts to be transparent regarding the terms of loan and
• advance amounts; and
• An assessment of the reasonableness of collection procedures.
Policies must be accompanied by thorough internal controls and public reporting to allow shareholders to evaluate the company’s success in complying with its own standard.

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide

Food Safety and
Sustainability

Proposal Topic
Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity

2

ICCR member food engagements cover several
issues including the overuse of antibiotics in animal agriculture and the presence of genetically
modified ingredients in food, to corporate initiatives to address childhood obesity and undernutrition. This year, as GMO labeling was the
topic of several state ballot initiatives, the most
numerous ICCR food resolutions dealt with
genetically modified ingredients and seeds in our
global food supply chain.

Label Genetically Engineered Products

1

Material Risks of GMO Seed Contamination

1

Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar and Paper Sourcing –
Deforestation

3

Report on Adverse Impacts of GMOs
(Herbicides)

1

Report on Land Rights

1

Risks Associated with Indefinite Use of
Gestation Crates

1

Sustainable Agriculture Policy

1

Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity
170 million children are overweight worldwide
and childhood obesity rates in some countries –
U.S. included – are nearly triple what they were
in 1980. Obese youth are at higher risk for high
blood pressure and cholesterol, type 2 diabetes,
asthma, and other health problems and are
prone to adult obesity and associated serious
health risks. A 2012 IOM study held childhood
obesity responsible for $14.1 billion in annual
direct medical costs in the U.S.

ICCR members filed a resolution with Wendy’s
International asking the company to assess
whether the scope, scale and pace of the
company’s nutritional initiatives are sufficient to
prevent material risks to the company’s finances
and operations due to public concerns about
childhood obesity, and public and private
initiatives to eliminate or restrict the fast food
environment. Concerned that Facebook gives
the food industry extensive access to young
consumers, by enabling brands to create “fans”
and share content virally, ICCR members also
questioned Facebook on its advertising and
privacy policies.

89

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Quantity

Food

11

Report on Adverse Impacts of
Genetically Modified Organisms
(Herbicides)
Since their introduction, the value and impact of
genetically modified crops have been mired in
controversy. More than 60% of all processed
foods today contain GMO ingredients, including
soy, corn and canola. To date, glyphosate resistance has been confirmed in 24 weed species
worldwide, including 14 in North America.
Concerned that herbicides impose a heavy burden on ecology, farmworkers and adjacent communities, ICCR members are calling for a reduction in herbicide use as ongoing evolution of
herbicide-resistant weeds poses a significant challenge to current weed management practices.

ICCR members filed a resolution with DuPont,
asking for a report on how the company is
monitoring herbicide utilization with its seed
products. Requested data include: volumes,
toxicity equivalents, studies and analysis on the
impact to health and environment.

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide
Label Genetically Modified
Ingredients
Since 2000, members of ICCR have argued on
behalf of consumers’ right to know what’s in the
foods they eat, including whether or not those
foods are genetically modified. Urging the precautionary principle, they caution against allowing potentially hazardous materials into the food
supply and support voluntary labeling of GMO
ingredients. Because there has as yet been no
national mandate that GM foods be labeled in
the U.S., most Americans have been unknowingly
eating them for years. Abbott Laboratories uses
genetically modified (GMO) ingredients in its
nutritional line of foods, including its Similac
Soy Isomil products intended for infants. The
entire European Union, Australia, China, Japan,
and Russia require GMO labeling, and several US
states have passed or proposed GMO labeling
laws. According to a 2010 poll conducted by
Reuters Thompson, more than 90% of Americans
thought foods containing GMOs should be
labeled as such.

ICCR members filed a resolution with Abbott
Laboratories asking the company to identify and
label genetically engineered crops and organisms in all its products unless long-term safety
testing shows that they are not harmful to
humans, animals, and the environments.

Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar and Paper
Sourcing - Deforestation
Palm oil is found in roughly 50% of all consumer goods, including foods and cosmetics.
Palm oil production is also a significant source of
greenhouse gas emissions as it leads to deforestation, environmental degradation, and conversion
of high-carbon peatland into plantations.
Tropical deforestation is responsible for 15-20%
of annual global GHG emissions. Global
demand for palm oil is also fueling deforestation
and human rights violations, including child and
forced labor. Companies that have not committed to procuring only certified sustainable palm
oil for their products may be opening themselves
to risks to their reputation as well as risks to the
long-term security of their palm oil supply.

ICCR members filed resolutions with Kraft Foods,
Pepsi and Mondelez asking each company to
assess its supply chain impact on deforestation
and its plans to mitigate these risks.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity
Facebook Inc.

WHEREAS, the contribution of food marketing to the childhood obesity epidemic has become a major public issue:
• 170 million children are overweight worldwide and childhood obesity rates in the U.S. have nearly tripled since
1980.
• Obese youth are at higher risk for serious health problems.
• A 2012 IOM study held childhood obesity responsible for $14.1 billion in annual direct medical costs in the U.S.
• A 2005 IOM study concluded that food marketing influences children’s diets and health, and a 2012 FTC study
found that food and restaurant companies have dramatically increased spending on digital marketing to children in the last few years, including extensive use of Facebook.
• In 2011, the American Academy of Pediatrics called for a total ban on child-targeted television and digital
advertising for unhealthy foods.
Growing public concerns have spurred actions to curb food marketing to children:
• In 2009, the U.S. Congress and FTC convened a federal Interagency Working Group to recommend nutritional
standards for food marketed to children under 18.
• In December 2012, the FTC revised regulations that implement the Children’s Online Privacy Act (COPPA) to
address marketing practices and new technologies.
• In June 2013, the World Health Organization called for tighter controls on the marketing to children of unhealthy
foods.
In 2012, the FTC found that food marketers modestly decreased advertising to children on television in recent
years, but increased digital marketing to children by 50%. Facebook gives the food industry extensive access to
young consumers, enabling brands to create "fans" and share content virally. In June 2013, Coca-Cola, Oreo,
McDonald's, and Skittles topped the list for numbers of Facebook fans.
A Wall Street Journal article in June of 2012 suggested Facebook is considering opening its service to children
under 13, and in October 2013, Facebook announced that it was easing its privacy rules for children ages 13 to 17,
which will better enable advertisers to tailor marketing messages to these users. A month later, Facebook made
changes to its privacy policies that make clear that, by having a Facebook account, users allow the company to
use their posting and other personal data for advertising.
Facebook’s reliance on advertising makes its service inappropriate for children under age 13, and the company
needs to do much more to safeguard the privacy of teens and protect them from the marketing of unhealthy food
products - implementing mechanisms similar to those that currently shield Facebook users under age 21 from alcohol advertising.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors issue a report, including a risk evaluation, at reasonable expense and excluding proprietary information, by November 1, 2014, assessing whether the scope, scale and
pace of implementation of the company's advertising and privacy policies are sufficient to prevent material
impacts on the company's finances and operations due to public concerns about childhood obesity and public and
private initiatives to eliminate or restrict food marketing to youth.

91

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity
Wendy's International, Inc.

WHEREAS, the contribution of quick-service restaurants to the childhood obesity epidemic has become a major
public issue:
• 170 million children are overweight worldwide and childhood obesity rates in some countries – U.S. included –
are nearly triple what they were in 1980.
• Obese youth are at higher risk for high blood pressure and cholesterol, type 2 diabetes, asthma, and other
health problems and prone to adult obesity and associated serious health risks.
• A 2012 IOM study held childhood obesity responsible for $14.1 billion in annual direct medical costs in the U.S.
• A 2005 IOM study concluded that quick-service restaurant marketing influences children’s diets and health.
• Peer-reviewed studies in 2012 and 2013 found that over one third of U.S. youth had eaten fast food on the previous day, consuming more calories, sugar, fat, sodium, and sugary drinks and less milk than on other days.
• In 2011, the American Academy of Pediatrics called for a total ban on child-targeted television and digital
advertising for unhealthy foods as a response to childhood obesity.
Growing public concerns have spurred actions to restrict quick-service restaurants’ operations:
• In 2009, the IOM recommended local governments take actions such as adopting zoning policies that restrict
fast food near schools and limit the density of fast food restaurants in residential communities.
• In 2011, a San Francisco ordinance prohibited fast food restaurants from including free toys with unhealthy
children’s meals.
• The 2010 Dietary Guidelines identify limiting the “fast food environment” as key to healthy eating.
• In recent years multiple hospitals terminated contracts with quick-service restaurants and 18 hospitals/health
systems committed (through the Partnership for a Healthier America) to nutritionally improving on-site food
options.
• In 2012, the CDC hosted a national conference promoting policy actions to address childhood obesity, and in
2013, the White House hosted a Convening on Food Marketing to Children, urging stakeholders – including
quick-service restaurant companies – to address the contribution of marketing to childhood obesity.
In its 2012 10-k report, Wendy’s acknowledges that “the restaurant industry has been subject to a number of
claims that the menus and actions of restaurant chains have led to the obesity of certain of their customers” and
that “adverse publicity resulting from these allegations may harm the reputation of our restaurants.” However,
Wendy’s has not disclosed having made any assessment of whether its current policies and practices are sufficient to prevent material risks to the company from shifting consumer demand and initiatives to reduce childhood
obesity.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Wendy’s Board of Directors issue a report, including a risk evaluation, at
reasonable expense and excluding proprietary information, by November 1, 2014, assessing whether the scope,
scale and pace of the company's nutritional initiatives are sufficient to prevent material risks to the company's
finances and operations due to public concerns about childhood obesity and public and private initiatives to eliminate or restrict the fast food environment.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Material Financial Risks of GMO Seed Contamination
Monsanto

WHEREAS: The labeling of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) is an increasing matter of concern among
state legislators across the United States;
WHEREAS: Vermont, Alaska, Maine and Nebraska have passed laws requiring labeling of GMOs and at least fifteen states have offered legislation that would require similar labeling;
WHEREAS: Monsanto spent over $7.1 million in 2012 to defeat Proposition 37, a statewide initiative to require
GMO labeling in California;
WHEREAS: The biological and physical movement of material derived from genetically engineered crops is difficult and sometimes impossible to control or recall;
WHEREAS: Many domestic and global food markets demand foods with zero or near-zero levels of material
derived from genetically modified organisms;
WHEREAS: Genetically modified crops have been found to contaminate conventional (non-GMO) and organic
farms, threatening farmers’ livelihoods, and, affecting critical food supply, and imposing a significant financial
burden on farmers seeking to satisfy markets for GMO-free products;
RESOLVED: The Monsanto board shall prepare a report, at reasonable expense and omitting proprietary information, assessing any material financial risks or operational potential impacts on the Company with:
• Seed contamination, including costs of seed replacement, crop and production losses and clean up, decontamination and continued testing of affected seeds;
• On-going buffer zone control, including production acreage losses and on-going maintenance required to
secure or maintain access to contamination-sensitive markets,
• Crop, production, and post-harvest losses and associated costs of market rejections, including temporary or
permanent market losses resulting from GMO contamination;
• Loss of organic or other third-party certification due to GMO contamination and any costs associated with
additional, record-keeping, testing or surveillance required to regain certification or retain certification on
impacted operations
• Well water testing and/or groundwater cleanup contamination if found.
• Removal and destruction of contaminated GMO plants;
• Pollinator losses and related damages e.g. to non-target organisms;
• Soil contamination and on-going related mitigation and remediation costs; and
• Damage to farmers’ reputations, livelihood, and standing in the community
The report shall also discuss the impact of such a policy regarding such issues and related public policies on our
customers and consumers, and shall be available by July 1, 2014.
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Proxy Resolutions:
Resolutions Food Safety and Sustainability
Report on Adverse Impacts of GMOs (Herbicides)
DuPont Company

WHEREAS: The ongoing evolution of herbicide-resistant weeds poses a significant challenge to current weed
management practices;
In the peer-reviewed journal Environmental Sciences Europe, Dr. Charles Benbrook writes that the emergence and
spread of glyphosate-resistant weeds correlates with the upward trajectory in herbicide use. DuPont recognizes
increased weed resistance: To date, glyphosate resistance has been confirmed in 24 weed species worldwide,
including 14 in North America (Heap 2012). Glyphosate-resistant weed populations have been confirmed in 29
states and two Canadian provinces. (https://www.pioneer.com/home/site/us/agronomy/weedmgmtand- glyphosateresis/);
The area of U.S. cropland infested with glyphosate-resistant weeds has expanded to 61.2 million acres in 2012,
according to a survey conducted by Stratus Agri-Marketing. Nearly half of all U.S. farmers interviewed reported
that glyphosate-resistant weeds were present on their farm in 2012, up from 34% of farmers in 2011. The survey
also indicates that the rate at which glyphosate-resistant weeds are spreading is gaining momentum; increasing
25% in 2011 and 51% in 2012. (http://farmindustrynews.com/herbicides/glyphosate-resistant-weed-problemextendsmorespecies- more-farms);
“The prevalence of glyphosate-tolerant crops has contributed to the high rates of glyphosate contamination in the
environment. In 2002, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) collected 154 water samples from 51 streams in nine
Midwestern states and glyphosate was detected in 36% of the samples, and aminomethylphosphonic acid or
AMPA (a degradation product of glyphosate) was detected in 69% of the samples. Glyphosate and its formulated
end-use products have been proven to be toxic to aquatic organisms and can be “extremely lethal” to amphibians
in concentrations found in the environment." (http://www.beyondpesticides.org/dailynewsblog/?p=8239)
A 2012 study found that Roundup, in sublethal and environmentally relevant concentrations, caused further-reaching effects on nontarget species than previous considered. http://www.esajournals.org/doi/abs/10.1890/11-0189.1
Kauai County, Hawaii, recently voted in legislation requiring companies to disclose pesticide use, strict setback
rules for spraying chemicals or disclosure when growing genetically engineered crops. Indicators of corporate
concern regarding herbicide use include:
Sysco Corporation, which supplies Wendy's, Applebee's, and other restaurant providers, has established an
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Program that in its first three years reduced herbicide use by nearly 900,000
pounds. Sysco's program requires its suppliers to prepare IPM programs and employs third party auditors.
McDonald's has begun a process of gathering and disseminating information on best management practices for
herbicide use reduction in its potato supply chain.
Unilever has a goal to sustainably source 100% of its agricultural raw materials by 2020. One sourcing indicator
includes reducing the use of herbicides.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request a comprehensive report by a committee of independent directors of the board on
how the company is monitoring herbicide utilization with its seed products: volumes, toxicity equivalents, studies
and analysis on the impact to health and environment. Shareholders request the report, at reasonable expense
and omitting proprietary information, to be complete within one year of the shareholder meeting.
Supporting Statement: Herbicides impose a heavy burden on ecology, farmworkers and adjacent communities. In
turn, a reduction in herbicide use can lessen these burdens and ancillary costs. Reduced herbicide use and
reduced exposure to herbicides can also yield reputational benefits.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Label Genetically Engineered Products
Abbott Laboratories

WHEREAS:
Abbott Laboratories uses genetically modified (GMO) ingredients in some products in its nutritional lines, including in its Similac Soy Isomil Products intended for infants;
Our competitor, Gerber Products, has stated that it will not allow genetically engineered (GE) corn or soybeans in
their baby foods;
In assessing value, investors are wise to scrutinize a firm’s nascent liabilities, such as risks from activities potentially harmful to human health or the environment, that can impact long-term shareholder value;
Sixty-four countries, including the entire European Union, Australia, China, Japan, India, and Russia require GMO
labeling;
Connecticut and Maine have passed labeling laws and other New England states are now considering similar
laws in their legislatures. California and Washington State recently had GMO labeling ballot initiatives narrowly
lose after industry spent over $70 million to defeat them. Approximately 20 other states are planning ballot initiatives;
According to a January 2013 New York Times report, over 20 companies including Walmart, PepsiCo, and
ConAgra have begun to lobby for federal GMO labeling laws rather than face the inevitable patchwork of state
laws;
According to a 2013 poll conducted by the New York Times, 93% of Americans think GMO-containing foods
should be labeled;
The peer reviewed study, “Long Term Toxicity of Roundup-Tolerant Genetically Modified Maize” (Food and
Chemical Toxicology Sept. 2012) found that 70% of rats fed GMO NK603 corn over a two year period had significantly shorter lifespans than controls due to organ failure and increased tumor growth;
A September 2013 New York Times article, “A Disease Cuts Corn Yields”, describes a major GMO related blight
reported to have destroyed nearly half of Iowa’s corn crops and is spreading. Supply chain disruption is one
problem of a monocrop that threatens to impact shareholders and threatens national food security;
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that unless long-term safety testing demonstrates that genetically engineered
crops, organisms or products thereof are not harmful to humans, animals and the environment, the company’s
board of directors adopt a policy to identify and label, where feasible, all food products manufactured or sold
under the company’s brand names or private labels that may contain genetically engineered ingredients and
report to shareholders, at reasonable cost and excluding proprietary information, on such policy and its implementation by October 31, 2014.
Supporting Statement: We believe that GMO technology involves significant social, economic, and environmental
risks and that labeling of GMOs in the USA is inevitable. Our company should take a leadership position by clearly identifying products containing genetically engineered crops to give consumers the right to choose. Failure to
do so could leave our company financially liable and at risk of damage to its brand and reputation, should detrimental effects to public health or the environment appear in the future.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Risks Associated with Indefinite Use of Gestation Crates
Tyson Foods, Inc.*

RESOLVED, that shareholders request that, within six months of the 2014 annual meeting, the Board of Directors
provide a report to shareholders, prepared at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, detailing the
possible risks and operational impacts associated with allowing the indefinite use of “gestation crates” in
Tyson’s supply chain. The report should detail—using peer-reviewed data, when possible—all potential risks and
impacts, including those regarding brand reputation, customer relations, public perception, and regulatory compliance.
Supporting Statement: Gestation crates are cages, used in Tyson’s supply chain, which confine pigs so restrictively they’re unable to turn around. Rising concerns over these cages have rapidly shifted the marketplace, with
dozens of top global food brands—including Tyson’s customers—demanding change. Tyson’s failure to disclose
the risks associated with the indefinite inclusion of gestation crates in its supply chain is of concern to shareholders.
Business magnate Carl Icahn summarized the situation as such: “I firmly believe that the position of [The Humane
Society of the United States] regarding gestation crates is the right one. Eliminating those crates will both prevent cruelty to animals, and improve Tyson’s business prospects.”
• Customers: Nearly 60 leading, global pork buyers have publicly announced plans to eliminate gestation crates
from their supply chains, including McDonald’s, Burger King, Costco, Safeway, Kroger, Oscar Mayer and
dozens more. In fact, Tyson has already lost business over its position on this issue.
• Competition: Tyson competitors like Smithfield, Cargill and Hormel are actively moving away from gestation
crates. Smithfield’s farms, for example, are now nearly 40 percent gestation crate free, and the company will
become 100 percent gestation crate free by 2017.
• Legislation: Nine U.S. states, so far, have passed legislation banning gestation crates.
• Economics: A 2.5 year long Iowa State University study—in the nation’s top hog producing state—found that a
production system without gestation crates resulted in cost “that was 11% less than the cost” of the gestation
crate system.
• Science: Renowned animal welfare expert—and Tyson advisor—Dr. Temple Grandin is unequivocal on this
issue: “Confining an animal for most of its life in a box in which it is not able to turn around does not provide a
decent life,” writes Grandin. She continues, “Gestation stalls have got to go.” In summarizing the issue, Meat
& Poultry magazine concluded, “Studies show crates have more negative attributes than positive ones.”
Major pork buyers and Tyson customers demand change, legislation is mandating change, economics support
changing, and Tyson’s competitors are changing. As such, Tyson’s current position of indefinitely including gestation crates in its supply chain is of concern to investors.
Therefore, we encourage a vote FOR this modest proposal, which simply asks Tyson to disclose the risks associated with its current position on this issue. As the World Bank’s International Finance Corporation wrote, “In the
case of animal welfare, failure to keep pace with changing consumer expectations and market opportunities
could put companies and their investors at a competitive disadvantage in an increasingly global marketplace.”

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Sustainable Agriculture Policy
Archer-Daniels-Midland Company

WHEREAS: As populations increase, climate change negatively affects crop yields, and food insecurity persists,
sustainable agricultural supply chains are becoming even more important.
Companies like Archer Daniels Midland (ADM) that rely on agricultural inputs should ensure that the growers in
their supply chain practice sustainable agriculture that 1) protects the environment, conserves water resources,
responsibly manages fertilizer, and reduces soil erosion; and 2) protects the human rights of workers with policies for fair wages, safe working conditions, freedom of association, and ethical recruitment standards. We commend ADM’s membership in important initiatives including Field to Market and the Roundtable on Sustainable
Palm Oil, and its creation of the Socially and Environmentally Responsible Agricultural Practices (SERAP) program.
Global estimates from the Food and Agriculture Organization indicate that agriculture accounts for roughly 70%
of all water withdrawals. In the United States, water pollution from agriculture is the number one cause for
impaired waterways, according to the Environmental Protection Agency. Sustainable agriculture often results in
less pollution and reduced greenhouse gas emissions, more fertile soil, and increased biodiversity in the surrounding ecosystem(s).
According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, “agriculture ranks among the most hazardous
industries,” as farm workers face low wages and dangerous working conditions. Migrant and seasonal farmworkers, including men, women, or young children, are often victims of labor trafficking or exploitative and illegal
labor brokers.
ADM customers such as Unilever, General Mills and Coca-Cola have adopted comprehensive sustainable sourcing policies for agricultural products. Recognizing that sustainable sourcing helps it “manage a core business
risk,” Unilever will sustainably source 100% of its agricultural raw materials by 2020. Coca-Cola’s approach to
sustainable agriculture is “founded on principles to protect the environment, uphold workplace rights and help
build more sustainable communities.” Agricultural producers that are not operating responsibly pose risks to the
environment, communities, and the buyers that rely on their outputs.
The 1990 Farm Bill defines sustainable agriculture as a system that will: 1) satisfy food and fiber needs, 2)
enhance environmental quality and the natural resources underlying the agricultural economy, 3) maximize efficiency of nonrenewable resources and on-farm resources, integrating natural biological cycles and controls, 4)
sustain the economic viability of farm operations, and 5) enhance the quality of life for farmers and society.
ADM supports the need of a growing world by connecting crops and markets in more than 140 countries on 6
continents. ADM has over 265 processing plants that rely on key agricultural inputs; we believe that processors
have an obligation to promote sustainable agriculture, including the human rights of workers, to mitigate risk in
the supply chain.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors adopt a comprehensive policy to require the
Company's key agricultural suppliers to report their performance relative to best management practices for irrigation, nutrient management, labor standards, pesticide application, and greenhouse gas emissions, and include
a summary of this information as part of its annual sustainability report to shareholders (prepared at reasonable
cost and excluding proprietary information).
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Report on Land Rights
PepsiCo, Inc.

WHEREAS: Since 2000, over 885 large-scale land acquisitions covering approximately 79 million acres globally
have been recorded. Approximately a third of the deals involve investment in cash crops such as sugar cane,
palm oil, and soy. Many of these large-scale land acquisitions involve evicting traditional land holders, through
coercion or fraud ("land grabs").
Land grabbing primarily affects small-scale farming communities in developing countries and has been linked to
loss of livelihoods, hunger, and violence. PepsiCo’s sources of sugar include suppliers that have been linked to
land grabs, which poses risk to the company and shareholder value; PepsiCo must urgently recognize this problem and take steps to ensure that land rights violations are not part of its supply chain.
By preparing an annual report regarding land rights and applying the results as part of its supply chain management, PepsiCo would strengthen its ability to assess its own and its suppliers’ performance on this important
issue and hold its suppliers accountable; enable shareholders to better understand and assess potential reputational and operational risks; and, consistent with the principle that “what gets measured gets managed,” prompt
more responsible business practices by suppliers.
There is a clear and growing consumer interest in understanding the impacts made by the supply chains of the
brands they purchase. Improved transparency by PepsiCo regarding policies and practices that secure future
commodity supplies and reduce social and environmental risks are a part of the process of building a sustainable
business model for the company and its shareholders.
As one of the world’s largest food and beverage companies, PepsiCo through its global supply chains is positioned to be a leader in promoting respect and support of land rights, fair resolution of land conflicts, and sharing
of investment benefits; PepsiCo also has a unique opportunity to encourage government and the wider food
industry to do the same. Indeed, PepsiCo’s membership in Bonsucro serves as an acknowledgement of land
rights violations as a sustainability issue resulting from sugar production.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors cause PepsiCo to publish by November 1, 2014, and
on an annual basis thereafter, a report focused on the issue of land rights along the company’s supply chains.
Among other important disclosures, the report should (i) disclose from whom and where PepsiCo sources its
sugar cane, palm oil, and soy, and whether PepsiCo and its suppliers have adopted a zero tolerance policy on
land rights violations and (ii) provide an objective assessment of how PepsiCo’s supply purchases impact rural
communities’ land rights. The report should be prepared at reasonable cost, omitting proprietary information, and
using a phased, tiered, or other approach that PepsiCo deems reasonable and practical.
Supporting Statement: Annual reporting would strengthen PepsiCo’s ability to assess its own and its suppliers’
performance on the issue of land rights, to hold its suppliers accountable, and enhance shareholder value by
enabling shareholders to better understand and assess potential reputational and operational risks.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing - Deforestation
Kraft Foods Group, Inc.

WHEREAS: Kraft Foods Group is one of the largest consumer packaged food and beverage companies in North
America, with a diversified line of brands including Oscar Mayer, Lunchables, Athenos and Country Time. Palm
oil, soya, sugar, beef and paper are used in a variety of Kraft products. Global demand for these commodities is
fueling deforestation and human rights violations, including child and forced labor.
Approximately a third of recorded large-scale land acquisitions globally since 2000 involve investment in cash
crops such as sugar cane, palm oil, and soy. Many of these acquisitions involve evicting traditional land holders,
through coercion or fraud ("land grabs").
The Consumer Goods Forum, a global industry network, has recognized that “Deforestation is one of the principal
drivers of climate change, accounting for 17% of greenhouse gases today. The consumer goods industry, through
its growing use of soya, palm oil, beef, paper and board, creates many of the economic incentives which drive
deforestation.” (Consumer Goods Forum press release, 11/29/10).
Climate change impacts from deforestation and poor forest management can be reduced through increased use
of recycled materials, independent third party certification schemes, and monitoring of supply chains.
Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), an initiative backed by 184 financial institutions managing more than $13 trillion,
asks global corporations to report how their activities and supply chains contribute to deforestation and how
those impacts are being managed. Kraft has declined to respond to CDP’s forestry survey.
Kraft discloses little information on how its purchases of key commodities driving deforestation, e.g., palm oil,
soya, paper, beef and sugar, are impacting forests and human rights, or how the company is managing these
risks. Meaningful indicators would include:
• A company-wide policy on deforestation, with reference to the key commodities driving deforestation;
• The percentage of each of these commodity purchases that Kraft has traced back to its source;
• The percentage of these commodity purchases that are sustainably sourced, with goals for each commodity;
• Whether Kraft and its suppliers have adopted a zero tolerance policy on “land grabs”;
• Results of supplier audits to verify compliance with Kraft’s forestry goals;
• Identification of certification systems and programs that Kraft uses to ensure sustainable sourcing of each of
these commodities; and
• An assessment of how Kraft’s purchases impact deforestation and human rights, including rural communities’
land rights.
Proponent believes that Kraft faces potential reputational and operational risks by failing to adequately disclose
its approach to managing deforestation and related risks. Cadbury, a former Kraft brand, faced public controversy over use of palm oil in its Dairy Milk bars in New Zealand. Rainforest Action Network claims Kraft’s products
are “at high risk of contamination” with palm oil associated with human rights violations (Rainforest Action
Network, “Conflict Palm Oil” 9/12/13)
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board to prepare a public report, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, by December 1, 2014, describing how Kraft is assessing the company’s supply chain impact on
deforestation and associated human rights issues, and the company’s plans to mitigate these risks.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing - Deforestation
PepsiCo, Inc.

WHEREAS: PepsiCo is one of the world’s largest consumer products companies, with a diversified line of brands
including Frito-Lay and Quaker. Palm oil, soya, sugar and paper are used in a variety of PepsiCo products. Globally,
demand for these commodities is fueling deforestation.
Only about 20% of the world’s original forests remain undisturbed. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), the leading international network of climate scientists, has concluded that global warming is “unequivocal”
and that land use, mainly deforestation, is the second major source of humancaused CO2 emissions. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency has determined that greenhouse gases threaten Americans’ health and welfare.
Climate change impacts from deforestation and poor forest management can be reduced through increased use of
recycled materials, independent third party certification schemes, and monitoring of supply chains.
As a member of the Consumer Goods Forum (CGF), PepsiCo recognizes that “Deforestation is one of the principal
drivers of climate change, accounting for 17% of greenhouse gases today. The consumer goods industry, through
its growing use of soya, palm oil, beef, paper and board, creates many of the economic incentives which drive
deforestation.” (Consumer Goods Forum press release, 11/29/10) The CGF has committed to mobilize resources to
achieve zero net deforestation. Pepsi has failed to provide specific information in this area.
Forest Footprint Disclosure, backed by 184 financial institutions managing over $13 trillion, asks corporations to
report on how their activities and supply chains contribute to deforestation and how those impacts are being managed. Although PepsiCo responded in 2013, that report is not public.
PepsiCo discloses some information on its purchases of certified palm oil, but provides no information on the
impact on forests of its soya, paper and sugar purchases. Even with its limited disclosure on palm oil, proponents
believe that PepsiCo faces potential reputational and operational risks. PepsiCo faced public controversy over use
of what has been deemed “conflict palm oil” by a non-governmental organization. Nestle, Mars, and Mondelez
have established policies to ensure their palm oil supply chain is traceable and does not contribute to deforestation, heightening the risk to companies that fail to take action.
Meaningful indicators of how PepsiCo is managing deforestation risks would include:
• A company-wide policy on deforestation
• The percentage of purchases of palm oil, soya, sugar and paper that are traceable to suppliers verified by credible third parties as not engaged in deforestation, expansion into peatlands or natural forests, with clear goals
for each commodity
• Results of audits to ensure raw materials in its supply chain are traceable and verified as not contributing to
deforestation
• Identification of certification systems and programs that the company uses to ensure sustainable sourcing of
each of these commodities.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board to prepare a public report, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary
information, by November 1, 2014, describing how PepsiCo is assessing the company’s supply chain impact on
deforestation and the company’s plans to mitigate these risks.
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Proxy Resolutions: Food Safety and Sustainability
Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing - Deforestation
Mondelez International, Inc.

WHEREAS: Mondelez is one of the world’s largest consumer products companies, with a diversified line of
brands including Oreo, Nabisco and Halls. Palm oil, soya, sugar and paper are used in a variety of Mondelez
products. Global demand for these commodities is fueling deforestation and human rights violations, including
child and forced labor.
Approximately a third of recorded large-scale land acquisitions globally since 2000 involve investment in cash
crops such as sugar cane, palm oil, and soy. Many of these acquisitions involve evicting traditional land holders,
through coercion or fraud ("land grabs").
As a member of the Consumer Goods Forum, Mondelez recognizes that “Deforestation is one of the principal
drivers of climate change, accounting for 17% of greenhouse gases today. The consumer goods industry, through
its growing use of soya, palm oil, beef, paper and board, creates many of the economic incentives which drive
deforestation.” (Consumer Goods Forum press release, 11/29/10).
Climate change impacts from deforestation and poor forest management can be reduced through increased use
of recycled materials, independent third party certification schemes, and monitoring of supply chains.
Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), an initiative backed by 184 financial institutions managing more than $13 trillion,
calls on global corporations to report how their activities and supply chains contribute to deforestation and how
those impacts are being managed. Mondelez has declined to respond to CDP’s forestry survey.
Mondelez discloses some information about its palm oil purchases. Nevertheless, Rainforest Action Network
believes our Company’s products are “at high risk of contamination” with palm oil associated with human rights
violations. Mondelez provides no information on the impact on forests and related human rights issues of its
soya, paper and sugar purchases. Meaningful indicators would include:
• A company-wide policy on deforestation, with reference to key commodities driving deforestation, e.g., palm
oil, soya, sugar, paper;
• The percentage of each of these commodity purchases that Mondelez has traced back to its source;
• The percentage of these commodity purchases that are sustainably sourced, with clear goals for each commodity;
• Whether Mondelez and its suppliers have adopted a zero tolerance policy on “land grabs”;
• Results of audits to ensure that suppliers are in compliance with Mondelez’s forestry goals;
• Identification of certification systems and programs that the company uses to ensure sustainable sourcing of
each of these commodities; and
• An assessment of how Mondelez’s purchases impact deforestation and human rights, including rural communities’ land rights.
Proponent believes that Mondelez faces potential reputational and operational risks by failing to adequately disclose its approach to managing deforestation and related risks. For example, Cadbury, now a Mondelez brand,
faced public controversy over use of palm oil in its Dairy Milk bars in New Zealand.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board to prepare a public report, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, by December 1, 2014, describing how Mondelez is assessing the company’s supply chain
impact on deforestation, as well as associated human rights issues, and the company’s plans to mitigate these
risks.
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Global and Domestic Health
Viewing accessible and affordable health care as a
universal right, for 20 years ICCR members have
been advocating for the equitable access and
affordability of health care both at home and
abroad. Each year, they engage health industry
leaders primarily via letters and dozens of faceto-face meetings with management, along with a
small number of shareholder resolutions.
This year’s health care-related resolutions dealt
with the health impacts of tobacco sales and
marketing.

Proposal Topic

Quantity

Global & Domestic Health

3

Education Regarding the Health
Consequences of Tobacco Products

3

Educate Regarding the Health
Consequences of Tobacco Products
For nearly five decades, cigarette smoking has
been known to be the nation’s number one
avoidable cause of heart disease, cancer, stroke,
and emphysema, as well as the fourth leading
causes of death. According to the Centers for
Disease Control, “cigarette smoking kills more
than 440,000 Americans each year”, with an estimated 49,000 of these deaths due to secondhand
smoke. Smoking-related illnesses, meanwhile,
“cost $96 billion in medical costs and $97 billion in lost productivity each year”. In the United
States, tobacco use remains highest among two
groups – those whose education level is “less
than high school” or who have only attained a
GED.

ICCR members filed a resolution with Altria,
Lorillard and Reynolds American, asking that
they each develop materials informing poor and
less formally educated tobacco users of the
health consequences of smoking their products.
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Proxy Resolutions: Global and Domestic Health
Educate Re: Health Consequences of Tobacco Products
Altria Group, Inc.

WHEREAS, tobacco-use, poverty and lower-educational levels are intrinsically linked. The World Health
Organization states: “Tobacco and poverty have become linked in a vicious circle, through which tobacco exacerbates poverty and poverty is also associated with higher prevalence of tobacco use. Several studies from different parts of the world have shown that smoking and other forms of tobacco use are much higher among the
poor” (www.who.int/tobacco/research/economics/rationale /poverty/en/indesx.html)
In the United States, partly due to various tobacco control programs, smoking rates have declined among all
demographic groups, including adults and children, except two: people who are poor and lesseducated.
The New York Department of Health has shown “the decline in smoking has not occurred among the poor—
those least able to afford the cost of cigarettes and the consequences of addiction.” Among those with household incomes less than $15,000 a year, the smoking rate has not changed in the past 10 years.
Regarding those with less education, it stated:
Smoking rates have not changed for the less educated, poorer segments of society. Smoking among those with
less than a high school education was unchanged between 2000 and 2010, a period during which tobacco use
significantly declined among all other groups with higher educational attainment. Those with less than a high
school education now smoke at a rate three times that of college graduates.
On the day of Altria’s 2013 Annual Meeting of Shareholders, The Richmond Times Dispatch, carried a “Letter to
the Editor” stating: “The Centers for Disease Control holds that almost 40 percent of adult smokers in Virginia
make less than $15,000 a year.” A shareholder noted the letter and asked: “Is there discussion in the company
about how to reduce usage among the lower income who also are less educated around such things as the
health consequences of their behavior?” In response Mr. Barrington noted the Company’s success in reducing
underage tobacco use but did not address the question asked. When asked again by the same shareholder, Mr.
Barrington again did not address the specific question about the use of our Company’s tobacco products by
poorer and less-educated people. Instead he pointed to other actions to “communicate the health effects of our
tobacco products” and the company’s “cessation information.”
Because it seems that Altria has not addressed the critical social and moral issue of the sale of its harm-causing
products to precisely those who are most vulnerable, the poor and less-educated . . .
RESOLVED, the Board of Directors of Altria initiate efforts within six months of the annual meeting to prepare
appropriate materials (similar to the success that has been noted with parallel materials for youth) informing poor
and less formally educated tobacco users of the health consequences of smoking our products along with market-appropriate cessation materials. A report on this material’s preparation and method of distribution shall be
made available to requesting shareholders, at an appropriate cost, within one year of the 2014 annual meeting.
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Proxy Resolutions: Global and Domestic Health
Educate Re: Health Consequences of Tobacco Products
Lorillard, Inc.

WHEREAS, tobacco-use, poverty and lower-educational levels are intrinsically linked. The World Health
Organization states: “Tobacco and poverty have become linked in a vicious circle, through which tobacco exacerbates poverty and poverty is also associated with higher prevalence of tobacco use. Several studies from different parts of the world have shown that smoking and other forms of tobacco use are much higher among the
poor” (www.who.int/tobacco/research/economics/rationale/poverty/en/indesx.html)
In the United States, partly due to various tobacco control programs, smoking rates have declined among all
demographic groups except two: people who are poor and less-educated.
The New York Department of Health has shown “the decline in smoking has not occurred among the poor—
those least able to afford the cost of cigarettes and the consequences of addiction.” Among those with household incomes less than $15,000 a year, the smoking rate has not changed in the past 10 years.
Regarding those less educated, it stated:
Smoking rates have not changed for the less educated, poorer segments of society. Smoking among those with
less than a high school education was unchanged between 2000 and 2010, a period during which tobacco use
significantly declined among all other groups with higher educational attainment. Those with less than a high
school education now smoke at a rate three times that of college graduates.
On May 16, 2013 The Richmond Times Dispatch carried a “Letter” stating: “The Centers for Disease Control holds
that almost 40 percent of adult smokers in Virginia make less than $15,000 a year.” When this fact was raised at
the same day’s annual meeting of a key competitor of Lorillard, its CEO declined to outline what that company
was doing to dissuade this group of people (i.e., the less educated and more poor) from smoking. Instead he
pointed to success in youth-reduction, noting the company’s programs and other actions to “communicate the
health effects of our tobacco products” and the company’s “cessation information.”
Because the proponents of this resolution have not seen specific cessation materials aimed at this key demographic i.e., people who are poor and less-education), it seems incumbent that the Company not be seen as benefitting from their exploitation by using its harm-causing products. This is especially incumbent on Loriallard
because its menthol cigarettes are the biggest seller in demographics where people are more poor and less educated.
RESOLVED, the Board of Directors of Lorillard initiate efforts within six months of the annual meeting to prepare
appropriate materials (similar to the success that has been noted with parallel materials for youth) informing poor
and less formally educated tobacco users of the health consequences of smoking our products along with market-appropriate cessation materials. A report on this material’s preparation and method of distribution shall be
made available to requesting shareholders, at an appropriate cost, within one year of the 2014 annual meeting.
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Proxy Resolutions: Global and Domestic Health
Educate Re: Health Consequences of Tobacco Products
Reynolds American Inc.

WHEREAS, tobacco-use, poverty and lower-educational levels are intrinsically linked. The World Health
Organization states: “Tobacco and poverty have become linked in a vicious circle, through which tobacco exacerbates poverty and poverty is also associated with higher prevalence of tobacco use. Several studies from different parts of the world have shown that smoking and other forms of tobacco use are much higher among the
poor” (www.who.int/tobacco/research/economics/rationale/poverty/en/indesx.html)
In the United States, partly due to various tobacco control programs, smoking rates have declined among all
demographic groups except two: people who are poor and less-educated.
The New York Department of Health has shown “the decline in smoking has not occurred among the poor—
those least able to afford the cost of cigarettes and the consequences of addiction.” Among those with household incomes less than $15,000 a year, the smoking rate has not changed in the past 10 years.
Regarding those less educated, it stated:
Smoking rates have not changed for the less educated, poorer segments of society. Smoking among those with
less than a high school education was unchanged between 2000 and 2010, a period during which tobacco use
significantly declined among all other groups with higher educational attainment. Those with less than a high
school education now smoke at a rate three times that of college graduates. On May 16, 2013 The Richmond
Times Dispatch carried a “Letter” stating: “The Centers for Disease Control holds that almost 40 percent of adult
smokers in Virginia make less than $15,000 a year.” When this fact was raised at the same day’s annual meeting
of a key competitor of Reynolds American, Inc., its CEO declined to outline what that company was doing to dissuade this group of people (i.e., the less educated and more poor) from smoking. Instead he pointed to success in
youth-reduction, noting the company’s programs and other actions to “communicate the health effects of our
tobacco products” and the company’s “cessation information.”
Because the proponents of this resolution have not seen specific cessation materials aimed at this key demographic i.e., people who are poor and less-education), it seems incumbent that the Company not be seen as benefitting from their exploitation by using its harm-causing products. This is especially incumbent on RAI since,
years ago, when asked if RAI executives smoked, one of the executives “shook his head. ‘Are you kidding?’ he
asked. ‘We reserve that right for the poor, the young, the black and the stupid.’
RESOLVED, the Board of Directors of RAI initiate efforts within six months of the annual meeting to prepare
appropriate materials (similar to the success that has been noted with parallel materials for youth) informing poor
and less formally educated tobacco users of the health consequences of smoking our products along with market-appropriate cessation materials. A report on this material’s preparation and method of distribution shall be
made available to requesting shareholders, at an appropriate cost, within one year of the 2014 annual meeting.
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Human Trafficking

Human Rights/
Human Trafficking
Human rights resolutions cover a range of issues,
from implementing and monitoring corporate
human rights policies, to country-specific human
rights abuses, to human trafficking and forced
labor in supply chains. ICCR members consistently view their corporate engagements on all
issues through the human rights lens. Whether
we are advocating for access to health care or
credit, safe food and water, or a product free
from the taint of slavery, mitigating the social
impacts of corporate practices are at the heart of
all ICCR investor actions.

Proposal Topic

Quantity

Human Rights/Human Trafficking

19

Assess Human Trafficking/Forced Labor in
Supply Chain

2

Country Selection Criteria - Burma

1

Establish Board Committee on Human Rights 1
Free Prior & Informed Consent

1

Human Rights – Amend & Monitor Policy

4

Human Rights Risk Assessment

3

Human Trafficking

4

Report on Government Requests for
Consumer Data

2

Wireless Network Neutrality

1

According to ILO’s most recent global estimate,
there are at minimum 21 million victims of
forced labor, trafficking, and slavery in the world
today; globally 2.4 million people are victims of
trafficking at any given time. Human trafficking
and slavery includes all forms of forced labor
such as bonded and/or debt labor, and sex trafficking, including child sex trafficking. Problem
countries include Cambodia, Thailand, Costa
Rica, Mexico, Dominican Republic, Brazil and
India, as well as the United States. The UN
Guiding Principles on Business and Human
Rights make clear that corporations have a
responsibility to eradicate trafficking and slavery
from their operations and supply chains.
ICCR has been working with companies across a
variety of sectors including the apparel, electronics, extractives, agriculture and tourism industries
since the early 1980s to ensure that they are
doing everything in their power to prevent
trafficking and slavery within their spheres of
influence. One of the best ways companies can
do this is by establishing comprehensive human
rights policies that address and prohibit trafficking and modern day slavery. ICCR engages companies on trafficking and slavery via shareholder
resolutions and dialogues, and actively supports
legislation like the California Transparency in
Supply Chains Act and the Dodd Frank provisions on conflict minerals. During 2014, ICCR
members will again be campaigning to alert companies and the general public to the threat of
increased human rights violations during the
Super Bowl.

Shareholders asked J.B. Hunt Transport
Services, Landstar System and United
Continental Holdings to adopt a human rights
policy including prohibition of sexual exploitation
of minors. Con-way was asked to report on how
it is implementing its ban on human trafficking
internally and in its own supply chain.
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Amend and Review Human Rights
Policy
Companies are expected to have formal policies
in place that promote and protect human rights.
Corporations operating in countries with civil
conflict, weak rule of law, endemic corruption, or
poor labor and environmental standards can face
serious risks to reputation and shareholder value
if they are seen to be complicit in human rights
violations within their operations or supply
chains.

This year, ICCR members filed resolutions with
four companies – Caterpillar, Hewlett-Packard
Microsoft and Motorola – asking them to review
and amend their human rights policies so that
they conform to internationally recognized
frameworks like the United Nations Guiding
Principles on Business and Human Rights, the
International Bill of Human Rights, the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, the Fourth Geneva
Convention, and the core labor standards of the
International Labor Organization.
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Report on Government Requests for
Consumer Data
Both AT&T and Verizon have provided millions
of U.S. customers’ call records to the U.S.
National Security Agency, provoking widespread
concerns about their privacy protections.

ICCR members asked both companies to report
on metrics and discussion regarding requests it
has received for their customers’ information by
both U.S. and foreign governments.

Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Assess Human Trafficking/Forced Labor in Supply Chain
Kroger Co.

RESOLVED, that shareholders of The Kroger Company (“Kroger”) urge the Board of Directors to report to shareholders, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, on Kroger’s process for identifying and analyzing potential and actual human rights risks of Kroger’s operations and supply chain (referred to herein as a
“human rights risk assessment”) addressing the following: * Human rights principles used to frame the assessment * Frequency of assessment * Methodology used to track and measure performance * Nature and extent of
consultation with relevant stakeholders in connection with the assessment * How the results of the assessment
are incorporated into company policies and decision making
The report should be made available to shareholders on Kroger’s website no later than October 31, 2014.
Supporting Statement: As long-term shareholders, we favor policies and practices that protect and enhance the
value of our investments. There is increasing recognition that company risks related to human rights violations,
such as litigation, reputational damage, and project delays and disruptions, can adversely affect shareholder
value.
Kroger, like many other companies, has adopted a supplier code of conduct (See The Kroger Company Standard
Vendor Agreement) but has yet to publish a company-wide Human Rights Policy, addressing human rights issues
and a separate human rights code that applies to its suppliers. Adoption of these principles would be an important first step in effectively managing human rights risks. Companies must then assess risks to shareholder value
of human rights practices in their operations and supply chains to translate principles into protective practices.
The importance of human rights risk assessment is reflected in the United Nations Guiding Principles on
Business and Human Rights (the “Ruggie Principles”) approved by the UN Human Rights Council in 2011. The
Ruggie Principles urge that “business enterprises should carry out human rights due diligence … assessing
actual and potential human rights impacts, integrating and acting upon the findings, tracking responses, and
communicating how impacts are addressed.” (http://www.businesshumanrights.
org/media/documents/ruggie/ruggie-guiding-principles-21-mar-2011.pdf)
Kroger’s business exposes it to significant human rights risks. As of year-end 2012, Kroger operations, including
supermarkets, convenience and jewelry stores, are located in over 40 states, with suppliers in countries around
the world, including Iran, China and Malaysia. The company’s supply chain is complex and global. The company
acknowledges that work stoppages, supply chain interruptions and civil unrest (The Kroger Company Form 10-K,
Feb. 2, 2013, pages 32, 34) could adversely affect the company’s ability to execute its strategic plan.
We urge shareholders to vote for this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Assess Human Trafficking/Forced Labor in Supply Chain
MGM Resorts International

WHEREAS: Human trafficking is the act of recruiting, harboring, transporting, providing, or obtaining a person for
compelled labor or commercial sex acts through the use of force, fraud, or coercion. Because of the clandestine
nature of trafficking, victims are often hidden in plain view. The U.S. Department of State has emphasized the
importance of training for individuals who may encounter victims of human trafficking in the places in which they
work, including the hotel and hospitality industry.
According to the International Labor Organization's most recent global estimate, there are at least 20.9 million
victims of forced labor, trafficking, and slavery in the world today; globally 2.4 million people are victims of trafficking at any given time. It is estimated that there are between 17,000 and 20,000 foreign national trafficked into
the U.S. yearly.
Marginalized groups, including children, are at particular risk: in the U.S., 200,000 children are at risk of being
exploited by human trafficking, and according to National Incidence Studies of Missing, Abducted, Runaway, and
Throwaway Children, an estimated one out of every three U.S. children that run away is lured into sex trafficking
within 48 hours of leaving home.
We believe a company associated with incidents of human trafficking or child sex exploitation could suffer substantial negative impacts in terms of reputation and adverse publicity. We also believe commercial advantages
may accrue to our company by adopting an effective policy addressing human trafficking and the commercial
sexual exploitation of children.
A number of companies in the travel industry, including Wyndham Worldwide Corporation, Accor Hotels, and
Hilton Worldwide, have begun to manage legal, reputational, and operational risk factors related to human trafficking by signing The Code of Conduct for the Protection of Children from Sexual Exploitation in Travel and
Tourism (The Code). The Code is sponsored by ECPAT, a network of organizations around the world, including tour
operators, hotels, airlines and service organizations. The Code is set of six guidelines travel companies implement to put in place policies and programs to comprehensively and effectively address this issue.
RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to adopt a human rights policy including prohibition
of sexual exploitation of minors and to report, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary/confidential information, on implementation of this policy to shareholders by November 2014.
Supporting Statement: We believe MGM’s policies should be comprehensive, transparent and verifiable and
should address the provisions of “The Code of Conduct for the Protection of Children from Sexual Exploitation in
Travel and Tourism” (www.thecode.org), including:
A statement of company policy on commercial sexual exploitation, An overview of employee education and
tourism personnel training, Supplier contracts stating a common repudiation of trafficking, A plan for communicating information to travelers, Methods for informing local "key persons" at travel destinations, and An annual
progress report.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Trafficking
Con-way Inc.

WHEREAS: Human trafficking is the act of recruiting, harboring, transporting, providing, or obtaining a person for
compelled labor or commercial sex acts through the use of force, fraud, or coercion. The U.S. Department of
State has emphasized the importance of training for individuals who may encounter victims of human trafficking,
and has identified transportation professionals as being particularly wellplaced to identify trafficking victims.
According to ILO's most recent global estimate, there are at least 20.9 million victims of forced labor, trafficking,
and slavery in the world today; globally 2.4 million people are victims of trafficking at any given time. In the United
States, 200,000 children are at risk of being exploited by human trafficking, and according to National Incidence
Studies of Missing, Abducted, Runaway, and Throwaway Children, an estimated one out of every three U.S. children that run away is lured into sex trafficking within 48 hours of leaving home.
Trafficking victims are often hidden in plain view at construction sites, restaurants, agricultural fields, and rest or
truck stops. Since its creation, the National Human Trafficking Resource Center (NHTRC) has received 364
reports from callers who self-identified as truckers, and 57% of the tips referred by truckers involved victims who
were minors.
Con-way prohibits human trafficking in its Code of Business Ethics; however, reporting on the implementation of
this policy, as well as resources, training, or other company programs to combat trafficking, are not available to
shareholders. In addition, other companies in the trucking industry, such as Ryder and CR England, have publically partnered with organizations like Truckers Against Trafficking and provide resources and training to combat
human trafficking. Con-way’s publically available reporting does not indicate any such partnerships.
We believe a company associated with incidents of human trafficking or child sex exploitation could suffer substantial negative impacts in terms of reputation and adverse publicity. We believe commercial advantages may
accrue to our company by adopting a more extensive policy addressing the commercial sexual exploitation of
children, and by promoting training and programs to combat trafficking.
RESOLVED: The shareholders request that the Board of Directors prepare a report on the implementation of Conway’s ban on human trafficking internally and in its supply chain, at reasonable cost and omitting
proprietary/confidential information, and provide the report to shareholders by November 2014.
Supporting Statement: We believe Con-way’s report should be comprehensive, transparent, and verifiable, and
we request that it address the following:
• A statement of company policy on commercial sexual exploitation,
• An overview of employee awareness of - and education and training on - human trafficking issues,
• Supplier contracts stating a common repudiation of trafficking,
• A plan for communicating information to customers,
• Methods of informing truckers of local “key persons” at destinations, and
• An annual progress report.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Trafficking
J.B. Hunt Transport Services, Inc.

WHEREAS: Human trafficking is the act of recruiting, harboring, transporting, providing, or obtaining a person for
compelled labor or commercial sex acts through the use of force, fraud, or coercion. The U.S. Department of
State has emphasized the importance of training for individuals who may encounter victims of human trafficking,
and has identified transportation professionals as being particularly wellplaced to identify trafficking victims.
According to ILO's most recent global estimate, there are at least 20.9 million victims of forced labor, trafficking,
and slavery in the world today; globally 2.4 million people are victims of trafficking at any given time. In the United
States, 200,000 children are at risk of being exploited by human trafficking, and according to National Incidence
Studies of Missing, Abducted, Runaway, and Throwaway Children, an estimated one out of every three U.S. children that run away is lured into sex trafficking within 48 hours of leaving home.
Trafficking victims are often hidden in plain view at construction sites, restaurants, agricultural fields, and rest or
truck stops. In 2011, the National Human Trafficking Resource Center (NHTRC) received 185 calls from callers
who self-identified as truckers. These callers reported 79 unique cases of potential human trafficking at truck
stops.
Other companies in the trucking industry, such as Ryder and CR England, have publically partnered with organizations like Truckers Against Trafficking to provide resources and training to combat human trafficking.
We believe a company associated with incidents of child sex exploitation could suffer substantial negative
impacts in terms of reputation and adverse publicity. We believe commercial advantages may accrue to our company by adopting an effective policy addressing the commercial sexual exploitation of children.
RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to adopt a human rights policy including prohibition
of sexual exploitation of minors and to report, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary/confidential information, on implementation of this policy to shareholders by November 2014.
Supporting Statement: We believe J.B. Hunt’s policies should be comprehensive, transparent, and verifiable and
address the following:
• A statement of company policy on commercial sexual exploitation,
• An overview of employee awareness, education, and training,
• Supplier contracts stating a common repudiation of trafficking,
• Plan for communicating information to customers,
• Methods for informing truckers of local “key persons” at travel destinations, and
• An annual progress report.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Trafficking
Landstar System, Inc.

WHEREAS: Human trafficking is the act of recruiting, harboring, transporting, providing, or obtaining a person for
compelled labor or commercial sex acts through the use of force, fraud, or coercion. The U.S. Department of
State has emphasized the importance of training for individuals who may encounter victims of human trafficking,
and has identified transportation professionals as being particularly wellplaced to identify trafficking victims.
According to ILO's most recent global estimate, there are at least 20.9 million victims of forced labor, trafficking,
and slavery in the world today; globally 2.4 million people are victims of trafficking at any given time. In the United
States, 200,000 children are at risk of being exploited by human trafficking, and according to National Incidence
Studies of Missing, Abducted, Runaway, and Throwaway Children, an estimated one out of every three U.S. children that run away is lured into sex trafficking within 48 hours of leaving home.
Trafficking victims are often hidden in plain view at construction sites, restaurants, agricultural fields, and rest or
truck stops. Since 2007, the National Human Trafficking Resource Center (NHTRC) has received 364 reports from
callers who self-identified as truckers, and 57% of the tips referred by truckers involved victims who were
minors.
Other companies in the trucking industry, such as Ryder and CR England, have publically partnered with organizations like Truckers Against Trafficking to provide resources and training to combat human trafficking.
We believe a company associated with incidents of child sex exploitation could suffer substantial negative
impacts in terms of reputation and adverse publicity. We believe commercial advantages may accrue to our company by adopting an effective policy addressing the commercial sexual exploitation of children.
RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to adopt a human rights policy including prohibition
of sexual exploitation of minors and to report, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary/confidential information, on implementation of this policy to shareholders by November 2014.
Supporting Statement: We believe Landstar’s policies should be comprehensive, transparent, and verifiable and
address the following:
• A statement of company policy on commercial sexual exploitation,
• An overview of employee awareness, education, and training,
• Supplier contracts stating a common repudiation of trafficking,
• Plan for communicating information to customers,
• Methods for informing truckers of local “key persons” at travel destinations, and
• An annual progress report.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Trafficking
United Continental Holdings, Inc.

WHEREAS: Human trafficking is the act of recruiting, harboring, transporting, providing, or obtaining a person for
compelled labor or commercial sex acts through the use of force, fraud, or coercion. The U.S. Department of
State has emphasized the importance of training for individuals who may encounter victims of human trafficking,
and has identified transportation professionals as being particularly wellplaced to identify trafficking victims.
The Global Slavery Index recently released a new comprehensive measure estimating that there are almost 30
million people enslaved around the world, more than at the height of the transatlantic slave trade. It estimated
that there are about 17,000 or 20,000 foreign national trafficked into the U.S. yearly. In the U.S., 200,000 children
are at risk of being exploited by human trafficking, and according to National Incidence Studies of Missing,
Abducted, Runaway, and Throwaway Children, an estimated one out of every three U.S. children that run away is
lured into sex trafficking within 48 hours of leaving home.
Trafficking victims are often hidden in plain view because of its clandestine nature. From December 7, 2007,
through December 31, 2012, the National Human Trafficking Resource Center answered 65,557 calls, 1,735 online
tip forms, and 5,251 emails — totalling more than 72,000 interactions.
Other airline companies such as Delta and JetBlue joined the “Blue Lightning Initiative,” a training program with
the US Department of Transportation. It is meant to help airlines educate their employees on potential indicators
of human trafficking and ways to identify potential victims in flight. Delta also signed “The Code of Conduct for
the Protection of Children from Sexual Exploitation in Travel and Tourism” (The Code).
The Code is sponsored by ECPAT, a network of organizations around the world, including tour operators, hotels,
airlines and service organizations. The Code contains six criteria:
· Statement of company policy on commercial sexual exploitation, · An overview of employee education and
tourism personnel training, · Supplier contracts stating a common repudiation of CSEC, · Plan for communicating
information to travelers, · Methods for informing local "key persons" at travel destinations, and · An annual
progress report.
We believe a company associated with incidents of human trafficking or child sex exploitation could suffer substantial negative impacts in terms of reputation and adverse publicity. We believe commercial advantages may
accrue to our company by adopting an effective policy addressing human trafficking and the commercial sexual
exploitation of children.
RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to adopt a human rights policy including prohibition
of sexual exploitation of minors and to report, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary/confidential information, on implementation of this policy to shareholders by November 2014.
Supporting Statement: We believe United Continental Holdings’ policies should be comprehensive, transparent
and verifiable and address the provisions of “The Code of Conduct for the Protection of Children from Sexual
Exploitation in Travel and Tourism” (www.thecode.org) that are relevant to United Continental Holdings’ business.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy
Motorola, Inc.

WHEREAS, Motorola Solutions faces increasingly complex problems as the international, social, and cultural
context within which it operates changes.
Companies confront ethical and legal challenges arising from diverse cultural, political and economic contexts or
operating in regions of conflict. Today, management must address issues that include human rights, workers'
right to organize and bargain collectively, non-discrimination in the workplace, environmental protection and sustainable community development. Motorola Solutions does business in countries with human rights challenges
including China, Malaysia, Russia, Colombia and Israel and the Occupied Palestinian territories, for example.
Several international conventions, declarations and treaties set forth internationally recognized standards
designed to protect human rights that should be reflected in the policies of Motorola Solutions. These include the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Fourth Geneva Convention, the Hague Conventions, International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the core labor standards of the ILO, and the International Covenant on
Economic, Cultural and Social Rights. We believe these documents can inform a revision of our company's
human rights policies. Also, United Nations resolutions and country reports of special rapporteurs, and "Norms
on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human
Rights," adopted by the United Nations SubCommission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights in 2003
are helpful, as are the comprehensive human rights policies designed for global companies found in "Principles
for Global Corporate Responsibility: Bench Marks for Measuring Business Performance," developed by an international group of religious investors.
We believe companies with comprehensive policies may accrue significant commercial advantages through
enhanced corporate reputation, improved employee recruitment and retention, improved community and stakeholder relations and reduced risk of adverse publicity, consumer boycotts, divestment campaigns and lawsuits.
RESOLVED, shareholders request the Board to review and amend, where applicable, within ten months of the
2014 Annual Meeting, Motorola Solutions' policies related to human rights that guide its international and U.S.
operations to conform more fully with international human rights and humanitarian standards.
Supporting Statement: We believe our company's current human rights policies are limited in scope, and provide
little or no guidance for determining business relationships where our products or services could entangle the
company in human rights violations. Although we do not recommend inclusion of any specific provision of the
above-named documents, we believe our company's policies should reflect a more comprehensive understanding of human rights.
Our company should be able to assure shareholders that employees are treated fairly and with dignity wherever
they work in the global economy. Equally important, Motorola Solutions should also provide similar assurance
that its products and services are not used in human rights violations. One element of ensuring compliance is utilization of independent monitors composed of respected local human rights, religious and non-governmental
organizations that know local culture and conditions. We believe the adoption of a more comprehensive human
rights policy, coupled with implementation, enforcement, independent monitoring, and transparent, comprehensive reporting will assure shareholders of our company's global leadership.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy
Hewlett-Packard Company
A similar resolution was submitted to Microsoft Corporation*

WHEREAS, Hewlett-Packard, a global corporation, faces increasingly complex problems as the international,
social, and cultural context within which HP operates changes.
Companies face ethical and legal challenges arising from diverse cultural, political and economic contexts.
Today, management must address issues that include human rights, workers’ right to organize and bargain collectively, non-discrimination in the workplace, environmental protection and sustainable community development. HP does business in countries with human rights challenges including China, Colombia, Philippines, Russia,
and Israel and the Occupied Palestinian territories, for example.
Several international conventions, declarations and treaties set forth internationally recognized standards
designed to protect human rights—civil, political, social, environmental, cultural and economic—that should be
reflected in HP’s policies. These include the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Fourth Geneva
Convention, the Hague Conventions, International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the core labor standards
of the International Labor Organization, and the International Covenant on Economic, Cultural and Social Rights.
We believe these documents will help inform HP’s revision of its human rights policy. Also, United Nations resolutions and reports of special rapporteurs on countries where HP does business, and “Norms on the
Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights,”
adopted by the UN’s Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights in August 2003 are useful, as are human rights policies developed for global companies found in “Principles for Global Corporate
Responsibility: Bench Marks for Measuring Business Performance,” developed by international religious
investors. As companies formulate comprehensive policies, we believe significant commercial advantages may
result through enhanced corporate reputation, improved employee recruitment and retention, improved community and stakeholder relations and reduced risk of adverse publicity, consumer boycotts, divestment campaigns
and lawsuits.
RESOLVED, shareholders request the Board to review and amend, where applicable, within ten months of the
2014 Annual Meeting, Hewlett-Packard’s policies related to human rights that guide its international and U.S.
operations.
Supporting Statement: We believe Hewlett-Packard’s current human rights policies are limited in scope, and provide little or no guidance for determining business relationships where our products or services could entangle
the company in human rights violations. Although we are not urging that any specific provisions of the abovenamed documents be included in a revised policy, we believe that our company’s policies should reflect a more
comprehensive understanding of human rights.
HP should be able to assure shareholders that employees are treated fairly and with dignity wherever they work
in the global economy. Equally important, the company also should be able to provide complete assurance that
its products and services are not used in human rights violations. One element of ensuring compliance is utilization of independent monitors composed of respected local human rights, religious and non-governmental organizations that know local culture and conditions. We believe adopting a more comprehensive human rights policy,
coupled with implementation, enforcement, independent monitoring, and transparent, comprehensive reporting
will assure shareholders of HP’s global leadership.

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy
Caterpillar Inc.

WHEREAS, Caterpillar, a global corporation, faces increasingly complex problems as the international social and
cultural context changes.
Companies are faced with ethical and legal challenges arising from diverse cultures and political and economic
contexts. Today, management must address issues that include human rights, workers’ right to organize, non-discrimination in the workplace, protection of environment and sustainable community development. Caterpillar
itself does business in countries with human rights challenges including China, Colombia, Myanmar/Burma, Syria
and Israel and the occupied Palestinian territories.
We believe global companies must implement comprehensive codes of conduct, such as those found in
“Principles for Global Corporate Responsibility: Bench Marks for Measuring Business Performance,” developed
by an international group of religious investors. (www.bench-marks.org) Companies must formulate policies to
reduce risk to reputation in the global marketplace. To address this situation, some companies, such as HewlettPackard and Coca-Cola, are even extending policies to include franchisees, licensees and agents that market,
distribute or sell their products.
In August 2003, the United Nations Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights took historic action by adopting “Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and Other Business
Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights.” (www1.umn.edu/humanrts/links/NormsApril2003.html)
RESOLVED: shareholders request the Board of Directors to review and amend, where applicable, Caterpillar’s
policies related to human rights that guide international and U.S. operations, extending policies to include franchisees, licensees and agents that market, distribute or sell its products, to conform more fully with international
human rights and humanitarian standards, and that a summary of this review be posted on Caterpillar’s website
by October 2014. Supporting Statement
Caterpillar’s current policy, the Worldwide Code of Conduct, contains no references to existing international
human rights codes except for a corporate policy of non-discrimination, and aspirational goals to maintain
employee health and safety. It does not apply to company dealers whose activities can carry extensive reputational risks for Caterpillar. We believe company policies should reflect more robust, comprehensive understanding of human rights.
We recommend the review include policies designed to protect human rights–civil, political, social, environmental, cultural and economic–based on internationally recognized human rights standards, i.e., Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, Fourth Geneva Convention, International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, core
labor standards of the International Labor Organization, International Covenant on Economic, Cultural and Social
Rights, and United Nations resolutions and reports of UN special rapporteurs on countries where Caterpillar does
business.
This review and report will assure shareholders that Caterpillar policies and practices reflect or conform to
human rights conventions and guidelines and international law. While not recommending specific provisions of
above-named international conventions, we believe significant commercial advantages may accrue to Caterpillar
by adopting a comprehensive policy based on UN Human Rights Norms serving to enhance corporate reputation,
improve employee recruitment and retention, improve community and stakeholder relations and reduce risk of
adverse publicity, consumer boycotts, divestment campaigns already underway in churches and university campuses as well as lawsuits.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Establish Board Committee on Human Rights
Coca-Cola Company

RESOLVED: Shareholders amend the Bylaws, by adding the following new section at the end of Article III:
Section 4. Board Committee on Human Rights. There is established a Board Committee on Human Rights, which
is created and authorized to review the implications of company policies, above and beyond matters of legal
compliance, for the human rights of individuals in the US and worldwide.
The Board of Directors is authorized in its discretion consistent with these Bylaws, the Articles of Incorporation
and applicable law to (1) select the members of the Board Committee on Human Rights, (2) provide said committee with funds for operating expenses, (3) adopt regulations or guidelines to govern said Committee's operations,
(4) empower said Committee to solicit public input and to issue periodic reports to shareholders and the public, at
reasonable expense and excluding confidential information, including but not limited to an annual report on the
implications of company policies, above and beyond matters of legal compliance for the human rights of individuals in the US and worldwide, and (5) any other measures within the Board's discretion consistent with these
Bylaws and applicable law.
Nothing herein shall restrict the power of the Board of Directors to manage the business and affairs of the company. The Board Committee on Human Rights shall not incur any costs to the company except as authorized by
the Board of Directors.
Supporting Statement: The Coca-Cola Company, including its bottlers and suppliers have been associated with
human rights controversies, leading to:
• Numerous colleges and universities having removed Coca-Cola products from their campuses, including the
City University of New York, population 580,000, costing the Company hundreds of millions of dollars;
• Coca-Cola facing numerous racial discrimination lawsuits in New York filed by black and Latino workers in
Coca-Cola plants and warehouses;
• Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association-College Retirement Equities Fund (TIAA-CREF) divesting 1.25 million shares of Coca-Cola Co. stock in July 2006 from its CREF Social Choice Account, the nation's largest
socially screened fund for individual investors. Coca-Cola remains banned from the fund;
• Community campaigns for human rights in India shutting down Coca-Cola bottling plants in Plachimada and
Balia because of overexploitation and pollution of scarce water resources;
• Scathing documentary films, books, reports and artistic creations damaging Coca-Cola’s image, brand and
sales.
In the opinion of the proponents, the company's existing governance process does not sufficiently elevate human
rights issues within the company or serve the interests of shareholders in expediting effective solutions. The proposal would establish a Board Committee on Human Rights that could review and make policy recommendations
regarding human rights issues raised by the company's operations activities and policies.
In defining 'human rights,' proponents suggest that the committee could use the US Bill of Rights and the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights as nonbinding benchmarks or reference documents.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Rights Risk Assessment
Halliburton Company

RESOLVED, that shareholders of Halliburton Company (“Halliburton”) urge the Board of Directors to report to
shareholders, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, on Halliburton’s process for identifying and
analyzing potential and actual human rights risks of Halliburton’s operations and supply chain (referred to herein
as a “human rights risk assessment”) addressing the following:
• Human rights principles used to frame the assessment
• Frequency of assessment
• Methodology used to track and measure performance
• Nature and extent of consultation with relevant stakeholders in connection with the assessment
• How the results of the assessment are incorporated into company policies and decision making
The report should be made available to shareholders on Halliburton’s website no later than October 31, 2014.
Supporting Statement: As long-term shareholders, we favor policies and practices protecting and enhancing the
value of our investments. There is increasing recognition that company risks related to human rights violations,
such as litigation, reputational damage, and project delays and disruptions, can adversely affect shareholder
value. Investors need full disclosure of such risks to be able to take them into account when making investment
decisions.
Halliburton, like many other companies, has adopted a code of conduct addressing human rights issues. (Human
Rights Policy Statement, http://www.halliburton.com/en-US/about-us/corporategovernance/ halliburton-humanrights.page?node-id=hgeyxt6w.) But adoption of principles is only the first step. Companies must also assess the
risks to shareholder value posed by human rights practices in their operations and supply chain in order to effectively translate principles into protective practices.
The importance of human rights risk assessment is reflected in the United Nations Guiding Principles on
Business and Human Rights (the “Ruggie Principles”) approved by the UN Human Rights Council in 2011. The
Ruggie Principles urge that “business enterprises should carry out human rights due diligence … assessing
actual and potential human rights impacts, integrating and acting upon the findings, tracking responses, and
communicating how impacts are addressed.” (http://www.businesshumanrights.
org/media/documents/ruggie/ruggie-guiding-principles-21-mar-2011.pdf)
Halliburton’s business--providing products and services to companies, including national or stateowned oil companies (“NOCs”), that explore, develop and produce oil and natural gas--exposes the company to significant
human rights risks. As Halliburton admitted in its most recent 10-K, “NOCs often operate in countries with unsettled political conditions, war, civil unrest, or other types of community issues. These types of issues may also
result in similar cost overruns, delays, and project losses. (10-K for 2012, at 12) Halliburton does business in areas
and countries like Middle East, North Africa, Azerbaijan, Colombia, Nigeria and Russia, where human rights abuses have occurred. (See id. at 9)
Halliburton has also been embroiled in human rights controversies. For example, Halliburton subsidiary KBR has
faced federal charges of knowingly violating the Trafficking Victims Protection Act for labor trafficking in Iraq.
Human rights risk assessment and reporting would help companies to identify and mitigate such risks and shareholders to understand their potential effect on shareholder value.
We urge support for this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Rights Risk Assessment
McDonald's Corp.

RESOLVED, that shareholders of McDonald’s Corporation (“McDonald’s”) urge the Board of Directors to report to
shareholders, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, on McDonald’s process for comprehensively identifying and analyzing potential and actual human rights risks of McDonald’s entire operations (including restaurants owned and operated by franchisees) and supply chain (referred to herein as a “human rights risk
assessment”) addressing the following:
• Human rights principles used to frame the assessment
• Frequency of assessment
• Methodology used to track and measure performance
• Nature and extent of consultation with relevant stakeholders in connection with the assessment
• How the results of the assessment are incorporated into company policies and decision making
The report should be made available to shareholders on McDonald’s website no later than October 31, 2014.
Supporting Statement: As long-term shareholders, we favor policies and practices that protect and enhance the
value of our investments. There is increasing recognition that company risks related to human rights violations,
such as litigation, reputational damage, and project delays and disruptions, can adversely affect shareholder
value. McDonald’s, like many other companies, has adopted a company code of conduct addressing human
rights issues and a separate human rights code that applies to its suppliers. (See
http://www.aboutmcdonalds.com/content/dam/AboutMcDonalds/Sustainability/Library/Supplier_Code_of_
Conduct.pdf) Although McDonald’s Standards of Business Conduct are not binding on its franchisees, franchisees are urged to develop policies and procedures consistent with the company’s Standards.
(http://www.aboutmcdonalds.com/content/dam/AboutMcDonalds/Investors/Standards_of_conduct/US_Fin
al_Oct_2013.pdf) However, adoption of principles is only the first step in effectively managing human rights risks.
Companies must assess risks to shareholder value of human rights practices in their operations and supply
chains to translate principles into protective practices.
The importance of human rights risk assessment is reflected in the United Nations Guiding Principles on
Business and Human Rights (“Ruggie Principles”) approved by the UN Human Rights Council in 2011. The Ruggie
Principles urge that “business enterprises should carry out human rights due diligence … assessing actual and
potential human rights impacts, integrating and acting upon the findings, tracking responses, and communicating
how impacts are addressed.”
(http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/GuidingPrinciplesBusinessHR_EN.pdf)
McDonald’s business operations expose it to significant human rights risks. As of year end 2012, McDonald’s has
restaurants in 119 countries, with 440,000 employees worldwide. (2012 Annual Report at 1, 2) The company’s supply chain is complex and global. The company acknowledges that “boycotts or protests, labor strikes and supply
chain interruptions” could adversely affect the company’s ability to execute on its strategic plan. (Id., at 4)
None of McDonald’s disclosed policies or practices provide for or constitute a human rights risk assessment.
McDonald’s has argued that an assessment is “unnecessary” given its “demonstrated commitment to human
rights” (2013 Proxy Statement at 49). McDonald’s notes that it relies on “regular supplier self-assessments and
reporting…” to enforce supplier workplace accountability policies (Id.) A human rights risk assessment is a far
more comprehensive, high-level analysis of the risks faced by McDonald’s in all aspects of its business, and is an
assessment for which McDonald’s bears ultimate responsibility.
We urge shareholders to vote for this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Human Rights Risk Assessment
Superior Energy Services, Inc.

RESOLVED, that stockholders of Superior Energy Services, Inc. (“Superior”) urge the Board of Directors to report
to stockholders, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, on Superior’s process for comprehensively identifying and analyzing potential and actual human rights risks across Superior’s operations and supply
chain (referred to herein as a “human rights risk assessment”), addressing the following:
• Human rights principles used to frame the assessment
• Frequency of assessment
• Methodology used to track and measure performance
• Nature and extent of consultation with relevant stakeholders in connection with the assessment
• How the results of the assessment are incorporated into company policies and decision making.
The report should be made available to stockholders on Superior’s website no later than November 30, 2014.
Supporting Statement: As long-term stockholders, we favor policies and practices that protect and enhance the
value of our investments, and we need full disclosure of the risks Superior may face related to human rights violations, such as litigation, reputational damage, and project delays and disruptions, which can adversely affect
shareholder value, to be able to take them into account when making investment decisions.
Superior does not publicly disclose that it has adopted and follows a code of conduct that specifically addresses
human rights issues. Also, Superior does not inform its stockholders that it engages in any assessments of the
risks to shareholder value posed by human rights practices in its operations and supply chain in order to effectively translate such a code of conduct into protective practices.
The importance of corporate human rights risk assessments is reflected in the United Nations Guiding Principles
on Business and Human Rights (the “Ruggie Principles”) approved by the UN Human Rights Council in 2011. The
Ruggie Principles urge that “business enterprises should carry out human rights due diligence … assessing
actual and potential human rights impacts, integrating and acting upon the findings, tracking responses, and
communicating how impacts are addressed.” (http://www.businesshumanrights.
org/media/documents/ruggie/ruggie-guiding-principles-21-mar-2011.pdf)
Superior’s business --specialized oilfield services and equipment-- exposes the company to significant human
rights risks. As Superior acknowledged in its most recent 10-K, “due to the unsettled political conditions in many
oil producing countries, our operations, revenue and profitability are subject to the adverse consequences of
war, the effects of terrorism, civil unrest, strikes, currency controls and governmental actions.” Superior has
operations in approximately 70 countries, and areas in which it operates that present “significant risk include the
Middle East, Colombia, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Nigeria and Mexico.” (10-K for 2012, at 13-14)
One of Superior’s subsidiaries has operations in Burma (Myanmar), where human rights abuses are well documented. (http://www.offshoreenergytoday.com/hallin-marine-starts-support-job-at-zawtika-gasfield- offshoremyanmar/; http://www.state.gov/j/drl/rls/hrrpt/humanrightsreport/index.htm?year=2012&dlid= 204190#wrapper) A
human rights risk assessment and report would help Superior satisfy new federal requirements for US companies
investing more than $500,000 in Burma, which require annual reporting on the company’s due diligence policies
and procedures on human rights as they relate to the company’s operations and supply chain in Burma. (“U.S.
Companies Investing in Myanmar Must Show Steps to Respect Human Rights,” New York Times, June 30, 2013)
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Country Selection Criteria - Burma
Chevron Corp.

WHEREAS: Chevron, in partnership with Total, the Petroleum Authority of Thailand, and Myanmar Oil and Gas
Enterprise (MOGE), holds equity in one of Burma's largest investment projects: The Yadana gas-field and pipeline
that transports gas to Thailand, generating billions of dollars for the Burmese regime;
Following the Burmese military's multiple crackdowns on and imprisonment of pro-democracy and human rights
activists, Chevron has faced negative publicity, consumer boycotts, and operational risks concerning its investment in Burma;
Human rights organizations have documented egregious human rights abuses by Burmese troops employed to
secure the pipeline area, including forcible relocation of villagers and use of forced labor; In March 2005, Unocal
settled a case for a reported multi-million dollar amount in which it was claimed that Unocal was complicit in
human rights abuses by Burmese troops hired by the Yadana project to provide security;
By purchasing Unocal, Chevron acquired Unocal's investment in Burma including its legal, moral, and political
liabilities;
Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Aung San Suu Kyi, leader of the National League for Democracy, stated in June
2012, that MOGE "The Myanmar Oil and Gas Enterprise (MOGE) ...with which all foreign participation in the energy sector takes place through joint venture arrangements, lacks both transparency and accountability at present.
She further stated: "Other countries could help by not allowing their own companies to partner MOGE unless it
was signed up to such codes;
According to a 2009 International Monetary Fund report, Burma's rulers added revenues from natural gas exports
to the budget at the 30-year-old official exchange rate, causing the gas money to account for under one percent
of budget revenue in 2007-08 instead of 57 percent iif valued at market rates;
In July 2012, U.S. lawmakers, including Sens. John McCain and Joseph Lieberman, called on the U.S.
Administration to retain bans on U.S. companies working with MOGE. 'We share Aung San Suu Kyi's concerns
that MOGE's operations lack transparency, that it remains overly influenced by the Burmese military, and that the
large amounts of foreign investment flowing into MOGE are not sufficiently accountable to the Burmese people
or its parliament, the senators stated;
In 2012, Chevron sponsored oil and gas industry conferences in Burma and is reported to be exploring new
investments in the country;
Chevron does business in other countries with controversial human rights records: Angola, Kazakhstan, and
Nigeria;
BE IT RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board to make available by the 2015 annual meeting a report,
omitting proprietary information and at reasonable cost, on Chevron's criteria for (i) investment in; (ii) continued
operations in; and, (iii) withdrawal from specific high-risk countries.
Supporting Statement: We believe Chevron's current country selection process is opaque, leaving unclear how
Chevron determines whether to invest in or withdraw from countries where:
• the government has engaged in ongoing, systematic human rights violations;
• there is a call for economic sanctions by human rights and democracy advocates; and,
• Chevron's presence exposes it to government sanctions, negative publicity, and consumer boycotts.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Report on Government Requests for Consumer Data
AT&T Inc.

WHEREAS, Customer trust is critical for any business, but especially for major Internet and telecommunications
companies that routinely gather massive amounts of personal data concerning and affecting the lives of hundreds of millions of people in the U.S. and around the world.
The Wall Street Journal has reported that AT&T has provided millions of U.S. customers' call records to the U.S.
National Security Agency (NSA). "US Collects Vast Data Trove," June 7, 2013.
AT&T acknowledges in its corporate code of conduct that privacy is critical to the success of its business. Yet,
the Company has not disclosed to customers and investors any information regarding the extent and nature of
requests for customer data made on the Company by government agencies.
Controversy over U.S. government surveillance programs reportedly involving AT&T has spurred massive global
press coverage, hearings in the U.S. Congress and the European legislature, and widespread calls for reform.
Brazilian President Dilma Rousseff called the NSA surveillance program "a breach of international law." U.S.
Senator Ron Wyden said, "I have to believe the civil liberties of millions of American have been violated."
Responding to growing public concern over these issues, major Internet companies such as Google, Microsoft,
Twitter, Linkedln, Facebook and Yahoo!, have published "Transparency Reports", disclosing information on government data requests. Google and Microsoft have also filed in court seeking authorization to disclose further
information to the public concerning these requests. AT&T has not done so.
The Wall Street Journal has reported that AT&T's plans to expand its mobile network in Europe, including anticipated acquisitions, could face "unexpected hurdles" due to its co-operation with NSA consumer information
requests. "NSA Fallout Hurts AT&T's Ambitions in Europe," October 30, 2013.
Transparency in this regard is essential if individuals and businesses are to make informed decisions regarding
their personal data. Privacy is a fundamental tenet of democracy and free expression. While AT&T must comply
with its legal obligations, failure to persuade customers of a genuine and long-term commitment to privacy rights
could present AT&T with serious financial, legal and reputational risks.
RESOLVED, That the Company publish semi-annual reports, subject to existing laws and regulation, providing
metrics and discussion regarding requests for customer information by U.S. and foreign governments, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: In preparing these reports, the Company may, at its discretion, omit Information on routine
requests provided under individualized warrants. The reports should be prepared with consideration of existing
Transparency (or law Enforcement Request) Reports published by the major internet companies, and where
applicable, include such information as (1) how often AT&T has shared information with U.S. or foreign government entities; (2) what type of customer information was shared; (3) the number of customers affected; (4) type of
government requests; and (5) discussion of efforts by the company to protect the privacy of customer data.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Report on Government Requests for Consumer Data
Verizon Communications Inc.*

WHEREAS, Customer trust is critical for any business, but especially for Internet and telecommunications companies that gather personal data concerning and affecting the lives of hundreds of millions of people in the U.S. and
around the world.
The Wall Street Journal has reported that Verizon has provided millions of U.S. customers’ call records to the
National Security Agency (NSA).
Controversy over government surveillance programs reportedly involving Verizon has spurred massive global
press coverage, hearings in the U.S. Congress and European legislature, and widespread calls for reform.
Brazilian President Rousseff called the NSA surveillance program “a breach of international law.” U.S. Senator
Wyden said, "I have to believe the civil liberties of millions of American have been violated.” And by his account,
the NSA has greatly exaggerated the effectiveness of the program in combatting terrorism.
Nevertheless, Verizon CEO McAdam, discussing subpoenas and company legal obligations, reportedly stated,
“We are the largest telecommunications provider to the United States government, and you have to do what your
customer tells you.”
In November, Privacy International petitioned the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development to
investigate whether Verizon Enterprise failed to respect privacy by cooperating with British intelligence and not
mitigating or preventing adverse privacy rights impacts.
Responding to growing public concern, companies such as Google, Microsoft, Twitter, LinkedIn, Facebook, Apple
and Yahoo!, have published “Transparency Reports” disclosing information on government data requests. Google
and Microsoft have sued seeking authorization to disclose further information to the public concerning these
requests. Verizon has taken neither step.
These controversies may also present a challenge to the U.S. economy. The Information Technology and
Innovation Foundation has estimated that disclosures regarding surveillance programs could cost the cloud computing industry $21 – $35 billion in business over the next three years if foreign customers decide the risks of
storing data with a U.S. company outweigh the benefits.
Transparency is essential if individuals and businesses are to make informed decisions regarding their data.
Privacy is a fundamental tenet of democracy and free expression. While Verizon must comply with its legal obligations, failure to persuade customers of a genuine and long-term commitment to privacy could present Verizon
with serious financial, legal and reputational risks.
RESOLVED, shareholders request Verizon publish semi-annual reports, subject to existing laws and regulation,
providing metrics and discussion regarding requests for customer information by U.S. and foreign governments,
at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: In preparing these reports, Verizon may, at its discretion, omit information on routine
requests provided under individualized warrants. The reports can be prepared with consideration of existing
Transparency (or Law Enforcement Request) Reports published by Internet companies, and where applicable,
include such information as (1) how often Verizon has shared information with U.S. or foreign government entities; (2) what type of customer information was shared; (3) the number of customers affected; (4) type of government requests; and (5) discussion of efforts by Verizon to protect customer privacy rights.

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Free Prior & Informed Consent
Goldman Sachs Group Inc.*

WHEREAS: The United Nations (UN) states that the world's population of indigenous peoples is over 350 million
and represents over 5,000 languages and cultures in more than 70 countries and on every continent. Article 32,
Sec.2, of the U.N. Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples states that:
States shall consult and cooperate in good faith with the indigenous peoples concerned through their own representative institutions in order to obtain their free and informed consent prior to the approval of any project affecting their lands or territories and other resources, particularly in connection with the development, utilization or
exploitation of mineral, water or other resources.
Goldman Sachs has an Indigenous Peoples policy incorporating parallel language stating:
Goldman Sachs recognizes that the identities and cultures of indigenous peoples are inextricably linked to the
lands on which they live and the natural resources on which they depend. We recognize the rights of these communities regarding issues affecting their lands and territories, traditionally owned or otherwise occupied and
used. We prefer to only finance projects in indigenous areas where free, prior informed consultation results in
support of the project by the affected indigenous peoples.
Goldman Sachs Environmental Policy Framework at 6-7 (Indigenous People) (emphasis added).
The controversy surrounding a coal export terminal in Washington serves as an example of how this policy can
become important for the company. Since 2007, Goldman Sachs Infrastructure has held a 48% interest in Carrix,
Inc. the parent company of SSA Marine. SSA Marine is the largest U.S. owned, and privately held, marine terminal operator in the world.
SSA Marine has applied for permits to construct the largest coal export terminal in North America at Cherry
Point, Washington. Northwest tribes have registered strong opposition to the terminal in letters to federal and
state agencies. The tribes have demonstrated that the project would substantially interfere with their ability to
fish in their treaty-protected usual and accustomed fishing grounds.
Because SSA Marine continues to actively promote permit review for this project over the written objections of
Northwest tribes, the situation presents an example of reputational risks to the company and raises questions
about its application of its Indigenous Peoples Policy.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request the Board of Directors, prepare an annual report, at reasonable cost, omitting
proprietary information, on the company’s implementation of its Indigenous Peoples Policy.

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Human Rights/Human Trafficking
Wireless Network Neutrality
Verizon Communications Inc.

WHEREAS, Wireless communications are critical to Verizon. In 2012, wireless constituted almost twothirds of
total revenues, growing by 8.1 percent from 2011, while traditional wireline revenues declined. A critical factor in
this growth has been the open (non-discriminatory) architecture of the Internet. Nondiscrimination principles are
commonly referred to as “network neutrality” and seek to ensure equal access and non-discriminatory treatment
for all content.
We believe open Internet policies help drive the economy, encourage innovation and reward investors. Network
neutrality principles may help Verizon financially by bringing new products to its platform, attracting customers
and creating opportunities to share revenue with developers.
An open Internet also has particular importance for minority and economically disadvantaged communities,
which rely on wireless more than other demographic groups. According to Colorofchange.org, an organization
representing Black Americans, “The digital freedoms at stake are a 21st century civil rights issue.”
Verizon’s stated policies for customers who access the Internet via wireless devices are markedly different from
those for customers who access the Internet via wired networks.
For example, on its web site the Company offers customers who gain Internet access via its wired network a
“commitment” which includes: “We will not prevent you or other users of our service from sending and receiving
the lawful content of your choice; running lawful applications and using lawful services of your choice…” and
“We will disclose the types of practices that we use to manage our network….”
Wireless customers, however, are given no such assurances. The Company tells wireless customers: “We will
continue to disclose accurate and relevant information in plain language about the characteristics and capabilities of our service offerings so you and other users of our service can make informed choices.”
As investors, we are deeply concerned about this disparity in principles, policies and practices. In light of potential reputational, regulatory and legislative risk related to Verizon’s network management practices and the issue
of network neutrality, this disparity is troubling.
There may also be reputational and commercial risk in not providing customers with evidence of open Internet
policies. In its 2012 annual report, the Company says it expects that, “competition will continue to intensify with
traditional, non-traditional and emerging service providers seeking increased market share.”
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors report by October 2014 (at reasonable cost and
omitting proprietary and confidential information) how Verizon is responding to regulatory, competitive, legislative
and public pressure to ensure that its network management policies and practices support network neutrality, an
Open Internet and the social values described above.
Supporting Statement: We are not seeking a report on legal compliance or the details of network management.
Rather, we seek to ensure that shareholders have sufficient information to evaluate how Verizon manages this
significant policy challenge – e.g. how it takes into account that network management decisions could potentially
affect future regulatory developments.
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Board of Directors Diversity

Inclusiveness
The ICCR coalition first galvanized around civil
rights and the promotion of diversity in the
workplace. Member inclusiveness work began in
1972, when shareholders filed ground-breaking
resolutions challenging the all-white, all-male
boards of directors of AT&T, Chrysler, and Ford,
as well as the racially divisive Apartheid system in
South Africa.
Shareholder resolutions this year continue member advocacy around board of directors diversity,
equal employment opportunity, and sexual and
gender orientation discrimination.

Proposal Topic

Quantity

Inclusiveness

126

12

Board of Directors Diversity

5

Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO)

1

Gender Identity Discrimination

3

Sexual Orientation/Gender Identity
Discrimination

3
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Diversity is an essential component of sound
governance policy. In an increasingly complex
global marketplace, the ability to draw on a wide
range of viewpoints, backgrounds, skills, and
experiences is critical to a company’s success.
Board diversity increases the likelihood a company will make the right strategic and operational
decisions, as well as catalyzing efforts to recruit,
retain, and promote the best people, including
women and minorities.

ICCR members sent resolutions addressing the
lack of diversity on boards of directors to 5
companies including Cerner, Jarden and
Westinghouse Air Brake Technologies.

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide

Gender Identity and Sexual
Orientation Discrimination
Employment discrimination on the basis of gender identity or sexual orientation diminishes
employee morale and productivity. According to
an analysis of surveys conducted by the Williams
Institute at the UCLA School of Law, 16% to 68%
of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender people
report experiencing employment discrimination.
Corporations are taking steps to ensure a
respectful and supportive atmosphere for all
employees. Over 50% of Fortune 500 companies
have adopted written non-discrimination policies
prohibiting harassment and discrimination on
the basis of gender identity or expression.

Arguing that their companies would benefit from
consistent, corporate-wide policies to enhance
efforts to prevent discrimination, and resolve
complaints internally, this year shareholders
sent 6 resolutions calling on companies to
amend their equal employment policies to
explicitly prohibit discrimination on the basis of
sexual orientation or gender identity, including:
ConocoPhillips, Exxon Mobil and O’Reilly
Automotive.

Equal Employment Opportunity
Equal employment opportunity (EEO) is both a
fair employment practice and an investment
issue. Shareholders believe that companies with
good EEO records have competitive advantages
in recruiting and retaining employees. In 2012,
the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission reported that racial minorities
comprised 35% of private industry but just
11.8% of executives and managers. Likewise,
women represented 48% of the workforce, but
just 29% of executives and managers.

Since 1998, members of ICCR have re-filed EEO
resolutions with Home Depot, challenging the
company’s lack of diversity. Broad shareholder
support for the measure is increasing in tandem.
Shareholder votes in favor of the EEO resolution
in recent years have ranged between 22% and
36%.
Faith-based investors again this year asked
Home Depot to prepare a chart identifying its
employees according to their gender and race in
each of the 9 major EEOC-defined job categories
for the last 3 years, and a summary description
of any affirmative action policies and programs
the company has in place to improve diversity.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Board Diversity
Cerner Corporation

WHEREAS: Cerner Corporation has one woman on its board of directors.
Athenacare, a healthcare sector peer, has two women on its board.
Baxter and Becton Dickinson, healthcare companies similar in size to our company have two women and three
women on their boards, respectively.
A 2012 report by the business-led Committee for Economic Development entitled Fulfilling the Promise: How More
Women on Corporate Boards Would Make America and American Companies More Competitive notes that the
percentage of women on all U.S. corporate boards has been below 13% for a decade;
The National Association of Corporate Directors released a report in September 2012 warning that progress
toward board diversity is stalling;
We believe that diversity, inclusive of gender and race, is an essential measure of sound governance and a critical
attribute to a well-functioning board;
A growing body of academic research shows that there is a positive relationship between firm value and the percentage of women and minorities on boards.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors, consistent with its fiduciary duties:
1. Take every reasonable step to ensure that women and minority candidates are in the pool from which Board
nominees are chosen;
2. Publicly commit itself to a policy of Board inclusiveness to ensure that women and minority candidates are routinely sought as part of every Board search the company undertakes;
3. Publish a report by October 2014, at reasonable expense and omitting proprietary information, on its efforts to
encourage diversified representation, inclusive of gender and race on the Board, and the manner in which the
nominating committee or Board of Directors will assess the effectiveness of its efforts and policy.
Supporting Statement: Director and nominee diversity helps to ensure that different perspectives are brought to
bear on issues, while enhancing the likelihood that proposed solutions will be nuanced and comprehensive.
According to recent studies from researchers at Hebrew University, Wellesley Centers for Women, University of
Western Ontario and V. Kramer Associates, having a critical mass of at least three women directors is good for
corporate governance.
Cerner states in its Corporate Governance Guidelines that its Nominating, Governance & Public Policy Committee
endeavors to have a board representing diverse and in depth experience in business, health care, information
technology, government and in areas that are relevant to the Company's global activities. Neither diversity inclusive of gender nor ethnicity is mentioned as factors in board nominee searches.
With women representing 73% of medical and health service managers, according to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, board diversity assumes critical importance in the healthcare sector. In our view, companies combining
competitive financial performance with high standards of corporate governance, including a gender balanced
board, are better positioned to generate long-term value for their shareholders.
For all the reasons above, we urge our fellow shareholders to vote in favor of this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Board Diversity
Jarden Corporation

RESOLVED, Shareholders request that the Board of Directors of Jarden Corporation adopt a policy on Board
diversity that requires the Nominating and Policies Committee of the Board (the “Committee”), consistent with its
fiduciary duties, to:
1. include women and minority candidates in the pool from which Board nominees are chosen;
2. expand director searches to include nominees from both non-executive corporate positions and nontraditional
environments such as government, academia, and non-profit organizations;
3. review periodically the composition of the Board to ensure it reflects the knowledge, experience, skills, and
diversity required to fulfill its duties; and
4. report to shareholders, at reasonable expense and omitting proprietary information, its efforts to encourage
diversified representation on the Board.
Supporting Statement: Jarden Corporation does not have any women on its Board of Directors. More than 80% of
companies in the Russell 1000 Index have at least one woman on their board, as do 90% of companies in the S&P
500 Index.
In an increasingly global marketplace, the ability to draw on a wide range of viewpoints, backgrounds, skills, and
experience is critical to a company’s success, as it increases the likelihood of making the right strategic and
operational decisions. This is especially important for corporate boards, given the range, complexity and significance of their responsibilities and decisions.
We believe diversity, inclusive of race and gender, is therefore an essential measure of sound governance and a
critical component of a well-functioning board that can help to ensure that different perspectives are brought to
bear on issues. We also share SEC Commissioner Luis Aguilar’s belief, expressed in September 2010, “that companies that expand their search for new directors to include more women and minorities will find a breadth and
depth of talent that will serve to improve their performance and increase the wealth of their investors.”
Many other large institutional investors share our view that diversity is a critical component of an effective
board, including those who successfully petitioned the SEC to require board diversity disclosures aimed at
informing proxy voting decisions. We believe our company’s current board diversity policies and disclosures limit
its definition and understanding of diversity and do not sufficiently respond to growing investor interest in, and
demand for, substantive improvements in this critical dimension of corporate governance.
A growing body of empirical research indicates a significant positive relationship between firm value and the
percentage of women and minorities on boards. According to an August 2012 report by Credit Suisse Research
Institute, which evaluated the performance of 2,360 companies globally over the six years ending December 2011,
companies with one or more women on the board delivered higher average returns on equity, lower leverage,
better average growth and higher price/book value multiples. (https://infocus.creditsuisse.com/data/productdocuments/shop/360145/csrigenderdiversityandcorporatepe rformance.pdf.)
We urge shareholders to vote for this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Board Diversity
Nabors Industries, Inc.

RESOLVED, Shareholders request that the Board of Directors of Nabors Industries, Ltd. adopt a policy on Board
diversity that requires the Governance and Nominating Committee of the Board (the “Committee”), consistent
with its fiduciary duties, to: 1. include women and minority candidates in the pool from which Board nominees
are chosen; 2. expand director searches to include nominees from both non-executive corporate positions and
nontraditional environments such as government, academia, and non-profit organizations; 3. review periodically
the composition of the Board to ensure it reflects the knowledge, experience, skills, and diversity required to fulfill its duties; and 4. report to shareholders, at reasonable expense and omitting proprietary information, its efforts
to encourage diversified representation on the Board.
Supporting Statement: Nabors Industries, Ltd. does not have any women or minorities on its Board of Directors.
More than 80% of companies in the Russell 1000 Index have at least one woman on their board, as do 90% of
companies in the S&P 500 Index.
In an increasingly global marketplace, the ability to draw on a wide range of viewpoints, backgrounds, skills, and
experience is critical to a company’s success, as it increases the likelihood of making the right strategic and
operational decisions. This is especially important for corporate boards, given the range, complexity and significance of their responsibilities and decisions.
We believe diversity, inclusive of race and gender, is therefore an essential measure of sound governance and a
critical component of a well-functioning board that can help to ensure that different perspectives are brought to
bear on issues. We also share SEC Commissioner Luis Aguilar’s belief, expressed in September 2010, “that companies that expand their search for new directors to include more women and minorities will find a breadth and
depth of talent that will serve to improve their performance and increase the wealth of their investors.”
A growing body of empirical research indicates a significant positive relationship between firm value and the
percentage of women and minorities on boards. According to an August 2012 report by Credit Suisse Research
Institute, which evaluated the performance of 2,360 companies globally over the six years ending December 2011,
companies with one or more women on the board delivered higher average returns on equity, lower leverage,
better average growth and higher price/book value multiples. (https://infocus.creditsuisse.com/data/productdocuments/shop/360145/csrigenderdiversityandcorporatepe rformance.pdf.)
Many other large institutional investors share our view that diversity is a critical component of an effective
board, including those who successfully petitioned the SEC to require board diversity disclosures aimed at
informing proxy voting decisions. We believe our company’s current board diversity policies and disclosures limit
its definition and understanding of diversity and do not sufficiently respond to growing investor interest in, and
demand for, substantive improvements in this critical dimension of corporate governance.
We urge shareholders to vote for this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Board Diversity
Joy Global Inc.

WHEREAS: Joy Global Inc. does not have any women on its Board of Directors;
Our company's competitors - Caterpillar, Metso Oyi, and Sandvik - each have at least one woman on their boards
of directors;
More than 80% of companies in the Russell 1,000 Index have at least one woman on their boards, as do 90% of
companies in the S&P Silo Index, 98% of companies in the S&P 100 Index;
We believe that diversity, inclusive of gender and race, is an essential measure of sound governance and a critical
attribute to a well-functioning board;
A growing body of academic research shows that there is a significant positive relationship between firm value
and the percentage of women and minorities on boards;
Therefore, we believe it is critical for Joy Global to have a board of directors that reflects the diversity that exists
within its target markets.
BE IT RESOLVED: That the Board of Directors consistent with their fiduciary duties:
1. Take every reasonable step to ensure that women and minority candidates are in the pool from which Board
nominees are chosen;
2. Publicly commit itself to a policy of Board inclusiveness to ensure that:
• Women and minority candidates are routinely sought as part of every Board search the company
undertakes;
• The Board strives to obtain diverse candidates by expanding director searches to include nominees from
both corporate positions beyond the executive suite and nontraditional environments like government,
academia, and nonprofit organizations; and
• Board composition is reviewed periodically to ensure that the Board reflects the knowledge, experience,
skills, expertise, and diversity required for the Board to fulfill its duties.
3. To report to shareholders, at reasonable expense and omitting proprietary information, its efforts to encourage
diversified representation on the Board.
Supporting Statement: We believe boards that are identical in terms of gender, race, and culture may be of limited
value in key parameters of corporate governance. In an increasingly complex global marketplace, we believe that
the varied perspectives that accompany gender and other forms of diversity help companies increase the likelihood of making the right strategic and operational decisions, contribute to a more positive public image, and
catalyze efforts to recruit, retain, and promote talented people, including women and minorities.
Many large institutional investors, who successfully petitioned the SEC to require board diversity disclosures
aimed at informing the proxy voting process, consider board diversity a material factor in business strategy and
success. We believe our company's current board diversity policies and disclosures limit the company's definition
and understanding Of diversity and do not sufficiently address growing investor demand and interest in this critical
corporate governance matter.
In our view, companies combining competitive financial performance with high standards of corporate governance, including board diversity, are better positioned to generate long-term value for their shareholders. We urge
the Board to broaden its pool of candidates and publicly commit to taking steps to establish an inclusive Board.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Board Diversity
Westinghouse Air Brake Technologies Corp.

WHEREAS: Westinghouse Air Brake Technologies Corporation does not have women on its board of directors nor
in senior executive positions;
Our company’s peers , WABCO Holdings and Trinity Industries, have women on their board of directors; A 2012
report by the business-led Committee for Economic Development entitled Fulfilling the Promise: How More Women
on Corporate Boards Would Make America and American Companies More Competitive notes that the percentage
of women on all U.S. corporate boards has been below 13% for a decade;
We believe that diversity, inclusive of gender and race, is an essential measure of sound governance and a critical
attribute to a well-functioning board;
A growing body of academic research shows that there is a positive relationship between firm value and the percentage of women and minorities on boards.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors, consistent with its fiduciary duties:
1. Take every reasonable step to ensure that women and minority candidates are in the pool from which Board
nominees are chosen;
2. Publicly commit itself to a policy of Board inclusiveness to ensure that women and minority candidates are routinely sought as part of every Board search the company undertakes;
3. Publish a report by October 2014, at reasonable expense and omitting proprietary information, on its efforts to
encourage diversified representation, inclusive of gender and race on the Board, and the manner in which the
nominating committee or Board of Directors will assess the effectiveness of its efforts and policy.
Supporting Statement: Director and nominee diversity helps to ensure that different perspectives are brought to
bear on issues, while enhancing the likelihood that proposed solutions will be nuanced and comprehensive.
According to recent studies from researchers at Hebrew University, Wellesley Centers for Women, University of
Western Ontario and V. Kramer Associates, having a critical mass of at least three women directors is good for
corporate governance.
According to an August 2012 report by Credit Suisse Research Institute, which evaluated the performance of 2,360
companies globally over the six years ending December 2011, companies with one or more women on the board
delivered higher average returns on equity, lower leverage, better average growth, and higher price/book value
multiples.
Wabtec states in its Corporate Governance Guidelines that its Nominating and Corporate Governance Committee is
charged with reviewing with the Board the requisite skills and characteristics for new Board members. The
assessment includes “consideration of background, skill needs, personal characteristics, diversity and business
experience.” Neither diversity inclusive of gender nor ethnicity is mentioned as factors in board nominee searches.
In our view, companies combining competitive financial performance with high standards of corporate governance,
including a gender balanced board, are better positioned to generate long-term value for their shareholders.
For all the reasons above, we urge our fellow shareholders to vote in favor of this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Discrimination Based on Gender Identity/Expression
ConocoPhillips

WHEREAS: ConocoPhillips does not explicitly prohibit discrimination based on gender identity or gender expression in its written employment policy;
According to the Human Rights Campaign, nearly 70% of the Fortune 100 and 43% of the Fortune 500 now prohibit
discrimination based on gender identity or expression;
We believe that corporations that prohibit discrimination on the basis of gender identity or expression have a
competitive advantage in recruiting and retaining employees from the widest talent pool;
Sixteen states, the District of Columbia, and more than 114 cities and counties have laws prohibiting employment
discrimination based on gender identity or expression;
Our company is headquartered in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania where at least 65 major employers include gender
identity or expression in their nondiscrimination policies; and
Our company has operations in and makes sales to institutions in states and cities that prohibit discrimination on
the basis of gender identity or expression.
RESOLVED: The Shareholders request that ConocoPhillips amend its written equal employment opportunity policy
to explicitly prohibit discrimination based gender identity or expression and substantially implement the policy.
Supporting Statement: Employment discrimination on the basis of gender identity or expression diminishes
employee morale and productivity. Because state and local laws are inconsistent with respect to employment
discrimination, our company would benefit from a consistent, corporate-wide policy to enhance efforts to prevent
discrimination, resolve complaints internally, access employees from the broadest talent pool, and ensure a
respectful and supportive atmosphere for all employees. ConocoPhillips will enhance its competitive edge by
joining the growing ranks of companies guaranteeing equal opportunity for all employees.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Discrimination Based on Gender Identity/Expression
National Fuel Gas Company

WHEREAS: National Fuel Gas does not explicitly prohibit discrimination based on gender identity or gender
expression in its written employment policy;
According to the Human Rights Campaign, nearly seventy percent of the Fortune 100 and fifty percent of the
Fortune 500 now prohibit discrimination based on gender identity or expression;
We believe that corporations that prohibit discrimination on the basis of gender identity or expression have a
competitive advantage in recruiting and retaining employees from the widest talent pool;
According to an analysis of surveys conducted by the Williams Institute at the UCLA School of Law, sixteen to
sixty eight percent of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender people report experiencing employment discrimination;
Public opinion polls consistently find more than three quarters of people in the United States support equal rights
in the workplace. In a 2011 nationwide survey conducted by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner Research, the vast majority (79 percent) of the 800 respondents supported protecting LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender) people from discrimination in employment;
Although federal law does not provide sexual orientation and gender identity employment discrimination protection, seventeen states, the District of Columbia, and more than 114 cities and counties have laws prohibiting
employment discrimination based on gender identity or expression;
Our company is headquartered in New York where major employers such as Consolidated Edison, Verizon
Communications, American Express, and Ernst & Young, LLP include gender identity or expression in their
nondiscrimination policies.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that National Fuel Gas amend its written equal employment opportunity policy
to explicitly prohibit discrimination based on gender identity or expression and to take concrete action to implement the policy.
Supporting Statement: We believe employment discrimination on the basis of gender identity diminishes employee morale and productivity. Because state and local laws are not comprehensive with respect to prohibiting
employment discrimination, our company would benefit from a comprehensive, consistent, corporate-wide policy
to enhance efforts to prevent discrimination, resolve complaints internally, access employees from the broadest
talent pool, and ensure a respectful and supportive atmosphere for all employees. National Fuel Gas will enhance
its competitive edge by joining the growing ranks of companies guaranteeing equal opportunity for all employees.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Discrimination Based on Gender Identity/Expression
AGL Resources Inc.

WHEREAS: We believe that corporations that prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity have a competitive advantage in recruiting and retaining employees from the widest talent pool;
AGL Resources does not explicitly prohibit discrimination or harassment based on gender identity in its written
employment policies;
According to the Human Rights Campaign, the nation’s largest LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender)
advocacy group, a majority of Fortune 100 companies have nondiscrimination and harassment policies covering
gender identity, as do 57% of Fortune 500 companies;
According to analysis of surveys conducted by the Williams Institute at the UCLA School of Law, 16 to 68 percent
of LGBT people report experiencing employment discrimination;
Fifteen states and the District of Columbia have laws prohibiting employment discrimination based on gender
identity and about 166 cities and counties prohibit employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and
gender identity;
Sec. 94-112 of the City of Atlanta’s Code of Ordinances makes it unlawful: (1) To fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, or otherwise to discriminate against any individual with respect to his or her compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, because of such individual's gender identity, or
(2) To limit, segregate, or classify his or her employees or applicants for employment in any way which would
deprive or tend to deprive any individual of employment opportunities or otherwise adversely affect his or her
status as an employee, because of such individual's gender identity.
Nineteen Fortune 1000 companies headquartered in Georgia have policies that prohibit discrimination based on
gender identity, including Home Depot, Delta Airlines, AFLAC, Coca-Cola, Newell Rubbermaid and UPS;
Public opinion polls consistently find more than three quarters of the American people support equal rights in the
workplace for LGBT employees. For example, in a 2011 poll conducted by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner Research,
77 percent of voters supported protecting LGBT people from discrimination in employment, reaching across party
and ideological lines to include 70 percent of self-identified Republicans and 67 percent of conservatives.
Support was strong even among groups who tend to be less supportive of LGBT issues, such as seniors (69 percent), those with a high school degree or less (68 percent), observant and born-again Christians (77 and 74 percent), and residents of the Deep South (72 percent).
RESOLVED: The Shareholders request that AGL amend its written equal employment opportunity policy to explicitly prohibit discrimination based on gender identity and to substantially implement the policy.
Supporting Statement: Employment discrimination on the basis of gender identity diminishes employee morale
and productivity. Because state and local laws are inconsistent with respect to employment discrimination, AGL
would benefit from a consistent, corporate wide policy to enhance efforts to prevent discrimination, resolve complaints internally, and ensure a respectful and supportive atmosphere for all employees. AGL will enhance its
competitive edge by joining the growing ranks of companies guaranteeing equal opportunity for all employees.
This proposal received the support of 43.6% of votes cast in 2013.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/Gender Identity
Exxon Mobil Corporation

WHEREAS: ExxonMobil Corporation does not explicitly prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and
gender identity in its written employment policy;
Over 90% of the Fortune 500 companies have adopted written nondiscrimination policies prohibiting harassment
and discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, as have more than 95% of Fortune 100 companies, according to the Human Rights Campaign. Over 70% of the Fortune 100 and 57% of the Fortune 500 now prohibit discrimination based on gender identity or expression;
We believe that corporations that prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity
have a competitive advantage in recruiting and retaining employees from the widest talent pool;
According to an October, 2009 survey by Harris Interactive and Witeck-Combs, 44% of gay and lesbian workers in
the United States reported an experience with some form of job discrimination related to sexual orientation; an
earlier survey found that almost one out of every 10 gay or lesbian adults also stated that they had been fired or
dismissed unfairly from a previous job, or pressured to quit a job because of their sexual orientation;
Twenty-one states, the District of Columbia and more than 160 cities and counties, have laws prohibiting employment discrimination based on sexual orientation; 16 states and the District of Columbia have laws prohibiting
employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity;
Minneapolis, San Francisco, Seattle and Los Angeles have adopted legislation restricting business with companies that do not guarantee equal treatment for gay and lesbian employees;
Our company has operations in, and makes sales to institutions in states and cities that prohibit discrimination on
the basis of sexual orientation;
National public opinion polls consistently find more than three quarters of the American people support equal
rights in the workplace for gay men, lesbians and bisexuals; for example, in a Gallup poll conducted in May 2009,
89% of respondents favored equal opportunity in employment for gays and lesbians;
RESOLVED: The Shareholders request that ExxonMobil amend its written equal employment opportunity policy to
explicitly prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity and to substantially implement
the policy.
Supporting Statement: Employment discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity can
diminish employee morale and productivity. Because state and local laws are inconsistent with respect to
employment discrimination, our company would benefit from a consistent, corporate wide policy to enhance
efforts to prevent discrimination, resolve complaints internally, and ensure a respectful and supportive atmosphere for all employees. ExxonMobil will enhance its competitive edge by joining the growing ranks of companies
guaranteeing equal opportunity for all employees.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/Gender Identity
O'Reilly Automotive, Inc.*

RESOLVED: The Shareholders request that O’Reilly Automotive amend its written equal employment opportunity
policy to explicitly prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity or expression and disclose its programs to substantially implement this policy.
Supporting Statement: O’Reilly Automotive Inc. (ORLY) does not explicitly prohibit discrimination based on sexual
orientation or gender identity or expression, in its written employment policy.
Eighty-nine percent of Americans favor equal opportunity in employment for gays and lesbians (Gallup, May
2008), and 72% agree that “fairness is a basic American value and employment decisions should be based solely
on qualifications and job performance, including for transgender people” (Peter D. Hart, 2007). Three quarters of
voters of the 2012 election favored outlawing sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination in employment, according to research by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner (2012).
Sixty-five percent of lesbian and gay employees state that they have faced discrimination or unfair treatment in
the workplace (Out & Equal and Witeck Combs survey, June 2008). Transgender workers report widespread
employment discrimination — up to 56% were fired, up to 47% were denied employment, up to 31% were
harassed, and up to 19% were denied promotion based on their gender identity (Williams Institute, July 2011).
Currently, at least 21 states, including California, and at least 160 cities, require protection on the basis of sexual
orientation, while 16 states require protection on the basis of gender identity or expression. Further, about 140
cities and counties prohibit employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity. O’Reilly
Automotive has operations in, and makes sales to, institutions in states and cities that prohibit discrimination on
the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity or expression.
O’Reilly is increasingly an outlier in its position. As Human Rights Campaign Foundation notes, many companies
in the Fortune 500® have implemented best policies and practices to support discrimination free workplaces. For
example, at least:
• 90% have Equal Employment Opportunity Policies that include sexual orientation,
• 57% have Equal Employment Opportunity Policies that include gender identity or expression, and
• 60% provide domestic partner benefits
Industry peer AutoZone Inc. explicitly prohibits discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation in their written
equal employment policies.
Employment discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation diminishes employee morale and productivity.
Because state and local laws differ with respect to employment discrimination, our company would benefit from
a consistent, corporate-wide policy to enhance efforts to prevent discrimination, resolve complaints internally to
avoid costly litigation or damage to its reputation, access employees from the broadest possible talent pool, and
ensure a respectful and supportive atmosphere for all employees. O’Reilly Automotive will enhance its competitive edge by joining the growing ranks of companies guaranteeing equal opportunity for all employees.

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/Gender Identity
Ross Stores, Inc.

RESOLVED: The Shareholders request that Ross Stores amend its written equal employment opportunity policy to
explicitly prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity or expression and disclose its
programs to substantially implement this policy.
Supporting Statement: Ross Stores, Inc. (ROST) does not explicitly prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity or expression, in its written employment policy.
Eighty-nine percent of Americans favor equal opportunity in employment for gays and lesbians (Gallup, May
2008), and 72% agree that “fairness is a basic American value and employment decisions should be based solely
on qualifications and job performance, including for transgender people” (Peter D. Hart, 2007). Three quarters of
voters of the 2012 election favored outlawing sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination in employment, according to research by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner (2012).
Sixty-five percent of lesbian and gay employees state that they have faced discrimination or unfair treatment in
the workplace (Out & Equal and Witeck Combs survey, June 2008). Transgender workers report widespread
employment discrimination — up to 56% were fired, up to 47% were denied employment, up to 31% were
harassed, and up to 19% were denied promotion based on their gender identity (Williams Institute, July 2011).
Currently, at least 21 states, including California, and at least 160 cities, require protection on the basis of sexual
orientation, while 16 states require protection on the basis of gender identity or expression. Ross Stores has
operations in, and makes sales to, institutions in states and cities that prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity or expression.
Ross Stores is increasingly an outlier in its position. As Human Rights Campaign Foundation notes, many companies in the Fortune 500® have implemented best policies and practices to support discrimination free workplaces. For example, at least:
• 90% have Equal Employment Opportunity Policies that include sexual orientation,
• 57% have Equal Employment Opportunity Policies that include gender identity or expression, and
• 60% provide domestic partner benefits
Many industry peers and competitors, including TJX Companies, Inc. and Wal-Mart, explicitly prohibit sexual orientation discrimination and gender identify or expression in their written policies; leading employers located in
Ross’s headquarters town Pleasanton including Safeway, Inc., Kaiser Permanente, and Thoratec also explicitly
prohibit this form of discrimination in their written policies. Employment discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation diminishes employee morale and productivity. Because state and local laws differ with respect to
employment discrimination, our company would benefit from a consistent, corporate-wide policy to enhance
efforts to prevent discrimination, resolve complaints internally to avoid costly litigation or damage to its reputation, access employees from the broadest possible talent pool, and ensure a respectful and supportive atmosphere for all employees. Ross Stores will enhance its competitive edge by joining the growing ranks of companies guaranteeing equal opportunity for all employees.
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Proxy Resolutions: Inclusiveness
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO)
Home Depot, Inc.

WHEREAS: Equal employment opportunity (EEO) is a fair employment practice and an investment issue. We
believe companies with good EEO records have a competitive advantage in recruiting/retaining employees. We
believe Home Depot customers are increasingly diverse. A diverse work force is more likely to anticipate and
respond effectively to consumer demand.
EEO practices have economic relevance. Home Depot annually files an EEO-1 report with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission. This information could be made available to shareholders at a minimal additional cost.
In 2001, Home Depot began providing EEO information to investors upon request. Since then, Home Depot
reversed policy on disclosure of this information.
Allegations of discrimination in the workplace burden shareholders with costly litigation/fines which can damage
a company’s reputation.
Home Depot paid out more than $100 million to settle discrimination lawsuits in the past 16 years. The most costly
EEOC settlement was $87 million in 1997. In 2004, Home Depot agreed to pay $5.5 million to settle charges of
class-wide gender, race and national origin discrimination at 30 Colorado stores. In 2006, Home Depot paid
$125,000 to settle a racial harassment/retaliation lawsuit that alleged Home Depot subjected a former lumberman/forklift operator to a racially hostile work environment and fired him in retaliation for complaining. In 2009,
Home Depot paid $84,750 to settle retaliation charges related to a 2004 discrimination suit.
In 2012, Home Depot faced additional controversies. In April, the company settled a suit brought by the
Department of Justice for allegedly violating the Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act
of 1994. In September, Home Depot paid $100,000 to settle a lawsuit filed by the EEOC charging failure to provide
reasonable accommodation for a worker diagnosed with cancer.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Home Depot prepare a diversity report, at reasonable cost and omitting
confidential information, available to investors by September 2014, including the following:
1. A chart identifying employees according to their gender and race in each of the nine major EEOC-defined job
categories for the last three years, listing numbers or percentages in each category;
2. A summary description of any affirmative action policies and programs to improve performance, including job
categories where women and minorities are underutilized;
3. A description of policies/programs oriented toward increasing diversity in the workplace.
Supporting Statement: In 2012, the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission reported racial minorities
comprised 35.2% of the private industry workforce, but just 11.8% of executives and managers. Likewise, women
represented 48.0% of the workforce, but just 29.0% of executives and managers. Employment and advancement
barriers persist.
We agree with a recommendation of the 1995 bipartisan Glass Ceiling Commission that "public disclosure of
diversity data—specifically data on the most senior positions—is an effective incentive to develop and maintain
innovative, effective programs to break the glass ceiling barriers." Home Depot has demonstrated leadership on
many corporate social responsibility issues. We ask the company to again demonstrate leadership in diversity by
committing to EEO disclosure.
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Lobbying/Political
Contributions
Corporate dollars in the form of political contributions and lobbying expenditures can exert disproportionate influence on public policymaking.
Companies across all sectors participate in lobbying activities, and this spending is often funneled
through PACS or third-party trade associations
like the Chamber of Commerce or the Heartland
Institute, which promote antiregulatory rhetoric.
ICCR is concerned that political expenditures
may be diverted to groups advancing agendas
contrary to the stated missions of companies on
environmental, social and governance matters,
posing potential conflicts of interest and exposing companies to unnecessary reputational risk.
A recent campaign led by the Corporate Reform
Coalition called for the SEC – the federal agency
charged with protecting investors and maintaining fair and orderly markets – to implement a
new rule mandating disclosure of corporate lobbying and political contributions. Despite the
Coalition’s collection of more than 640,000 signatures in support, the SEC recently removed disclosure of political spending from its rulemaking
agenda, a delaying move that troubles investors.

Proposal Topic

Quantity

Lobbying/Political Contributions

140

49

Board Oversight of Political Expenditures

1

Indirect Political Contributions

1

Lobbying Disclosure

30

Political Contributions

11

Refrain from Political Spending (GMOs)

2

Review Federal, State and Local Lobbying

4
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Under the Lobbying Disclosure Act, companies
are required to file quarterly reports showing dollars spent on lobbying legislators and regulators,
lobbyist names, year in which the lobbying took
place, and lobbying topic. While a number of
companies are being more open about their
political spending by voluntarily posting information on their corporate websites, few are
doing so in regards to their lobbying expenditures. When available, such reports are often hard
to find, lacking in full detail and frequently missing disclosure of data on lobbying funneled
through third parties.
In recent years investors have been challenging
the growing disconnect between the public agenda of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce’s (characterized as “by far the most muscular business
lobby group in Washington”) and the private
goals of its member corporations, particularly
those with stated CSR values. The Chamber,
which purports to speak on behalf of the business community, conducts activities that sharply
contrast with companies’ stated positions on
health care, financial and environmental reform.

ICCR members are asking 30 major American
corporations, including AT&T, Chevron,
Facebook, IBM, J.P. Morgan Chase, Time
Warner Cable and others, to disclose their lobbying – both direct and indirect – including any
work done through third parties such as trade
groups or nonprofits and membership in and
payments to any tax-exempt organizations that
write and endorse model legislation. Filers are
also seeking information on corporate decisionmaking processes in this regard, and descriptions of any related oversight by the board and
management.

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide
Disclose Corporate Political
Contributions
Four years ago, the Supreme Court’s Citizens
United ruling effectively eliminated most legal
restraints on corporate political spending, making corporate payments – often secret – to controversial trade associations a major issue for
investors. Political spending includes direct and
indirect political contributions made to candidates, political parties and organizations; independent expenditures; grassroots lobbying communication; and electioneering communications
on behalf of federal, state or local candidates.
At the same time, Citizens United also recognized the importance of political spending
disclosure for shareholders when it said
“[D]isclosure permits citizens and shareholders
to react to the speech of corporate entities in a
proper way. This transparency enables the
electorate to make informed decisions and give
proper weight to different speakers and messages.” Disclosure is consistent with sound public
policy, in the best interest of the company and its
shareholders, and is critical for compliance with
federal ethics laws. Gaps in transparency and
accountability may expose a company to reputational and business risks that could threaten
long-term shareholder value.

This year, members of ICCR filed resolutions
calling on 11 companies from a range of
industries to disclose their political spending,
including Duke Energy, Fifth Third Bancorp,
JetBlue Airways and Yahoo.

Refrain from Political Contributions
(GMOs)
Political spending and corporate money in politics is a highly contentious issue, and may expose
companies to significant business risks. The risks
to shareholder value are illustrated by the public
controversy surrounding the use of The Dow
Chemical Company’s corporate treasury funds to
defeat Proposition 37, a controversial ballot initiative in California that would have required
companies to label products containing genetically modified organisms (GMOs).
Dow is recognized as among the top 10 contributors to defeat Proposition 37. Dow contributed
$2 million to defeat the initiative, and is also a
member of the Grocery Manufacturers
Association (GMA), which spent over $2 million
to defeat the initiative. To oppose a similar initiative in Washington, the GMA has already spent
over $7.2 million, and Dow has spent over
$500,000. In 2012, Dow spent over $10 million
on political contributions.

ICCR members asked the boards of Dow and
DuPont to adopt policies to refrain from using
corporate funds to influence any political
election.
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Review Federal, State, Local
Lobbying
Investors are increasingly concerned about how
companies lobby at the federal, state and local
levels, including indirect lobbying through trade
associations and tax-exempt organizations. A
high level of transparency helps ensure lobbying
activities are consistent with stated corporate
policies and values, thereby reducing reputational
and business risk that potentially could alienate
consumers, investors and other stakeholders.
The tax-exempt American Legislative Exchange
Council (ALEC) has come under unique scrutiny
due to its controversial and partisan public policy
positions and the lobbying enabled by the organization through model legislation it provides and
promotes. ALEC has been associated with contentious anti-immigration, voter identification
and “Stand Your Ground,” legislation. More
recently, ALEC initiatives have opposed climate
change policies and have attempted to weaken
state renewable energy standards with the
Heartland Institute.
The four companies receiving this resolution are
members of ALEC and fund its work. ICCR
members believe this partnership may bring
significant reputational and business risk to the
companies.

Occidental, Pfizer, Time Warner Cable and UPS
were asked to review and assess the organizations in which they are members, or for which
they provide financial support for involvement in
lobbying on legislation at federal, state and local
levels.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Refrain from Political Spending (GMOs)
Dow Chemical Company
A similar resolution was submitted to DuPont Company

WHEREAS: Political spending and corporate money in politics is a highly contentious issue, and may expose
companies to significant business risks. The risks to shareholder value are illustrated by the public controversy
surrounding the use of The Dow Chemical Company (Dow)’s corporate treasury funds to defeat Proposition 37, a
controversial ballot initiative in California that would have required companies to label products containing
genetically modified organisms (GMOs).
Dow is recognized as among the top 10 contributors to defeat Proposition 37. Dow contributed $2 million to
defeat the initiative, and is also a member of the Grocery Manufacturers Association (GMA), which spent over $2
million to defeat the initiative. To oppose a similar initiative in Washington, the GMA has already spent over $7.2
million, and Dow has spent over $500,000. In 2012, Dow spent over $10 million on political contributions.
Labeling of products containing GMOs is supported widely among U.S. consumers. In a July 2013 New York Times
poll, over 90% of Americans favored labeling of products containing GMOs, and the California proposition
received support from 48.5% of voters. Bills or ballot initiatives to require labeling of products containing GMOs
continue to be introduced in highly publicized and controversial election contests, drawing public scrutiny to corporate political expenditures.
Corporate political contributions risk alienating the company’s consumer base and can damage a corporation’s
reputation and profits. In a Harris Poll released in October 2010, nearly half of respondents indicated that they
would shop elsewhere if they learned that a business they patronized had contributed to a candidate or a cause
that they oppose. Many companies that contributed to anti-Prop 37 measures experienced significant consumer
backlash, including boycotts.
Several academic studies suggest that corporate political donations may correlate negatively with shareholder
value. A 2012 study by Harvard Business School professor John C. Coates concludes that “in most industries,
political activity correlates negatively with measures of shareholder power, positively with signs of agency costs,
and negatively with shareholder value… Overall, the results are inconsistent with politics generally serving
shareholder interests.”
Given the risks and potential negative impact on shareholder value, the proponents believe Dow should adopt a
policy to refrain from using treasury funds in the political process.
RESOLVED: The shareholders request that the board of directors adopt a policy to refrain from using corporate
funds to influence any political election.
Supporting Statement: “Using corporate funds to influence any political election” for purposes of this proposal,
includes any direct or indirect contribution using corporate funds that is intended to influence the outcome of an
election or referendum. This includes independent expenditures, electioneering communications, and issue
advocacy that can reasonably be interpreted as in support or opposition of a specific candidate or ballot measure. The policy should include measures, to the greatest extent practical, to prevent trade associations or nonprofit corporations from channeling our company’s contributions or membership dues to influence the outcome of
any election or referendum.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Verizon Communications Inc.
Similar resolutions were submitted to AT&T Inc., Amgen Inc.*, Bank of America Corp., Boeing Company, Chevron Corp.,
Devon Energy, Facebook Inc., Honeywell International Inc., Raytheon Company, Visa Inc., Walmart Stores, Inc., eBay Inc.*

WHEREAS, corporate lobbying exposes our company to risks that could adversely affect the company’s stated
goals, objectives, and ultimately shareholder value, and
WHEREAS, we rely on the information provided by our company and, therefore, have a strong interest in full disclosure of our company’s lobbying to evaluate whether it is consistent with our company’s expressed goals and
in the best interests of shareholders and long-term value.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of Verizon Communications Inc. (“Verizon”) request that the Board authorize the
preparation of a report, updated annually, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying communications.
2. Payments by Verizon used for
(a) direct or indirect lobbying or
(b) grassroots lobbying communications, in each case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Verizon’s membership in, and payments to, any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in sections 2 and 3 above.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation.
“Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which Verizon is a
member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant oversight committees and posted on
Verizon’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of corporate
funds to influence legislation and regulation, both directly and indirectly. Verizon sits on the board of the Chamber
of Commerce, which is characterized as “by far the most muscular business lobby group in Washington”
(“Chamber of Secrets,” Economist, April 21, 2012) and has spent over $1 billion on lobbying since 1998. Verizon
does not disclose its memberships in, or payments to, trade associations, or the portions of such amounts used
for lobbying. Transparent reporting would reveal whether company assets are being used for objectives contrary
to Verizon’s long-term interests.
Verizon spent approximately $30.9 million in 2011 and 2012 on direct federal lobbying activities (Senate reports).
Verizon also lobbies at the state level and was the fifth largest lobbying spender in New Jersey for 2012, spending $668,716 (“$58 Million Spent On Lobbying NJ Lawmakers,” WYNC.org, Oct. 7, 2013). And Verizon does not disclose its membership in, or payments to, tax-exempt organizations that write and endorse model legislation, such
as Verizon’s service on the Communications and Technology Task Force of the American Legislative Exchange
Council (ALEC). At least 50 companies, including Sprint Nextel and Symantec, have publicly left ALEC because
their business objectives and values did not align with ALEC’s activities.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Morgan Stanley
Similar resolutions were submitted to AMEREN (Union Electric), Abbott Laboratories, BlackRock, Inc., CVS Caremark
Corporation, Celgene Corporation

WHEREAS, corporate lobbying exposes our company to risks that could adversely affect the company’s stated
goals, objectives, and ultimately shareholder value, and
WHEREAS, we rely on the information provided by our company to evaluate goals and objectives, and we, therefore, have a strong interest in full disclosure of our company’s lobbying to assess whether our company’s lobbying is consistent with its expressed goals and in the best interests of shareholders and long-term value.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of Morgan Stanley request the Board authorize the preparation of a report, updated
annually, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying communications.
2. Payments by Morgan Stanley used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in each case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Morgan Stanley’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses
model legislation.
4. Description of management’s decision making process and the Board’s oversight for making payments
described in sections 2 and 3 above.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation.
“Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which Morgan Stanley
is a member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant oversight committees and posted on the
company’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of corporate
funds to influence legislation and regulation both directly and indirectly. Morgan Stanley is listed as a member of
the Financial Services Forum and the Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association, which together
spent over $14 million lobbying in 2011 and 2012. Morgan Stanley does not disclose its memberships in, or payments to, trade associations, or the portions of such amounts used for lobbying. Transparent reporting would
reveal whether company assets are being used for objectives contrary to Morgan Stanley’s long-term interests.
Morgan Stanley spent approximately $6.4 million in 2011 and 2012 on direct federal lobbying activities (opensecrets.org). This figure does not include lobbying expenditures to influence legislation in states. In 2012, Morgan
Stanley paid $817,754 to settle claims of having used municipal and state bond funds to pay lobbyists (“FINRA
Sanctions Five Firms $4.4 Million for Using Municipal and State Bond Funds to Pay Lobbyists,” FINRA, Dec. 27,
2012). And Morgan Stanley’s lobbying on Dodd-Frank derivative regulations has drawn scrutiny (“Morgan Stanley,
BlackRock Lobby CFTC, Leaving Most Derivatives Unregulated,” Moneynews, Oct. 4, 2013). We encourage our
Board to require comprehensive disclosure related to its direct, indirect, and grassroots lobbying.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Altria Group, Inc.
A similar resolution was submitted to Lorillard, Inc.

WHEREAS, corporate lobbying exposes our company to risks that could adversely affect the company’s stated
goals, objectives, and ultimately shareholder value, and
Because shareholders rely on the information provided by Altria to evaluate goals and objectives, the proponents
of this shareholder resolution have a strong interest in full disclosure of its lobbying on key issues (i.e., menthol
legislation, FDA regulations, e-cigarettes, issues around the Trans Pacific Partnership) to assess whether its lobbying is consistent with its expressed goals and in the best interests of shareholders and long-term value.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of Altria Group, Inc. (“Altria”) request the Board authorize the preparation of a
report, updated annually, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying
communications.
2. Payments by Altria used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in each
case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Altria’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model
legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in sections 2 and 3 above.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation.
“Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which Altria is a member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant oversight committees and posted on
Altria’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of corporate
funds to influence legislation and regulation both directly and indirectly. Altria, which has spent over $1 billion on
lobbying since 1998, is listed as a member of the Chamber of Commerce, which is characterized as “by far the
most muscular business lobby group in Washington” (“Chamber of Secrets,” Economist, April 21, 2012). Yet Altria
does not disclose its memberships in, or payments to, trade associations, or the portions of such amounts used
for lobbying.
Altria spent approximately $25.57 million in 2011 and 2012 on direct federal lobbying activities (opensecrets.org).
Altria’s lobbying against roll-it-yourself machines has attracted attention (“Amendment to Highway Bill
Sideswipes Little Tobacco,” Washington Post, Mar. 17, 2012). The federal figures do not include lobbying expenditures to influence legislation in states. And Altria does not disclose its membership in tax-exempt organizations
that write and endorse model legislation, such as sitting on the Private Enterprise Board of the American
Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) and making $50,000 donations to ALEC’s 2011 and 2012 annual meetings.
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Accenture*
While businesses, like individuals, have a recognized legal right to express opinions to legislators and regulators,
we believe it is important that Accenture’s lobbying positions, and processes to influence public policy, are transparent. Public opinion is skeptical of corporate influence on Congress and public policy. Controversial lobbying
activity may pose risks to our company’s reputation. We encourage full disclosure of Accenture’s policies, procedures and oversight mechanisms.
Accenture spent approximately $8.6 million in 2010, 2011 and 2012 on federal lobbying, according to Senate
reports. But this figure may not include grassroots lobbying to influence legislation by mobilizing public support
or opposition. Also, not all states require disclosure of lobbying expenditures. And reports may not include contributions to tax-exempt organizations engaging in lobbying.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of Accenture plc (“Accenture”) request the Board authorize the preparation of a
report, updated annually, omitting confidential information and prepared at reasonable cost, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing the lobbying of legislators and regulators, including that done on
our company’s behalf by trade associations. The disclosure should include both direct and indirect lobbying
and grassroots lobbying communications.
2. A listing of payments (both direct and indirect, including payments to trade associations) used for direct lobbying as well as grassroots lobbying communications, including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Description of the decision making process and oversight by the management and Board for
a. direct and indirect lobbying contribution or expenditure; and
b. payment for grassroots lobbying expenditure.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation and (c) encourages the recipient
of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant Board oversight committees and posted
on the company’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability when corporate funds
are used to influence legislation and regulation.
Accenture is a Board member of the US Chamber of Commerce, which has campaigned vigorously against measures to stop climate change. The Chamber which is noted as “by far the most muscular business lobbyist in
Washington” (Economist April 21, 2012) spent over $248 million on lobbying in 2010, 2011 and 2012.
However, on its website Accenture publicly affirms that reducing its carbon footprint is an important corporate
goal and proudly notes their leadership in carbon reduction. And as a global company Accenture provides consultant services to companies to improve their sustainability practices.
Accenture also admirably emphasizes the importance of building trust in business relations. Earning trust
requires that words and deeds are consistent. Thus we believe it is important to ensure Accenture’s statements
and policies are not undercut by its trade associations.
In 2013 this resolution received a 31% vote in favor.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Time Warner Cable Inc.

WHEREAS, businesses, like individuals, have a recognized legal right to express opinions to legislators and regulators on public policy matters.
We believe it is important that Time Warner Cable’s lobbying positions, and processes to influence public policy,
are transparent. Public opinion is skeptical of corporate influence on Congress and public policy and controversial
lobbying activity may pose risks to our company’s reputation. We encourage full disclosure of Time Warner Cable’s
policies, procedures and oversight mechanisms.
Time Warner Cable spent approximately $23 million in 2010, 2011 and 2012 on federal lobbying, according to Senate
reports. But this figure may not include grassroots lobbying to influence legislation by mobilizing public support or
opposition. Also, not all states require disclosure of lobbying expenditures. The reports also do not include contributions to tax-exempt organizations which write and endorse model legislation.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of Time Warner Cable request the Board authorize the preparation of a report,
updated annually, and disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying
communications.
2. Payments by Time Warner Cable used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in each case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Time Warner Cable’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses
model legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in section 2 above.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation.
“Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which Time Warner
Cable is a member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant Board oversight committees and posted on
the company’s website.
Supporting Statement: We encourage transparency as corporate funds influence legislation and regulation, directly and indirectly. We commend Time Warner Cable for updating the disclosure on its website but it stills does not
disclose lobbying through trade associations maintaining secrecy as it directs funds or lobbies through these
associations. For example, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce spent over $1 billion in lobbying since 1998, yet any
Time Warner Cable funds spent through trade associations are secret. For example, Time Warner Cable is a member of the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) which campaigns vigorously against measures to stop
climate change. Most recently ALEC is involved in a campaign challenging renewable energy legislation and regulation at the State level.
In contrast, website Time Warner Cable’s website publicly affirms its commitment to “protecting the environment.”
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
United Parcel Service of America, Inc.

WHEREAS, businesses, like individuals, have a recognized legal right to express opinions to legislators and regulators on public policy matters.
We have a strong interest in full disclosure of our company’s lobbying activities and expenditures to assess
whether our company’s lobbying is consistent with its expressed goals and in the best interests of shareholders
and long-term value.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of United Parcel Service (“UPS”) request the Board authorize the preparation of a
report, updated annually, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying
communications.
2. Payments by UPS used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in each
case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. UPS’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in section 2 above
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation.
“Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which UPS is a member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant oversight committees of the Board and
posted on the company’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of staff time
and corporate funds to influence legislation and regulation both directly and indirectly. We appreciate UPS updating its oversight and disclosure on political spending and lobbying but crucial information on lobbying through
trade associations is still secret.
UPS spent approximately $15.2 million in 2010 to 2012 on direct federal lobbying activities, according to disclosure
reports (Senate Reports). These figures may not include grassroots lobbying to directly influence legislation by
mobilizing public support or opposition and do not include lobbying expenditures to influence legislation or regulation in states that do not require disclosure.
For example, UPS does not disclose or explain to investors its contributions to the highly controversial American
Exchange Legislative Council (ALEC). UPS sits on ALEC’s Private Enterprise Board and made a $25,000 contribution
in 2011.
Over 50 companies left ALEC in light of controversy regarding its positions including Coca Cola, Dell Computers,
General Electric, Johnson & Johnson, McDonalds, Procter & Gamble and Unilever.
Finally, UPS sits on the Board of the Chamber of Commerce, the largest lobbyist spender, which spent over $1 billion lobbying since 1998. Yet UPS does not disclose portions of its trade association payments used for lobbying.
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Emerson

WHEREAS, Investors rely on information provided by Emerson Electric (Emerson) to evaluate goals and objectives, therefore, have a strong interest in full disclosure of the company’s lobbying to assess whether this activity
is consistent with its expressed goals, is in the best interests of shareholders, and supports long-term value.
RESOLVED, Emerson shareholders request the Board authorize the preparation of a report, updated annually,
disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying
communications.
2. Payments by Emerson used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in
each case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Emerson’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model
legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in section 2 and 3 above.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation.
“Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which Emerson is a
member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels. Neither “lobbying” nor “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts to participate or
intervene in any political campaign or to influence the general public or any segment thereof with respect to an
election or referendum.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant oversight committees of the Board and
posted on Emerson’s website. Supporting Statement Investors are increasingly concerned about how companies
are lobbying at the federal, state and local levels, including indirect lobbying through trade associations and
involvement with tax-exempt organizations. Absent full transparency and a system of accountability, company
assets could be used for policy objectives contrary to Emerson’s long-term interests. For example, Emerson contributes to the tax-exempt American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) which has come under scrutiny due to
the controversial model legislation it provides and promotes. Most recently, ALEC has launched a “high priority
campaign” to repeal renewable energy standards in eight states. Because of Emerson’s product lines, we believe
ALEC’s policy positions are misaligned with Emerson’s, exposing the company to reputational risk and making
transparency imperative.
Emerson spent approximately $2.1 million in 2011 and 2012 on direct federal lobbying activities, according to disclosure reports. These figures may not include grassroots lobbying to directly influence legislation by mobilizing
public support or opposition and do not include lobbying expenditures to influence legislation or regulation in
states that do not require disclosure. Furthermore, Emerson does not disclose its memberships in, or payments
to, trade associations, or the portions of such amounts used for lobbying.
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Google Inc.

WHEREAS, we believe it is important that Google’s lobbying positions, and processes to influence public policy,
are transparent. Public opinion is skeptical of corporate influence on Congress and public policy and controversial lobbying activity may pose risks to our company’s reputation.
Google spent approximately $31.35 million in 2010, 2011 and 2012 on federal lobbying, according to Senate
reports. But this figure may not include grassroots lobbying to influence legislation by mobilizing public support
or opposition. Also, not all states require disclosure of lobbying expenditures. The reports also do not include
contributions to tax-exempt organizations which write and endorse model legislation.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of Google request the Board authorize the preparation of a report, updated annually,
and disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying communications.
2. Payments by Google used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in
each case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Google’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in sections 2 and 3 above. For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is
a communication directed to the general public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects
a view on the legislation or regulation and (c) encourages the recipient of the communication to take action
with respect to the legislation or regulation. “Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association
or other organization of which Google is a member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant Board oversight committees and posted
on the company’s website.
Supporting Statement: We encourage transparency about the ways corporate funds influence legislation and
regulation, directly and indirectly. We commend Google for updating disclosure on its website on political spending and lobbying but the company still does not disclose details about lobbying through trade associations, maintaining secrecy about its payments used for lobbying by these associations. For example, the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce spent over $1 billion in lobbying since 1998, yet any Google funding of the Chamber is secret. The
Chamber has also sued the EPA for its work on climate regulation.
In addition, Google reportedly sits on a task force of the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) which
has launched a “high priority campaign” to repeal renewable energy standards in states.
In contrast, Google’s website publicly affirms its commitment to “protecting the environment.”
It is in Google’s best interests to review its public policy advocacy and oversight and expand its public disclosure
about third party lobbying.
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
International Business Machines Corp. (IBM)

WHEREAS, corporate lobbying exposes IBM to risks that could affect the company’s stated goals, objectives, and
shareholder value, and
WHEREAS, we have strong interest in full disclosure of our company’s lobbying activities and expenditures to
assess whether our company’s lobbying is consistent with its expressed goals and in the best interests of shareholders and long term value.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of IBM request the Board authorize the preparation of a report, updated annually,
disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing direct and indirect lobbying practices.
2. Payments by IBM used for direct or indirect lobbying, in each case including the amount of the payment and
the recipient.
3. IBM’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model
legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in sections 2 and 3 above
For purposes of this proposal, “indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by any trade association or other organization of which IBM is a member. Both “direct and indirect lobbying” include efforts at the local, state and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee of the Board or other relevant oversight committees of the
Board and posted on the company’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of staff time
and corporate funds to influence legislation and regulation both directly and indirectly. Absent a system of
accountability, company assets could be used for objectives contrary to IBM’s longterm interests.
IBM is to be commended for its appropriate disclosure with regard to the political contributions that represent
the company’s participation in the electoral process. IBM should establish equally high standards for evaluating
and disclosing the extensive spending that represents the company’s participation in the legislative process
through lobbying and public policy work.
IBM does disclose direct federal lobbying activities as is required by law, reporting $9.7 million total expenditures
in 2011 and 2012 (Senate Records). However, this total does not include payments made to trade groups used for
lobbying purposes, nor does it include lobbying expenditures made at the state level to influence legislation or
regulation. IBM belongs to many trade associations who conduct extensive lobbying activities. For example, IBM
is on the Board of the United States Chamber of Commerce, an organization characterized as “by far the most
muscular business lobby group in Washington” (“Chamber of Secrets,” Economist, April 21, 2012), which has
spent more than half a billion dollars on lobbying since 2009. Yet IBM does not disclose its Chamber payments,
the portions used for lobbying, or the issues and positions supported.
Without disclosure of 1) policies guiding the use of corporate dollars by third parties to lobby on our company’s
behalf and 2) amounts spent on lobbying by third parties, shareholders are left with an incomplete understanding
of scope, risks and benefits of IBM’s lobbying activities.
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Marathon Petroleum

WHEREAS, Lobbying exposes Marathon Petroleum Corporation (“MPC”) to risks that could affect its stated goals,
objectives, and ultimately shareholder value, and We rely on the information provided by MPC to evaluate goals
and objectives, and we, therefore, have a strong interest in full disclosure of its lobbying to assess whether its
lobbying is consistent with its expressed goals and in the best interests of shareholders and long-term value.
RESOLVED, shareholders request the Board to authorize the preparation of a report, updated annually, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying communications.
2. Payments by MPC used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in each
case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. MPC’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in sections 2 and 3 above. For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is
a communication directed to the general public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects
a view on the legislation or regulation and (c) encourages the recipient of the communication to take action
with respect to the legislation or regulation. “Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association
or other organization of which MPC is a member. Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying
communications” include efforts at the local, state and federal levels. The report shall be presented to the
Audit Committee or other relevant Board committees and posted on MPC’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of staff time
and corporate funds to influence legislation and regulation both directly and indirectly. Absent a system of
accountability, company assets could be used for objectives contrary to MPC’s long-term interests.
MPC spent approximately $4.1 million in 2011, 2012 and 2013 on direct federal lobbying activities (Senate Reports).
These figures may not include grassroots lobbying to influence directly legislation by mobilizing public support or
opposition and do not include lobbying expenditures to influence legislation in states. MPC does not disclose its
memberships in, or payments to, trade associations, or the portions used for lobbying. MPC also does not disclose its contributions to tax-exempt organizations that write and endorse model legislation, such as the
American Legislative Exchange Council.
MPC has an interest in a number of high profile and controversial issues – such as the Alberta Tar Sands, waste
from its Detroit refinery, and renewable fuel standards – that may have implications for its business and sound
public policy.
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
J.P. Morgan Chase & Co.

WHEREAS, we rely on the information provided by our company to evaluate goals and objectives, and we, therefore, have a strong interest in full disclosure of our company’s lobbying to assess whether our company’s lobbying is consistent with its expressed goals and in the best interests of shareholders and long-term value.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of JPMorgan Chase (“JPMorgan”) request the Board authorize the preparation of a
report, updated annually, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying
communications.
2. Payments by JPMorgan used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications, in
each case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. JPMorgan’s membership in and payments to any tax-exempt organization that writes and endorses model
legislation.
4. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in sections 2 and 3 above.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation.
“Indirect lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which the bank is a
member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include efforts at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant Board oversight committees and posted
on the company’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of staff time
and corporate funds to influence legislation and regulation. We commend JPMorgan for its expanded disclosure
of its political spending policy but note its lobbying disclosure is still limited. For example, JPMorgan does not
disclose its trade association payments or the portions used for lobbying on its website. These could be large
sums channeled through trade associations without the knowledge of shareholders.
JPMorgan is a member of the Chamber of Commerce and SIFMA. The Chamber of Commerce has been characterized as “by far the most muscular business lobby group in Washington” (“Chamber of Secrets,” Economist,
April 21, 2012) and has spent over $1 billion on lobbying since 1998. The Chamber actively lobbies against legislation and regulations on climate change while the bank has a strong environmental policy. Contradictions like this
pose reputational risks for the company.
JPMorgan spent over $23 million in 2010, 2011 and 2012 on direct federal lobbying activities, according to disclosure reports (Senate Records). These figures do not include lobbying expenditures to influence legislation in
states. JPMorgan lobbies at the state level with at least 351 lobbyists in 24 states between 2003 and 2012
(National Institute on Money in State Politics).
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Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
ConocoPhillips
WHEREAS, we have strong interest in full disclosure of our company’s lobbying activities and expenditures to
assess whether our company’s lobbying is consistent with its expressed goals and in the best interests of
shareholders and long term value.
RESOLVED, the shareholders of ConocoPhillips request the Board authorize the preparation of a report, updated
annually, disclosing:
1. Company policy and procedures governing lobbying, both direct and indirect, and grassroots lobbying
communications.
2. Payments by ConocoPhillips used for (a) direct or indirect lobbying or (b) grassroots lobbying communications,
in each case including the amount of the payment and the recipient.
3. Description of the decision making process and oversight by management and the Board for making payments
described in section 2 above.
For purposes of this proposal, a “grassroots lobbying communication” is a communication directed to the general
public that (a) refers to specific legislation or regulation, (b) reflects a view on the legislation or regulation and (c)
encourages the recipient of the communication to take action with respect to the legislation or regulation. “Indirect
lobbying” is lobbying engaged in by a trade association or other organization of which ConocoPhillips is a member.
Both “direct and indirect lobbying” and “grassroots lobbying communications” include lobbying at the local, state
and federal levels.
The report shall be presented to the Audit Committee or other relevant oversight committees of the Board and
posted on the company’s website.
Supporting Statement: As shareholders, we encourage transparency and accountability in the use of staff time
and corporate funds to influence legislation and regulation both directly and indirectly.
This resolution received 26% voting support in 2011.
We appreciate the update on the company website on both political spending and lobbying including expanded
management oversight. But the website disclosure is incomplete since it does not disclose lobbying priorities nor
contributions to trade associations used for lobbying.
ConocoPhillips has been on the Board of the United States Chamber of Commerce which is noted as “by far the
most muscular business lobby group in Washington” (“Chamber of Secrets,” Economist, April 21, 2012). Since 1998
the Chamber has spent approximately $1 billion on lobbying. Yet ConocoPhillips does not disclose its Chamber
payments nor the portions used for lobbying.
This is an integrity problem for ConocoPhillips since the Chamber actively opposes many environmental regulations
and sued the EPA when it moved to regulate certain greenhouse gas emissions.
ConocoPhillips spent approximately $45 million in 2010, 2011 and 2012 on direct federal lobbying activities,
according to disclosure reports (Senate Records). These figures may not include grassroots lobbying to directly
influence legislation by mobilizing public support or opposition nor lobbying expenditures in states that do not
require disclosure.
Since ConocoPhillips is now a new company and its lobbying activities and expenditures may have changed, it is
an opportune time to set the record straight and disclose company priorities and expenditures going forward.
Disclosure is in investor’s best interest.
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Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying
United Parcel Service of America, Inc.
Similar resolutions were submitted to Occidental Petroleum Corporation, Pfizer, Inc., Time Warner Cable*

WHEREAS: Investors are increasingly concerned about how companies lobby at the federal, state and local levels,
including indirect lobbying through trade associations and tax-exempt organizations. A high level of transparency
helps ensure lobbying activities are consistent with stated corporate policies and values, thereby reducing reputational and business risk that potentially could alienate consumers, investors and other stakeholders. The taxexempt American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) has come under unique scrutiny due to its controversial
and partisan public policy positions and the lobbying enabled by the organization through model legislation it provides and promotes. ALEC has been associated with contentious anti-immigration, voter identification and “Stand
Your Ground,” legislation. More recently, ALEC initiatives have opposed climate change policies and efforts to
weaken state renewable energy standards with the Heartland Institute.
UPS is a corporate board member of ALEC and funds its work. We believe this partnership may bring significant
reputational and business risk to the company.
For example, legislation inspired by ALEC’s model “Electricity Freedom Act” calling for the repeal of state-level
Renewable Portfolio Standards is being presented to a number of state legislatures. In contrast, UPS is a leader in
its commitment to address the environment and climate change. As of July 2013, 50 corporations have ended ties
with ALEC. Major corporations across a range of industries have disassociated, such as Brown-Forman, CocaCola, John Deere, Dell Computers, General Electric, General Motors, Johnson & Johnson, McDonald’s, Medtronic,
PepsiCo, Procter & Gamble, Unilever and Wal-Mart. In suspending its membership in ALEC in 2012, Wal-Mart’s VP
of Public Affairs remarked: “We feel that the divide between these activities and our purpose as a business has
become too wide.”
Yet UPS has decided to continue as an ALEC supporter, and does not speak out on ALEC positions that violate our
company’s policies and values.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors initiate a review and assessment of organizations in
which UPS is a member or otherwise supports financially for involvement in lobbying on legislation at federal, state
or local levels. A summary report of this review prepared at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information
should be reviewed by the Board Governance Committee and provided to shareholders.
Supporting Statement: We propose the review should:
1. Examine the philosophy, major objectives and actions taken by the organization supported;
2. Assess the consistency between our company’s stated policies, principles, and Code of Conduct with those of
the organization supported;
3. Determine if the relationship carries reputational or business risk that could have a negative impact on the
company, its shareholders, or other stakeholders;
4. Evaluate management’s rationale for its direct involvement in, or financial support of, the organization to determine if the support is in the long-term best interests of the company and its stakeholders;
5. Assess current and potential internal oversight and controls governing the use of corporate assets for political
purposes. Similar resolutions were submitted to Duke Energy Corp., EQT Corporation, Motorola, Inc.

The resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Political Contributions
Yahoo! Inc.
Similar resolutions were submitted to: Duke Energy Corp. EQT Corp., and Motorola, Inc.

RESOLVED, that the shareholders of Yahoo! Inc. (“Yahoo!” or “Company”) hereby request Yahoo! provide a report,
updated semiannually, disclosing the Company’s:
1. Policies and procedures for making, with corporate funds or assets, contributions and expenditures (direct or
indirect) to (a) participate or intervene in any political campaign on behalf of (or in opposition to) any candidate
for public office, or (b) influence the general public, or any segment thereof, with respect to an election or referendum.
2. Monetary and non-monetary contributions and expenditures (direct and indirect) used in the manner described
in section 1 above, including: a. The identity of the recipient as well as the amount paid to each; and b. The
title(s) of the person(s) in the Company responsible decision-making.
The report shall be presented to the board of directors or relevant board committee and posted on the Company’s
website. Payments used for lobbying are not encompassed by this proposal.
Supporting Statement: Long-term shareholders of Yahoo! support transparency and accountability in corporate
spending on political activities. These activities include direct and indirect political contributions to candidates,
parties, or organizations; independent expenditures; or electioneering communications on behalf of federal, state
or local candidates.
Disclosure is in the best interest of the company and its shareholders, while gaps in transparency and accountability may expose Yahoo! to risks that could threaten long-term shareholder value. The Supreme Court’s Citizens
United decision recognized the importance of political spending disclosure for shareholders when it said, “[D]isclosure permits citizens and shareholders to react to the speech of corporate entities in a proper way. This transparency enables the electorate to make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and messages.”
Yahoo! contributed at least $1.1 million in corporate funds since the 2002 election cycle. (CQ:
http://moneyline.cq.com and National Institute on Money in State Politics: http://www.followthemoney.org)
However, Yahoo! ranked poorly in the 2013 CPA-Zicklin Index of Corporate Political Accountability and Disclosure,
which rated the top 200 of the S&P 500 companies, scoring just 5.7 out of 100 points.
Relying on publicly available data does not provide a complete picture of Yahoo!’s political spending. At many companies, management does not know how third-party groups use corporate money politically. This proposal asks
Yahoo! to disclose all of its political expenditures, including payments to trade associations and other tax-exempt
organizations. This governance reform would bring our Company in line with a growing number of leading companies, including Exelon, Microsoft, and Ebay that support political disclosure and accountability and present this
information on their websites.
The Company’s Board and its shareholders need comprehensive disclosure to be able to fully evaluate the political
use of corporate assets.

157

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Political Contributions
JetBlue Airways Corporation
Similar resolutions were submitted to Emerson, Fifth Third Bancorp

RESOLVED, that the shareholders of JetBlue Airways (“JetBlue” or the “Company”) hereby request that the
Company provide a report, updated semiannually, disclosing the Company’s:
1. Policies and procedures for making, with corporate funds or assets, contributions and expenditures (direct or
indirect) to (a) participate or intervene in any political campaign on behalf of (or in opposition to) any candidate for public office, or (b) influence the general public, or any segment thereof, with respect to an election
or referendum.
2. Monetary and non-monetary contributions and expenditures (direct and indirect) used in the manner
described in section 1 above, including:
a. The identity of the recipient as well as the amount paid to each; and
b. The title(s) of the person(s) in the Company responsible for decision-making.
The report shall be presented to the board of directors or relevant board committee and posted on the Company’s
website.
Supporting Statement: As long-term shareholders of JetBlue, we support transparency and accountability in corporate spending on political activities. These include any activities considered intervention in any political campaign under the Internal Revenue Code, such as direct and indirect contributions to political candidates, parties,
or organizations; independent expenditures; or electioneering communications on behalf of federal, state or local
candidates.
Disclosure is in the best interest of the company and its shareholders and critical for compliance with federal
ethics laws. Moreover, the Supreme Court’s Citizens United decision recognized the importance of political
spending disclosure for shareholders when it said, “[D]isclosure permits citizens and shareholders to react to the
speech of corporate entities in a proper way. This transparency enables the electorate to make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and messages.” Gaps in transparency and accountability may
expose the company to reputational and business risks that could threaten long-term shareholder value.
JetBlue does not disclose a detailed policy on its corporate political spending or a comprehensive report on its
direct and indirect expenditures.
Relying on publicly available data does not provide a complete picture of the Company’s political spending. For
example, the Company’s payments to trade associations used for political activities are undisclosed and
unknown. In some cases, even management does not know how trade associations use their company’s money
politically. The proposal asks the Company to disclose all of its political spending, including payments to trade
associations and other tax exempt organizations used for political purposes. This would bring our Company in
line with a growing number of leading companies, including Southwest Airlines, CSX Corporation, and UPS that
support political disclosure and accountability and present this information on their websites.
The Company’s Board and its shareholders need comprehensive disclosure to be able to fully evaluate the political use of corporate assets. We urge your support for this critical governance reform.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Political Contributions
Spectra Energy Corp

RESOLVED, that the shareholders of Spectra Energy (“Company”) hereby request that the Company provide a
report, updated semiannually, disclosing the Company’s:
1. Policies and procedures for making, with corporate funds or assets, contributions and expenditures (direct or
indirect) to
(a) participate or intervene in any political campaign on behalf of (or in opposition to) any candidate for public
office, or
(b) influence the general public, or any segment thereof, with respect to an election or referendum.
2. Monetary and non-monetary contributions and expenditures (direct and indirect) used in the manner
described in section 1 above, including:
a. The identity of the recipient as well as the amount paid to each; and
b. The title(s) of the person(s) in the Company responsible for decision-making.
The report shall be presented to the board of directors or relevant board committee and posted on the Company’s
website.
Supporting Statement: As long-term shareholders of Spectra Energy, we support transparency and accountability
in corporate spending on political activities. These include any activities considered intervention in any political
campaign under the Internal Revenue Code, such as direct and indirect political contributions to candidates,
political parties, or political organizations; independent expenditures; or electioneering communications on
behalf of federal, state or local candidates.
Disclosure is consistent with public policy, in the best interest of the Company and its shareholders, and critical
for compliance with federal ethics laws. Moreover, the Supreme Court’s Citizens United decision recognized the
importance of political spending disclosure for shareholders when it said, “[D]isclosure permits citizens and
shareholders to react to the speech of corporate entities in a proper way. This transparency enables the electorate to make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and messages.” Gaps in transparency and accountability may expose the Company to reputational and business risks that could threaten longterm shareholder value.
Spectra Energy discloses total corporate political contributions of $116,795 in Canada and the United States in
2012. However, this does not provide a complete picture of the Company’s political spending. Individual recipients
are unknown and undisclosed, as are the Company’s payments to trade associations used for political activities.
The proposal asks the Company to disclose all of its political spending, including payments to trade associations
and other tax exempt organizations used for political purposes. This would bring our Company in line with a
growing number of leading companies, including Noble Energy, ConocoPhillips and Exelon, that support political
disclosure and accountability and present this information on their websites.
The Company’s Board and its shareholders need comprehensive disclosure to be able to fully evaluate the political use of corporate assets. We urge your support for this critical governance reform.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Political Contributions
Hess Corporation

RESOLVED, the shareholders of Hess Corporation (the "Company") hereby request the Company prepare and
semiannually update a report, which shall be presented to the pertinent board of directors committee and posted
on its website, that discloses Hess’s –
(a) Policies and procedures for making political contributions and expenditures (both direct and indirect) with
corporate funds, including the board’s role (if any) in that process, and
(b) Monetary and non-monetary political contributions or expenditures that could not be deducted as an “ordinary and necessary” business expense under section 162(e) of the Internal Revenue Code; this would include
(but not be limited to) contributions to or expenditures on behalf of political candidates, political parties, political committees and other entities organized and operating under sections 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue
Code, as well as the portion of any dues or payments that are made to any taxexempt organization (such as a
trade association) and that are used for an expenditure or contribution that, if made directly by the Company,
would not be deductible under section 162(e) of the Internal Revenue Code.
The report shall identify all recipients and the amount paid to each recipient from Company funds.
Supporting Statement: As long-term Hess shareholders, we support transparency and accountability in corporate
spending on political activities. Disclosure is in the best interest of the Company and its shareholders. Indeed, the
Supreme Court’s 2010 Citizens United recognized the importance of disclosure when it said: “[D]isclosure permits
citizens and shareholders to react to the speech of corporate entities in a proper way. This transparency enables
the electorate to make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and messages.”
We acknowledge that Hess prohibits political contributions to candidates, parties, committees, and 527 organizations. We also applaud management’s efforts to enssure internal compliance after it was discovered last year, in
receipt of this resolution, some employees had in fact used corporate funds to make political contributions in
2012. However, we believe company disclosures are still deficient because the Company will not disclose the following expenditures made for political purposes:
• A list of trade associations to which it belongs and how much it gave to each;
• Payments to any other third-party organization, including those organized under the section 501(c)(4) of the
Internal Revenue Service codes; and
• Any independent expenditure made directly by the Company.
Information on indirect political engagement through trade associations and 501(c)4 groups cannot be obtained
by shareholders unless the Company discloses it. This proposal asks Hess to disclose all of its political spending,
direct and indirect. This would bring our Company in line with a growing number of leading companies, including
Noble Energy, ConocoPhillips, and Exelon, which support political disclosure and accountability and present this
information on their websites.
The Company’s Board and its shareholders need comprehensive disclosure to be able to fully evaluate the political use of corporate assets. We urge your support for this critical governance reform.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Political Contributions
Danaher Corp.
A similar resolution was submitted to Dentsply International Inc.

RESOLVED, shareholders of Danaher Corporation (“Danaher” or "Company") hereby request Danaher to prepare
and semiannually update a report, which shall be presented to pertinent board of directors committee, and posted on Danaher’s website, that discloses Danaher’s:
(a) Policies and procedures for Danaher and its business divisions, making political contributions and expenditures (both direct and indirect) with corporate funds, including the board’s role (if any) in that process, and
(b) Monetary and non-monetary political contributions or expenditures that could not be deducted as “ordinary
and necessary” business expense under section 162(e) of the Internal Revenue Code; this would include (but
not be limited to) contributions to or expenditures on behalf of political candidates, political parties, political
committees and other entities organized and operating under sections 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code,
as well as the portion of any dues or payments that are made to any taxexempt organization (such as a trade
association) and that are used for an expenditure or contribution that, if made directly by Danaher or its business divisions, would not be deductible under section 162(e) of the Internal Revenue Code.
The report shall identify all recipients and the amount paid to each recipient from Danaher funds.
Stockholder Supporting Statement: As long-term Danaher shareholders, we support transparency and accountability in corporate spending on political activities. Disclosure is consistent with best interest of Danaher and its
shareholders. Indeed, the Supreme Court’s 2010 Citizens United decision – which liberalized rules for corporate
participation in election-related activities – recognized the importance of disclosure to shareholders. The Court
said: “[D]isclosure permits citizens and shareholders to react to the speech of corporate entities in a proper way.
This transparency enables the electorate to make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and messages.”
We note that Danaher discloses its direct contributions to state-level candidates, parties, committees, and any
independent expenditures on its website. We believe this is deficient because Danaher will not disclose the following expenditures made for political purposes:
• A list of trade associations to which Danaher, or any of its business divisions, belongs and how much of
Danaher’s payments were used for political purposes, and
• Payments to any other third-party organization, including those organized under section 501(c)(4) of the
Internal Revenue Service codes, used for political purposes.
• Relying on publicly available data does not provide a complete picture of Danaher’s political spending.
Information on indirect political engagement through trade associations and 501(c)4 groups cannot be
obtained by shareholders unless Danaher discloses it. This proposal asks Danaher to disclose all political
spending, direct and indirect. This would bring Danaher in line with a growing number of leading companies,
including Merck, Microsoft, and Freeport McMoran Copper & Gold, which support political disclosure and
accountability and present this information on their websites.
Danaher’s Board and its shareholders need comprehensive disclosure to be able to fully evaluate political use of
corporate assets. We urge your support for this critical governance reform.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Board Oversight of Political Expenditures
Aetna

RESOLVED, that shareholders of Aetna, Inc. (“Aetna”) request that the Board of Directors amend Aetna’s Political
Contributions Policy (the “Policy”) to include the following provisions regarding Board oversight of Aetna’s political expenditures:
• Assign to the Board responsibility for (a) formulating and revising the Policy and (b) establishing the parameters of Aetna’s commitment to publicly disclose political expenditures (in addition to legal disclosure requirements);
• Assign to the Audit Committee responsibility for analyzing and reporting to the full Board annually on (a) compliance with the Policy; and (b) the risks associated with Aetna’s political activities, including those undertaken through politically active intermediaries such as trade associations and social welfare organizations
(“Intermediaries”); and
• Establish specific criteria tailored to analyzing whether to make payments to Intermediaries for political purposes, requiring articulation of the business rationale for each payment and consideration of the use(s) to
which the funds will be put by the Intermediary.
Supporting Statement: Robust board oversight is necessary to ensure that corporate political expenditures are in
the best interests of companies and their shareholders. Without such oversight, corporate funds can be used to
pursue private managerial preferences or activities that are not aligned with a company’s business strategy or
values. The risk of such misalignment is heightened when funds are contributed to an organization that a company does not control, such as a trade association or social welfare organization.
In our view, Aetna’s Policy does not provide for strong board oversight of corporate political expenditures. It
states vaguely that “[a]ll corporate political contributions shall promote the interests of the company and will be
made without regard for the private political preferences of company directors or officers.” It does not set forth
any other criteria to be used in deciding whether to make payments, describe the payments Aetna is committed
to disclosing publicly, or define the respective roles of management and the Board.
Instead, the Policy incorporates by reference Aetna’s annual Political Contributions and Related Activity Report
(the “Report”), which is prepared by Aetna’s Government Affairs personnel. The Report sets forth criteria directed at candidate contributions (but not payments to Intermediaries) and describes the Audit Committee’s role in
reviewing contributions. We believe that it is inappropriate for the Board to delegate these important matters to
management and that Aetna’s board should take the lead in setting company policy.
Strong board oversight is particularly important at Aetna, which disclosed that it gave $4,000,000 to the US
Chamber of Commerce for unspecified “voter education initiatives” and $3,000,000 to the American Action
Network, a social welfare organization that sponsors ads regarding political candidates, in 2011. The “voter education” initiatives described on the Chamber’s website consisted of attack ads aimed at specific candidates.
(http://www.uschamber.com/press/releases/2012/july/us-chamberlaunches- new-voter-education-campaign-fivesenate-battleground-r; see also http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/for-chamber-of-commerceelection-was-a-moneyloser/ 2012/11/07/ce32327c-2920-11e2-96b6-8e6a7524553f_story.html) It is not clear how
such efforts, which attracted significant controversy, are in Aetna’s best interests.
We urge shareholders to vote for this proposal.
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Proxy Resolutions: Lobbying & Political Contributions
Indirect Political Contributions
AT&T Inc.

RESOLVED, that the shareholders of AT&T (“Company”) hereby request that the Company provide a report,
updated semi-annually, disclosing the Company’s:
1. Policies and procedures for expenditures made with corporate funds to trade associations and other taxexempt entities that are used for political purposes ("indirect" political contributions or expenditures).
2. Indirect monetary and non-monetary expenditures used for political purposes, i.e., to participate or intervene
in any political campaign on behalf of (or in opposition to) any candidate for public office, and used in any
attempt to influence the general public, or segments thereof, with respect to elections.
The report shall include:
a. An accounting through an itemized report that includes the identity of the recipient as well as the amount paid
to each recipient of the Company’s funds that are used for political contributions or expenditures as described
above; and
b. The title(s) of the person(s) in the Company who participated in making the decisions to make the political
contribution or expenditure.
This proposal does not encompass payments used for lobbying.
The report shall be presented to the board of directors’ audit committee or other relevant oversight committee
and posted on www.att.com.
Supporting Statement: As long-term AT&T shareholders, we support transparency and accountability in corporate spending on political activities. Disclosure is consistent with best interest of the Company and its shareholders. Indeed, the Supreme Court said in its 2010 Citizens United decision: “[D]isclosure permits citizens and shareholders to react to the speech of corporate entities in a proper way. This transparency enables the electorate to
make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and messages.” AT&T contributed at least
$51.5 million in corporate funds since the 2002 election cycle. (CQ: http://moneyline.cq.com and National Institute
on Money in State Politics: http://www.followthemoney.org) AT&T discloses a policy on corporate political spending and its contributions to state-level candidates, parties and committees on its website. We believe this is deficient because the Company will not disclose the following expenditures made for the political purposes defined
above: * A list of trade associations to which it belongs and how much it gave to each; * Payments to any other
third-party organization, including those organized under section 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Service code;
and * All expenditures made directly by the Company.
Indirect political spending may present greater risks than those that led AT&T to adopt its current political contributions disclosure policies because opacity allows trade associations and other tax exempt entities to use AT&T
funds for purposes that may conflict with AT&T’s policies and best interests. Disclosure permits oversight and
accountability. Information on indirect political engagement through trade associations and 501(c)(4) groups cannot be obtained by shareholders unless the Company discloses it. Disclosure of all of AT&T’s indirect political
spending would bring our Company in line with leading companies, including Microsoft, Intel, and Qualcomm,
that present this information on their websites. The Company’s Board and its shareholders need comprehensive
disclosure to be able to fully evaluate the political use of corporate assets.

163

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide

Sustainability Reporting
Sustainability refers to meeting present needs for
natural resources without impairing the ability of
future generations to meet theirs. Dow Jones
defines sustainable business as “encouraging long
lasting social well being in communities where
[companies] operate, interacting with different
stakeholders (e.g. clients, suppliers, employees,
government, local communities, and non-governmental organizations), and responding to their
specific and evolving needs, thereby securing a
long-term ‘license to operate,’ superior customer
and employee loyalty, and ultimately superior
financial returns.” Of the 15 sustainability reporting resolutions filed this year, 10 cited concerns
pertaining to climate change, and cited the
importance of setting reduction targets and goals
for corporate greenhouse gas emissions.

Proposal Topic

Quantity

Sustainability Reporting

15

Encourage ESG Disclosure

2

Sustainability Reporting

9

Sustainability Reporting –
Apparel Supply Chain

1

Sustainability Reporting – GHG Reduction
Targets / Energy Efficiency

3

Encourage ESG Disclosure
Investors are increasingly seeking disclosure of
companies’ social and environmental practices in
the belief that they impact shareholder value.
Many investors believe companies that are good
employers, environmental stewards, and corporate citizens are more likely to generate stronger
financial returns, to better respond to emerging
issues, and enjoy long-term business success.
Mainstream financial analysts are continuing to
recognize the links between sustainability performance and shareholder value.

Two companies ESG disclosure resolutions –
CBOE Holdings and CME Group. Investors asked
them to report on current global expectations by
investors for ESG market disclosure, and their
recommended steps for encouraging ESG disclosure in the markets where they do business.

Sustainability Reporting – Apparel
Supply Chain
Wolverine sources most of its products from
third-party manufacturers in foreign countries,
predominantly China, where environmental
impacts, human rights, labor rights and corruption are major issues. Shareholders currently have
no access to information about how the company is managing these business risks. Its peers in
apparel and footwear, by contrast, already publish comprehensive ESG reports with vendor
audit processes and results.

Shareholders asked Wolverine World Wide to
report on its ESG risks and opportunities, including disclosure of it supply chain monitoring and
compliance programs.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Encourage ESG Disclosure
CBOE Holdings, Inc

WHEREAS: Managing and reporting environmental, social and governance (ESG) business opportunities and
risks assists companies to compete in a global business environment characterized by finite natural resources,
changing legislation, and heightened material public ESG expectations, guidelines, and requirements. ESG reporting allows both companies and investment products to publicize and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts while identifying both emerging risks and potential opportunities. Without proper disclosure, analysts have difficulty comparing businesses or investment products. Without such disclosure, analysts cannot
ascertain each investment product’s ESG exposure in a manner that minimizes material risks and maximizes possible investment return.
To remain competitive, regulated exchanges, marketplaces, and clearing houses should be aware of current market trends that influence their ability to attract both listed companies and investment products such as equities,
debt, futures, derivatives, indices, and commodities. Some industry peers have already launched initiatives that
train issuers on best practices in ESG reporting for investment products, or that produce recommendations, rules
or guidance on such disclosure.
Moreover, the London Stock Exchange requires listed companies on its main exchange (1,600 companies) to
report total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. CME Group recommends that certain investment products follow
ESG guidelines as a condition of listing, assisting analysts in product side-byside comparison. The Hong Kong
Exchanges and Clearing Limited recommends issuers disclose company performance on over a dozen sustainability criteria. The Johannesburg Stock Exchange asks issuers to complete, on a “comply or explain” basis, one
integrated report that combines both financial and ESG information. IntercontinentalExchange, Inc.’s NYSE
Euronext and NASDAQ OMX recently joined the Sustainable Stock Exchanges Initiative, where they have
pledged to work with issuers to improve ESG performance and reporting.
In fact, in the past 24-months, over a half-dozen reports have been publically published assessing the ESG practices of certain regulated exchanges, marketplaces, and clearing houses. For example, a group comprised of
over 100 institutional investors has collaborated to produce a proposal INCR Listing Standards Proposal:
Sustainability Disclosure Listing Standards for Global Stock Exchanges for a listing standard for regulated
exchanges on ESG reporting. Therefore we suggest it is valuable for CBOE Holdings, Inc., and its Board of
Directors, to better understand the disclosure trends and best practices in this field to stay abreast of current
market expectations.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that our company prepare a report assessing the current global expectations
by investors for ESG market disclosure, and report to shareholders, by September 30, 2014, its findings and the
Board’s recommended steps (if any, or its reasons for declining to make recommendations, if any) for encouraging ESG disclosure in the markets where CBOE Holdings, Inc. does business. The report should be prepared at a
reasonable cost, omitting proprietary information.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Encourage ESG Disclosure
CME Group, Inc.

WHEREAS: Managing and reporting environmental, social and governance (ESG) business opportunities and
risks assists companies to compete in a global business environment characterized by finite natural resources,
changing legislation, and heightened material public ESG expectations, guidelines, and requirements. ESG reporting allows both companies and investment products to publicize and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts while identifying both emerging risks and potential opportunities. Without proper disclosure, analysts have difficulty comparing businesses or investment products. Without such disclosure, analysts cannot
ascertain each investment product’s ESG exposure in a manner that minimizes material risks and maximizes possible investment return.
To remain competitive, regulated exchanges, marketplaces, and clearing houses should be aware of current market trends that influence their ability to attract both listed companies and investment products such as equities,
debt, futures, derivatives, indices, and commodities. Some industry peers have already launched initiatives that
train issuers on best practices in ESG reporting for investment products, or that produce recommendations, rules
or guidance on such disclosure.
Moreover, the London Stock Exchange requires listed companies on its main exchange (1,600 companies) to
report total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. CME Group recommends that certain investment products follow
ESG guidelines as a condition of listing, assisting analysts in product side-byside comparison. The Hong Kong
Exchanges and Clearing Limited recommends issuers disclose company performance on over a dozen sustainability criteria. The Johannesburg Stock Exchange asks issuers to complete, on a “comply or explain” basis, one
integrated report that combines both financial and ESG information. IntercontinentalExchange, Inc.’s NYSE
Euronext and NASDAQ OMX recently joined the Sustainable Stock Exchanges Initiative, where they have
pledged to work with issuers to improve ESG performance and reporting.
In fact, in the past 24-months, over a half-dozen reports have been publically published assessing the ESG practices of certain regulated exchanges, marketplaces, and clearing houses. For example, a group comprised of
over 100 institutional investors has collaborated to produce a proposal INCR Listing Standards Proposal:
Sustainability Disclosure Listing Standards for Global Stock Exchanges for a listing standard for regulated
exchanges on ESG reporting. Therefore we suggest it is valuable for CME Group Inc., and its Board of Directors,
to better understand the disclosure trends and best practices in this field to stay abreast of current market
expectations.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that our company prepare a report assessing the current global expectations
by investors for ESG market disclosure, and report to shareholders, by September 30, 2014, its findings and the
Board’s recommended steps (if any, or its reasons for declining to make recommendations, if any) for encouraging ESG disclosure in the markets where CME Group Inc. does business. The report should be prepared at a reasonable cost, omitting proprietary information.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting / GHG Reduction Targets
RPC, Inc.

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that RPC, Inc. issue a sustainability report describing the company’s environmental, social and governance (ESG) risks and opportunities including greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets and goals. The report should be available by year end 2014, prepared at reasonable cost, omitting
proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: We believe tracking and reporting on ESG business practices makes a company more
responsive to a transforming global business environment characterized by finite natural resources, changing
legislation, and heightened public expectations for corporate accountability. Reporting also helps companies better integrate and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts, identify gaps and opportunities in products and processes, develop company-wide communications, publicize innovative practices, recruit and retain
employees, and receive feedback.
Sustainability reporting is on the rise globally. In 2011, there was a 46% increase in the number of organizations
worldwide using the Global Reporting Initiative’s (GRI) Guidelines for their ESG reporting according to G&A
Institute. Likewise, there is a growing demand by investors for meaningful disclosure on ESG matters. For example:
(1) The Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI) is a United Nations initiative whose members seek the integration of ESG factors in investment decision making. Members collectively hold over $34 trillion of assets under
management and seek ESG information from companies to be able to analyze fully the risks and opportunities
associated with existing and potential investments.
(2) Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), representing over 722 institutional investors globally with more than $87 trillion in assets, calls for disclosure from companies on their Greenhouse Gas emissions and climate change management programs. Over two thirds of the S&P 500 now report to CDP.
Climate change is one of the most financially significant environmental issues currently facing RPC’s investors
and customers. Occupational safety and health, vendor and labor standards, waste and water reduction targets
and product related environmental impacts are particularly important ESG considerations in RPC’s sector and
may have the potential to pose significant regulatory, legal, reputational and financial risks.
We are concerned that RPC, Inc. may be falling behind peers in disclosure and management of ESG issues.
RPC’s competitors like Baker Hughes Inc. and Halliburton already offer shareholders much of this important information through annual, GRI-based sustainability reports and by responding to CDP. In contrast, RPC does not
report on its sustainability efforts nor disclose GHG data.
RPC recognizes in its 10-k that the company may be materially affected by “environmental laws and other regulations” and “subject to claims for personal injury and property damage due to the generation of hazardous substances in connection with our operations.” However, shareholders currently have no access to substantial
information on how the company is managing its environmental footprint, hazardous releases, worker and community safety, or other business factors and risks.
We recommend that the report include a company-wide review of policies, practices and metrics related to ESG
performance employing the GRI index and checklist for guidance.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting - GHG Reduction Targets
C. R. Bard, Inc.

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that C.R. Bard (Bard) issue a sustainability report describing the company’s
environmental, social and governance (ESG) performance including greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets and
goals, available on the company website by September 2, 2014 prepared at reasonable cost, omitting proprietary
information.
Supporting Statement: We believe tracking and reporting on ESG business practices makes a company more
responsive to a global business environment which is characterized by finite natural resources, changing legislation, and heightened public expectations for corporate accountability. Reporting also helps companies better
integrate and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts, identify gaps and opportunities in products
and processes, develop company-wide communications, publicize innovative practices and receive feedback.
Signatories to the Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI) represent over 1100 investors and asset owners
who collectively hold over $34 trillion of assets under management. They seek the integration of ESG factors in
investment decision making and require information on ESG policies and performance to analyze fully the risks
and opportunities associated with existing and potential investments. Major firms such as BlackRock, State
Street, Goldman Sachs and T. Rowe Price are PRI signatories.
Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), representing 722 institutional investors globally with $87 trillion in assets, has
for years requested greater disclosure from companies on their climate change management programs. Over two
thirds of the S&P 500 now report to CDP including direct competitors Johnson & Johnson and Boston Scientific.
Climate change is one of the most financially significant environmental issues, however, Bard does not report on
GHG management plans which we believe reflects Bard’s lack of emissions abatement targets and goals.
Corporate reporting on sustainability is on the rise globally. In 2011, there was a 46% increase in the number of
organizations worldwide using the Global Reporting Initiative’s (GRI) Guidelines (G3) for their ESG reporting.
(http://www.ga-institute.com/) Over 80% of Global Fortune 250 companies produce sustainability reports.
(http://www.kpmg.com) In contrast Bard does not publish any sustainability metrics while peers such as Baxter
International and Medtronic already publish sustainability reports.
Tracking and reporting on occupational safety and health performance, vendor and labor standards, waste and
water reduction targets and product-related environmental impacts, among other factors are important business
considerations. Not managing these properly could pose significant regulatory, legal, reputational and financial
risks.
Bard notes that one of its policies is to “ensure continuous improvement in its environmental, health and safety
management systems, pollution prevention practices, and safety programs.” However, investors do not have
access to evaluative data on how the company is meeting these goals or managing these business factors.
Last year 35% of shares (excluding abstentions) voted For this resolution, a substantial level of support that management should not ignore.
We recommend the report include a company-wide review of policies, practices and metrics related to ESG performance using the GRI guidelines as a checklist. The GRI Guidelines are a globally accepted “gold standard”
reporting framework enabling companies to expand reporting over time.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting - GHG Reduction Targets
Emerson
Similar resolutions were submitted to: CLARCOR, ESCO Technologies, Gentex Corp. and Simpson Manufacturing Co.*

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Emerson Electric issue a sustainability report describing the company’s
environmental, social and governance (ESG) performance, including greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets and
goals. The report should be available on the company website by September 1, 2014, prepared at reasonable
cost, omitting proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: We believe tracking and reporting on ESG business practices makes a company more
responsive to a global business environment which is characterized by finite natural resources, changing legislation, and heightened public expectations for corporate accountability. Reporting also helps companies better
integrate and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts, identify gaps and opportunities in products
and processes, develop company-wide communications, publicize innovative practices, and receive feedback.
Signatories to the Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI) represent over 1100 investors and asset owners
who collectively hold over $34 trillion of assets under management. They seek the integration of ESG factors in
investment decision making and require information on ESG policies and performance to analyze fully the risks
and opportunities associated with existing and potential investments. Major firms such as BlackRock, State
Street, Goldman Sachs and T. Rowe Price are PRI signatories.
Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), representing 722 institutional investors globally with $87 trillion in assets, has
for years requested greater disclosure from companies on their climate change management programs. Over two
thirds of the S&P 500 now report to CDP. Climate change is one of the most financially significant environmental
issues, yet Emerson Electric’s (Emerson) low CDP disclosure score of 9/100 (a 62% decrease from last year)
reflects its lack of GHG emissions abatement targets and goals.
Corporate reporting on sustainability is on the rise globally. In 2011, there was a 46% increase in the number of
organizations worldwide using the Global Reporting Initiative’s (GRI) Guidelines (G3) for their ESG reporting.
(http://www.ga-institute.com/) Over 80% of Fortune 250 companies produce sustainability reports.
(http://www.kpmg.com)
In contrast, Emerson does not report on its sustainability efforts or GHG management plans. Although Emerson
describes its general commitment to corporate citizenship on its website, investors increasingly look for more
detailed ESG performance metrics. Data on occupational safety and health, vendor and labor standards, waste
and water reduction targets and product-related environmental impacts are important business considerations.
Not managing these properly could pose significant regulatory, legal, reputational and financial risks. General
Electric, a main competitor, publishes a comprehensive sustainability report annually.
While Emerson delivers products that reduce energy use, information on how Emerson meets goals to manage
and reduce its own environmental impact is currently not disclosed.
Last year 37% of shares (excluding abstentions) voted in favor of this resolution, a substantial level of support
that management should not ignore.
We recommend that the report include a company-wide review of policies, practices and metrics related to ESG
performance using the GRI guidelines as a reference. The GRI Guidelines are a globally accepted “gold standard” reporting framework that enables companies to expand reporting over time.
This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting - Energy Efficiency
CF Industries Holdings, Inc.

WHEREAS: We believe tracking and reporting on environmental, social and governance (ESG) business practices
makes a company more responsive to a global business environment which is characterized by finite natural
resources, changing legislation, and heightened public expectations for corporate accountability. Reporting also
helps companies better integrate and gain value from existing ESG / sustainability efforts, identify gaps and opportunities in products and processes, publicize innovative practices, and recruit and retain employees.
Reporting on sustainability is quickly becoming common practice. 79% of Fortune Global 500 companies produce
sustainability reports; more than three out of four of these reports are based on the Global Reporting Initiative
(GRI) Guidelines. In 2010, approximately 20% of U.S. Fortune 500 companies issued reports using the GRI framework, up from only 5% in 2006, according to the Governance and Accountability Institute.
We are concerned that CF Industries may be falling behind other major companies in disclosure and management
of ESG issues. Companies like 3M and General Electric already offer shareholders much of this important information through annual, GRI-based sustainability reports.
Today, comprehensive ESG data on individual companies appears on Bloomberg terminals used by thousands of
institutional investors around the world, including signatories to the Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI).
PRI launched in 2006 and now has over 900 institutional signatories who collectively manage approximately $25
trillion, and who publicly pledge to "incorporate ESG issues into investment analysis and decision-making processes," and to "ask for standardized reporting on ESG issues (using tools such as the Global Reporting Initiative)."
Furthermore, in January 2010, the SEC issued interpretive guidance clarifying that companies should disclose
material risks associated with climate change. The sustainability reporting process can help companies analyze
and mitigate these risks.
We believe energy use is one of the most manageable operating costs for many companies. For instance, Johnson
& Johnson, has invested $187 million since 2005 in generally low-risk energy efficiency projects reducing carbon
dioxide emissions by 129,000 metric tons annually providing an internal annual return on investment of nearly 19%.
(http://jnj.com/responsibility/ESG/Environment/Climate_Change/Energy_Use_and_Alternative_Energy/).
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that CF Industries issue a sustainability report describing the company's ESG
performance including a review of opportunities to increase the energy efficiency of operations. The report (prepared at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information) should be published within approximately 12
months of CF Industries' 2014 Annual Meeting.
Supporting Statement: We recommend that the report include a company-wide review of policies, practices and
metrics related to ESG performance and a commitment to continuous improvement in reporting. We encourage
use of the GRl Guidelines (G3). The GRI, considered the gold standard of ESG reporting, provides a uniform
structure helping investors compare ESG performance between companies. The GRl is also a flexible reporting
system that will allow CF Industries to ramp up disclosure at its own pace and to report only on the company's
most relevant and material issues.
Your affirmative vote signals our company that it should embrace sustainability, and report fully on its
performance.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting - Apparel Supply Chain
Wolverine World Wide, Inc.*

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Wolverine World Wide issues a sustainability report describing the company’s environmental, social, and governance (ESG) risks and opportunities including disclosure of supply chain
monitoring and compliance programs. The report should be available by year end 2014, prepared at a reasonable
cost, omitting proprietary information.
Supporting Statement: We believe tracking and reporting on ESG business practices makes a company more
responsive to a transforming global business environment characterized by finite natural resources, changing
legislation, and heightened public expectations for corporate accountability. Reporting also helps companies better integrate and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts, identify gaps and opportunities in products and processes, develop company-wide communications, publicize innovative practices, recruit and retain
employees, and receive feedback.
Sustainability reporting is on the rise globally. In 2011, there was a 46% increase in the number of organizations
worldwide using the Global Reporting Initiative’s (GRI) Guidelines for ESG reporting according to G&A Institute.
Likewise, there is a growing demand by investors for meaningful disclosure on ESG matters. For example:
(1) Investors with over $34 trillion of assets under management are members of the United Nations Principles for
Responsible Investment (PRI), an initiative whose members seek the integration of ESG factors in investment
decision making.
(2) Over 722 global institutional investors with more than $87 trillion of assets under management are signatories
to the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), a program which calls for disclosure from companies on their
Greenhouse Gas emissions and climate change management programs.
Child and forced labor in Uzbekistan cotton fields, fire and building safety violations in Bangladesh, hazardous
chemicals and solvents used on fabrics, and sweatshop style factories in Asia are serious ESG concerns affecting the modern day apparel and footwear industry. Time and again, Wolverine’s industry peers acknowledge that
such concerns can pose significant regulatory and financial risk, damage a company’s reputation, lead to loss of
brand value, threaten the security of raw material supply, or result in costly litigation.
To benchmark and track progress on monitoring and managing these risks, leading companies in apparel and
footwear, such as Nike and Timberland publish comprehensive ESG reports that describe sustainable business
practices including vendor audit processes and results. Wolverine’s customers such as Patagonia, Adidas, and
VF Corp (The North Face) also have ESG reports and supply chain management disclosure. In contrast, we
believe our company is falling behind peers in disclosure and management of ESG issues.
According to Wolverine’s 2012 10-k, our company “sources most of its products from third-party manufacturers in
foreign countries, predominantly China.” Environmental performance, safety, human rights, labor rights, and corruption are important ESG considerations for companies operating in China. However, shareholders currently
have no access to important information about how Wolverine is managing these business factors and risks.
We recommend that the report include a company-wide review of policies, practices and metrics related to ESG
performance employing the GRI index and checklist for guidance.

This resolution has been withdrawn by its filer.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting
Chipotle Mexican Grill, Inc.

WHEREAS: Managing and reporting environmental, social and governance (ESG) business practices help companies compete in a business environment characterized by finite natural resources, changing legislation, and
heightened public expectations. Transparent, substantive reporting allows companies to gain strategic value
from existing sustainability efforts and identify emerging risks and opportunities. ESG issues can pose significant
risks to business. Without proper disclosure stakeholders and analysts cannot ascertain whether the company is
managing its ESG exposure.
The link between strong sustainability management and value creation is increasingly evident. A 2012 Deutsche
Bank review of 100 academic studies, 56 research papers, two literature reviews, and four meta-studies on sustainable investing found 89% of the studies demonstrated that companies with high ESG ratings also showed
market-based outperformance.
More than 1,200 institutional investors managing more than $33 trillion have joined The Principles for Responsible
Investment and publicly commit to seek comprehensive corporate ESG disclosure and incorporate it into investment decisions.
The majority of large corporations also recognize the value of sustainability reporting. As of December 2012, 53%
of the S&P 500 and 57% of the Fortune 500 published a corporate sustainability report; 63% of S&P 500 reporters
utilized the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Guidelines. According to a 2011 KPMG report, 80% of Fortune Global
250 companies produce GRI-based sustainability reports.
Industry peers like Darden Restaurants, Dunkin Brands, and Starbucks have identified relevant ESG factors and
address them through sustainability reports.
In contrast, Chipotle Mexican Grill which stated in 2010 that its “commitment to serving Food with Integrity will
continue to have many beneficial impacts,” and “it is constantly working to get all of the ingredients it uses from
sustainable sources”, has very limited information on its policies and progress toward achieving its objectives.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request Chipotle issue an annual sustainability report describing the company’s shortand long-term responses to ESG-related issues. The report should include objective quantitative indicators and
goals relating to each issue where feasible, be prepared at a reasonable cost, omit proprietary information, and
be made available to shareholders by October 2014.
Supporting Statement: The report should address relevant policies, practices, metrics and goals on topics such
as: greenhouse gas emissions, pesticide use management, waste minimization, energy efficiency, labor standards and practices, and other relevant environmental and social impacts.
We recommend Chipotle consider using the GRI’s Sustainability Reporting Guidelines to prepare the report. The
GRI is an international organization developed with representatives from business, environmental, human rights
and labor communities. The Guidelines cover environmental impacts, labor practices, human rights, product
responsibility, and community impacts. The Guidelines provide a flexible reporting system which allows the omission of content irrelevant to company operations.
We also recommend Chipotle consider drawing on the expertise of the Equitable Food Initiative (EFI). The EFI is a
collaborative effort of retailers, workers and growers focused on reducing risks in food supply chains. Its standard was adapted to reduce duplication of other industry-leading certifications and has attracted Costco and
Bon Appetit as project partners.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting
Cincinnati Financial Corp.

WHEREAS: Managing and reporting environmental, social and governance (ESG) business practices help companies compete in a global business environment characterized by finite natural resources, changing legislation,
and heightened public expectations. Reporting allows companies to publicize and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts and identify emerging risks and opportunities. ESG issues can pose significant risks to
business, and without proper disclosure, stakeholders and analysts cannot ascertain whether the company is
managing its ESG exposure. The link between strong sustainability management and value creation is increasingly evident. A 2012 Deutsche Bank review of 100 academic studies, 56 research papers, two literature reviews,
and four meta-studies on sustainable investing found 89% of studies demonstrated that companies with high ESG
ratings also show market-based outperformance, and 85% of the studies indicated that these companies experience accounting-based outperformance.
A May 2012 Harvard Business School working paper revealed that “High Sustainability” companies outperformed
“Low Sustainability” companies on several measures. Based on stock market performance in a value-weighted
portfolio, $1 invested in 1993 in the “High Sustainability” group would have grown to $22.60 by 2010, compared to
$15.40 in the “Low Sustainability” group.
More than 1,200 institutional investors managing over $33 trillion have joined The Principles for Responsible
Investment, and publicly commit to seek comprehensive corporate ESG disclosure and incorporate it into investment decisions.
According to a 2011 KPMG report, 80% of Fortune Global 250 companies produce sustainability reports. The
majority of large corporations also recognize the value of sustainability reporting. As of December 2012, 53% of
the S&P 500 and 57% of the Fortune 500 published a corporate sustainability report.
RESOLVED: The Board of Directors shall issue an annual sustainability report describing Cincinnati Financial
Corporation's short- and long-term responses to ESG-related issues. The report should include objective quantitative indicators and goals relating to each issue where feasible, be prepared at a reasonable cost, omit proprietary information, and be made available to shareholders by September 30, 2014. Supporting Statement: The
report should address relevant policies, practices, metrics and goals on topics such as: greenhouse gas emissions, financed emissions, water management, waste minimization, energy efficiency, and other relevant environmental and social impacts. The report should also include a plan for our company to help mitigate its business
risk from climate change by adopting policies to help mitigate climate change by encouraging (where feasible)
reduced greenhouse gas emissions by our customers and our company.
We recommend Cincinnati Financial Corp. consider using the Global Reporting Initiative's GRI’s Sustainability
Reporting Guidelines to prepare the report. The GRI is an international organization developed with representatives from business, environmental, human rights and labor communities. The Guidelines cover environmental
impacts, labor practices, human rights, product responsibility, and community impacts. The Guidelines provide a
flexible reporting system which allows the omission of content irrelevant to company operations.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting
Lincoln National Corp.

WHEREAS: Managing and reporting environmental, social and governance (ESG) business practices helps companies compete in a global business environment characterized by finite natural resources, changing legislation,
and heightened public expectations. Reporting allows companies to publicize and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts and identify emerging risks and opportunities.
ESG issues can pose significant risks, and without proper disclosure, stakeholders and analysts cannot ascertain
whether the company is managing its ESG exposure.
The link between strong sustainability management and value creation is increasingly evident. A 2012 Deutsche
Bank review of 100 academic studies, 56 research papers, two literature reviews, and four meta studies on sustainable investing found 89% of studies demonstrated that companies with high ESG ratings show market based
outperformance, and 85% of the studies indicated that these companies experience accounting based outperformance.
Investors managing over $33 trillion have joined The Principles for Responsible Investment, and publicly commit
to seek comprehensive corporate ESG disclosure and incorporate it into investment decisions.
The majority of large corporations also recognize the value of sustainability reporting. As of December 2012, 53%
of the S&P 500 and 57% of the Fortune 500 published corporate sustainability reports; 63% of S&P 500 reporters
utilized the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Guidelines. According to a 2011 KPMG report, 80% of Fortune Global
250 companies produce GRI based sustainability reports.
Bloomberg reports that the number of customers accessing ESG information on its terminals has increased on
average 47.7% annually between 2009 and 2012.
Life and health insurers face a number of ESG risks, particularly related to climate change, including:
• Increasing incidence of stress and fatalities resulting from severe heat waves;
• Increasing number of injuries, fatalities, and contamination of water and soil resulting from natural disasters;
• Increasing incidence of vector and water borne illnesses and;
• Increased losses from investments in assets exposed to extreme weather risks
According to the National Association of Insurance Commissioners, “Disclosure of climate risk is important
because of the potential impact climate change can have on insurer solvency and the availability and affordability of insurance across all major categories.”
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that Lincoln National issue an annual sustainability report describing the company’s short and long term responses to ESG related issues. The report should be: prepared at reasonable cost;
omit proprietary information; and be made available to shareholders by October 2014.
Supporting Statement: The report should include goals for managing ESG impacts of Lincoln’s business as well as
a discussion of strategies to disclose and mitigate the risks of climate change to Lincoln’s underwriting and
investing.
We recommend Lincoln consider using GRI’s Sustainability Reporting Guidelines to prepare the report. GRI is an
international organization developed with representatives from business, environmental, human rights and labor
communities. The Guidelines provide a flexible reporting system for environmental impacts, product responsibility, and community impacts.
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Proxy Resolutions: Sustainability
Sustainability Reporting
Panera Bread Company

WHEREAS: Managing and reporting environmental, social and governance (ESG) business practices helps companies compete in a global business environment characterized by finite natural resources, changing legislation,
and heightened public expectations. Reporting allows companies to publicize and gain strategic value from existing sustainability efforts and identify emerging risks and opportunities. ESG issues can pose significant risks to
business, and without proper disclosure, stakeholders and analysts cannot ascertain whether the company is
managing its ESG exposure.
The link between strong sustainability management and value creation is increasingly evident. A 2012 Deutsche
Bank review of 100 academic studies, 56 research papers, two literature reviews, and four meta-studies on sustainable investing found 89% of studies demonstrated that companies with high ESG ratings also show marketbased outperformance, and 85% of the studies indicated that these companies experienced accounting-based
outperformance.
More than 1,200 institutional investors managing more than $33 trillion have joined “The Principles for
Responsible Investment,” and publicly commit to seek comprehensive corporate ESG disclosure and incorporate
it into investment decisions.
The majority of large corporations also recognize the value of sustainability reporting. As of December 2012, 53%
of the S&P 500 and 57% of the Fortune 500 published a corporate sustainability report; and 63% of S&P 500
reporters utilized the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Guidelines. According to a 2011 KPMG report, 80% of
Fortune Global 250 companies produce GRI-based sustainability reports.
Industry peers like Darden Restaurants, Dunkin Brands, and Starbucks have identified relevant ESG factors and
address them through sustainability reports. In contrast, Panera does not report details on its sustainability
efforts.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request Panera issue an annual sustainability report describing the company’s shortand long-term responses to ESG-related issues. The report should include objective quantitative indicators and
goals relating to each issue where feasible, be prepared at a reasonable cost, omit proprietary information, and
be made available to shareholders by October 2014.
Supporting Statement: The report should address relevant policies, practices, metrics and goals on topics such
as: greenhouse gas emissions, pesticide use management, water management, waste minimization, energy efficiency, and other relevant environmental and social impacts.
We recommend Panera consider using the GRI’s Sustainability Reporting Guidelines to prepare the report. The
GRI is an international organization developed with representatives from business, environmental, human rights
and labor communities. The Guidelines cover environmental impacts, labor practices, human rights, product
responsibility, and community impacts. The Guidelines provide a flexible reporting system which allows the omission of content irrelevant to company operations.
We also recommend Panera consider drawing on the expertise of the Equitable Food Initiative (EFI). The EFI is a
collaborative effort of retailers, workers and growers focused on reducing risks in food supply chains. Its standard was adapted to reduce duplication of other industry-leading certifications and has attracted Costco and
Bon Appetit as project partners.
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2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide
Water Impacts of Business
Operations

Water Safety and
Sustainability
ICCR members call on corporations to recognize
their obligation to respect the human right to
water. Through dialogues and shareholder resolutions, ICCR asks companies to adopt and implement water stewardship programs that abide by
the UN’s Human Right to Water protocols and
which will protect the environment, society, and
long-term shareholder value from the growing
threat of water scarcity. ICCR’s work on water
stresses the importance of access to clean,
potable water for all, and the need for responsible corporate water management in waterstressed areas.

Proposal Topic
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Quantity

Water Safety & Sustainability

5

Water Impacts of Business Operations

3

Water Risk in the Supply Chain

1

Water Stewardship in the Agriculture
Supply Chain

1
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In mountaintop removal mining with “valley fill”
operations, upper elevation forests are cleared
and stripped of topsoil, and explosives are used
to break up rocks to access buried coal. Excess
rock is pushed into adjacent valleys, where it
buries existing streams. Recent peer-reviewed
studies of new water quality data have revealed
serious community impacts.
Concerned by the growing evidence of serious
environmental and health impacts which current
mitigation practices are failing to alleviate, members of ICCR are engaging 3 mining companies
to encourage them to be more transparent
regarding their water withdrawals, use and discharge data, as a preliminary step towards better
managing and ameliorating the impacts they are
having on the vulnerable communities surrounding their mining operations.

ICCR members filed resolutions with Alpha
Natural Resources, Arch Coal and Peabody
Energy, requesting that their boards report on
company efforts to reduce environmental and
health hazards associated with their mining
operations, including total water withdrawal by
source, water sources significantly affected by
withdrawal of water, percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused, total water
discharge by quality and destination, total
weight of waste by type and disposal method.
The resolution also asked for disclosure of the
identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity
value of water bodies and related habitats
significantly affected by company discharges of
water and runoff.

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide
Water Risk in the Supply Chain
The greatest water risks to many companies lie
within their supply chains, where extreme weather has contributed to volatility and rising commodity prices. Climate change increases the
unpredictability of quality, price, and availability
of raw materials. Although manufacturers can
temper commodity price risk through hedging,
many companies now also address this risk by
reducing water use directly — modifying products to favor less water-intensive ingredients, or
preferring suppliers that address water efficiency.
More than a quarter of VF’s revenue is derived
from its Jeanswear segment, which depends on
water to irrigate cotton and stitch jeans. A
portion of Jeanswear products come from
contractors in Asia, a region that has suffered
recent disruptive climate change events and
water shortages.

ICCR members are asking VF to report on its
impacts on local water resources. VF is asked
to describe its supply chain impacts on water
quality and quantity, and to assess its water
resource management and water usage reduction strategies against the backdrop of local
water basins, and to mitigate the impacts of
water scarcity on long-term shareholder value.
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Water Stewardship in the
Agricultural Supply Chain
According to estimates from the Food and
Agriculture Organization, agriculture accounts for
roughly 70% of global water withdrawals. The
E.P.A. notes that water pollution from agriculture
is the leading cause of impaired waterways in the
U.S. Manure from dairy farms can enter the
ground water supply, impacting drinking water
and human health. Dean Foods is the largest
processor and distributor of fluid milk in the
U.S., and sources from more than 10,000 dairy
farmers across the U.S.

ICCR members are encouraging the company to
take a leading role by working with its supplier
farmers to reduce their environmental impacts
and increase sustainability and water performance. The resolution calls on the company to
require its dairy farmer suppliers to report on
their water use, manure management, energy
use and greenhouse gas emissions.

Proxy Resolutions: Water Safety & Sustainability
Water Impacts of Business Operations
Alpha Natural Resources, Inc

WHEREAS: In Alpha Natural Resources’ initial Sustainability Report, Fueling Progress 2011, the company reports
the water quality compliance rate in general, but offers no specifics on total water withdrawn, how often testing
was conducted, chemicals and elements included in tests, or the percentage of water recycled or reused.
In a January 2010 research paper entitled “Mountaintop Mining Consequences”, twelve environmental scientists
state “Our analyses of current peer-reviewed studies and of new water-quality data from WV streams revealed
serious environmental impacts that mitigation practices cannot successfully address. Published studies also
show a high potential for human health impacts”. (Science 8 January 2010: Vol. 327 #5962 pp 148-149)
In its March 2011 report on “The Effects of Mountaintop Mines and Valley Fills on Aquatic Ecosystems of the
Central Appalachian Coalfields”, the U.S. EPA found that mountaintop mines and valley fills lead to the permanent
loss of springs and small streams, concentrations of persistently elevated chemical ion levels downstream,
degraded water quality, and selenium concentrations that have caused toxic effects on fish and birds.
(EPA/600/R-09/138F, page 1)
A 2009 study titled “The association between mountaintop mining and birth defects among live births in central
Appalachia, 1996-2003” revealed that birth defect rates for six of seven types of defects, including
circulatory/respiratory, central nervous system, musculoskeletal, urogenital and gastrointestinal, were significantly higher in mountaintop areas compared to non-mining areas.
Recent published peer-reviewed scientific research has revealed significant possible associations between MTR
mining and disparities in birth defects (Ahern, 2011), mortality (Hendryx, 2009; 2011a), cardiovascular disease
(Esch & Hendryx, 2011), cancer (Hendryx, 2011b), mental health (Zhang, 2008), and overall health-related quality
of life (Zullig & Hendryx, 2011), further suggesting that MTR mining is a contributing factor to poor health outcomes.
Organizations such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), the World Business Council for Sustainable
Development (WBCSD), Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) offer tools on assessment, mapping, and measurement
of an organization’s operations on water.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request a report, prepared at reasonable cost within six months of the 2014 annual
meeting, omitting confidential information, on the company’s efforts to reduce environmental and community
impacts associated with its Appalachian mining operations, and how those efforts may reduce legal, reputational
and other risks to the company’s finances. The report should include complete, detailed information for these GRI
performance indicators:
• Percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused. (EN10)
• Total water discharge by quality and destination. (EN22)
• Total weight of waste by type and disposal method. (EN23)
• Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and related habitats affected by the
reporting organization’s discharges of water and runoff. (EN26)
• Percentage of operations with implemented local community engagement, impact assessments, and development programs. (SO1)
• Operations with significant actual & potential negative impacts on local communities. (SO2)
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Proxy Resolutions: Water Safety & Sustainability
Water Impacts of Business Operations
Peabody Energy Corp.

WHEREAS: The world may face a 40% water shortfall by 2030. Peabody’s 2012 Corporate Social Responsibility
Report states that the company “views water as a vital and finite resource that must be conserved” and that it is
“committed to further reducing its water use whenever possible,” yet Peabody’s activities have substantial
impacts on water quantity and quality in the regions where it operates. For example:
In Wyoming, the 3rd driest state in the nation, the impact of Peabody’s North Antelope Rochelle Mine is such that
it will take hundreds of years for water levels to recover. In Arizona, the 4th driest state in the U.S, Peabody
depleted the Hopi tribe and Navajo Nation’s primary aquifer to the point that it endangered the ability of the Hopi
and Navajo to draw on groundwater for subsistence and other needs.
On top of depleting water resources, Peabody’s operations have had a significant impact on water quality.
Groundwater monitoring data collected near the coal waste impoundment at Peabody’s Gateway Mine in Illinois
show exceedances of state water quality standards for eight toxic metals. Peabody has acquired permits to
expand Gateway Mine’s annual production capacity by 40% and to expand to the mine’s impoundment area. In
addition, Peabody, BNSF Railway Co., and several other coal and energy companies are being sued for violating
the Clean Water Act by discharging non-permitted quantities of coal and related products during the transportation of coal via railcars throughout Washington State from 2008 to the present.
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) framework is the “most widely used framework” and the “de facto standard”
for corporate sustainability reporting and is used by 5,646 organizations around the world. It gives shareholders
valuable information on the social, economic, and environmental impacts of a company’s operations.
Peabody claims to be committed to mitigating its water impacts, but the company does not use the GRI or any
recognized framework to report its water impacts to shareholders. Several major competitors, including Arch,
BHP and Rio Tinto, already use the GRI reporting framework.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request a report, prepared at reasonable cost within six months after the 2014 annual
meeting, omitting confidential information, on the company’s efforts to reduce environmental and health hazards
associated with its mining operations, and how those efforts may reduce legal, reputational and other risks to the
company’s finances. The report should include complete, detailed information for these GRI performance indicators:
• Total water withdrawal by source
• Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water
• Percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused
• Total water discharged by quality and destination
• Total weight of waste by type and disposal method
• Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and related habitats significantly affected by reporting organization’s water discharge and runoff.
• Significant environmental impacts of transporting products and other goods and materials used for the organization’s operations, and transporting members of the workforce
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Proxy Resolutions: Water Safety & Sustainability
Water Impacts of Business Operations
Arch Coal Inc.

WHEREAS: Arch Coal’s mining operations significantly affect water quantity and quality, yet Arch has done little
to disclose these impacts to shareholders.
Water is essential for coal mining. However, pumping water to support mining operations can deplete water
availability. Furthermore, mining’s waste materials, including acidic mine water and mine tailings, contain toxic
pollutants that can cause long-term environmental damage and degrade both surface water and groundwater
quality.
Arch conducts extensive strip mining in the Powder River Basin, including its Black Thunder mine, which it
describes as “the largest single coal mining complex in the world.” Strip mining removes coal seams, which are
important sources of groundwater in the region, and thereby harms farmers, ranchers and wildlife dependent on
groundwater. In the Appalachian region, Arch engages in mountaintop mining (MTM), a practice with serious
environmental impacts. MTM involves blasting off the tops of mountains and depositing the rock in adjacent valleys, burying streams, causing permanent damage to ecosystems, and rendering streams unfit for swimming,
fishing and drinking. Streams affected by MTM contain pollutants in concentrations dangerous to people and
wildlife.
Arch’s 2013 Corporate Social Responsibility report fails to disclose the full nature and extent of the company’s
water impacts. It lacks information on water sources significantly affected by the company’s withdrawals; the
size, biodiversity value, and importance to communities of water bodies affected by the company’s water discharges; the amount of waste the company disposes of by means other than recycling; and data on the quantity,
quality, and destination of the company’s water discharges. This information is important because without it,
shareholders cannot accurately assess the company’s overall water impacts or the likely impact of its controversial Powder River Basin expansion plans. There is significant opposition to expansion in the Powder River Basin
and a recent report states that expansion of coal mining operations there will compound the depletion and
degradation of aquifers already occurring in the region.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request a report, prepared at reasonable cost within six months after the 2014 annual
meeting, omitting confidential information, on the company’s efforts to reduce environmental hazards associated
with its mining operations, and how those efforts may reduce legal, reputational and other risks to the company’s
finances. The report should include complete, detailed information for these GRI performance indicators:
• Total water withdrawal by source, including surface water, groundwater and municipal supplies.
• Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water and their size, biodiversity value, and importance
to local communities.
• Total planned and unplanned water discharges by quality (i.e., treated or untreated) and destination, and how
much was reused by another organization.
• Total weight of waste by type and disposal method, including (but not limited to) landfill, incineration, and onsite storage.
• Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and related habitats significantly affected by the company’s discharges of water and runoff.

180

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Proxy Resolutions: Water Safety & Sustainability
Water Risk in the Supply Chain
VF Corporation

WHEREAS: Water, as a scarce and valuable resource, is increasingly subject to regulation, commoditization, and
conflicting ownership assertions. Likewise, global population growth, agricultural and industrial demands, changing climatic patterns, and point source water pollution are exacerbating water scarce conditions.
In 2013 under The Carbon Disclosure Project's (CDP) Water Disclosure Project, 530 institutional investors representing $57 trillion in assets called for greater transparency on corporate water issues from 1,036 companies.
Unlike Inditex and H&M, VF Corporation has not responded to the CDP Water information request.
We commend VF Corporation (VF) for adopting Global Compliance Standards that extend social and environmental requirements to independent contracted factories. VF states it considers political, economic, and regulatory
risks that could affect suppliers and manufacturers of raw materials and finished products. However, VF does not
disclose the impact of its operations and that of contracted manufacturers and suppliers on water resources,
local water basins, and local communities. VF operates 29 manufacturing facilities and utilizes approximately
1,900 contractors in 60 countries.
A significant portion of VF’s revenues (25.57%) is derived from the Jeanswear segment that depends on water to
irrigate cotton and stitch jeans. While a significant portion of VF’s denim products are manufactured in VF-owned
facilities in Mexico, South America, the Caribbean, Europe, and the Middle East, a proportion of Jeanswear products come from contractors in Asia. Climate change events have severely impacted East and Southeast Asia and
caused devastating floods in Thailand, while China faces serious water shortages.
The U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission in its 2010 “Commission Guidance Regarding Disclosure Related
to Climate Change” states: “Changes in the availability or quality of water, or other natural resources on which
the registrant’s business depends… can have material effects on companies”
(http://www.sec.gov/rules/interp/2010/33-9106.pdf).
The lack of a water resources management strategy may pose a number of risks to VF Corporation, including:
• Higher costs due to water shortages, rising energy prices, and increasingly stringent water regulations
• Reputational risks created when communities are harmed by supplier water practices
We believe that VF Corporation’s industry peers address their supply chain water risks and impacts on local
water resources. For example, Nike’s online system reports data on production, water use, discharge volumes,
and wastewater quality for nearly 400 suppliers.
It is important that VF addresses water related risks both within the watersheds of its facilities and throughout its
value chain.
RESOLVED: Shareholders request that VF Corporation issue a report by November 1, 2014 (at reasonable cost and
excluding confidential and proprietary information) on the company’s impacts on water resources. This report
should describe the company’s supply chain impacts on water quality and quantity, assess the company’s water
resource management and water usage reduction strategies against the backdrop of local water basins and
communities in countries of operation, and mitigate the impacts of water scarcity on long term shareholder
value.

181

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Proxy Resolutions: Water Safety & Sustainability
Water Stewardship in the Agricultural Supply Chain
Dean Foods Company

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors of Dean Foods (the Company) adopt a comprehensive policy to require the Company's key dairy farmer suppliers to report regularly on their performance and
progress on: water use (including, where relevant, in feed production); manure management; in addition to energy use and greenhouse gases -- and include a summary of this information as part of the Company’s annual sustainability report to shareholders (prepared at reasonable cost and excluding proprietary information.)
WHEREAS: Global estimates from the Food and Agriculture Organization indicate that agriculture accounts for
roughly 70% of all water withdrawals. According to the Environmental Protection Agency, in the U.S., water pollution from agriculture is the number one cause for impaired waterways. In ground water, pathogens and nitrates
from manure from dairy farms can impact human health via drinking water. Good agricultural stewardship practices often result in less pollution and reduced greenhouse gas emissions, more fertile soil, and increased biodiversity in the surrounding ecosystem(s).
With global demand for dairy rising with population growth, it is essential to improve the long-term sustainability
of dairy production. Dean Foods is the largest processor and distributor of fluid milk in the U.S., operating approximately 70 manufacturing facilities. Its largest purchase, raw, unprocessed milk, totals over $5 billion annually.
Dean Food sources milk directly from co-ops representing more than 10,000 dairy farmers, 700 independent
farms, and 600 organic family farms across the U.S. We commend the company's procurement team’s alignment
with the Institute for Supply Management’s principles, which "champion social responsibility and sustainability
practices in supply management," but believe the company can increase its leadership and positively influence
their dairy producers.
A 2011 study by the Innovation Center for U.S. Dairy, of which Dean Foods is a founding member, analyzes water
impacts from domestic dairy production including water use, water stress, and eutrophication in the dairy supply
chain. The study finds “these impacts are regional and locationdependent, but also extend into the entire watershed in which the dairy is located.” The research indicates about “35 percent of feed is grown on the farm by
dairy farmers and the rest is purchased from other farmers.” Thus dairy operations can extend, where appropriate, best practices to their feed production.
Dean Foods states it is "concerned about the future and economic well-being of the entire U.S. dairy industry."
Taking a leading role in focusing on supplier sustainability and water performance will help Dean Foods better
define the scope of its environmental impact and align with its 2020 Environmental Sustainability Goals.
We recommend the Company use the “Stewardship and Sustainability Guide for U.S. Dairy” as a framework to
communicate progress. We encourage Dean Foods’ key suppliers to pilot Farm Smart, a new “smart tool” that
seeks to help dairy producers “evaluate their production techniques, assess economic and environmental consequences of potential improvements in management practices, and share the contributions that their farm businesses have made to neighbors, community groups and consumers.”
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Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors

Companies, Resolutions and
Sponsors
* Denotes lead sponsor of the resolution
ABBOTT LABORATORIES
Label Genetically Engineered Products
* As You Sow Foundation
ABBOTT LABORATORIES
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* AFSCME [21550]
Congregation of Sisters of St. Agnes [38]
Sisters of Charity of the Blessed Virgin Mary

95

145

ACCENTURE
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
(withdrawn by filer)
147
Brainerd Foundation [300]
Center for Community Change [450]
Community Church of New York [1200]
Edward W. Hazen Foundation [550]
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist
[1100]
Glenmary Home Missioners (Home Missioners of
America) [300]
Gun Denhart [425]
Manhattan Country School [900]
Mercy Investment Services
Needmor Fund [1500]
Russell Family Foundation [800]
Sisters of Notre Dame de Namur-Boston [3000]
Sisters of the Holy Family, CA [4850]
The Oneida Tribe of Indians Trust Fund for the Elderly
[4400]
Tides Foundation [10000]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [600]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [284313]
Walden Equity Fund [28500]
ADVANCE AUTO PARTS
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report (withdrawn by filer)
Dignity Health
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist
[600]
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [1500]
Russell Family Foundation [350]
Tides Foundation [5200]
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54

* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [115386]
AETNA
Board Oversight of Political Expenditures
162
Mercy Investment Services*
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[121]
AGL RESOURCES
Discrimination Based on Gender
Identity/Expression
* Clean Yield Group

135

ALPHA NATURAL RESOURCES, INC
Climate Risk
64
* Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[314]
ALPHA NATURAL RESOURCES, INC
Water Impacts of Business Operations
178
Catholic Health East
Congregation of St. Joseph [309]
Congregation of the Sisters of Saint Joseph of
Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia
Mercy Investment Services
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [3200]
School Sisters of Notre Dame of St. Louis
Sisters of Charity of Cincinnati [200]
Sisters of Providence, Mother Joseph Province [85]
* Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
Sisters of St. Francis, Academy of Our Lady of
Lourdes, Rochester [306]
Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province [100]
ALTRIA GROUP
Educate Re: Health Consequences of Tobacco
Products
Catholic Health Initiatives [174]
Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth, NJ [200]
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia*
Trinity Health

103

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
ALTRIA GROUP
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* Province of St. Joseph of the Capuchin Order
(Midwest Capuchins)
AMEREN (UNION ELECTRIC)
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* Ronald G. Trimmer [500]

146

145

AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy
Policy/Climate Change
44
* Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[2535]
AMGEN
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
(withdrawn by filer)
144
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Monasterio Pan de Vida*
Trillium Asset Management Corporation
ANADARKO PETROLEUM
Climate Risk
* As You Sow Foundation

67

APPLE COMPUTER
Tax Policy Principles
* Domini Social Investments [28890]

26

ARCH COAL
Water Impacts of Business Operations
Catholic Health East [216]
Congregation of St. Joseph [200]
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [4300]
School Sisters of Notre Dame Central Pacific
Province [100]
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia*
Sisters of St. Joseph of Carondelet - St . Louis
Province

180

ARCHER-DANIELS-MIDLAND
Sustainable Agriculture Policy
97
American Baptist Home Mission Society [579]
Christian Brothers Investment Services [69771]
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
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Dignity Health
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [16200]
Maryknoll Sisters
Mercy Investment Services
School Sisters of Notre Dame Cooperative
Investment Fund [50]
* Sisters of St. Dominic of Caldwell, NJ [10000]
AT&T
Indirect Political Contributions
163
Congregation of the Sisters of St. Joseph of Brighton
[300]
* Domini Social Investments
AT&T
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
144
* AFSCME [41532]
Benedictine Sisters Charitable Trust, Boerne, Texas
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate
AT&T
Report on Government Requests for
Consumer Data
* New York State Common Retirement Fund
Trillium Asset Management Corporation

122

BANK OF AMERICA
Assess/Report GHG Emissions Resulting from
Lending Portfolio
74
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Congregation of St. Joseph [200]
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [6800]
Providence Trust*
Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province
BANK OF AMERICA
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* AFSCME [165675]

144

BANK OF AMERICA
Report on Business Standards
85
American Baptist Home Mission Society [7918]
* Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [40000]
Needmor Fund [3400]
Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth, NJ [500]
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON
Request Continuation of In-Person Shareholder
Meeting (withdrawn by filer)
* Daniel Altschuler [754]

16

BLACKROCK
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [900]

145

BOEING
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Congregation of Sisters of St. Agnes [47]
* New York State Common Retirement Fund
BORGWARNER
GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable
Energy Sourcing
* Mercy Investment Services
Providence Trust
Sisters of the Holy Spirit and Mary Immaculate
C. R. BARD
Separate Chair & CEO
* Daniel Altschuler [300]

144

45

23

C. R. BARD
Sustainability Reporting GHG Reduction Targets
168
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [287]
Brainerd Foundation [125]
Carol Master [800]
Center for Community Change [200]
Community Church of New York [750]
Congregation of the Sisters of St. Joseph of Brighton
[150]
Dignity Health
Edward W. Hazen Foundation [150]
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist
[650]
Glenmary Home Missioners (Home Missioners of
America) [400]
Haymarket People’s Fund [230]
Lemmon Foundation [85]
Manhattan Country School [700]
Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers
Max and Anna Levinson Foundation [875]
Merck Family Fund [550]
Mercy Investment Services
Needmor Fund [475]
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Pension Boards, United Church of Christ [2000]
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [500]
Sisters of Notre Dame de Namur-Boston [1500]
Sisters of the Holy Family, CA [1440]
Tides Foundation [6000]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [500]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [167425]
Zevin Asset Management
CABOT OIL & GAS
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals
- Report
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [19900]

47

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE GROUP
Climate Risk
* Calvert Investment Management, Inc.

66

CANADIAN IMPERIAL BANK OF COMMERCE (CIBC)
Vertical Comparison of Executive
Compensation
28
* NEI Investments
CATERPILLAR
Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy
116
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [233]
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [1000]
Congregation des Soeurs des Saints Noms de Jesus
et de Marie [100]
Congregation of Benedictine Sisters, Boerne TX
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Congregation of St. Joseph [100]
Convent Academy of the Incarnate Word (Sisters of
the Incarnate Word-Corpus Christi, TX) [110]
Maryknoll Sisters [100]
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [3200]
* Presbyterian Church (USA) [54]
Providence Trust
Sisters of Providence, Mother Joseph Province [27]
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
United Church Funds
CBOE HOLDINGS, INC
Encourage ESG Disclosure
165
* Calvert Investment Management, Inc.
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[93]

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
CELGENE
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* AFSCME [19900]

145

CERNER
Board Diversity
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

128

CF INDUSTRIES HOLDINGS
Sustainability Reporting - Energy Efficiency
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [1415]
* Presbyterian Church (USA)
CHEVRON
Climate Risk
* As You Sow Foundation
CHEVRON
Country Selection Criteria - Burma
* International Brotherhood of Teamsters
Mercy Investment Services
Ursuline Sisters of Tildonk, US Province
CHEVRON
Director With Environmental Expertise
* New York State Common Retirement Fund
Trillium Asset Management Corporation
CHEVRON
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* AFSCME [10696]
Congregation of the Sisters of the Holy Cross
Needmor Fund [100]
Zevin Asset Management [2664]
CHEVRON
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy Policy/
Climate Change (withdrawn by filer)
* Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc. [50]
Zevin Asset Management [150]

170

67

121

76

144
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CHEVRON
Separate Chair & CEO
* Unitarian Universalist Association of
Congregations [193]
Zevin Asset Management
CHIPOTLE MEXICAN GRILL
Sustainability Reporting
Domini Social Investments
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
CHURCH & DWIGHT CO.
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report (withdrawn by filer)
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

18

172

56

44

CHEVRON
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting
for Shale Energy Operations
34
As You Sow Foundation
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery [275]
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [729]

186

Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [2400]
Camilla Madden Charitable Trust [40]
Catholic Health Partners
Congregation of Benedictine Sisters, Boerne TX
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Congregation of St. Joseph
Convent Academy of the Incarnate Word (Sisters of
the Incarnate Word-Corpus Christi, TX) [70]
Dignity Health
Dominican Sisters of Hope
Dominican Sisters of San Rafael, CA (Congregation of
the Most Holy Name)
Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [6028]
Northwest Women Religious Investment Trust [50]
Providence Trust
Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth, NJ [500]
* Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia [10566]
Sisters of St. Joseph of Orange [24]
Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province [4083]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [103]

CINCINNATI FINANCIAL
Sustainability Reporting
* Calvert Investment Management, Inc.
Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [526821]

173

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
CLARCOR
Sustainability Reporting
Catholic Health East
Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc. [425]
Clean Yield Group
Needmor Fund [875]
Sisters of Notre Dame [700]
The Swift Foundation [1750]
Wallace Global Fund [1475]

169

CME GROUP
Encourage ESG Disclosure
166
* Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[67]
COCA-COLA
Establish Board Committee on Human Rights
117
Benedictine Sisters Charitable Trust, Boerne, Texas
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [807]
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [3000]
* Presbyterian Church (USA)
Providence Trust
Sisters of Charity of the Blessed Virgin Mary
CON-WAY
Human Trafficking
* Mercy Investment Services
CONCHO RESOURCES
Report Methane Emissions
* Domini Social Investments

110

39

CONOCOPHILLIPS
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report
53
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [465]
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [3000]
Congregation of St. Joseph [100]
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio [1775]
Dignity Health
Manhattan Country School [1400]
Monasterio Pan de Vida [86]
* Presbyterian Church (USA)
School Sisters of Notre Dame Cooperative
Investment Fund [100]
Tides Foundation [16200]
Zevin Asset Management
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CONOCOPHILLIPS
Discrimination Based on Gender
Identity/Expression
* Unitarian Universalist Association of
Congregations [2165]
CONOCOPHILLIPS
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Brainerd Foundation [400]
Congregation of Divine Providence San Antonio, Texas
Congregation of the Sisters of St. Joseph
of Brighton [500]
First Parish In Cambridge Unitarian Universalist [1300]
First Unitarian Congregational Society in
Brooklyn [825]
Gun Denhart [400]
Haymarket People’s Fund [950]
Lemmon Foundation [350]
Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers
Pension Boards, United Church of Christ
Providence Trust
Sisters of Notre Dame [450]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [415000]
Zevin Asset Management
CONOCOPHILLIPS
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy
Policy/Climate Change (withdrawn by filer)
Anne B. Lawson [55]
Catholic Health East
Everence Financial/ Praxis Mutual Funds
First Affirmative Financial Network [55]
Izetta Smith [185]
* Needmor Fund [1500]
Russell Family Foundation [850]
Zevin Asset Management
CONSOL ENERGY
Climate Risk
* As You Sow Foundation
CVS CAREMARK
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Catholic Health East
* Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia

133

155

43

68

145

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
DANAHER
Political Contributions
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery
Dominican Sisters of Hope
* Mercy Investment Services
Providence Trust
DEAN FOODS
Water Stewardship in the Agricultural
Supply Chain
* Mercy Investment Services
DENBURY RESOURCES
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Goals - Report
Brainerd Foundation [475]
Manhattan Country School [1800]
Merck Family Fund [2700]
Needmor Fund [3400]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [1600]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [563364]
Zevin Asset Management
DENTSPLY INTERNATIONAL
Political Contributions
Dominican Sisters of Hope
* Mercy Investment Services
DEVON ENERGY
Climate Risk
Catholic Health Partners
Mercy Investment Services
* New York State Common Retirement Fund
DEVON ENERGY
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Needmor Fund [1200]
* State of Connecticut Treasurer’s Office
DEVON ENERGY
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy
Policy/Climate Change
* Pax World Management Corp.
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161

182

48

161

DOW CHEMICAL
Refrain from Political Spending (GMOs)
* As You Sow Foundation
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [1800]
Monasterio Pan de Vida [65]
Providence Trust

143

DOW CHEMICAL
Reputational and Operational Impacts
of Bhopal Disaster
78
* Amnesty International USA
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[172]
DR PEPPER SNAPPLE GROUP
Adopt Comprehensive Recycling Strategy
* As You Sow Foundation

81

DUKE ENERGY
Political Contributions
* Nathan Cummings Foundation

157

DUNKIN’ BRANDS GROUP
Report on Products/Packaging
Containing Nanomaterials
* As You Sow Foundation

82

DUPONT
Refrain from Political Spending (GMOs)
* As You Sow Foundation

143

65

144

43

DUPONT
Report on Adverse Impacts of
GMOs (Herbicides)
94
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery [100]
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [1000]
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Providence Trust
* Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth, NJ
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
EBAY
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
(withdrawn by filer)
144
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [821]
* Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [21336]
Providence Trust
Sisters of the Holy Spirit and Mary Immaculate

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
EMERSON
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Needmor Fund [1275]
* The Sustainability Group at Loring Wolcott &
Coolidge
EMERSON
Political Contributions
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

150

158

EMERSON
Sustainability Reporting GHG Reduction Targets
169
Brainerd Foundation [275]
Community Church of New York [2200]
Congregation of the Sisters of St. Joseph of Brighton
[500]
Edward W. Hazen Foundation
Everence Financial/Praxis Mutual Funds
First Affirmative Financial Network [13000]
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist
[1200]
Glenmary Home Missioners (Home Missioners of
America) [800]
Haymarket People’s Fund [600]
Manhattan Country School [1500]
Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers [1900]
Max and Anna Levinson Foundation [2700]
Merck Family Fund
Mercy Investment Services
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [62000]
Rockefeller and Co.
Russell Family Foundation [700]
Sisters of Notre Dame [325]
Sisters of Notre Dame de Namur-Boston [4500]
Sisters of the Holy Family, CA [3800]
The Oneida Tribe of Indians Trust Fund for the Elderly
[5500]
Tides Foundation [16000]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [335000]
Walden Equity Fund [50000]
Zevin Asset Management [190000]
ENERGEN
Report Methane Emissions
Clean Yield Group
Domini Social Investments
* Miller/Howard Investments
Walden Midcap Fund [4900]
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39

ENTERGY
Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce
GHG Emissions
* As You Sow Foundation

60

EOG RESOURCES
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting
for Shale Energy Operations
Dominican Sisters of Hope
* Green Century Capital Management, Inc.

36

EOG RESOURCES
Report Methane Emissions
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

38

EQT
Political Contributions
* Clean Yield Group
ESCO TECHNOLOGIES
Sustainability Reporting
Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc. [300]
Needmor Fund [650]
The Swift Foundation [1300]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [100725]
Wallace Global Fund [1100]

157

169

EXXON MOBIL
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report
58
Adrian Dominican Sisters [100]
American Baptist Home Mission Society [3197]
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [873]
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia
Brainerd Foundation [250]
Carol Master [175]
Catholic Health East
Catholic Health Partners
Christian Brothers Investment Services [436824]
Congregation of Sisters of St. Agnes [49]
Congregation of St. Joseph [100]
Congregation of the Sisters of Saint Joseph of
Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia
Congregation of the Sisters of the Holy Cross
Convent Academy of the Incarnate Word (Sisters of
the Incarnate Word-Corpus Christi, TX) [73]
Dignity Health
Dominican Sisters of San Rafael, CA (Congregation of
the Most Holy Name) [40]

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois
Glenmary Home Missioners (Home Missioners of
America) [600]
Gwendolen Noyes [750]
Maryknoll Sisters [100]
Mercy Investment Services
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate
School Sisters of Notre Dame Central Pacific
Province [200]
Service Employees International Union (SEIU)
Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth, NJ [500]
* Sisters of St. Dominic of Caldwell, NJ
Sisters of St. Dominic, Amityville [1000]
Sisters of St. Joseph of Orange
Sisters of the Good Shepherd
Sisters of the Holy Family, CA [100]
State of Connecticut Treasurer’s Office
The Oneida Tribe of Indians Trust Fund for the Elderly
[7500]
United Church Funds
United Methodist Church Foundation [4948]
Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [81831]
Zevin Asset Management [301]
EXXON MOBIL
Climate Change Assumptions used for
Strategic Planning
* Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc. [56]
Zevin Asset Management

71

EXXON MOBIL
Discrimination Based on Sexual
Orientation/Gender Identity
136
* New York State Common Retirement Fund
Pride Foundation [5500]
Trillium Asset Management Corporation
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[87]
EXXON MOBIL
Operational Risks: Likely Restrictions on
Carbon Emissions
* As You Sow Foundation
EXXON MOBIL
Public Policy Advocacy on Energy
Policy/Climate Change
* Province of St. Joseph of the Capuchin Order
(Midwest Capuchins)
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EXXON MOBIL
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting
for Shale Energy Operations
33
* As You Sow Foundation
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery [275]
Congregation des Soeurs des Saints Noms de Jesus
et de Marie [100]
Congregation of Benedictine Sisters, Boerne TX
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
* New York City Employees Retirement System (NYC
Pension Funds)
Northwest Women Religious Investment Trust [50]
Providence Trust
Sisters of Providence, Mother Joseph Province [35]
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province [70]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [76]
Zevin Asset Management
EXXON MOBIL
Separate Chair & CEO
Needmor Fund [1600]
* Spinnaker Trust

20

FACEBOOK
Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity
91
Camilla Madden Charitable Trust
Dignity Health
* Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province
William Caspar Graustein Memorial Fund [2712]
FACEBOOK
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
144
* Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [849]

70

FIFTH THIRD BANCORP
Political Contributions
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio [10625]
* First Affirmative Financial Network

42

FIRSTENERGY
Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce
GHG Emissions
* As You Sow Foundation

158

62

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
FRANKLIN RESOURCES
Proxy Voting Policies
* Zevin Asset Management [600]

24

GENTEX
Separate Chair & CEO (withdrawn by filer)
* Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc.

22

GENTEX
Sustainability Reporting
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [3500]
United Methodist Church Foundation
* Walden Small Cap Innovations Fund [300]
GOLDMAN SACHS GROUP
Free Prior & Informed Consent
(withdrawn by filer)
* Needmor Fund [100]

169

124

GOOGLE
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
151
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery [10]
First Affirmative Financial Network
Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers [100]
State of Connecticut Treasurer’s Office [94337]
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[910]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [23975]
GOOGLE
Tax Policy Principles
* Domini Social Investments
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [1123]
NEI Investments

25

HALLIBURTON
Human Rights Risk Assessment
118
Mercy Investment Services
* Sisters of Charity of the Blessed Virgin Mary [100]
HESS
Climate Risk
* As You Sow Foundation
* State of Connecticut Treasurer’s Office
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67

HESS
Political Contributions
160
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [482]
Benedictine Women of Madison, Inc. [380]
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio [4825]
Providence Trust
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
HEWLETT-PACKARD
Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy
* Presbyterian Church (USA) [166]
HOLLYFRONTIER RESOURCES
GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable Energy
Sourcing
* Mercy Investment Services

115

46

HOME DEPOT
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO)
139
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [1000]
* Congregation of Benedictine Sisters, Boerne TX
Convent Academy of the Incarnate Word (Sisters of
the Incarnate Word-Corpus Christi, TX) [80]
Trillium Asset Management Corporation
United Methodist Church Foundation [2804]
HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* AFSCME

144

INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES CORP. (IBM)
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
152
Benedictine Sisters Charitable Trust, Boerne, Texas
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery [55]
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [300]
Community Church of New York [550]
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
* First Affirmative Financial Network [9500]
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist
[400]
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [9700]
Glenmary Home Missioners (Home Missioners of
America) [300]
Manhattan Country School [400]
Merck Family Fund [525]
Mercy Investment Services
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO.
Separate Chair & CEO
* Needmor Fund [2100]

Needmor Fund [450]
Providence Trust
Rockefeller and Co. [54]
Russell Family Foundation [225]
Tides Foundation [4800]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [300]
Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [118548]
Zevin Asset Management [71767]
J.B. HUNT TRANSPORT SERVICES
Human Trafficking
Catholic Health Partners
* Mercy Investment Services
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [1800]

JARDEN
Board Diversity
129
Catholic Health Partners
* Mercy Investment Services
* New York City Employees Retirement System (NYC
Pension Funds)
111

J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO.
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
154
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [4680]
Community Church of New York [2000]
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Congregation of the Sisters of St. Joseph of Brighton
[400]
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist
[950]
Manhattan Country School [1300]
Monasterio Pan de Vida [213]
Providence Trust
* Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [424044]
Zevin Asset Management [400]
J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO.
Report on Business Standards
American Baptist Home Mission Society
Daniel Altschuler [300]
Dominican Sisters of Hope
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [35000]
Glenmary Home Missioners (Home Missioners of
America) [800]
Libra Fund [45932]
Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers [2100]
Maryknoll Sisters [100]
Mercy Investment Services
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate
Russell Family Foundation [1050]
* Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth, NJ [200]
Tides Foundation [14500]
Ursuline Sisters of Tildonk, US Province
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21

86

JARDEN
Disclose, Reduce, and Eliminate Chemical
Hazards in Products
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
JETBLUE AIRWAYS
Political Contributions
* Domini Social Investments
JOY GLOBAL
Board Diversity
Catholic Health Partners
* Mercy Investment Services
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [10000]
Trinity Health
United Methodist Church Foundation

77

158

131

KINDER MORGAN, INC
Long & Short-Term Financial & Operational
Risks of Coal
* First Affirmative Financial Network
Zevin Asset Management

69

KRAFT FOODS GROUP
Environmental Impacts of Using
Non-Recyclable Packaging
* As You Sow Foundation

83

KRAFT FOODS GROUP
Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing Deforestation
* Domini Social Investments

99

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
KROGER
Assess Human Trafficking/Forced Labor
in Supply Chain
108
Congregation of St. Joseph
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio [2950]
Northwest Women Religious Investment Trust [50]
Sisters of Providence, Mother Joseph Province [120]
* Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province [6700]
KROGER
Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling
Sponsorship is under consideration by:
* As You Sow Foundation
LANDSTAR SYSTEM
Human Trafficking
* Mercy Investment Services
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [100]
LINCOLN ELECTRIC HOLDINGS
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report (withdrawn by filer)
Trillium Asset Management Corporation
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [251304]

112

51

LINCOLN NATIONAL
Sustainability Reporting
* Friends Fiduciary Corporation [11300]

174

LORILLARD
Educate Re: Health Consequences of
Tobacco Products
* Catholic Health Initiatives [132]
Trinity Health

104

LORILLARD
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* Province of St. Joseph of the Capuchin Order
(Midwest Capuchins)
LOWES
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

193

80
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146

57

MARATHON OIL
Set Reduction Targets for Methane Emissions
* Nathan Cummings Foundation
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia

40

MARATHON PETROLEUM
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report
50
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [807]
Catholic Health Partners
Congregation of St. Joseph [50]
Dignity Health
Everence Financial/Praxis Mutual Funds
* Mercy Investment Services
Monasterio Pan de Vida [56]
Northwest Women Religious Investment Trust [50]
MARATHON PETROLEUM
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [750]
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
MCDONALD’S
Human Rights Risk Assessment
Catholic Health East
Mercy Investment Services
* UAW Retiree Medical Benefits Trust
MEAD JOHNSON NUTRITION
Implement Comprehensive Palm Oil
Policy (GHG)
* Sinsinawa Dominican Sisters [13]
Sisters of the Sorrowful Mother-Wisconsin
METTLER-TOLEDO
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report (withdrawn by filer)
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica
Center for Community Change [125]
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist
[200]
Merck Family Fund [275]
Needmor Fund [125]
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [850]
Russell Family Foundation [125]
Tides Foundation [2500]
United Methodist Church Foundation [220]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [68485]

153

119

63

55

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
MGM RESORTS INTERNATIONAL
Human Trafficking
* Mercy Investment Services

109

MICROSOFT
Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy
(withdrawn by filer)
* United Church Funds
Zevin Asset Management

115

MONDELEZ INTERNATIONAL
Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper Sourcing Deforestation
* Domini Social Investments
Green Century Capital Management, Inc.

101

MONDELEZ INTERNATIONAL
Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling
* As You Sow Foundation

79

MONSANTO
Material Financial Risks of GMO Seed
Contamination
Green Century Capital Management, Inc.
* Harrington Investments

93

MORGAN STANLEY
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* AFSCME
MOTOROLA
Human Rights - Amend & Monitor Policy
Mercy Investment Services
* Presbyterian Church (USA) [107]
MOTOROLA
Political Contributions
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
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114

157

NABORS INDUSTRIES
Board Diversity
* Mercy Investment Services

130

NATIONAL FUEL GAS
Discrimination Based on Gender
Identity/Expression
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

134
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O’REILLY AUTOMOTIVE
Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/
Gender Identity (withdrawn by filer)
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [12450]

137

OASIS PETROLEUM
Adopt Quantitative Goals for Reducing Flaring
41
* Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[642]
OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for
Shale Energy Operations
As You Sow Foundation

35

OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM
Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying
156
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [938]
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio [2400]
Convent Academy of the Incarnate Word (Sisters of
the Incarnate Word-Corpus Christi, TX) [160]
Marco Consulting
Monasterio Pan de Vida [39]
* Needmor Fund [800]
New York State Common Retirement Fund
Providence Trust
State of Connecticut Treasurer’s Office [240507]
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[1054]
United Church Funds
ONEOK
Report Methane Emissions
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

38

PACCAR
GHG Reduction Targets & Renewable
Energy Sourcing
Calvert Investment Management, Inc.*
Mercy Investment Service

45

PANERA BREAD
Implement Comprehensive
Palm Oil Policy (GHG)
* Franciscan Sisters of Perpetual Adoration

63

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
PANERA BREAD
Sustainability Reporting
Calvert Investment Management, Inc.
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
PEABODY ENERGY
Water Impacts of Business Operations
Congregation of St. Joseph [100]
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio [4700]
Marianist Province of the United States
Mercy Investment Services
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [46000]
* School Sisters of Notre Dame Central Pacific
Province [100]
* School Sisters of Notre Dame of St. Louis
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
PEPSICO
Palm Oil, Soya, Sugar, and Paper
Sourcing - Deforestation
Clean Yield Group
* Domini Social Investments
PEPSICO
Report on Land Rights
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery [200]
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [500]
Benedictine Women of Madison, Inc. [700]
Maryknoll Sisters
Mercy Investment Services
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [3656]
* Oxfam America
Trillium Asset Management Corporation
Zevin Asset Management [1000]

175

179

PIONEER NATURAL RESOURCES
Quantitative Risk Management Reporting for
Shale Energy Operations
* Calvert Investment Management, Inc.
Domini Social Investments
100

98

PFIZER
Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying
156
* Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc. [258]
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [67000]
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[12841]
PFIZER
Separate Chair & CEO (withdrawn by filer)
* Daniel Altschuler [1700]
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PHILLIPS 66
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report
52
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [564]
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia [1500]
Catholic Health East
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas
Dignity Health
* Presbyterian Church (USA)
Providence Trust
School Sisters of Notre Dame Cooperative
Investment Fund

19

PNC FINANCIAL SERVICES GROUP
Assess/Report GHG Emissions Resulting from
Lending Portfolio
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica
Benedictine Women of Madison, Inc. [750]
* Boston Common Asset Management
Catholic Health East
Dignity Health
Domini Social Investments
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [1990]
Mercy Investment Services
Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [251263]
PNC FINANCIAL SERVICES GROUP
Request Continuation of In-Person Shareholder
Meeting (withdrawn by filer)
* Needmor Fund [1050]
RAYTHEON
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* Congregation of Sisters of St. Agnes [49]
REYNOLDS AMERICAN
Educate Re: Health Consequences
of Tobacco Products
Catholic Health Initiatives [392]
* Province of St. Joseph of the Capuchin Order
(Midwest Capuchins)
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
Trinity Health

37

75

17

144

105

Companies, Resolutions and Sponsors
ROSS STORES
Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation/
Gender Identity (withdrawn by filer)
* Horizons Foundation [925]
Tides Foundation [11500]
ROYAL BANK OF CANADA
Vertical Comparison of
Executive Compensation
* NEI Investments
RPC
Sustainability Reporting
The Swift Foundation [3225]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [223346]
Wallace Global Fund [2725]
SAFEWAY
Post-Consumer Product Packaging Recycling
* As You Sow Foundation

138

SPECTRA ENERGY CORP
Set Reduction Targets for Methane Emissions
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation

196

SUPERIOR ENERGY SERVICES
Human Rights Risk Assessment
* AFSCME [52986]

40

120

167

80

27

SM ENERGY
Climate Change Management Plan
* Mercy Investment Services

72

SOUTHERN
Adopt Near-Term Actions to Reduce
GHG Emissions
* As You Sow Foundation

61
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159

29

SIMPSON MANUFACTURING CO.
Sustainability Reporting (withdrawn by filer)
169
Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc.
Congregation of the Sisters of St. Joseph of Brighton
[3825]
Park Foundation [3450]
The Swift Foundation [1250]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [87000]
Wallace Global Fund
SLM CORPORATION (SALLIE MAE)
Adopt Proxy Access Bylaw
* Nathan Cummings Foundation

SPECTRA ENERGY CORP
Political Contributions
* Nathan Cummings Foundation
Rockefeller and Co. [62]

TIME WARNER CABLE
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
148
Catholic Health East
First Unitarian Congregational Society in Brooklyn
[475]
Marianist Province of the United States
Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers [1100]
Providence Trust
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [285785]
TIME WARNER CABLE
Review Federal, State, Local
Lobbying (withdrawn by filer)
* Needmor Fund [1066]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [800]
TYSON FOODS
Risks Associated with Indefinite Use of
Gestation Crates (withdrawn by filer)
* Green Century Capital Management, Inc.
Wespath Investment Management [36709]
UNITED CONTINENTAL HOLDINGS
Human Trafficking
* Catholic Health East
Mercy Investment Services
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) [60000]
Presbyterian Church (USA)

156

96

113

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide
UNITED PARCEL SERVICE OF AMERICA
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
149
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [442]
Brainerd Foundation [200]
Community Church of New York [1000]
Domini Social Investments
Gwendolen Noyes [200]
Haymarket People’s Fund [450]
Lemmon Foundation [150]
Manhattan Country School [900]
Marianist Province of the United States
Max and Anna Levinson Foundation [2000]
Merck Family Fund [1300]
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [13000]
Russell Family Foundation [475]
Sisters of Notre Dame de Namur-Boston [2200]
Sisters of the Holy Family, CA [2900]
The Oneida Tribe of Indians Trust Fund for the Elderly
[3500]
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee [700]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [236204]
UNITED PARCEL SERVICE OF AMERICA
Review Federal, State, Local Lobbying
* Zevin Asset Management

156

VALERO ENERGY
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report
49
Congregation of Benedictine Sisters, Boerne TX
Dignity Health
* Mercy Investment Services
Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province [5630]
VALMONT INDUSTRIES
Adopt Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals Report
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
VERIZON COMMUNICATIONS
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
* Domini Social Investments
Zevin Asset Management [4100]
VERIZON COMMUNICATION
Report on Government Requests for
Consumer Data (withdrawn by filer)
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
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59

144

VERIZON COMMUNICATIONS
Wireless Network Neutrality
* Nathan Cummings Foundation
VF
Water Risk in the Supply Chain
* Boston Common Asset Management
Church of the Brethren Benefit Trust [6420]

181

VISA
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
144
* Boston Common Asset Management [7300]
Dignity Health
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [5000]
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
[4635]
WALMART STORES
Lobbying Expenditures Disclosure
Congregation of Sisters of St. Agnes [38]
* Zevin Asset Management [1200]

144

WELLS FARGO & COMPANY
Direct Deposit Advances (withdrawn by filer)
88
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica [5759]
Catholic Health East
* Christian Brothers Investment Services [998618]
Friends Fiduciary Corporation [65500]
Monasterio Pan de Vida [226]
Providence Trust
School Sisters of Notre Dame Central Pacific
Province
United Church Funds
WELLS FARGO & COMPANY
Report on Business Standards
(withdrawn by filer)
Libra Fund [45884]
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate [24393]
Needmor Fund [1500]
* Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia
Sisters of St. Joseph of Orange
WENDY’S INTERNATIONAL
Financial Risks of Childhood Obesity
* Province of St. Joseph of the Capuchin Order
(Midwest Capuchins)

123

125

87

92

Companies, Resolutions and Status
WESTINGHOUSE AIR BRAKE TECHNOLOGIES
Board Diversity
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
WOLVERINE WORLD WIDE
Sustainability Reporting - Apparel
Supply Chain (withdrawn by filer)
Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc. [350]
Needmor Fund [750]
Sisters of Notre Dame [600]
The Swift Foundation [1500]
Tides Foundation [1500]
* Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) [109980]
Wallace Global Fund [1275]
WPX ENERGY
Climate Change Management Plan
* Mercy Investment Services
YAHOO!
Political Contributions
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio [4300]
* Trillium Asset Management Corporation
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171

73

157

Guide to Sponsors

Guide to Sponsors
AFSCME — Contact: John Keenan, Office of Proxy
Voting, 1625 L Street NW, Washington, DC, 20036,
(phone) 202-429-1232, (fax) 202-429-1298,
(email) jkeenan@afscme.org
Adrian Dominican Sisters — Contact: Judy Byron,
OP, Coordinator, 1216 NE 65th Street, Seattle, WA,
98115, (phone) 206-223-1138, (fax) 206-223-1139,
(email) jbyron@ipjc.org; (website) www.ipjc.org
Altschuler — Contact: Daniel Altschuler, 160
Riverside Drive, Apt. 9B, New York, NY, 10024
American Baptist Home Mission Society — Contact:
Sr. Patricia Daly, OP, 40 South Fullerton Avenue,
Montclair, NJ, 07042, (phone) 973-509-8800,
(fax) 973-509-8808, (email) pdaly@tricri.org
As You Sow Foundation — Contact: Amelia Timbers,
Energy Program Manager, 1611 Telegraph Ave., Ste.
1450, Oakland, CA, 94612, (phone) 510.735.8153,
(email) atimbers@asyousow.org; Danielle Fugere,
President, 1611 Telegraph Ave., Ste. 1450, Oakland,
CA, 94612, (phone) (510) 735-8141,
(email) dfugere@asyousow.org
Benedictine Sisters Charitable Trust, Boerne, Texas
— Contact: Sr. Susan Mika, OSB, P.O. Box 200423,
San Antonio, TX 78220, (phone) 210-348-6704, (fax)
210-341-4519
Benedictine Sisters of Baltimore - Emmanuel
Monastery — Contact: Sr. Kathleen White, OSB,
President, 2229 West Joppa Road, Lutherville, MD,
21903, (phone) 410-821-5792
Benedictine Sisters of Mount St. Scholastica —
Contact: Lou Whipple, Business Manager, 801 S. 8th
St., Atchsion, KS, 66002, (phone) 913-360-6207,
(email) lou@mountosb.org; Rose Marie Stallbaumer,
OSB, Mount St. Scholastica, 801 South 8th, Atchison,
KS, 66002, (phone) 913-360-6204, (fax) 913-360-6190,
(email) rosemarie@mountosb.org
Benedictine Sisters of Virginia — Contact: Sr. Henry
Marie Zimmermann, OSB, Treasurer, Saint Benedict
Monastery, 9535 Linton Hall Road, Bristow, VA,
20136-1217, (phone) 703-361-0106,
(email) hmzimmermann@hotmail.com
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Benedictine Women of Madison, Inc. — Contact:
Lois Fasching, Business Manager, 4200 County Road
M, Middleton, WI, 53562, (phone) 608-836-1631
Boston Common Asset Management — Contact:
Constantina Bichta, Principal ESG Researcher,
84 State Street, Suite 940, Boston, MA, 02219,
(phone) 617-960-3920, (email)
cbichta@bostoncommonasset.com; Lauren Compere,
Managing Director, Dir. of Shareholder Engagement,
84 State Street, Suite 1000, Boston, MA, 02109,
(phone) 617-960-3912, (fax) 617-720-5665, (email)
lcompere@bostoncommonasset.com; Meredith
Benton, 84 State Street, Suite 1000, Boston, MA,
02109, (email) mbenton@bostoncommonasset.com
Brainerd Foundation — Contact: Ann Krumboltz,
1601 Second Avenue, Suite 610, Seattle, WA, 98101,
(phone) 206-448-0676, (fax) 206-448-7222
Calvert Investment Management, Inc. — Contact:
Ellen Kennedy, Senior Sustainability Analyst, 4550
Montgomery Ave., Suite 1000N, Bethesda, MD, 20814,
(phone) 301-961-4750, (fax) 301-654-2960, (email)
ellen.kennedy@calvert.com; Gabriel Thoumi, CFA, Sr.
Sustainability Analyst, (phone) 301-961-4759,
(email) Gabriel.Thoumi@Calvert.com; Stu Dalheim,
4550 Montgomery Avenue, Bethesda, MD, 20814,
(phone) 301-961-4754, (fax) 301-654-2960,
(email) reed.montague@calvert.com;
(website) http://www.calvert.com
Camilla Madden Charitable Trust — Contact: Judy
Byron, OP, Coordinator, 1216 NE 65th Street, Seattle,
WA, 98115, (phone) 206-223-1138, (fax) 206-223-1139,
(email) jbyron@ipjc.org
Catholic Health East — Contact: Kathleen Coll, SSJ,
Administrator, Shareholder Advocacy, 3805 West
Chester Pike, Suite 100, Newtown Square, PA,
19073-2304, (phone) 610-355-2035, (fax) 610-271-9600,
(email) kcoll@che.org
Catholic Health Initiatives — Contact: Ms. Colleen
Scanlon, RN, JD, Senior Vice President, Advocacy,
198 Inverness Drive West, Englewood, CO, 80112,
(phone) 303-383-2693,
(email) colleenscanlon@catholichealth.net

Guide to Sponsors
Catholic Health Partners — Contact: Marcela Pinilla,
(phone) 617-301-0029, (email) mpinilla@
sistersofmercy.org; Pat Zerega, SRI Consultant,
136 Alleyne Dr., Pittsburgh, PA, 15215,
(phone) 412-414-3587, (email) zeregap@gmail.com;
Susan Smith Makos, SRI Advisor, 454 Maple Ridge
Ct., Cincinnati, OH, 45244, (phone) 513-673-9992,
(email) susansmakos@cinci.rr.com
Center for Community Change — Contact:
Ryan Young, Director of Operations and Finance,
1536 U Street, NW, Washington, DC, 20009,
(phone) 202-339-9300
Christian Brothers Investment Services — Contact:
Dan Nielsen, Director, Socially Responsible Investing,
20 North Wacker Drive, Ste 2000, Chicago, IL,
60606-3002, (phone) 877-550-2247,
(email) dnielsen@cbisonline.com
Christopher Reynolds Foundation, Inc. — Contact:
Mr. Stephen Viederman, 135 E. 83rd Street, Apartment
15A, New York, NY, 10028,
(phone) 212-639-9497, (fax) 917-751-4461,
(email) sviederman@gmail.com
Church of the Brethren Benefit Trust — Contact:
Steve Mason, Director of Socially Responsible
Investing, 1505 Dundee Avenue, Elgin, IL, 60120-1619,
(phone) 847-622-3369, (email) smason@cobbt.org
Clean Yield Group — Contact: Shelley Alpern,
(phone) 802-526-2525 x103,
(email) shelley@cleanyield.com
Community Church of New York — Contact: Robert
Martin, Business Administrator, 40 East 35th Street,
New York, NY, 10016
Congregation des Soeurs des Saints Noms de Jesus
et de Marie — Contact: Judy Byron, OP, Coordinator,
1216 NE 65th Street, Seattle, WA, 98115,
(phone) 206-223-1138, (fax) 206-223-1139,
(email) jbyron@ipjc.org
Congregation of Benedictine Sisters, Boerne TX —
Contact: Sr. Susan Mika, P.O. Box 200423,
San Antonio, TX 78220, (phone) 210-348-6704,
(fax) 210-341-4519
Congregation of Divine Providence - San Antonio,
Texas — Contact: Sr. Patricia Regan, CDP, Treasurer,
PO Box 37345, San Antonio, TX, 78237-0345,
(phone) 210-587-1150, (email) pregan@cdptexas.org
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Congregation of Sisters of St. Agnes — Contact:
Susan Ledesma, Justice, Peace & Ecology Office,
320 Country Road K, Fond du Lac, WI, 54935,
(phone) 920-907-2316, (fax) 920-921-8177, (email)
sledesma@csasisters.org; Sr. Sally Ann Brickner,
OSF, CSA Justice Coordinator, 320 County Road K,
Fond du Lac, WI, 54937-8158, (phone) 920-907-2315,
(email) sabrickner@csasisters.org;
(website) www.csasisters.org
Congregation of St. Joseph — Contact: Sr. Joellen
Sbrissa, CSJ, SRI Representative, 1515 W. Ogden
Avenue, La Grange Park, IL, 60526, (phone)
708-579-8926, (fax) 708-354-9573, (email)
jsbrissa@juno.com; Sr. Mary Ellen Gondeck, Office of
Peace and Justice, 975 East Gardenia, Madison
Heights, MI, 48071, (phone) 248-541-3094, (fax)
248-414-3627, (email) mgondeck@csjoseph.org
Congregation of the Sisters of Charity of the
Incarnate Word, San Antonio — Contact: Carolyn
Psencik, Member Services, 4503 Broadway,
San Antonio, TX, 78209, (phone) 210-828-2224,
(email) carolyn.psencik@amormeus.org; Esther Ng,
4503 Broadway, San Antonio, TX, 78209,
(email) esther.ng@amormeus.org
Congregation of the Sisters of Saint Joseph of
Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia — Contact: Mary Beth
Hamm SSJ, Social Justice Coordinator, 9701
Germantown Avenue, Philadelphia, PA, 19118-2693,
(phone) 215-248-7220, (fax) 215-248-7237,
(email) mhamm@ssjphila.org
Congregation of the Sisters of St. Joseph of Brighton
— Contact: Helen Sullivan, CSJ, Director, Office of
Justice and Peace, 637 Cambridge Street, Brighton,
MA, 02135; Sr. Carole Lombard, 637 Cambridge Street,
Brighton, MA, 02135, (phone) 617-746-1618,
(email) carole.lombard@verizon.net
Congregation of the Sisters of the Holy Cross —
Contact: Sr. Ann Oestreich, IHM, Congregation
Justice Coordinator, 400 Bertrand Annex, Saint
Mary’s, Notre Dame, IN, 46556-5018, (phone)
574-284-5991, (fax) 574-284-5596, (email)
ann@cscsisters.org; (website) www.cscsisters.org
Convent Academy of the Incarnate Word (Sisters of
the Incarnate Word-Corpus Christi, TX) — Contact:
Barbara Marie Netek, 2930 South Alameda, Corpus
Christi, TX, 78404, (phone) 512-883-0857,
(email) bnetek@stpiusxcc.org
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Denhart — Contact: Gun Denhart, Torpet LLC,
1010 N.W. Flanders, Portland, OR, 97209
Dignity Health — Contact: Sr. Susan Vickers, 185
Berry Street, Suite 300, San Francisco, CA, 941071739, (phone) 415-438-5511, (fax) 415-591-2404,
(email) susan.vickers@dignityhealth.org
Domini Social Investments — Contact: Mr. Adam
Kanzer, Managing Director & General Counsel,
536 Broadway, 7th Floor, New York, NY, 10012,
(phone) 212-217-1027, (fax) 212-217-1101,
(email) akanzer@domini.com
Dominican Sisters of Hope — Contact: Sr. Valerie
Heinonen, o.s.u., Consultant, Corporate Responsibility,
St. Ursula Center, 186 Middle Road, Blue Point, NY,
11715, (phone) 212-674-2542, (email)
heinonenv@juno.com; (website) www.ophope.org
Dominican Sisters of San Rafael, CA (Congregation
of the Most Holy Name) — Contact: Thomas
Bertelsen, Jr., Chief Financial Officer, 1520 Grand
Avenue, San Rafael, CA, 94901-2236,
(phone) 415-453-8303, (fax) 415-453-8367
Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois — Contact:
Stephen Zielinski, Consultant, 12444 Powerscourt
Drive, Suite 200, St. Louis, MO, 63131,
(phone) 314-307-1090, (fax) 314-822-4401,
(email) szielinski@viagemconsulting.com
Edward W. Hazen Foundation — Contact: Michael
Lent, 90 Broad Street, Ste. 604, New York, NY, 10004
Everence Financial/Praxis Mutual Funds — Contact:
Chris Meyer, Stewardship Investing Research, 1110
North Main Street, Goshen, IN, 46527,
(phone) 574-533-9515 x3291, (fax) 574-534-4381,
(email) chris.meyer@everence.com
First Affirmative Financial Network — Contact: Holly
Testa, CFP AIF, P.O. Box 19635, Boulder, CO, 80308,
(phone) 303-641-5190,
(email) hollytesta@firstaffirmative.com
First Parish In Cambridge - Unitarian Universalist —
Contact: Jennifer Griffith, 3 Church Street,
Cambridge, MA, 02138, (phone) 617-876-7772
First Unitarian Congregational Society in Brooklyn
— Contact: David Provost, Investment Committee
Chair, 48 Monroe Place, Brooklyn, NY, 11201,
(phone) 718-624-5466
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Franciscan Sisters of Perpetual Adoration —
Contact: Sue Ernster, FSPA, CFO Director of Finance
Dept., 912 Market St., La Crosse, WI, 54601,
(phone) 608-791-5284, (email) sernster@fspa.org
Friends Fiduciary Corporation — Contact: Jeffery
Perkins, Executive Director, 1650 Arch Street, Suite
1904, Philadelphia, PA, 19103, (phone) 215-241-7272,
(email) jperkins@friendsfiduciary.org
Glenmary Home Missioners (Home Missioners of
America) — Contact: Sandra Wissel,
Treasurer/Director of Finance, P.O. Box 465618,
Cincinnati, OH, 45246-5618, (phone) 513-881-7414,
(fax) 513-874-1690, (email) swissel@glenmary.org
Green Century Capital Management, Inc. — Contact:
Lucia Von Reusner, Shareholder Advocate, 114 State
Street, Suite 200, Boston, MA, 02109, (phone)
617-482-0800, (email) lvonreusner@greencentury.com
Harrington Investments — Contact: John Harrington,
104 W. Anapamu, Suite H, Santa Barbara, CA, 93101,
(phone) 805-770-2300
Haymarket People’s Fund — Contact: Louise
Profumo, 42 Seaverns Avenue, Boston, MA, 02130
Horizons Foundation — Contact: Roger Doughty,
Executive Director, 550 Montgomery Street, Suite 700,
San Francisco, CA, 94111, (phone) 415-398-2333
International Brotherhood of Teamsters — Contact:
Louis Malizia, Assistant Director of Capital Strategies,
25 Lousiana Avenue, NW, Washington, DC, 20001,
(phone) 202-624-6800, (email) lmalizia@teamster.org
Lawson — Contact: Anne B. Lawson, 89 Oxford
Street, Somerville, MA 02143
Lemmon Foundation — Contact: Courtney Lemmon,
15510 Sunset Boulevard, #102, Pacific Palisades, CA,
90272
Libra Fund — Contact: Ms. Joyce Haboucha,
Managing Director, Socially Responsible Invest.,
10 Rockefeller Plaza, 3rd Floor, New York, NY, 10020,
(phone) 212-549-5100, (email) jhaboucha@rockco.com
Manhattan Country School — Contact: Michele Sola,
7 East 96th Street, New York, NY, 10128,
(phone) 212-348-0952
Marianist Province of the United States — Contact:
Brian Reavey, Asst. for Justice, Peace & Integrity of
Creation, 4425 West Pine Blvd, St. Louis, MO, 63108,
(phone) 314-533-1207, (email) breavey@sm-usa.org
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Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers — Contact: Rev.
Joseph P. LaMar, M.M., P.O. Box 305, Maryknoll, NY,
10545-0305, (phone) 914-941-7590 x2516,
(fax) 914-941-3601, (email) jlamar@maryknoll.org
Maryknoll Sisters — Contact: Cathy Rowan,
Corporate Responsibility Consultant, 766 Brady
Avenue, Apt. 635, Bronx, NY, 10462,
(phone) 718-822-0820, (fax) 718-504-4787,
(email) rowan@bestweb.net
Master — Contact: Carol Master, c/o Timothy Smith,
Sr. VP, Walden Asset Mgmt., One Beacon Street,
Boston, MA, 02108, (phone) 617-726-7155
Max and Anna Levinson Foundation — Contact:
Charlotte Talberth, Executive Director, P.O. Box 6309,
Sante Fe, NM, 87502-6309, (phone) 505-995-8802
Merck Family Fund — Contact: Jenny D. Russell,
Executive Director, 303 Adams Street, Milton, MA,
02186
Mercy Investment Services — Contact: Marcela
Pinilla, (phone) 617-301-0029, (email)
mpinilla@sistersofmercy.org; Pat Zerega, SRI
Consultant, 136 Alleyne Dr., Pittsburgh, PA, 15215,
(phone) 412-414-3587, (email) zeregap@gmail.com;
Susan Smith Makos, Director of Social Responsibility,
454 Maple Ridge Ct., Cincinnati, OH, 45244, (phone)
513-673-9992, (email) smakos@sistersofmercy.org;
Sr. Valerie Heinonen, o.s.u., Consultant, Corporate
Responsibility, St. Ursula Center, 186 Middle Road,
Blue Point, NY, 11715, (phone) 212-674-2542,
(email) heinonenv@juno.com
Miller/Howard Investments — Contact: Luan
Steinhilber, Head Trader & Social Research, 324
Upper Byrdcliffe Rd., PO Box 549, Woodstock, NY,
12498, USA, (phone) 845-679-9166, (fax) 845-679-5862,
(email) luan@mhinvest.com
Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate — Contact:
Christina Cobourn Herman, 391 Michigan Avenue,
N.E., Washington, DC, 20017, (phone) 202-552-3543,
(email) cherman@omiusa.org; George Ngolwe,
391 Michigan Avenue, NE, Washington, DC, 20017,
(phone) 2025523542, (email) gngolwe@omiusa.org;
Rev. Seamus Finn, 391 Michigan Avenue, N.E.,
Washington, DC, 20017, (phone) 202-269-6715,
(email) seamus@omiusa.org

202

2014 Proxy Resolutions and Voting Guide © ICCR

Monasterio Pan de Vida — Contact: Lou Whipple,
Business Manager, 801 S. 8th St., Atchsion, KS, 66002,
(phone) 913-360-6207, (email) lou@mountosb.org;
Rose Marie Stallbaumer, OSB, Mount St. Scholastica,
801 South 8th, Atchison, KS, 66002,
(phone) 913-360-6204, (fax) 913-360-6190,
(email) rosemarie@mountosb.org
NEI Investments — Contact: Michelle de Cordova,
Manager, Corporate Engagement & Public Policy,
1111 West Georgia, Suite 800, Vancouver, BC,
V6E 4T6, Canada, (phone) 604-742-8319,
(email) mdecordova@neiinvestments.com
Nathan Cummings Foundation — Contact: Laura
Shaffer Campos, Director of Shareholder Activities,
475 Tenth Avenue, 14th Floor, New York, NY, 10018,
(phone) 212-787-7300 x3615, (fax) 212-787-7377,
(email) laura.campos@nathancummings.org
Needmor Fund — Contact: Daniel Stranahan,
1270 North Wolcott Street, Chicago, IL, 60622
New York City Employees Retirement System (NYC
Pension Funds) — Contact: Michael Garland,
Executive Director for Corporate Governance,
One Centre Street, Room 629, New York, NY, 10007,
(phone) 212-669-2517,
(email) mgarlan@comptroller.nyc.gov
New York State Common Retirement Fund —
Contact: Mr. Patrick Doherty, Office of the
Comptroller, 633 3rd Avenue, 31st Fl., New York, NY,
10017-6754, (phone) 212-681-4823,
(email) pdoherty@osc.state.ny.us
Northwest Women Religious Investment Trust —
Contact: Judy Byron, OP, Coordinator, 1216 NE 65th
Street, Seattle, WA, 98115, (phone) 206-223-1138,
(fax) 206-223-1139, (email) jbyron@ipjc.org
Noyes — Contact: Gwendolen Noyes, c/o Timothy
Smith, Sr. VP, Walden Asset Mgmt., One Beacon
Street, Boston, MA, 02108
Oxfam America — Contact: Michelle Katz, 226
Causeway Street, 5th Floor, Boston, MA, 02114,
(phone) 617-728-1211, (fax) 617-728-2594,
(email) Mkatz@oxfamamerica.org
Park Foundation — Contact: Jon Jensen,
Executive Director, P.O. Box 550, Ithaca, NY, 14851
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Pax World Management Corp. — Contact: Julie
Gorte, Senior Vice President for Sustainable
Investing, 30 Penhallow Street, Suite 400,
Portsmouth, NH, 03810, (phone) 603-501-7353,
(fax) 603-431-8732, (email) jgorte@paxworld.com;
(website) www.paxworld.com
Portico Benefit Services (ELCA) — Contact: Pat
Zerega, SRI Consultant, 136 Alleyne Dr., Pittsburgh,
PA, 15215, (phone) 412-414-3587,
(email) zeregap@gmail.com
Presbyterian Church (USA) — Contact: Rev. William
Somplatsky-Jarman, Coordinator for Social Witness
Ministries, 100 Witherspoon Street, Room 3222,
Louisville, KY, 40202-1396, (phone) 502-569-5809,
(fax) 502-569-8116,
(email) bill.somplatsky-jarman@pcusa.org
Pride Foundation — Contact: Seth Kirby, Chair,
Shareholder Advocacy Committee, 1122 East Pike
Street, PMB 1001, Seattle, WA, 98122,
(phone) 206-323-3318
Providence Trust — Contact: Sr. Patricia Regan,
CDP, Treasurer, PO Box 37345, San Antonio, TX,
78237-0345, (phone) 210-587-1150,
(email) pregan@cdptexas.org
Province of St. Joseph of the Capuchin Order
(Midwest Capuchins) — Contact: Rev. Michael
Crosby, OFM, CAP, 1015 N. 9th Street, Milwaukee, WI,
53233, (phone) 414-406-1265, (fax) 414-375-7142,
(email) mikecrosby@aol.com
Rockefeller and Co. — Contact: Linda Roberts,
Portfolio Analyst, 10 Rockefeller Plaza, 3rd Floor,
New York, NY, 10020, USA, (phone) 212-549-5231,
(fax) 212-549-5522, (email) lroberts@rockco.com;
Ms. Joyce Haboucha, Managing Director, Socially
Responsible Invest., 10 Rockefeller Plaza, 3rd Floor,
New York, NY, 10020, (phone) 212-549-5100,
(email) jhaboucha@rockco.com
Russell Family Foundation — Contact: Richard Woo,
CEO, P.O. Box 2567, Gig Harbor, WA, 98335,
(phone) 253-858-5050
School Sisters of Notre Dame Central Pacific
Province — Contact: Linda Jansen, 320 East Ripa
Avenue, St. Louis, MO, 63125, (phone) 314-633-7021,
(fax) 314-633-7057, (email) ljansen@ssndcp.org
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School Sisters of Notre Dame Cooperative
Investment Fund — Contact: Ethel Howley, SSND,
Social Responsible Resource Person, 345 Belden Hill
Road, Wilton, CT, 06897-3898, (phone) 203-762-3318,
(email) ehowley@amssnd.org
School Sisters of Notre Dame of St. Louis — Contact:
Barbara Jennings, Coordinator, 6400 Minnesota Ave.,
St. Louis, MO, 63111-2807, (phone) 314-678 0471, (fax)
314 678 0471, (email) midwest.coalition@yahoo.com
Service Employees International Union (SEIU) —
Contact: Marguerite Young, SEIU Capital
Stewardship, (phone) 510-508-7929,
(email) marguerite.young@seiu.org
Sinsinawa Dominican Sisters — Contact:
Sister Joy Peterson, Chair, Sinsinawa Shareholder
Action Committee, 585 County Rd Z, Sinsinawa, WI,
53824, (phone) 608-748-4411,
(email) jpeterson@sinsinawa.org;
(website) www.sinsinawa.org
Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth, NJ — Contact:
Sr. Barbara Aires, One Convent Road, P.O. Box 476,
Convent Station, NJ, 07961-0476,
(phone) 973-290-5402, (fax) 973-290-5335,
(email) baires@scnj.org
Sisters of Charity of the Blessed Virgin Mary —
Contact: Sister Gwen Farry, 8th Day Center for
Justice, 205 W. Monroe, Suite 500, Chicago, IL, 60606,
(phone) 312-641-5151, (email) gwenbvm@aol.com
Sisters of Notre Dame — Contact: Sr. Carol Gregory,
SND, Provincial Treasurer, 3837 Secor Road, Toledo,
OH, 43623
Sisters of Notre Dame de Namur-Boston — Contact:
Sr. Patricia O’Brien, 209 Burlington Road, Bedford,
MA, 01730-1433
Sisters of Providence, Mother Joseph Province —
Contact: Judy Byron, OP, Coordinator, 1216 NE 65th
Street, Seattle, WA, 98115, (phone) 206-223-1138,
(fax) 206-223-1139, (email) jbyron@ipjc.org
Sisters of St. Dominic of Caldwell, NJ — Contact:
Sr. Patricia Daly, OP, Executive Director, 40 South
Fullerton Avenue, Montclair, NJ, 07042,
(phone) 973-509-8800, (fax) 973-509-8808,
(email) pdaly@tricri.org
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Sisters of St. Dominic, Amityville — Contact: Linda
Hincken, 555 Albany Avenue, Amityville, NY, 117011197, (phone) 631-842-6067, (fax) 631-842-1447,
(email) LindaHincken@aol.com

The Oneida Tribe of Indians Trust Fund for the Elderly
— Contact: Susan White, P.O. Box 365, Oneida, WI,
54155, (phone) 920-497-5855, (fax) 920-497-5854,
(email) swhite@oneidanation.org

Sisters of St. Dominic, Blauvelt, NY — Contact: Sr.
Joan Agro, 496 Western Highway, Blauvelt, NY 10913,
(phone) 845-359-0696, (email) jagro@opblauvelt.org

The Sustainability Group at Loring Wolcott &
Coolidge — Contact: Larisa Ruoff, 230 Congress
Street, Boston, MA, 02110, (phone) 617-622-2213,
(email) lruoff@lwcotrust.com

Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia — Contact:
Tom McCaney, Associate Director, CSR,
609 South Convent Road, Aston, PA, 19014-1207,
(phone) 610-558-7764, (fax) 610-558-5855,
(email) tmccaney@osfphila.org; Sr. Nora Nash,
Our Lady of Angels Convent, 609 South Convent Road,
Aston, PA, 19014, (phone) 610-558-7661,
(fax) 610-558-5855, (email) nnash@osfphila.org
Sisters of St. Joseph of Orange — Contact: Sr.
Bernadette McNulty, 480 South Batavia, Orange, CA,
92668, (phone) 714-633-8121, (fax) 714-744-3165
Sisters of the Good Shepherd — Contact: Toni
Palamar, 82-31 Doncaster Place, Jamaica, NY, 11432,
(phone) 718-380-3270 x 20,
(email) tonipalamar@nygoodshepherd.org
Sisters of the Holy Family, CA — Contact: Sr. Gladys
Gunther, Congregational President, 159 Washington
Boulevard, P.O. Box 3248, Fremont, CA, 94539-0324,
(phone) 510-624-4596
Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, US
Ontario Province — Contact: Judy Byron, OP,
Coordinator, 1216 NE 65th Street, Seattle, WA, 98115,
(phone) 206-223-1138, (fax) 206-223-1139,
(email) jbyron@ipjc.org
Sisters of the Holy Spirit and Mary Immaculate —
Contact: Sr. Veronica Cahill, General Treasurer, Holy
Spirit Convent, 300 Yucca Street, San Antonio, TX,
78203-2399, (phone) 210-533-5149,
(email) veronicahill@yahoo.com
Sisters of the Sorrowful Mother-Wisconsin —
Contact: Sr. M. Cecile Paulik, 9056 N. Deerbrook Trail,
Brown Deer, WI, 53223, (phone) 414-371-2670,
(fax) 414-357-8950, (email) cecilep@ssmfinance.org
Smith — Contact: Izetta Smith, c/o Laurie McClain,
132 E. Broadway, Ste. 747, Eugene, OR, 97401
State of Connecticut Treasurer’s Office — Contact:
Denise L. Nappier, State Treasurer, 55 Elm Street,
Hartford, CT, 06106, (phone) 860-702-3000
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The Swift Foundation — Contact: Jennifer Astone,
Executive Director, 1157 Coast Village Road, Suite A,
Santa Barbara, CA, 93108,
(email) jen@swiftfoundation.org
Tides Foundation — Contact: Judith Hill, Chief
Financial Officer, The Presidio, P.O. Box 29903,
San Francisco, CA, 94129-0903
Trillium Asset Management Corporation — Contact:
Brianna Murphy, Vice President, Shareholder
Advocacy, 711 Atlantic Avenue, Boston, MA, 02111;
Jonas Kron, Attorney, 2940 S.E. Woodward Street,
Portland, OR, 97202, (phone) 503-592-0864,
(fax) 617-482-6179, (email) jkron@trilliuminvest.com;
Susan Baker, 711 Atlantic Avenue, Boston, MA,
02111, (phone) 617-423-6655 x252, (fax) 617-482-6179,
(email) sbaker@trilliuminvest.com
Trimmer — Contact: Ronald G. Trimmer, Midwest
Coalition for Responsible Investment, 106 Lenox
Avenue, Mitchell, IL, 62040-2729,
(phone) 618-604-6216, (email) trimmer@charter.net
Trinity Health — Contact: Cathy Rowan, Corporate
Responsibility Consultant, 766 Brady Avenue,
Apt. 635, Bronx, NY, 10462, (phone) 718-822-0820,
(fax) 718-504-4787, (email) rowan@bestweb.net
UAW Retiree Medical Benefits Trust — Contact:
Cambria Allen, 301 N. Main St., Suite 100, Ann Arbor,
MI, 48104, (phone) 734-929-5789,
(email) callen@rhac.com
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations
— Contact: Tim Brennan, Treasurer & VP of Finance,
25 Beacon Street, Boston, MA, 02108,
(phone) 617-948-4305, (fax) 617-367-3237,
(email) tbrennan@uua.org
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee —
Contact: Constance Kane, 689 Massachusetts
Avenue, Cambridge, MA, 02139-3302;
(website) www.uusc.org.
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United Church Funds — Contact: Kathryn McCloskey,
Director of Corporate Social Responsibility,
475 Riverside Drive, New York, NY, 10115-1097,
(phone) 212-729-2752, (fax) 212-719-2753,
(email) katie.mccloskey@ucfunds.org
United Methodist Church Foundation — Contact:
Byrd Bonner, Executive Director, One Music Circle
North, P.O. Box 340029, Nashville, TN, 37203-0029,
(phone) 615-308-9178, (fax) 210-828-6230,
(email) bbonner@umcfoundation.org
Ursuline Sisters of Tildonk, US Province — Contact:
Sr. Valerie Heinonen, o.s.u., Consultant, Corporate
Responsibility, St. Ursula Center, 186 Middle Road,
Blue Point, NY, 11715, (phone) 212-674-2542,
(email) heinonenv@juno.com
Walden Asset Management (Boston Trust &
Investment Management Company) — Contact:
Aaron Ziulkowski, Senior ESG Analyst,
One Beacon Street, 33rd Floor, Boston, MA, 02108,
(phone) 617-726-7125,
(email) aziulkowski@bostontrust.com;
Timothy Smith, Senior Vice President,
One Beacon Street, Boston, MA, 02108,
(phone) 617-726-7155, (fax) 617-227-3664,
(email) tsmith@bostontrust.com
Walden Equity Fund — Contact: Timothy Smith,
Senior Vice President, One Beacon Street, Boston,
MA, 02108, (phone) 617-726-7155, (fax) 617-227-3664,
(email) tsmith@bostontrust.com
Walden Midcap Fund — Contact: Timothy Smith,
Senior Vice President, One Beacon Street, Boston,
MA, 02108, (phone) 617-726-7155, (fax) 617-227-3664,
(email) tsmith@bostontrust.com
Walden Small Cap Innovations Fund — Contact:
Timothy Smith, Senior Vice President, One Beacon
Street, Boston, MA, 02108, (phone) 617-726-7155,
(fax) 617-227-3664, (email) tsmith@bostontrust.com
Wallace Global Fund — Contact: Ellen Dorsey,
Executive Director, 1990 M Street, NW, Suite 250,
Washington, DC, 20036, (phone) 202-452-1530
Wespath Investment Management — Contact: Anita
Green, Manager of Socially Responsible Investing,
1901 Chestnut Avenue, Glenview, IL, 60025-1604,
(phone) 847-866-5287, (email) agreen@wespath.com
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William Caspar Graustein Memorial Fund —
Contact: Dave Martin, Public Policy Associate, 2319
Whitney Avenue, Suite 2B, Hamden, CT, 06518-3534,
(phone) 203-230-3330, (email) dmartin@wcgmf.org
Zevin Asset Management — Contact: Sonia Kowal,
Director of Socially Responsible Investing, 50
Congress Street, Suite 1040, Boston, MA, 02109,
(phone) 617-742-6666 x308, (email) sonia@zevin.com

About ICCR
2014 Proxy Resolutions
and
Voting
Guide Responsibility is a coalition of faith and values-driven organizations
The Interfaith
Center
on Corporate
who view the management of their investments as a powerful catalyst for social change. Our membership comprises nearly 300 organizations including faith-based institutions, socially responsible asset
management companies, unions, pension funds, colleges and universities that collectively represent over
$100 billion in invested capital.
ICCR members and staff engage hundreds of multinational corporations annually to promote more
sustainable and just practices because we believe in doing so, they will secure a better future for their
employees, their customers and their shareholders.
While our coalition engages corporations on a host of environmental, social and governance (ESG)
issues, since our inception over four decades ago, our principal focus has been on the social impacts
of corporate operations and policies and our engagements are often framed within a human rights
construct. Whether the issue is direct deposit advances, increased disclosure of lobbying expenditures or
asking a company to prepare a climate risk assessment, at the end it is the impact on people, usually
economically vulnerable people, who inspire us to act.
The motivation for our work is grounded in the values and principles of our member organizations and
stems from the practical conviction that business leaders who choose to serve the common good build
more profitable businesses over the long term. With on-the-ground missions all over the world, many
of our faith-based members hear directly from community members about corporate impacts — both
positive and negative. We have found that, in order to effectively mitigate the negative impacts of their
operations and build sustainable communities where they operate, companies must become disciplined
listeners, actively seeking the feedback of all relevant stakeholders, primarily community members, and
be prepared to include them in the decision-making process.
ICCR’s legacy is living proof that positive corporate transformation is possible and we have pledged to
mentor others in this important work.
Please join us.
For more information, or to become a member of ICCR, please contact ICCR’s Member Relations
Specialist Allison Lander at alander@iccr.org or 212-870-2984.

475 Riverside Drive
Suite 1842
New York, NY 10115
phone (212) 870-2295 / www.iccr.org

