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James Earl Parsons

Coordinator

Corporate Securities Finanke

Exxon Mobil Corporation ct
5959 Las Colinas Boulevard ectiT
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Re Exxon Mobil Corporation
Availability

Incoming letter dated January 21 2011

Dear Mr Parsons

This is in response to your letters dated January 21 2011 and February 16 2011

concerning the shareholder proposal submitted to ExxonMobil by the Park Foundation

and the Unitarian Universalist Service Committee We also have received letter on the

Park Foundations behalf dated February 15 2011 Our response is attached to the

enclosed photocopy of your correspondence By doing this we avoid having to recite or

summarize the facts set forth in the correspondence Copies of all of the correspondence

also will be provided to the proponent

In connection with this matter your attention is directed to the enclosure which

sets forth brief discussion of the Divisions infonnal procedures regarding shareholder

proposals

Sincerely

Gregory Belliston

Special Counsel

Enclosures

cc Sanford Lewis

P.O Box 231

Amherst MA 01004-0231
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cc Constance Kane

Vice President and Chief Operating Officer

Unitarian Universalist Service Committee

689 Massachusetts Avenue

Cambridge MA 02139-3302



March 14 2011

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance

Re Exxon Mobil Corporation

Incoming letter dated January 21 2011

The proposal requests report summarizing known and potential environmental

impacts of ExxonMobils fracturing operations and policy options for ExxonMobil to

adopt above and beyond regulatory requirements and the companys existing efforts to

reduce environmental hazards to air water and soil quality from fracturing operations

We are unable to concur in your view that ExxonMobil may exclude the proposal

under rule 14a-8i10 Based on the information you have presented it appears that

ExxonMobils practices and policies do not compare favorably with the guidelines of the

proposal and that ExxonMobil has not therefore substantially implemented the proposal

Accordingly we do not believe that ExxonMobil may omit the proposal from its proxy

materials in reliance on rule 14a-8i10

Sincerely

Eric Envall

Attorney-Adviser



DIVISION OF CORPORATION FINANCE

INFORMAL PROCEDURES REGARDING SHAREHOLDER PROPOSALS

The Division of Corporation Finance believes that its responsibility with respect to

matters arising under Rule 14a-8 CFR 240.14a-8 as with other matters under the proxy

rules is to aid those who must comply with the rule by offering informal advice and suggestions

and to determine initially whether or not it may be appropriate in particular matter to

recommend enforcement action to the Commission In connection with shareholder proposal

under Rule 14a-8 the Divisions staff considers the information furnished to it by the Company

in support of its intention to exclude the proposals from the Companys proxy materials as well

as any information furnished by the proponent or the proponents representative

Although Rule 14a-8k does not require any communications from shareholders to the

Commissions staff the staff will always consider information concerning alleged violations of

the statutes administered by the Commission including argument as to whether or not activities

proposed to be taken would be violative of the statute or rule involved The receipt by the staff

of such information however should not be construed as changing the staffs informal

procedures and proxy review into formal or adversary procedure

It is important to note that the staffs and Commissions no-action responses to

Rule 14a-8j submissions reflect only informal views The determinations reached in these no-

action letters do not and cannot adjudicate the merits of companys position with respect to the

proposal Only court such as U.S District Court can decide whether company is obligated

to include shareholder proposals in its proxy materials Accordingly discretionary

determination not to recommend or take Commission enforcement action does not preclude

proponent or any shareholder of company from pursuing any rights he or she may have against

the company in court should the management omit the proposal from the companys proxy

material



Exxon Mobil Corporation James Parsons

5959 Las Colinas Boulevard Coordinator

Irving Texas 75039-2298 Coiporale Securities Finance

972444 l478Tetephone

912 444 1488 I-acsimile

EonMobiI

February 162011

VIA Email

Securities and Exchange Commission

Division of Corporation Finance

Office of Chief Counsel

100 Street NE

Washington D.C 20549

sIareholderproposals.1sec.uov

RE Securities Exchange Act of 1934 --Section 14a Rule 14a-8

Omission of Shareholder Proposal Regarding Natural Gas Report

Gentlemen and Ladies

Rc1rcnce is made to our prior letter dated January 21 2011 regarding

shareholder proposal submitted for ExxonMobils upcoming annual meeting by The Park

Foundation together with its representative and co-filer We hereby confirm that we are

respectfully requesting the staff to confirm that it will take no-action if we omit the proposal

from our proxy material for the reasons given in the prior letter

If you have any questions or require additional inlbrmation please contact me directly at

972-444-1478 In my absence please contact Lisa Bork at 972-444-1473

In accordance with Staff Legal Bulletin No 4D November 72008 this letter and

enclosures are being submitted to the staff by email copy of this letter and the enclosures is

being sent to the proponents representative and the co-filer by overnight delivery service

Sincerely

L-.i

James Earl Parsons

JEP/jep

cc

As You Sow on behalf oiThc Park Foundation proponent

Unitarian Universalist Service Committee cofiler



SANFORD LEWIS ATTORNEY

February 152011

Via email

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance

U.S Securities and Exchange Commission

100 Street N.E

Washington D.C 20549

Re Shareholder Proposal Submitted to Exxon Mobil regarding natural
gas

and

hydraulic fracturing by Park Foundation

Ladies and Gentlemen

The Park Foundation the Proponent is the beneficial owner of common stock

of Exxon Mobil the Company and has submitted shareholder proposal the

Proposal to the Company We have been asked by the Proponent to respond to the no

action request letter dated January 21 2011 sent to the Securities and Exchange

Commissionby the Company The Company contends that the Proposal may be excluded

from the Companys 2011 proxy statement by virtue of Rules 14a-8i10 substantially

implemented

We have reviewed the Proposal as well as the letter sent by the Company Based

upon the foregoing as well as the relevant rule it is our opinion that the Proposal is not

excludable by virtue of the rule

copy of this letter is being emailed concurrently to James Parsons Exxon

Mobil

ANALYSIS

The Company contends that its most recent Corporate Citizenship Report includes

special report on hydraulic fracturing and further contends that this information constitutes

report that effectively meets the requirements of the proposal The Company further

expresses the belief that the level of detail provided is appropriate taking into account that

hydraulic fracturing is but one of many operational practices within our global business for

which potential risks must be carefully managed

Proponents respectfully disagree that the companys summary disclosuressix

paragraphs of general discussion plus two paragraph case study of water recycling and reuse

in the Piceance basin of Coloradosubstantially implements the Proposals request
for detail

on the companys policies and practices for reducing and eliminating the hazards associated

with the life cycle of hydraulic fracturing operations The disclosure is inadequate to enable

P0 Box 231 Amherst MA 01004-0231 sanford1ewisgmaiI.com

413 549-7333 ph .781 207-7895 fax
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investors to determine if the company is taking the steps necessary to reduce the fmancial risks

associated with hydraulic fracturing operations including risks to its license to operate

Fot ease of analysis we provide below the six overview paragraphs

Hydraulic fracturing

Hydraulic fracturing is the use of water pressure to create small cracks or fissures

in rocks deep underground so the oil or natural gas can flow to the well The

industry has over 60 years of experience with the technique still the use of

hydraulic fracturing in the growing development of unconventional gas resources

has prompted public interest

Much of the oil and gas in the United States cannot be produced without hydraulic

fracturing The combination of hydraulic fracturing with horizontal drilling

Multi-Zone Stimulation and other technologies has enabled the recovery of

unconventional gas trapped in low permeability rock such as shale tight

sandstones and coal beds Together these technologies have increased total

natural gas resource estimates in the United States by 35 percent in the last two

years At current rates of use estimated resources amount to about century of

domestic natural gas supply

Groundwater protection The oil and gas resources exist in reservoirs that are

separated from groundwater by layers of impermeable rock State federal and

independent analyses have found that the hydraulic fracturing process poses no

risk to groundwater supplies Additionally steel pipe known as surface casing is

cemented into place for the explicit purpose of protecting groundwater

Transparency For projects using hydraulic fracturing transparency around the

composition of injected fluids is important to address local concerns Hydraulic

fracturing fluid is typically 98 to 99.5 percent water and sand with the balance

consisting of additional ingredients that make the process more effective by

reducing friction and preventing pipe corrosion and bacteria growth We support

the disclosure of ingredients used including disclosure on site-specific basis

and we are working with industry associations on comprehensive policy

Material Safety Data Sheets which list the major components in the fluid are

already available on-site for government officials employees and emergency

response workers

Water use and disposal Local geology geography hydrology and other factors

shape water requirements for hydraulic fracturing as well as the most effective

method for wªstewater treatment reuse or disposal Hydraulic fracturing does

http//www .exxonmobil .com/Corporate/energy env ustain .aspx
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require significant amount of water and large proportion
of the water used is

returned to the surface and must be managed We are committed to recycling

water where possible Hydraulic fracturing uses about one-tenth of the water used

by coal per unit of energy produced Some estimates state that ethanol production

can use 1000 times more water than hydraulic fracturing per unit of energy

produced States regulate water use and disposal under the Clean Water Act the

Safe Drinking Water Act and other statutes There is nothing unique to the

development of unconventional gas that creates different water management

issues than the industry has already been working with states for years to address

ExxonMobil has long history with hydraulic fracturing both domestically and

globally and our own experience demonstrates That these operations can be

conducted safely We are committed to working with communities and

landowners to address environmental concerns while providing jobs and income

associated with the safe and efficient production of cleaner-burning natural gas

Context for Investor Concerns

According to an article in the Wall Street Journal on January 31 20112

examining the Companys Outlook for Energy View to 2QQ Exxon Mobil foresees

natural gas overtaking coal consumption by 2020 This growth in gas consumption

which comes at time when the company is investing heavily in gas through its $41

billion purchase of XTO Energy is anticipated to stem from increased use in power

generation facilities Thus although gas generation may be small portion of the

companys energy business it represents major commitment for the future and thus

major element of risk should environmental factors prove limiting in the Companys

growth in the sector

The technology of hydraulic fracturingthe insertion under high pressure of

fluids and sand into tight geological formations to release embedded natural gas--was

invented approximately 60 years ago as noted in the excerpt above from Exxons

corporate citizenship report But current highly controversial hydraulic fracturing

operations are massively different in character and scale from the earliest applications of

the technology There is an enormous difference in the amount of hydraulic fracturing

occurring and in the circumstances within which it can occur resulting in an enormous

current boom in the use of the technology

Accordingly the Companys assertions in its report that the Company has long

experience with hydraulic fracturing is at variance with the fact that fracturing on this

scale made possible by improvements in drilling and fracturing technology is dramatic

departure
from the status quo so dramatic that it totally reversed the anticipated role of

natural gas in the energy future of this country Hydraulic fracturing operations have

2http//online.wsj .comlarticle/SB 10001424052748704680604576110383005911742 .html
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grown exponentially in scale in the first decade of the 21st century especially in the

United States For example The Barnett Shale Boom Igniting Hunt for

Unconventional Natural Gas Resources describes the growth in production in the

Barnett Shale in Texas the first of the major new generation of deep shale plays to

come on-line The data show negligible annual natural gas production from the Barnett

Shale from 1983 through 2000 and then exponential growth to more than 100 billion

cubic feet of gas
in 2002 200 billion in 2003 and more than 300 billion in 2005 The

Barnetts Shale has thus far produced trillion cubic feet of gas
from nearly 14000

wells with daily production of over billion cubic feet per day and was reported in

April 2010 to be the largest natural gas field in the United States.4

Similarly rapid growth occurred in the Fayetteville Shale in Arkansas few years

later Exploitation of the Fayettevile Shale was pioneered by Southwestern Energy

which made its initial investments there in 2003 By 2006 the companys production had

reached 100 million cubic feet of gas per dqy had tripled to 300 million daily by 2007

and exceeded one billion daily by 2Q09

Exploitation
of the Marcellus Shale above Pennsylvania New York and West

Virginia particularly
in Pennsylvania also increased exponentially during the first

decade of the 2l century Range Resources-Appalachia borrowing fracturing techniques

from the Barnett Shale began producing Marcellus gas in 2005.6 By the end of 2007 it

was estimated that more than 275 Marcellus wells had been permitted in Pennsylvania

By June 2010 the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protections database for

Marcellus Shale production contained entries for more than 7000 wells.7

Public awareness of hydraulic fracturing environmental concerns has exploded

with nearly half of Americans 45 percent very or somewhat aware of the controversy

about hydraulic fracturing according to November 2010 survey of 1012 Americans

conducted by Infogroup/Opinion Research Corporation for the nonprofit Civil Society

Institute.8 Among thosaware of the issue out of are concerned about fracturings

possible threat to clean drinking water

httpgçology.corn/researchIbarflettShale-gaS
.shtml

4pLIwww.adv-

res.com/pdfIKuuskraa case Study Bamett Shale China WorkshopAPR 2OlQp

df

5ip//www.swn .comlaboutswnIpages/ourhiStOrY.aSPX

httpIlwww dcr.state.ya.us/topogeo/pUb/pageOlmag/pdf5/\13Sr .pdf

7p//www.dep.state.Da.uS/dep/depUtate/miflreS/OilgaS/OGRE
Production/ogreproduCtiO

.htm
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One popular
culture indicator of national concern over hydraulic fracturing was the

CBS television networks airing in late 2010 an episode titled Fraccing in its popular
crime

series program CSI The CSI team investigates the murder of two men who were about to

expose natural gas conglomerate of poisoning residents in farming town.9

Public concern has also been stimulated by documentary film Gasland deeply critical of

hydraulic fracturing.0 Gasland was broadcast nationally by HBO during the summer of 2010

and has been screened widely at community meetings across the United States The film has

been nominated for 2011 Academy Award in the Documentary Feature cary

The exponential growth in hydraulic fracturing operations combined with growing

environmental and public concern has been noticed by public officials and has led to trend

of tightening permitting requirements As noted in Proponents 2011 resolution Pittsburgh

banned natural gas drilling and public officials in Philadelphia and New York City have called

for delays or bans on fracturing The New York State Assembly approved temporary

moratorium on natural gas drilling and Pennsylvania West Virginia Colorado and Wyoming

all tightened or are considering tightening regulations and permitting requirements though

state regulations remain uneven

Comparison with Chesapeake Company Exclusion 2010

As point of reference consider last years Staff decision in Chesapeake Company

April 132010 In that case similarproposal on natural gas extraction and hydraulic

fracturing was at issue As in the present matter the Company asserted that their web

publications constituted substantial implementation of the proposal In that instance the

companys web publications were far more extensive than the few paragraphs published in

this instance by Exxon Mobil The proponents argued that the Proposai could not be

substantially implemented if the company both failed to address most of the core issues raised

by the proposal and also asserted that the company had published misleading information

further undermining the notion of substantial implementation The staff concluded that despite

much larger volume of writing by the company on hydraulic fracturing the matter was not

substantially implemented and the proposal could not be excluded

The Companys own merger agreement highlighted environmental regulatory concerns

striking indication that environmental concerns regarding this issue could lead to

restrictive future regulations with the potential to dramatically influence natural gas

development using hydraulic fracturing was contained in the merger agreement between the

Company and shale gas heavyweight XTO Energy XTO Energy has sizeable presence
in

multiple shale plays in the United States for which hydraulic fracturing is the critically

essential tool for recovering reserves of natural gas For example prior to the acquisition

XTO Energy is reported to have had 280000 net acres under lease in the Marcellus Shale

9http/Iwww.cbs .com/primetime/csi/photos/

http//www .hbo.coni/documentaries/gasland/index.html

http//oscar.go.com/nominationscategory documentary-feature
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with an inventoxy of 200-220 drilling locations.2 In Texass Barnett shale XTO had 277000

net acres under lease and was reported by the Texas Railroad Commission to be the second

largest producer of natural gas from the shale in 2008 In the Haynesville Shale of Northwest

Louisiana and East Texas XTO had 100000 acres under lease.4

Tn December 2009 ExxonMobil announced an agreement to acquire XTO Energy

Inc in transaction valued at $41 billion.15 ExxonMobil protected its right to back out of the

deal if state or federal regulations significantly restrict hydraulic fracturing rendering it illegal

or commercially impracticable.16 The Company seemed to recognize substantial risk

associated with potentially increased regulation associated with environmental concerns

regarding this technology

The Company sought to downplay the significance of this provision asserting in

media reports that this was just routine disclaimer But other experts have said that this

language appears unique For example according to the Wall Street Journal17

William Hederman senior vice president of
energy policy for Concept Capital

Washington research group that advises institutional investors said until the Exxon

XTO disclosures he had never seen warnings about the political risks involving

fracking

The MA Law Prof blog similarly notes the unusual character of this provision

Fracking appears not once but twice in the carve-outs to the carve-outs of the

MAE Acquisitions Exemption so important is it to the deal What

the parties have done here is that they have taken the MAE definition which is

typically written to leave foreseeable risks with the buyer and unforeseeable risks

with the seller and left foreseeable and entirely likely risk with the seller So in

the event something freaky happens that no one could have foreseen the buyer is

able to walk away On the other hand if there is foreseeable event one that

presumably the buyer could price into the transaction then the buyer remains in

the hook for close the transaction Now spokesman for Exxon says that the

2http//shale.typepad.com/marcellusshale/xto-energy/

3http//shale.typead.com/barnettshale/xto-energy/

4http//shale.typepad.comlhaynesvilleshale/xto-energy/

5http//www.businessinsider.com/mega-merger-exxon-makes-huge-natural-gas-bet-

with-acguisition-xto-energy-for-41 -billion-2009-12

Russell Gold Exxon Can Cancel Deal If Drilling Method is Restricted The Wall

Street Journal December 16 2009 available at

http//online.wsi.com/article/SBl000l42405274870358l204574600l1 1296148326ht

mlKEYWORDShydraulicfracturing
17

http//wwwrigzone .com/news/article .aspa id84275
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deal is subject to number of customary provisions for transaction of this

nature

True enough but dare say the fact that the parties foresee the risk of legislative

changes specific to the business and have written them into the MAE is not quite

customary

The unique character of the ExxonMobil-XTO merger agreement clause lends weight to

Proponents contention that the Company should provide more detailed discussion of risks

and preventive measures to help ensure shareholders that it is sufficiently prepared to respond

to both the prospect and reality of regulatory changes Shareholders could even be left

wondering with the scant level of current reporting whether the Company intends to further

advance its environmental control strategies or remain largely passive despite the risk

highlighted by the exemption clause

Since the filing of Proponents 2011 resolution the State of Arkansas has become the latest

state to publish tightened regulations in response to the shale boom of the last decade.19 In

addition the Delaware River Basin Commission published draft regulations in December

2010 which are more stringent than Pennsylvanias rules requiring pre-and post- drilling

testing of ground and surface waters $125000 bond
per gas well and disclosure of chemical

additives including the volume used.2

Comparing ExxonMobils Six Paragraph Disclosure

To the Proponents Reporting Request

Resolved clause

known and potential environmental impacts of ExxonMobil

fracturing operations

The Company follows an industry line of denying most of the potential environmental

impacts of fracturing operations For the most part it does not discuss known or potential

environmental impacts of specific operations and regions It makes blanket statements that

regulators and independent experts have concluded there is no risk to groundwater from

hydraulic fracturing

18

http//lawprofessors.typepad.comlmergers/2009/12/exxonxtos-fracking-mae.html

httpJ/www.aogc.state.ar.uslFracture Stimulation Forms.htm

20http//thetimes-tribune.comlnews/gas-drillingfbasin-commission-releases-draft-gas-

wellrules-1 .1075005axzzlCvst6NNk
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The Companys summary contention ofno risk to groundwater is controversial in

the regulatory community and fails to reflect the launch of new U.S Environmental

Protection Agency study whose goal is in fact to determine the risk of fracturing operations to

drinking water For example report prepared by consultancy Hazen and Sawyer for the New

York City Department of Environmental Protection NYC DEP to inform NYC DEPs

position regarding New York States draft environmental impact statement on hydraulic

fracturing discusses both proven and alleged contamination incidents associated with

combined drilling and hydraulic fracturing operations that could pose financial risks to the

companies involved According to the report

The migration of fracking chemicals and/or poor quality formation water into

overlying groundwater watershed streams reservoirs and directly into tunnels is

reasonably foreseeable risk The failures postulated above are not theoretical they

have occurred at least with respect to impacts on streams and groundwater well-

documented case occurred in Garfield County Colorado in 2004 where natural gas was

observed bubbling into the stream bed of West Divide Creek In addition to natural gas

water sample analyses indicated ground water concentrations of benzene exceeded 200

micrograms per liter and surface water concentrations of benzene exceeded 90

micrograms per liter90 times the NYSDEC Part 703 water quality limit for discharge

of benzene to surface waters Operator errors in conjunction with the existence of

network of faults and fractures led to significant quantities of formation fluids migrating

vertically nearly 4000 feet and horizontally over 2000 feet surfacing as seep in West

Divide Creek

Groundwater contamination from drilling in the Marcellus shale formation was reported

in early 2009 in Dimock PA where methane migrated thousands of feet from the

production formation contaminating the fresh-water aquifer and resulting in at

least one explosion at the surface Migrating methane gas has reportedly affected over

dozen water supply wells within nine square mile area

In addition to these cases there have been numerous reports of smaller localized

contamination incidents that have resulted in well water being contaminated with brine

unidentified chemicals toluene sulfates and hydrocarbons In most cases the exact

cause or pathway of the contamination has not been pinpointed due to the difficulty in

mapping complex subsurface features The accumulating record of contamination

events that are reportedly associated with or in close proximity to hydrofracturing

and natural gas well operations suggest water quality impairments and impacts can

be reasonably anticipated.2

In light of these findings the NYC DEP concluded Based on the latest science and

available technology as well as the data and limited analysis presented by the New York

21

Hazen and Sawyer Final Impact Assessment Report Impact Assessment of Natural

Gas Production in the NYC Water Supply Watershed December 22 2009 page 45-

46 available at

http//www.nyc.govlhtml/dep/pdFnatural gas drilling/l2 23 2009 fmal assessment

report.idf emphasis added internal citations removed
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State Department of Environmental Conservation DEC high-volume hydrofracldng and

horizontal drilling pose unacceptable threats to the unfihteredfresh water supply of nine

million New Yorkers.22

EPA in response
to congressional concerns triggered by the many alleged contamination

incidents that have been reported has undertaken new report that will examine more broadly

the question of whether fracturing examinations contribute to contamination of drinking water

In October 2009 congressional committee report on the FY2009-2010 Interior-Environment

Appropriations bill asked EPA to study the impacts of hydraulic fracturing In March 2010

the EPA announced it will embark on $1.9 million study to examine how hydraulic

fracturing could impact drinking water EPAs Environmental Engineering Committee of its

Science Advisory Board held an open meeting in April 2010 to discuss and solicit public

comment on the proposed study of hydraulic fracturing and its potential impacts on public

health and the environment4 EPA will be releasing the work plan for the study in early 2011

and results are not anticipated until late 2012 at the earliest The EPA will be releasing new

fmdings related to fracturing in the relatively near future which could have business

implications for ExxonMobil

In the context of the Proposal and the broader public discussion the Companys statement that

State federal and independent analyses have found that the hydraulic fracturing process

poses no risk to groundwater supplies appears premature and potentially misleading when

contrasted with the concerns expressed by governments including many efforts to tighten

regulations and the ongoing process of review of many incidents and concerns associated

with the lifecycle of operations and activities associated with hydraulic fracturing Therefore

this reporting should not be considered to substantially implement the requests of the

shareholders5

22
Department of Environmental Protection Calls for Prohibition on Drilling in the New

York City Watershed Press release New York City Department of Environmental

Protection December 23 2009 available at

http//www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/press_releases/09-l5pr.Shtml emphasis

added
23

Juliet Eilperin EPA to Study Natural-Gas Drillings Effect on Water Washington

Post March 19 2010 available at http//www.washingtonpost.com/wp

dyn/contentJarticle/20 10/03/1 8/AR2O 10031805091 .html

24
Environmental Protection Agency Notification of Public Meeting of the Scientific Advisory Board

Federal Register March 182010 Volume 75 Number 52 available at

httplledocket.access.gpo.qov/2010/201 0-5956.htrn

separate question -is whether the Companys published statements or omissions in its

existing disclosures by which it claims to have substantially implemented the Proposal

materially mislead investors within the meaning of the securities laws Such determination

turns on several factors including the importance of the information to investor decision-

making core additional question is whether there is substantial likelihood that the

disclosure of the omitted fact would have been viewed by the reasonable investor as having
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Resolved clause II and supporting statement

policy options .to adopt. .above and beyond regulatory requirements and

.existing efforts to reduce or eliminate hazards to air water and soil quality

from fracturing operations

Supporting statementpolicies explored should include..

Efforts to reduce toxicity of fracturing chemicals

Recycle waste water

Monitor water quality prior to drilling

Cement bond logging

When it comes to the specific types
of policy options to reduce or eliminate hazards

that the Proponent suggests should be explored in such Company report the existing

Company statement fails entirely on three of the four specific items and addresses the fourth

waste water recycling largely with an illustrative anecdote that ignores problems with its

giant new gas acquisition XTO which was cited by regulators for waste water management

problem in Pennsylvania and which through June 2010 appears to have done no recycling

there

There is no discussion in the report of efforts to reduce the toxicity of fracturing

chemicals or to deploy cement bond logging When it comes to discussion about recycling of

wastewater the Company offers the uninfonnative statement that it is committed to recycling

wastewater when possible but omits sutllcient detail to understand how much recycling is

occurring or to be able to benchmark the company against the performance of others in the

seÆtor

Reducing the toxicity of fracturing chemicals Proponents specifically mentioned reducing the

toxicity of fracturing chemicals because reducing chemical toxicity reduces the risk of

environmental damage from well blowout cementing failure or other flaw in well

construction or spill from wastewater storage area In this regard the Associated Press

reported in November 2010 that the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

was investigating leak of drilling wastewater at an XTO well site in north-central

Pennsylvania that polluted stream and spring The 2400 gallon leak from 21000 gallon

tank containing fluids left over from the hydraulic fracturing process was discovered by

significantly altered the total mix of information made available TSC Industries Inc

Northway Inc 426 U.S 43896 S.Ct 212648 L.Ed 2d 757 1976 Basic Incorporated

Levinson 485 U.S 224 108 S.Ct 97899 L.Ed 2d 194 1988 Therefore in addition to

precluding exclusion of the proposal it maybe appropriate for the SEC to further evaluate

whether the Company has duty to undertake additional disclosures to eliminate the

misleading nature of its disclosure regardless of the Proposal
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state inspector The Associated Press story reported wastewater spill of 200 gallons from an

XTO well in May 2010 and further noted that XTO had drilled more than 20 Marcellus Shale

wells in Pennsylvania since the beginning of 2009 and had been cited for 31 violations in

2010.26

In contrast to the request of the resolution on this topic ExxonMobils six paragraphs

on hydraulic fracturing are SILENT on efforts to reduce toxicity of fracturing chemicals

Recycling waste water Recycling of waste water from fracturing wells for reuse in other

wells often makes both economic and environmental sense Recycling of water reduces the

need for using fresh water supplies and can lower costs of transporting
both fresh water to well

sites and waste water to disposal sites Range Resources reports it saves $200000 at each well

in Pennsylvania where it recycles wastewater.27 Similarly Williams Companies in its 2009

corporate
social responsibility report notes that it reuses 90-98 percent

of the water produced

by its wells in the Piceance Appalachian and San Juan Basins Williams stated it reused

10000 barrels of water per day on average in 2009.28

By contrast ExxonMobil in its corporate citizenship report devotes two paragraphs

beyond its six paragraph discussion of hydraulic fracturing to highlight its recycling and reuse

of water in its Piceance operationsan area where it seems there might not be sufficient water

supply for the operations in the absence of such recycling This is consistent with what the

company states elsewhere in its citizenship reportthat its Environmental Standard for

Water Management requires projects in regions with limited fresh water to conduct an

assessment of available resources and to identify mitigation options to reduce freshwater

consumption Unfortunately this approach neglects to address the major concerns

regarding water recycling for hydraulicfracturingfaciities such as in the Marcellus

Basin where the issue is not shortage of waler but rather shortage of disposal capacity

For example in Pennsylvania the issue of waste water recycling and reuse is driven

not by the scarcity of fresh water but by shortages of disposal capacity In that area there

is ati absence of deep underground injection wells for waste disposal and limited capacity in

municipal treatment plants to which waste waters have often been shipped The

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania maintains data base of waste treatment and recycling for oil

and gas operations For the period from July 2009 to June 2010 ExxoriMobil subsidiary XTO

reported in 19 well reports that the waste from all its horizontal wells the type of well for

which fracturing is usually done was sent to municipal sewage treatment plants or to

commercial treatment plants In contrast within the same region in 58 well reports

26

http//www.thestreet.com/story/l 0930779/pa-investigating-spill-at-natural-gaS-Well-

site .html

27 See question in Ranges.fracturing questions and answers here

http//www rangeresources .comlMedia-CenterlFeatured-Stories/Range-AflSWerS

Questions-on-Hydraulic-Fracturing-Pr .aspX
28

See page 21 http/iwww.williams.com/corporate responsibility/docs/CSR 2009.pdf
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Chesapeake Appalachia reported recycling and reusing the wastewater from virtually all of its

wells reported on during the same period.29

ExxonMobils insuflicient discussion of actual implementation of recycling and reuse

may be part
of larger failure at the Company regarding its reporting on water use whereas

clause in the Proponents resolution cites the CDP Water Disclosure 2010 Global Report

produced on behalf of 137 investors with assets of$16 trillion CDP Water Disclosures goal

is to make meaningful systematic and comparable reporting on water standard corporate

practice globally enabling investors companies themselves governments and other

stakeholders to put
this data at the heart of their decision making The report was multi-

sector survey of 302 of the worlds 500 largest companies in the FTSE Global Equity Index

Series focusing on sectors that are water intensive or are particularly exposed to water-related

risks The overall corporate response rate was 50% The Oil and Gas Sectors response rate

relative to other sectors was highlighted as relatively poor ExxonMobil was one of 36 non-

respondents out of the 51 companies asked to respond
30

This issue is of growing concern

to investors According to recent article in Environmental Leader the number of institutional

investors using the Carbon Disclosure Project CDP to seek data on companies water

management has risen by over 150 percent This year 354 investors signed the CDPs request

to companies for water inforn3ation up from 137 last year Those 354 investors control $43

trillion in assets.3

Monitoring Water Ouality Prior to Drilling

Because natural gas
and various naturally-occurring water contaminants can lie close

to the surface in many regions conducting pre-drilling water quality monitoring can be

especially important in insulating companies from the reputational and litigation risks arising

from allegations that drilling operations have contaminated local water supplies

In Pennsylvania state law presumes that driller is responsible for contamination of

drinking water wells within 1000 feet of well if contamination is identified within six

months of the commencement of drilling Four natural gas companiesCabot Oil Gas
Atlas Energy Inc Chesapeake Energy and Southwestern Energy face litigation alleging their

drinking water was contaminated by the companys drilling operations.32

29See

https//www .paoilandgasreporting.state.pa.uslpublicreportslModuleSIWaStefWaSteHO

me.aspx

pages and 36-37 here httpsi/www.cdproiect.netCDPResults/CDP-20 10-Water-

Disclosure-Global-Report.pdf

http//www.environmentalleader.com/201 1/02/04/number-of-investors-seeking-water-

data-doubles

32http//www .bloomberg.coin/news/20 10-09-1 5/pennsylvania-families-sue-southweStern-

energy-on-alleged-shale-pollution.html

http//www .thestreet.conVstory/10630370/3/paresidentSSUe-gaS-driller_OVerP0llUted

wells.html
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Contamination incidents can.also create risk of loss of license to operate In addition

to the landowner litigation cited above Cabot Oil Gas was fmed $240000 by the

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection for its contaminating activities in

Dimock Township Pennsylvania and was subject to an additional $30000 monthly penalty

and suspension of processing of its drilling permit applications statewide until remedial

actions were satisfactorily completed.33

The Companys fracturing report is SILENT on whether the company routinely

conducts pre-drilling water quality monitoring

Cement Bond Logging

Cementing of the steel casings that line well is routine part of well construction

but if essential steps are not taken to assure the integrity of cementing jobs flawed cementing

jobs can go undetected creating the potential for release of gas
and wastewater to the

surrounding environment Proponent used the term cement bond logging in the resolutions

supporting statement as proxy term for the measures company takes

to assure that the cement that lines well is functioning as intended and doesnt contain

weaknesses that can contribute to contamination incidents above or below ground

The importance of cement bond logging to well integrity was noted by Halliburton in

press release regarding the assessment of cementing practices by the presidents commission

examining the Deepwater Horizon well blowout in the Gulf of Mexico According to

Halliburton34

Halliburton believes that had BP conducted cement bond log test or had BP and

others properly interpreted negative-pressure test these tests would have revealed

any problems with Halliburtons cement cement bond log test is the only means

available to evaluate the integrity of the cement bond BP as the weU owner and

operator decided not to run cement bond log test even though the appropriate

personnel and equipment were on the rig and available to run that test BP personnel

have publicly testified they intended to conduct the cement bond log test at later

date

In 2008 an assessment by the Ohio Department of Natural Resources Division of

Mineral Resources Management of the causes of natural gas explosion in Bainbridge

http//environmentalcompliancemonitor.comlindex.PhpOPtiOflCOm contentviewa

rticleid7003pennsvlvania-lawsuit-says-drilling-polluted-

watercatid929newsItemid541

33http//marcellusdril1ing.comI2010/04/padeptakesaggressiveaction-against-cabot-Oil

gas-over-dimock-township-methane-contamination/

http//ww.halliburton.comJpublic/news/pubsdatpreSs release/201 0/corpnws 102810

html
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Township house attributed the incident to insufficient cementing in well that was

subsequently fractured.35 contractor report for EPA on contamination incidents allegedly

caused by hydraulic fracturing reported on gas problems in Dimock Township Pennsylvania

that resulted in notice of violation being issued to Cabot Oil Gas following which Cabot

implemented new casing and cementing protocol for new gas
wells.36 The same report noted

cementing issues in well contamination incident in Bradford Township Pennsylvania

ExxonMobils fracturing report states the hydraulic fracturing process poses no risk

to groundwater supplies Additionally steel pipe known as surface casing is cemented into

place for the explicit purpose of protecting groundwater

However the report is SILENT on what additional measures if any ExxonMobil

takes to assure the integrity of cement jobs including pressure testing and cement bond

logging By contrast Williams Companies explicitly states in its 2009 CSR report The

casing is then pressure tested and an electrical instrument is inserted to log the well and insure

cement placing and quality In addition to pressure testing and logging the well is equipped

with
pressure gauges to monitor the well for mechanical integrity.37

In summary ExxonMobils putative report is SILENT on reducing

fracturing fluid toxicity pre-drilling water quality monitoring cement bond logging

and offers an incomplete discussion of wastewater recycling and reuse that omits

discussion of XTOs wastewater disposal rather than recycling and reuse in the

Marcellus Shale of Pennsylvania As such the Company can scarcely be said to have

substantially implemented the Proposal for report on hydraulic fracturing

Conclusion

The Commissionhas made it clear that under Rule 4a-8g that the burden is on

the company to demonstrate that it is entitled to exclude proposal The Company has

not met that burden that the Proposal is excludable under Rule 14a-8il

Therefore we request that the Staff inform the Company that the SEC proxy rules

require denial of the Companys no-action request In the event that the Staff should

decide to concur with the Company we respectfully request an opportunity to confer with

the Staff

35http/1s3.amazonaws.comlpropublica/assets/natural gas/ohio methane report 080901 .p

df

36 Cadmus Group Hydraulic Fracturing Preliminary Analysis of Recently Reported

Contamination Report to US EPA Drinking Water Protection Division Office of

Ground Water and Drinking Water September 2009

37http//www .williams.com/corporate responsibility/docs/CSR 2009 .pdf
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Please call me at 413 549-7333 with respect to any questions in connection with

this matter or if the Staff wishes any further information

Sincerely

Or Lewis

Attorney at Law

cc

Park Foundation

James Parsons Exxon Mobil james.e.parsons@exxonmobil .com
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Attachment

Text of the Shareholder Proposal
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sa OF SHARES._-.---
Eoicn Mobil is the largest natural gas company In the country COMMENTLACTION
Onshore uneorwentlonar nature gas production often requires hydraulic fracturing which typically

injects mix millions of gaflons of water thousands elton of chemicals and particles deep

underground to emalefracbires through which gas can ltov far collection According to the Amedoen

Petmicum Institute up to 80 percent of natural gee wells drilled in the next decade will require hydreuflc

fracturlng

The potential ImpaCts of those fracturing operations slam from actMtles above and baby the earthe

surface including actions that are necessarily part of the lila cycle of fracturing and extraction such as

assuring the integrity of well coosbuction and moving storing and disposing of slgntllcnt quantities of

water and taalc chemicals

High praflla contamination Incidents especially In Pennsivanla have ftoled pubic controversy

Ponnsnia5TS1anVod Nswapapem report inany of the largest operators fri the Marcellus

Shale have bean issued violations for spills that reached waterways Isaking pita that hermed drinking

watan orfaited pipes that drained into faimersilelds killing shrobs and rees

Pittsburgh banned natural gas drilling and public olfidals In Philadelphia artd New York City hae called

for delay or bans on fracturing The New York State Assembly approved temporary moratorium on

natural gas drilling
and Pennsylvania West Virginia Colorado and Wyc4ning all tightened oraTe

considering lightening ragulatlona and p.rmttilng requirements though ee regulations remain uneven

The federal Environmental Pmtction Agency is studying the potential adverse Impact Uwthydreuilc

fracturing may have on water quality and public health

mnuiti-sectcral assessment for Investor Water Disclosure 201Cr Global Repore noted the extstence of

reputatlenal risks from water management for the oil end gas Sector.

Proponents believe these potentIal
environmental Impact and increasing regulatory scrutiny could pose

threats to Eoron Moblra license to operate and enhance vulnerability to litigation Proponents believe our

company is not providing sufltcient ialbnnitlon on key business risks associated with hydraulic fracturing

operations Proponents believe Eoron Mobil should protect its lang-term ilnarudal interests br taking

measures beyond the existing Inconsistent regulatnty requirements to reduce environmental hazards arid

associated bu1ness risks

Therefore be It resolved

Shareholders request that the Board of Director prepare report by October2011 at reasonable cost

and omitting confidential information such an proprietary
or legally prejudicial data summarizing

Known and potential
enonrnental impacts of Eoron Mobils fracturing operations and Policy options

for our company to adopt above and beyond regulatory requirements and our companys existing etforts

to reduce or eliminate hazards to air Water and soil quality from fracturing operations

Supporting Statement

Proponents believe policies explored should Include for example additional efforts to reduce toxicity of

freduring chemicals recycle wastewater monitor water 4Uallty prior
to drilling cement bond laggIng and

other structural or procedural strategies to reduce environmental hazards and linanclal risks otanliar

includes occurrences that are reasonably foreseeable and worst case scenarios Impacts of fracturing

operalions encompass the life cycle of activities related to fracturing and associated gas exbactlon
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Securities and Exchange Commission
Division of Corporation Finance

Office of Chief Counsel

100 Street NE
Washington D.C 20549
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RE securities Exchange Act of 1934 SecIip 14a Rule l4a-
Omission of Shareholder Proposal Regarding Natural Gas Report

Gentlemen and Ladies

Enclosed as Exhibit are copies of correspondence between The Park Foundation
together with its representative and co-filer and Exxon Mobil Corporation regarding
shareholder

proposal for ExxonMobils upcoming annual meeting We intend to omit the

proposal from our proxy material for the meeting for the reasons explained below To the extent
this letter raises legal issues it is my opinion as counsel for ExxonMobil

Proposal has been substantially implemented

Bac/cround

Rule 14a-8i10 permits company to exclude shareholder
proposal from its proxy

materials if the company has substantially implemented the proposal The Commission stated in
1976 that the predecessor to Rule 14a-8ilO was designed to avoid the

possibility of
shareholders having to consider matters which already have been favorably acted upon by the

management Exchange Act Release No 12598 July 1976 the 1976 Release
Original lv the Staff narrowly interpreted this predecessor rule and granted no-action relief onlywhen proposals were fu1ly effected by the company See Exchange Act Release No 19135
Oct 14 1982 By 983 the Commission

recognized that the previous formalistic application
of RuleJ defeated its purpose because proponents were successfully convincing the Staff to

deny no-action relief by submitting proposals that difkCred from existing company policy by only
few words Exchange Act Release No 20091 at 1i.E.6 Aug 16 1983 the 1983

Releasej Therefore in 1983 the Commission adopted revision to the rule to permit the
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omission of proposals that had been
substantially implemented 1983 Release The 1998

amendments to the proxy rules reaffirmed this position further
reinforcing that company need

not implement proposal in exactly the manner set forth by the proponent See Exchange Act
Release No 40018 at n.30 and accompanying text May 21 1998

Applying this standard the Staff has noted that determination that the company has
substantially implemented the proposal depends upon whether companys particular
policies practices and procedures compare favorably with the guidelines of the proposal
Texaco Inc avail Mar 28 1991 In other words substantial implementation under
Rule 14a-Si10 requires companys actions to have satisfactorily addressed both the
proposals underlying concerns and its essential objective See e.g Exelon Corp avail Feb26 2010 Anheuserjjusch companies Inc avail Jan 17 2007 conAgra Foods Inc availJul 2006 Johnson Johnson avail Feb 17 2006 ThIbots Inc avail Apr 52002Masco Corp avail Mar 29 1999 Differences between companys actions and shareholder
proposal are permitted so long as the companys actions

satisfactorily address the proposals
essential objective See e.g. Hewlett-Packard Co avail Iec 11 2007 proposal requestingthat the board permit shareholders to call special meetings was substantially implemented by
proposed bylaw amendment to permit shareholders to call special meeting unless the board
determined that the specific business to be addressed had been addressed

receiitly or would soon
be addressed at an annual meeting Johnson Johnson avail Feb 17 2006 proposal that
requested the company to confirm the legitimacy of all current and future U.S employees was
substantially implemented because the company had verified the legitimacy of 91% of its
domestic workforce Further when company can demonstrate that it has aireadytaken actions
to address each element of shareholder proposal the Staff has concurred that the proposal has
been

substantially implemented See e.g Exxon Mobil Corp avail Mar 23 2009 Exxon
Mobil corp avail Jan 24 2001 The Gap Inc avail Mar 1996

Analysis

The text of the
proposal is as follows

Therefore be it resolved Shareholders
request that the Board of Directors

prepare
report by October 201/ at reasonable cost and

omitting confIdential information such as
proprietary or legally prejudicial data summarizing Known and

potential
environmental impacts of ExxonMohi1sfracuring operations and Policy options/orour company to adopt above and beyond regulatory requirements and our companys
existing efibris to reduce or eliminate hazards to air wale and soil quality from
fracturing operations

Each year ExxonMobil seeks to improve its public disclosure on issues of relevance toour shareholders This includes inviting panel of external experts to review our annual
Corporate Citizenship Report -- our primary report on environmental and similar issues -- and
provide feedback As noted our website last years assessment panel recommendations
included recommendation fhr expanded content on hydraulic

fracturing

hUp/wwvexxonmohic.oJCorpoteionmuni
cer_panefºedback.aspx
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In response to this and other considerations our most recent Coorate Citizenship

Report includes special report on hydraulic fracturing This new report identifies the principal
known and potential environmental impacts of ExxonMobils fracturing operations which
include

Groundwater protection

Transparency regarding the composition of
fracturing fluids and

Water use and disposal

The
report also summarizes the policy options we have adopted above and beyond regulatory

requirements to reduce or eliminatepotential adverse impacts which include

Assuring that oil and
gas resources are separated from groundwater by impermeable

rock and using appropriately cemented surface casing

Supporting the disclosure of ingredients used in hydraulic fracturing fluid including
disclosure on site-specific basis and working with

industry associations to develop
comprehensive policy and

Committing to reduce water use and to recycle water where possible consistent with
our broader approach to water management.3

We believe this information constitutes
report that effectively meets the requirements of

the proposal We believe the level of detail provided is appropriate taking into account that
hydraulic fracturing is hut one of many operational practices within our global business for
which potential risks must be carefully managed We also intend to continue to improve and
refine our disclosure on this subject in future

reports

When company has already acted favorably on an issue addressed in shareholder

proposal Rule 4a-8iXl provides that the company is not requiredto ask its shareholders to
vote on that same issue In this regard the Staff has on numerous occasions concurred with the
exclusion of proposals where the company had already addressed the items requested in the

proposal See eg. Alcoa Inc avail Feb 2009 concurring with the exclusion of proposal
requesting report on global warming where the company had already prepared an
environmental

sustainabilily report Caterpillar Inc avail Mar 11 2008 Wal-Mart Stores
Inc avail Mar 10 2008 PGE Corp avail Mar 2008 Allegheny Energy inc
Prernoshis avail Feb 20 2008 Honeywell Inrernafional Inc avail Jam 24 2008
Moreover in an analogous situation the Staff has permitted exclusion of proposal on
substantially implemented grounds where company informed the Staff in its no-action request
that the information requested in shareholder

proposal would he included in an upcoming
proxy statement See e.g Wa/-Mart Stores Inc avail Mar 28 2007 concurring in the
exclusion of proposal under Rule l4a-8il0 as substantially implemented where the

proponent requested report on the companys relationships with its compensation consultants
and the company agreed to provide such disclosure in the upcoming proxy statement

hup//www.exxoJJmobiJcon/Coporatc/eneren vsustaia.aspx

We appiy the same overall approach to water management fracturing as in other aspects of our operations as
described in the additional information linked from the fracturing report

hnP1/www.exxonrnobi.conhJCorporate/lmpQnsJccr2tX9JcomIflulityCcr\vateraspx
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Honeywell international Inc enice Employees international Union avail Feb 21 2007
Accordingly the proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8il0 as substantially

implemented

If you have any questions or require additional inthrmation please contact inc directly at

972-444-I 478 In my absence please contact Lisa Bork at 972-444-1473

In accordance with Staff Legal Bulletin No 14D November 2008 this letter and
enclosures are being submitted to the staff by email copy of this letter and the enclosures is

being sent to the proponents representative and the co-filer by overnight delivery service

Sincerely

--i

James Earl Parsons

JEP/jep

Enclosures

ccw/enc

As You Sow on behalf of The Park Foundation proponent
Unitarian Universalist Service Committee co-filer
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December 13 2010

Mr David Rosenthal ____________
Secretary

NO OF SHARES

Eoun Mobil CccposatiQn

CAMENT

5959 Las Coilnes Boulevard
ACTION

Irving 75039-2298

Dear Mr Rosenthal

As You Sow is non-profit organization whose mission Is to promote corpora rsponsilIHty We are hereby

authorized to notify you of Ouc intention to co-file th enclosed shareholder resolution with Exxon Mobil

Corporation on behalf of the Park Foundation

As You Sew submits this shareholder pmposal for inclusion in the 2DllpoXystatelflellt in accordance with

Rule 14a.8 of the General Rulee and Regulations of the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 17 C.F.R

240.14e-8 fl-ic Park Foundation holds morn than $2000 of Eocon MobIl Corporation stoclc acquired more

than one year p4lor to the filing date and held continuously for that lime The Park Foundation will remain

Invested in this position continuously through the data of the 2011 nnua meeting ProOf of ownership is

being sent separately

Please forward any correspondence relating to this matter to As You Sow and not to the Park Foundation

Similarly As You Sow as the .-epresentative of the Park Foundation will be the lead filer and primary contact

for other co-filer of this resolution

As you reosil we spoke with the company several months ago on this issue and would be glad to

resume that dialogue if you feel that our concerns he been addressed since then However because of

the Impending deadline mr resolutIons and cur need to protect our rIghts as shareholders we are filing
the

enclosed resolution for lrtAusiofl in the pmxy statement for vats at the nLd stockholders meeting We will

be glad to consider withdrawing the rsolutlcn once we have more subetantWe dialogue with the company

on these important financial health and environmental issues

We would appreciate receiving confimietlon of receipt of this letter via email

%yZ/
Michael Passoff

Senkr Program Director

Coiporate Social ResponsihlUty Progreni

As You Sow

Cc
AIesha CumrninQ$ UnltaMn Universalist SetAcs CommiUe

Richard Liroff investor rorinantal Health Network

Norn Nash Sisters of St Frands of Philadelphia

Jute Vlfakoty latifaith Center on Corporals Rasponsitithy

Enclosure
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Exxon MObil Is the largest natural gas company in the county

Onshore un onventionar natural gas production often requires hydraulic fracturing which typically

injects mix ofmiIllons of galbns ci water thousands of gallons of attemicats and particles deep

underground to create fractures through which gas can ft for collection AccordinQ to the American

Peleum lnstmite up to 80 percent of natural gas wells dfilied in the next decadwtD require hydraulic

lracturtng

The potential Impacts of those fracturing operations stern from activities above and below the earths

sUrface including actions that are necessarily pal of the life cycle of fracturing and extraction such as

aesuring lii Integrity of well construction and moving storing and disposing of significant quantities of

watet and toxic chemicals

High profile contamination inIanto especially In Panneylvanle have fueled public controversy

Pennsylvanias limes-Shamrock Newspapers report many of the largest operators in the Msrcellus

Shale have been issued violations fo sps that reached waterways leaking pits that harmed drinking

water or tailed pas that cirainho Into farmers nerds killing shrubs and trees

Pittsburgh banned natural gas di4Jling and public oftidals in Philadelphia and New York City have called

for delays or bans on fracturing The New York State Assembly approved temporary moratorium on

natural gas drilling nd Pennsylvania West Virginia Cdlorado and Wyoming all tightened or are

considering tightening re.T4Iatiofls end penitting requirements though state regulations remain uneven

The federal Envlrortmenlai Protection Agency is studying the potential adverse bnpact that hydraulic

fracturingrnay have on woter quality and public health

muftisectorei assessment for investors Weter DIsclosure 2010 Global Report noted the xistence of

reputational nialts from water management fcr the oil and gas sector

Proponents believe these potential environmental frnpatte and increasing regulatory scrutiny could pose

threats to Exxcn MobilS license to operate and enhance vulnerability to litigation Proponents believe our

company is not providing sufficient information on key business neics associated wIth hydraulic fracturing

operations Proponents be love Exxon Motl1 should protect Its long-term financial Interests by taiing

measures bayond the txinng Lnocnsistcnt regulatory requirements to reduce errvlronmental hazards and

associated business risks

Therefore be It rasolverl

Shareholders request that the Board of Directors prepare report by October 2011 at reasonable cost

and omitting confidential intorniatlon such as propsietaly or legally prejudicial data summarizIng

Knn and potential enwonmenta Impacts ci Exxon Mobils fracturing operations and Policy options

for our company in adopt above and beycoct regulstocy requirements end our companys existing efforts

to reduce or eliminate hararov to air wi1ec and coil quality from fracturing operations

Supporthig Statement

Proponents believe policies eted should include for example additional efforts to reduce odclty of

fracturing chemicais recycts waste water monitor water quality prior to driuing cement bond logging and

other svcturaI or prc5ri stiategles reduce ononmental hazards and financial risks Poantiar

includes occurrences that are reaaonabrj foreseeable and worst case scenarios impócfz of fracturing

oerationa encompass Ihe te cycle of activities related to fracturing and assoCiated gsa extraction
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Michael Psoff

Senior Prorarn Director

Coxporatc Social Rponsibility Ptgiaiu

As You Sow

311 Caiirbmia Sty Suite 51

San Francisco CA 94104

Dear Mr Passoff

The Park Foundation hereby rn onea As You Sow to file sbeholder resolution on

our behalf at Exxon Mobil Coporntion and that it be included in the proxy statement in

aocbrdenee with Rule 4-aS of tht General Ruks and Regulations of the Securitieand

Exchange ct of 1934

The resoludon requests that the Board of Directors prepare repoit by October 2011 at

reasonable cost and emitting confidential information such us proprietary or legally

prejudicial data summarizing the emiironmentat Impact of fracturing operations of

Exxon Mobil Corporatioiz and potential policies for Exxon Mobil Corporation to

adopt above and beyond regulatory requirements to rcdue or eliminate hazards to air

water and soil quality from fracturing operations

The Park Foundation is the owner morc then $2000 woxth of stock that has been held

continuously for uvr year The Park Foundation Intends to bold the stock through the

date of the compaitys annual meeting in 20 Cl

The Park Foiuidatkn gives As You Sow the authority to deal on our behalf with any and

all aspects of the shareholder resolution The Park Foundation understands that our name

may appear on the companys proxy statement as the filer of the aforementioned

resolution

Jark Fsiidtth Ie Rar 550 Ithaca Ntw YQr4 ff151

Tn L7/27Z.9I21 Ftx 607/2724057

Sincerely
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Oh1th IIlith 413
EC 14 Z1Q

Northern Trus 4O OF SHARES
COMMENT

Deccmber 142010

To Wtrnm It May Coicem

ThIa ant ta to anflrrn that th P3rk Faundatior tte benficia1 owner of at least $2000

worth of Exxon Mob4 Corp atock Tha
one yasr Por ffhna deadhrie IVI4h0 ThC PZIC Fundton has informed that

it Intends to oontlnuo to hoki the requked number of herQ thtough it data of the

ccnpanys innu meeting In 2011

Frank Fauar

yea President
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December 16 2010

VIA UPS OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Mr Michael Passofi

Senior Program Director

Corporate Social ResponsibIity Program

As You Sow

311 California St Suite 510

San Francisco CA 94104

Dear Mr Passoff

This will acknowledge receipt of the proposal concerning natural gas production report

which you have submitted on behalf of The Park Foundation the Proponent in

connection with ExxonMobils 2011 annual meeting of shareholders The proof of

ownership sent by Northern Trust was insufficient The ownership is dated December 14

but the proposal was submitted on December 13

In order to be eligible to submit shareholder proposal Rule 14a-8 copy enclosed

requires proponent to submit sufficient proof that he or she has continuously held at

least $2000 in market value or 1% of the companys securities entitled to vote on the

proposal for at least one year àsot the date the shareholder proposal was submitted

The Proponent does not appear on our records as registered shareholder Moreover

to date we have not received proof that the Proponent has satisfied these ownership

requirements To remedy this defect the Proponent must submit sufficient proof that

these eligibility requirements are met

As explained in Rule 14a-8b sufficient proof may be in the form of written

statement from the record holder of the Proponents shares usually broker or bank

verifying that as of the date the proposal was submitted December 13 2010 the

Proponent continuously held the requisite number of ExxonMobtl shares for at least one

year or if the Proponent has filed with the SEC Schedule 3D Schedule 3G Form

Form or Form or amendments to those documents or updated forms reflecting the

Proponents ownership of the requisite number of ExxonMobll shares as of or before the

date on which the one-year eligibility period begins copy of the schedule and/or form

and any subsequent amendments reporting change in the ownership level and written

statement that the Proponent continuously held the requisite number of ExxonMobil

shares for the one-year period



Mr Michael Passoff

Page two

The SECs rules require that any response to this letter must be postmarked or

transmitted electronically to us no later than 14 calendar days from the date this letter is

received Please mail any response to me at ExxonMobil at the address shown above

Alternatively you may send your response to me via facsimile at 972-444-1199

You should note that if the proposal is not withdrawn or excluded the Proponent or his

representative who is qualified under New Jersey law to present the proposal on the

Proponents behalf must attend the annual meeting in person to present the proposal

If you intend for representative to present your proposal you must provide

documentation signed by you that specifically identifies your intended representative by

name and specifically authorizes the representative to present the shareholder proposal

on your behalf at the annual meeting copy of this authorization meeting state law

requirements should be sent to my attention in advance of the meeting Your authorized

representative should also bring an original signed copy of the authorization to the

meeting and present it at the admissions desk togetherwith photo identification if

requested so that our counsel may verify the representatives authonty to act on your

behalf prior to the start of the meeting

In the event there are co-filers for this proposal and in light of the SEC staff legal bulletin

14C dealing with co-filers of shareholder proposals we will be requesting each co-flier to

provide us with clear documentation confirming your designation to act as lead filer and

granting you authority to agree to modifications andior withdrawal of the proposal on the

cofiIers behalf We think obtaining this documentation will be in both your interest and

ours Without clear documentation from all co-filers confirming and delineating your

authority as representative of the filing group and considering SEC staff guidance it will

be difficult for us to engage in productive dialogue conOerning this proposal

We are interested in discussing this proposal and will contact you in the near future

Enclosure
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240.14a-8 Shareholder proposals

Link to an amendment nublished at 75 FR 55182 Sent 16 2010

Unk to delay published at 75 FR 64641 Oct 202010

This section addresses when company must include shareholders proposal in its proxy statement

and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual or special meeting of

shareholders In summary in order to have your shareholder proposal included on companys proxy

card and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement you must be eligible
and

follow certain procedures Under few specific circumstances the company is permitted to exclude your

proposal but only alter submitting its reasons to the Commission We structured this section in

question-and-answer format so that it is easier to understand The references to yott are to

shareholder seeking to submit the proposal

Question What proposal shareholder proposal is your recommendation or requirement that

the company and/or its board of directors take action which you intend to present at meeting of the

compans shareholders Your proposal should state as dearly as possible the course of action that you

believe the company should follow If your proposal is placed on the companys proxy card the company

must also provide in the form of proxy means for shareholders to specify by boxes choice between

approval or disapproval or abstention Unless otherwise indicated the word proposar as used in this

section refers both to your proposal and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal if

any

Question Who is eligible to submit proposal and how do demonstrate to the company that lam

eligible In order to be eligible to submit proposal you must have continuously held at least $2000

in market value or 1% of the companys securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the meeting

for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal You must continue to held those seewities

through the date of the meeting

II you are the registered holder of your securities which means that your name appears in the

compamfs records as shareholder the company can verify your eligibility on its own although you will

still have to provide the company with written statement that you intend to continue to hold the

securities through the date of the meeting of shareholders However if like many shareholders you are

not registered holder the company likely does not know that you are shareholder or how many

shares you own In this case at the time you submit your proposal you must prove your eligibility to the

company in one of two ways

The fIrst way is to submit to the company written statement from the record holder of your

securities usually broker or bank verifying that at the time you submitted your proposal you

continuously held the securities for at least one year You must also include your own written statement

that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of shareholders or

ii The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed Schedule 13D 24O.13d101
Schedule 133 24O.13d.-102 Form 249.1O3 of this chapter Form 249.104 of this chapter

and/or Form 55249.105 of this chapter or amendments to those documents or updated forms

reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or before the date on which the one-year eligibility period

begins If you have filed one of these documents with the SEC you may demonstrate your eligibility by

submitting to the company

copy of the schedule and/or form aid any subsequent amendments reporting change in your

ownership level

Your written statement that you continuously held the required number of shares for the one-year

period as of the date of the statement arid

Your written statement that you Intend to continue ownership of the shares through the date of the

companys annual or special meeting

Question How many proposals may submit Each shareholder may submit no more than one

proposal to company for particular shareholders meeting

Question How long can my proposal be The proposal including any accompanying supporting

http/fecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/tJtex/text-idxcecfrrgndiv5viewtextnode l73.OJ.1 1idnol 12/10/2010
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statement may not exceed 500 words

Question 1tThat is the deadline for submitting proposal If you are submtiting your proposal

for the companys annual meeting you can in most cases find the deadline in last years proxy

statement However if the company did not hold an annual meeting last year or has changed the date

of its meeting for this year more than 30 days from last years meeting you can usually find the deadline

in one of the companys quarterly reports on Form 103 24.305a of this thapto or in shareholder

reports of investment companies under 270.30d1 of this chapter of the Investment Company Act of

1940 In order to avoid controversy shareholders should submit their proposals by means including

electronic means that permit them to prove the date of delivery

The deadline is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for regularly

scheduled annual meeting The proposal must be received at the companys prinolpal executive offices

not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the companys proxy statement released to

shareholders in connection with the previous years annual meeting However if the company did not

hold an annual meeting the previous year or lithe date of this years annual.meeting has been changed

by more than 30 days from the date of the prSvious years meeting then the deadline is reasonable

time before the company begins to pnnt and send its proxy materials

311 you are submitting your proposal for meeting of shareholders other than
regularly

scheduled

annual meeting the deadline is reasonable lime before the company begins to print and send its proxy

materials

Question Wat If fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements explained in

answers to Questions through of this section The company may exclude your proposal but only

after it has notified you of the problem and you have fated adequately to corred it Mthin 14 calendar

days of receiving your proposal the company must notify you In writing of any procedural or efigibility

deficiencres as well as of the time frame for your response Your response must be postmarked or

transmitted electronically no later than 14 days from the date you received the companys noliflcationA

company need not Provide you such notice of delicrency if the deficiency cannot be remedied such as

if you fail to submit proposal by the companys properly determined deadline If the company intends to

exclude the proposal it will later have to make submission Under 240.14a-8 and provide you with

copy under Question 10 below 240.14a-8Q

If you fail in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date of the meeting of

shareholders then the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its proxy

materials for any meeting held in the following two calendar years

Question Mo has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that my proposal can be

excluded Except as otherwise noted the burden is on the company to demonstrate that it is entitled to

exclude proposal

Question Must appear personally at the shareholders meeting to present the proposal Either

you or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the proposal on your behalf must

attend the meeting to present the proposal Vvbether you attend the meeting yourself or send qualified

representative to the meeting in your place you should make sure that you or your representative

follow the proper state law procedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal

if the company holds its shareholder meeting In whole or in part via electronic media and the

company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such media then you may
appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the meeting to appear in person

311 you or your qualified representative fail to appear and present the proposal without good cause

the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its proxy materials for arty meetings

held in the following two calendar years

Question 9111 have complied with the procedural requirements on what other bases may company

rely to exclude my proposal Improper under state law If the proposal is not proper subject for

action by shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the companys organization

Note to paragraph i1 Depending ott the subject matter some proposals are not considered

proper under state law if they would be binding on the company if approved by shareholders

In our experience most proposals that are cast as recommendations or requests that the

board of directors take specified action are proper under state law Accordingly we will

assume that proposal drafted as recommendation or suggestion is proper unless the

company demonstrates otherwise

htpJ/ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgiJtJtextJtextidxcecfrrgndiv5viewtext8cnode173.0 1.1.1 idnol 121102010
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Violation of tew If the proposal would if implemented cause the company to violate any state

federal or forergn law to which it is subJect

Note to paragraph iX2 We wiU not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion of

proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the foreign law would

result in violation of any state or federal law

WO/atiOn of proxy ruIes If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of the

Commissions proxy rules induding 240.t4a-9 which prohibits mnatenaliy false or misleading

statements in proxy soliclting materials

Persona gtfevance special interest if the proposal relates to the redress of personal claim or

gnevance against the company or any other person or if it is designed to result in benefIt to you or to

further personal interest which is not shared by the other shareholders at large

Relevance If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than percent of the

companys total assets at the end of its most recent fIscal year and for less than percent of its net

earnings and gross sales for its most recent fiscal year and is not otherwise significantly related to the

companys business

Ab3ence of powedauthofity lithe company would lack the power or authority to implement the

proposal

Mane gernent lLrnctions If the proposal deals with matter relating to the companys ordinary

business operations

Relates to election If the proposal relates to nomination or an election for membership on the

companys board of direors 01 analogous governing body or procedure for such nomination or

election

Conflicts with companys pnosa1 If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the compas own

proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting

Note to paragraph i9 companys submission to the Commission under this section

should specify the points of conflict with the companys proposal

10 Substantially implemented If the company has already substantially implemented the proposal

11 Duplication If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously submitted to the

company by another proponent that will be included in the companys proxy materials for the same

meeting

12 Resubmissions If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter as another

proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the companys proxy materials within

the precedIng calendar years company may exclude it from its proxy materials for any meeting held

within calendar years of the last time it was included if the proposal received

Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding calendar years

ii Less than 5% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed twice prevIously within

the preceding calendar years or

iii Less than 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed three times or more

previously within the preceding calendar years and

13 SpecIfic amount of dMdends If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or stock dividends

Question 10 What procedures must the company Follow if it intends to exclude my proposal If the

company intends to exclude proposal from its proxy materials it must file its reasons with the

Commission no later than 80 calendar clays before it tiles its delinitive proxy statement end form of proxy

with the Commission The company must simultaneously provide you with copy of its submission The

Commission staff may permit the company to make Its submissIon later than 80 days before the

company tiles its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy it the company demonstrates good cause

Ion missing the deadline

htp//ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgitexthext-idxcecfrrgndiv5viewtextnodel73.O.1 .1.1 idno17 12/1 0I201
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The company must file six paper copies of the following

The proposal

iiAn explanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the proposal which should if

possible refer to the most recent applicable authority such as prior
Division letters issued under the

rule and

ill supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of state or foreign law

Question 11 May submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the companys

arguments

Yes you may submit response but it is not required You should try to submit any response to us with

copy to the company as soon as possible after the company makes its submission This way the

Commission staff will have time to consider folly your submission before it issues Its response You

should submit six paper copies of your response

Question 12 If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy materials what information

about me must it include along with the proposal itself

The companys proxy statement must include your name and address as well as the number of the

companys voting secunties that you hold However instead of providing that information the company

may instead include statement that it will provide the information to shareholders promptty upon

receiving an oral or written request

The company is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting statement

Question 13 What can ide if the company includes in its proxy statement reasons why it believes

shareholders should riot vote In favor of my proposal and disagree with some of its statements

The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes shareholders

should vole against your proposal The company is allowed to make arguments reflecting its own point

of view just as you may express your own point of view in your proposals supporting statement

However if you believe that the companys opposition to your proposal contains materially false or

misleading statements that may violate our anti-fraud nile 240.14a9 you should promptly send to the

Commission staff and the company letter explaining the reasons for your view along with copy of the

companys statements opposing your proposal To the extent possible your letter should include specific

factual infomratlon demonstrating the inaccuracy of the companys claims Time permitting you may
wish to try to worx out your differences with the company by yourself before contacting the Commission

staff

We require the company to send you copy of its statements opposing your proposal before It sends

its proxy materials so that you may bring to our attention any materially false or misleading statements

under the following timeframes

If our no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or supporting statement

as condition to requiring the company to include it in its proxy materials then the company must

provide you with copy of its opposition statements no later than calendar days after the company

receives copy of your revised proposa or

ii In all other cases the company must provide you with copy of its opposition statements no later

than 30 calendar days before its flies definitive copies of its proxy statement and form of proxy under

24014a8

63 FR 29119 May 28 1998 83 FR 5062250623 Sept 22 1998 as amended at 72 FR 4168 Jan 29

2007 72 FR 7046 Dec 11 2007 73 FR 977 Jan 2008

ht//ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgLitextJtext-idxcecfrrgndiv5iewtextnode173.O .1.1idno17 12/10i2010
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Northern Trust

December 13.2010

To Whom It May Concern

This letter is to confirm that the Perk Foundation Is the beneficial owner of at least $2000

worth of Exxon Mobil Corp stock These shares have been held COntinuously for at least

one year prior to the fling deadline of 12/14/10 The Park oundation has informed us that

it intends to continue to hold the required number of shares through the date of the

campanys annual meeting In 2811

Sincerely

Frank Fauser

Vice President

TOTL P21
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SHAREHOLDER RELATiONS

Gas Development Exxon Mobil

DEC 14 2010

NO OF S4ARES
Exxon Mobil is the largest natural gas company In the country

Onshore unconventlonai natural gas production often requires hyaullc frctwipg Which typically

injects mix of millions of gallons of wator thousands of gallons of chemicals and particles deep

underground to create fractures through which gas can flow for collection According to the American

Petroleum institute up to 80 percent natural gas welts drilled in the next dade will require hydraulic

fracturing

The potential Impacts of those fracturing operations stem from actMtlea above and below the earths

surface including actions that are necessarily part the ltf cycle at fractising end extraction such aS

assuring the
integrity

of well constiuction and movlng storIng and disposing of significant quantities of

water and toxic chemicals

High profile contaminatIon Incidents especially In Pennsylvania have tuoled pubac controversy

Pennsylvanias mes-Sksmmck Newspapers report many of the largest operators In the Maroelkss

Shale have bean Issued violations for spills that reached waterways leaking pita that harmed drinking

water or failed pipes that drained into farmers fields killing shrubs and tress

Pittsburgh banned natural gas drilling and public olticials In Philadelphia nd New York City have called

for delays or bans on fracturing The Now York State Assembly approved temporary moratorium on

natural gas drilling and Pennallvartia West Virginia Colorado and Wyoming all tightened or are

considering tightening regulations and permitting requirements though state regulations remain uneven

The federal Environmental Protection Agency is studying the potential adverse Impact thathydreuflo

fracturing may have on water quality and public health

muiti-aectoral assessment for Investors Water Dlsdosura 2010 Global Report noted the existence of

reputational risks from water management for the oil and gas sector

Proponepta believe these potential environmental Impacts and increasing regulatory scrutiny could pose
threats to Exxon Mobils license to operate and enhance

vulnerability
to litigation Proponents believe our

company is not providing sufllclent infoimÆtion on key business risks associated with hydraulic fracturing

operations Proponents believe Exxon Mobil should protect its long-term financial interests by tsldng

measures beyond the existing Inconsistent regulatory requirements to reduce environmental hazards and

associated business risks

Therefore be It resolved

Shareholders request that the Board of Directors prepare report by October2011 at reasonable cost

and omitting confidential information Such as proprietary or legally prejudicial data summarizing
Known and potential environmental impacts of Exxon Mobils fracturing operations and PolIcy options

for our company to adopt above and beyond regulatory requirements and our companys existing efforts

to reduce or eliminate hazards to air Water and soil quality from fracturing operations

Supporting Statement

ProponentS believe policies explored should include for example additional efforts to reduce toxicity of

fracturing chemicals recycle waste water monitor water qUalitY prior to drilling cement bond logging arid

other structural or procedural enategles to reduce erwironmentel hazards and financial rinks potsnltor

includes occucrances that are reasonably foreseeable and worst case scenarios impacts of fracturing

operations encompass the life cycle of activities related to fracturing and associated gas extraction
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Mr David Rosenthal

Secretary

Exxon Mobil Corporation

5959 Las Colinas Boulevard

Trying TX 75039-2298

Dear Mr Rosenthal

For ov 70 years UUSC has advanced human rights and social justice in the

United States and intcw.arionally In order to pursue these goals we parmer with

number of grassroots organizations around the worid. Representatives of these

pancers tell us of the great need for global corporations to adopt and implement

company-wide policies and practices which protect human rights and the just

treatment of stakebolderL We are hereby authorized to notify you of our Intention

to co-file with As You Sow the enctocd shareholder resolution with Exxon Mobil

Cornoration

UUSC submits this shareholder propOsal for inclusion in the 2011 proxy

staremct in accordance with Rule 4a-8 of the General Rules and Regulations of

the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 17 C.RR 240.14a- UUSC holds

more than $2000 ofxxon Mobil Corporation stork acquired more than one year

prior to the filing date and held continuus1y for that time UUSC will remain

invested in this position continuously through the date of the 2011 annual

meeting We will provide certification of our ownership if requested by you
Ptease forward any correspondence relating to this matter to us with copy to

You Sow As You Sow as the representative of the Part Foundation will be the

lead filer and primary contact fot othcr co-flirra of this resolution and UUSC
gives them authority to negotiate any agreement on our behalf

As You Sow spoke with the company several months ago on this issue and would

be glad to reauxue that dialogue Howevcç because of the impending deadline for

resolutions and our need to protect our rights as shareholders we are filing the

enclosed resolution for inclusiop in the proxy statement for vote at tho next

stockholders meeting We will be glad to consider withdrawing the resolution

once we have more substantive dialogue with the company on these important

financial health and cnvironmentai issues

UM1TARIA4 UMIVR5AU5T SERVICE COIUTTEt
689 Massachusetts Avenus Cambridge MA O213933O2 617868-6600 fax 617-868-7102

www.uusc.org
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uI1sc

Sinccre1y

Constance 1a
Vicc President and Chief Operating Offloer

Unitarian TJniveralist Service Conmiitcc

Cc
Michael Pasoff As YOU SOW

Richard Lirouf Inyc torEnvironnenraI th Network

Nora Nasb Sstcrs of St Francis of Philadelphia

JulIe Wakoty It3tcrfaith Center on Corporate Iesponsibiy

Enclosure

UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST SERVICE COMMrrTEE

689 Machusetcs AVenue Cambrid MA 02139-3302 617-868-6600 fax 617.56R-7t02

wwwuue.or3



Exxor Mobit Corporation

nvestor Ratoas

5959 Las Colins E3cijevard

rvrg Texas 75039

EçonMobi

December 16 2010

VIA UPS OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Ms Constance Kane

Vice President and Chief Operating Officer

Unitarian Ljniversahst Service Committee

689 Massachusetts Avenue

Cambridge MA 02139-3302

Dear Ms Kane

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter indicating that you wish to co-file on behalf of

the Unitarian Universalist Service Committee the co-filer the proposal previously

submitted by The Park Foundation concerning report on natural gas production in

connection with ExxonMobils 2011 annual meeting of shareholders However as noted

in your letter proof of share ownership was not included with your submission

In order to be eligible to submit shareholder proposal Rule 14a-8 copy enclosed

requires co-filer to submit sufficient proof that he or she has continuously held at least

$2000 in market value or 1% of the companys securities entitled to vote on the

proposal for at least one year as of the date the shareholder proposal was submitted

The co-filer does not appear on our records as registered shareholder Moreover to

date we have not received proof that the co-filer has satisfied these ownership

requirements To remedy this defect the co-filer must submit sufficient proof that these

eligibility requirements are met

As explained in Rule 14a-8b sufficient proof may be in the form of written

statement from the record holder of the co-filers shares usually broker or bank

verifying that as of the date of the proposal December 14 2010 the co-filer

continuously held the requisite number of ExxonMobil shares for at least one year or

if the co-filer has filed with the SEC Schedule 13D Schedule 13G Form Form

or Form or amendments to those documents or updated forms reflecting the co-filers

ownership of the requisite number of ExxonMobil shares as of or before the date on

which the one-year eligibility period begins copy of the schedule and/or form and any

subsequent amendments reporting change in the ownership level and written

statement that the co-filer continuously held the requisite number of ExxonMobil shares

for the one-year period



Ms Constance Kane

Page two

The SECs rules require that any response to this letter must be postmarked or

transmitted electronically to us no later than 14 calendar days from the date this letter is

received Please mail any response to me at ExxonMobil at the address shown above

Alternatively you may send your response to me via facsimile at 972-444-1505

We also acknowledge that you have designated The Park Foundation as the lead filer to

act on your behaff for all purposes in connection with this proposal

Sincerely

Dayid Henry

Section Head Shareholder Relations

Enclosures

Mr Michael Passoff
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240.14a-8 Shareholder propoeals

Link to an amendment oublished at 75 FR 5678Z Seot 16 2010

Link to delay oubtished at 75 FR 84641 Oct 20 2010

This section addresses when company must include sharehalders proposal in its proxy statement

and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual or special meeting of

shareholders In summary in order to have your shareholder proposal included on companys proxy

card and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement you must be eligible and

follow celain procedures Under few speafic circumstances the company is permitted to exclude your

proposal but only after submitting its reasons to the Commisslon We structured this section in

question-and-answer format so that it is easier to understand The references to you are to

shareholder seeking to submit the proposal

Question Miat is proposal shareholder proposal is your recommendation or requIrement that

the company and/or its board of directors take action which you intend to present at meeting of the

companys shareholders Your proposal should slate as clearly as possible the course of action that you
believe the company should follow If your proposal is placed on the companys proxy card the company
must also provide in the form of proxy means for shareholders to specify by boxes choice between

approval or disapproval or abstention Unless otherwise indicated the word proposer as used in this

section refers both to your proposal and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal if

any

Question Mio is eligible to submit proposal and how do demonstrate to the company that am
eligible In order to be eligible to submit proposal you must have continuously held at least $2000
in market value or 1% of the companys securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the meeting

for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal You must continue to hold those securities

through the date of the meeting

If you are the registered holder of your securities which means that your name appears in the

companys records as shareholder the company can verify your eligibility on its own although you will

still have to provide the company with written statement that you intend to continue to hold the

securities through the date oF the meeting of shareholders However if like many shareholders you are

not registered holder the company likely does not know that you are shareholder or how many
shares you own In this case at the time you submit your proposal you must prove your eligibility

to the

company in one of two ways

ii The first way is to submit to the company written statement from the record holder of your

securities usually broker or bank verifying that at the time you submitted your proposal you
continuously held the securities for at least one year You must also include your own written statement

that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of shareholders or

ii The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed Schedule 13D 24O.13d1O1
Schedule 13G fl240.13d102 Form 249.103 of this chapter Form 249.104 of this chapter
and/or Form 249i05 of this chapter or amendments to those documents or updated forms

reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or before the date on which the one-year eligibility period

begins If you have filed one of these documents with the SEC you may demonstrate your eligibility by

submitting to the company

copy of the schedule and/or form and any subsequent amendments reporting change in your

ownership level

Your written statement that you continuously held the required number of shares for the one-year

period as of the date of the statement and

Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the shares through the date of the

companys annual or special meeting

Question How many proposals may submit Each shareholder may submit no more than one

proposal to company for particular shareholders meeting

Question How long can my proposal be The proposal including any accompanying supporting

http//ecfr.gpoaccesgov/cgViltextitext4dxccfrrgndiv5viewtextnodei 730 1.1.1 idzo17 12/10/2010
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statement may not exceed 500 words

Question What is the deadline for submitting proposal If you are submitting your proposal

for the companys annual meeting you can in most cases find the deadilne in last years proxy

statement However it the company did not hold an annual meeting last year or has changed the date

of its meeting for this year more than 30 days from last years meeting you can usually find the deadline

in one of the companys quarterly reports on Form 1OQ 249.308a of this chapter or in shareholder

reports of investment companies under 270.30d1 of this chapter of th8 Investment Company Act of

1940 In order to avoid controversy shareholders should submit their proposals by means including

electronic means that permit them to prove the date of deliveiy

The deadline is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for regularly

scheduled annual meeting The proposal must be received at the companys principal executive offices

not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the companys proxy statement released to

shareholders in connection with the previous years annual meeting However if the company did not

hold an annual meeting the previous year or if the date of this years annual meeting has been changed

by more than 30 days from the date of the previous years meeting then the deadline is reasonable

time before the company begins to print and send its proxy materials

If you are submitting your proposal for meeting of shareholders other than regularly scheduled

annual meeting the deadline is reasonable time before the company begins to print and send its proxy

materials

Question What ill fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements explained in

answers to Questions through of this section The company may exclude your proposal but only

altar it has notified you of the problem and you have failed adequately to correct it Wstiin 14 calendar

days of receiving your proposal the company must notify you in
writing of any procedural or eligibility

deficiencies as wall asof the time frame for your response Your response must be postmac1ed or

transmitted electronically no later than 14 days from the date you received the companys notification

company need not provide you such notice of deficiency if the deficiency cannot be remedied such as

if you fail to submit proposal by the companys properly determined deadline If the company intends to

exclude the proposal it will ater have to make submission under 240.14a8 and provide you with

copy under Question 10 below 240i4a-8j

If you fall in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date of the meeting of

shareholders then the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its proxy

materials for any meeting held in the foliowing two calendar years

Question Who has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that my proposal can be

excluded Except as otherwise noted the burtten Is on the company to demonstrate that it is entitled to

exclude proposal

QuestIon Must appear personally at the shareholders meeting to present the proposal Either

you or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the proposal on your behalf must

attend the meeting to present the proposaL Whether you attend the meeting yourself or send qualified

representative to the meeting In your place you should make sure that you or your representative

follow the proper state law procedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal

If the company holds its shareholder meeting in whole or In part via electronic media and the

company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such media then you may

appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the meeting to appear in person

If you or your qualified representative fail to appear and present the proposal without good cause
the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from Its proxy materials for any meetings

held in the follving two calendar years

Question If have compiled with the procedural requirements on what other bases may company

rely to exclude my proposal Improper under state law ft the proposal is not proper subject for

action by shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the companys organization

Note to paragraph i1 Depending on the subject matter some proposals are not considered

proper under state law if they would be binding on the company if approved by shareholders

In our experience most proposals that are cast as recommendations or requests that the

board of directors take specified action are proper under state law Accordingly we will

assume that proposal drafted as recommendation or suggestion is proper unless the

company demonstrates otherwise
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fiatfcw of law If the proposal would if implemented cause the company to violate any state

federal or foreign law to which it is subject

Note to paragraph i2 We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion of

proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the foreign law would

result in violation of any state or federal law

t.iolalion of proxy nde.s If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary any of the

Commissions proxy rules inciudirg 240.14a-9 which prohibits materially false or misleading

statements in proxy soliciting materials

Perscvial gnevance ecia1 interest If the proposal relates to the redress of personal claim or

grievance against the company or any other person or if it is designed to result In benefit to you or to

further personal interest which is not shared by the other shareholders at large

Relevance If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than percent of the

companys total assets at the end of its most recent fIscal year and for less than perceet of its net

earnings and gross sales for its moat recent fiscal year and is not otherwise significantly related to the

companys business

Abonce of power/authortty If the company would tack the power or authority to implement the

proposal

Management functions If the proposal deals with matter relating to the companys ordinary

business operations

Relates election If the proposal relates to nomination or an election for membershIp on the

companys board of directors or analogous governing body or procedure for such nomination or

election

Conflicts with companys proposal If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the companys own

proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting

Note to paragraph i9 companys submission to the Commission under this section

should specThj the points of conflict with the companys proposal

10 Substantially implemented If the company has already substantially implemented the proposal

11 Duplication if the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously submitted to the

company by another proponent that will be Included in the companys proxy materials for tha same

meeting

12 Resubmissions If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter as another

proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the companys proxy materials within

the preceding calendar years company may exclude it
from its proxy materials for any meeting held

within calendar years of the last time it was induded if the proposal received

Less than 3% of the vote if proposed oncewithin the preceding calendaryeare

iiLess than 8% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed twice previously within

the preceding calendar years or

iii Less than 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed three times or more

previously within the preceding calendar years and

13 Specific amount of dividends if the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or stock dividends

Question 10 Wat procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude my proposal If the

company intends to exclude proposal from its proxy materials it must file its reasons with the

Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it tiles its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy

with the Commission The company must simultaneously provide you with copy of its submission The

Commission staff may permit the company to make its submission later than 80 days before the

company tiles its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy if the company demonstrates good cause

or missing the deadline
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The company must file six paper copies of the following

The proposal

An explanation of why the company believes that it mayexciude the proposal which should if

possible refer to the most recent applicable authority such as prior Division letters issued under the

rule and

hi supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of state or foreign law

Question 11 May submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the companys
arguments

Yes you may submit response but it is not required You should
try 10 submit any response to us with

copy to the company as soon as possible after the company makes Its submission This way the

Commission staff will have lime to consider fully your submission before it Issues its response You

should submit six paper copies of your response

Question 12 If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy materials what information

about me must it include along with the proposal itself

The companys proxy statement must include your name and address as well as the number of the

companys voting securities that you hold However instead of providing that information the company

may instead include statement that it will provide the information to shareholders promptly upon
receiving an oral or written request

The company is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting statement

Question 13 What con do if the company indudas in its proxy statement reasons why it believes

shareholders should not vote in favor of my proposal arid disagree wIth some of its statements

The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes shareholders

should vote against your proposal The company is allowed to make arguments reflecting its own point
of view just as you may express your own point of view in your proposals supporting statement

However if you believe that the companys opposition to your proposal contains materially false or

misleading statements that may violate our anti-fraud rule 240.14a9 you should promptly send to the

Commission staff and the company letter explaining the reasons for your view along with copy of the

companys statements opposing your proposal To the extent possible your letter should include specific

factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of the companys claims Time permitting you may
wish to try to work out your differences with the company by yourself before contacting the Commission
staff

We require the company to send you copy of its statements opposing your proposal before it sends
its proxy materials so that you may bring to our attention any materially false or misleading statements

under the following timefrarnes

If our r.o.action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or supporting statement

as condition to requiring the company to include it in its proxy materials then the company must

provide you with copy of its opposition statements no later than calendar days after the company
receives copy of your revised proposal or

ii In all other cases the company must provide you with copy of its opposition statements no later

than 30 calendar days before its files definitive copies of its proxy statement and form of proxy under

240.14a8

83 FR 29119 May 28 1998 63 FR 50622 50623 Sept 22 1998 as amended at 72 FR 4168 Jan 29
2007 72 FR 70456 Dec 11 2007 73 FR 977 Jan 2008J
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SHAREHOLDER RELATIONS

Boston Trust investment DEC 2.0 2016

Management Company
NO OF $HARES
cOMMENTL_ ___ACTION

December 14 2010

To Whom It May Concern

Boston Trust Investment Management Company state chartered bank under

the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and insured by the FDIC manages assets

and acts as custodian for the Unitarian Universalist Service Committee

UUSC through its Walden Asset Management division

We are writing to verify that Unitarian Universalist Service Committee
currently owns 76 shares of Exxon Mobil Corp Cusip 30231G102 These

shares are held in the name of Cede Co under the custodianship of Boston

Trust and reported as such to the SEC via the quarterly filing by Boston Trust of

-Form 13F

We confirm that Unitarian Universalist Service Committee has continuously

owned and has beneficial ownership of at least $2000 in market value of the

voting securities of Exxon Mobil Corp and that such beneficial ownership has

existed for one or more years in accordance with rule 14a-8aXl of the

Securities Exchange Act of 1934

Further it is the intent to hold at least $2000 In market value through the next

annual meeting

Should you require further information please contact Regina Morgan at 617-

726-7259 or rmomanbostontrust corn directly

Sincerely

Timothy Smith

Senior Vice President

Boston Trust Investment Management Company
Walden Asset Management

3aceo Mcr iC 67.75 7250 617.2272550


