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UNITED STATES
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549-4561

. G
. HANRAAI

May 18, 2012 12027025
MAY 18200 |

John A. Granda _ / ﬁ 54
Stinson Morrison Hecker I[ashington, DC 20549 gd}- =
jeranda@stinson.com ' ecrion:___. va

Rule: / LI/“Q —X
Re: H&R Block, Inc. Public

Incoming letter dated May 7, 2012 Availability: 5// g ’_/02/

Dear Mr. Granda:

This is in response to your letter dated May 7, 2012 concerning the shareholder
proposal submitted to H&R Block by William Steiner. Copies of all of the
correspondence on which this response is based will be made available on our website at

hgtp://www.sec.gov/divisions/comﬁn/cf-noaction/l4a-8.shtm1. For your reference, a
brief discussion of the Division’s informal procedures regarding shareholder proposals is
also available at the same website address.

Sincerely,

Ted Yu
Senior Special Counsel

Enclosure

cc: John Chevedden
*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***



May 18, 2012

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance

Re: H&R Block, Inc.
Incoming letter dated May 7, 2012

The proposal relates to executive compensation.

There appears to be some basis for your view that H&R Block may exclude the
proposal under rule 14a-8(f). We note that the proponent appears to have failed to
supply, within 14 days of receipt of H&R Block’s request, documentary support
sufficiently evidencing that he satisfied the minimum ownership requirement for the
one-year period as required by rule 14a-8(b). Accordingly, we will not recommend
enforcement action to the Commission if H&R Block omits the proposal from its proxy
materials in reliance on rules 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f).

Sincerely,

Matt S. McNair
Special Counsel



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 [17 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 suggestxons
and to determine, initially, whether or not it may be appropriate in a particular matter to,
recommend enforcement action to the Commission. In connection with a shareholder proposal
under Rule 14a-8, the Division’s staff considers the information furnished to it by the Company
in support of its intention to exclude the proposals from the Company’s proxy materials, as well
as any mformatlon funushed by the proponent or the proponent’s representative.

_ Although Rule 14a-8(k) does not require any communications from shareholders to the
Commission’s staff, the staff will always.consider information conceming 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 staff’s informal
procedures and-proxy review into a formal or adversary procedure.

It is important to note that the staff’s and Commission’s no-action responses to
Rule 14a-8(j) submissions reflect only informal views. The determinations reached in these no-
action letters do not and cannot adjudicate the merits of a company’s position with respect to the
proposa.l Only a court such as a U.S. District Court can decide whether a company is obligated
. to include shareholder.proposals in its proxy materials. Accordingly a discretionary
determination not to recommend or take Commission enforcement action, does not pteclude a
proponent, or any shareholder of a.company, from pursuing any rights he or she may have against
the company in court, should the management omit the proposal from the company’s proxy
material.
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May 7,2012

V1A ELECTRONIC MAIL (shareholderproposals@sec.gov)

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
Division of Corporation Finance

Office of Chief Counsel

100 F Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20549

Re:  H&R Block, Inc.
Shareholder Proposal of William Steiner
Exchange Act of 1934 — Rule 14a-8

- Ladies and Gentlemen:

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j) under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, we
are writing on behalf of our client, H&R Block, Inc., a Missouri corporation (the
"Company"), to request that the Staff of the Division of Corporation Finance (the
"Staff") of the Securities and Exchange Commission (the "Commission") concur with
the Company's view that, for the reasons stated below, it may exclude the shareholder
proposal and supporting statement (the "Proposal") submitted by William Steiner
through his designated proxy John Chevedden (Messrs. Steiner and Chevedden,
together, the "Proponent"), on April 4, 2012 for inclusion in the proxy materials that the
Company intends to distribute in connection with its 2012 Annual Meeting of
Shareholders (the "2012 Proxy Materials™).

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j), this letter is being filed with the Commission no later than 80
days prior to the date on which the Company intends to file its definitive 2012 Proxy
Materials. Pursuant to Staff’ Legal Bulletin No. 14D (Nov. 7, 2008), we are submitting
this letter via electronic mail to the Staff in lieu of mailing paper copies. Also pursuant
to Rule 14a-8(j), a copy of this submission is being sent simultaneously to the
Proponent as notification of the Company's intention to exclude the Proposal from its
2012 Proxy Materials. '

1201 Walnut Street, Sulte 2900 Kansas City, MO 64106-2150 816.842.8600
KamasCﬁylstteulsl.leﬂem’lCHYIOVMPMIWH\MIWBM]W&MD"D.&]PWR 816.691.3485
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BASIS FOR EXCLUSION

As discussed more fully below, we have advised the Company that the Proposal may be
properly omitted from the 2012 Proxy Materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8(b) and Rule
14a-8(f)(1) because the Proponent has failed to establish that the Proponent held at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the Company’s securities entitled to be voted on the
Proposal for at least one year by the date the Proponent submitted the Proposal. A copy
of the Proposal and accompanying cover letter is attached to this letter as Exhibit A.

ANALYSIS

The Proposal May Be Excluded Under Rule 14a-8(b) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) Because
the Proponent Failed to Establish the Requisite Eligibility to Submit the Propesal.

The Company may exclude the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Proponent
failed to substantiate his eligibility to submit the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(b). Rule
14a-8(b)(1) provides, in part, that "[i]n order to be eligible to submit a proposal, [a
shareholder] must have continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the
company's securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one
year by the date [the sharcholder] submit[s] the proposal.” Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14
specifies that when the shareholder is not the registered holder, the shareholder "is
responsible for proving his or her eligibility to submit a proposal to the company,"
which the shareholder may do by one of the two ways provided in Rule 14a-8(b)(2).
See Section C.1.c, Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14 (July 13,2001). Further, the Staff
recently clarified that these proof of ownership letters must come from the "record”
holder of the Proponent's shares, and that only Depository Trust Company ("DTC")
participants are viewed as record holders of securities that are deposited at DTC. See
Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F (Oct. 18,2011) ("SLB 14F").

The Proponent submitted the Proposal to the Company via electronic mail on April 4,
2012. The Proponent did not include with the Proposal documentary evidence of the
Proponent's ownership of the requisite number of Company shares. In addition, the
Company reviewed its stock records, which do not list the Proponent as a record owner
of Company shares.

Rule 14a-8(f) provides that a company may exclude a shareholder proposal if the
proponent fails to provide evidence of eligibility under Rule 14a-8, including the
beneficial ownership requirements of Rule 14a-8(b), provided that the company timely
notifies the proponent of the problem and the proponent fails to correct the deficiency
within the required time.

Accordingly, the Company sought verification of share ownership from the Proponent.
Specifically, the Company sent via overnight delivery and electronic mail a letter
notifying the Proponent of the requirements of Rule 14a-8 relating to the establishment
of proof of ownership and how the Proponent could cure the procedural deficiency (the

DB04/832963.0005/6185963.3WP08
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"Deficiency Notice"). The Company sent the Deficiency Notice on April 6, 2012,
which was within 14 calendar days of the Company's receipt of the Proposal. A copy of
the Deficiency Notice, together with evidence that such Deficiency Notice was timely
received by the Proponent, is attached to this letter as Exhibit B.

As required by SLB 14F, the Deficiency Notice provided detailed information regarding
the "record” holder requirements and attached a copy of Rule 14a-8 and SLB 14F.
Specifically, the Deficiency Notice stated:

« the ownership requirements of Rule 14a-8(b);

» that, according to the Company’s stock records, the Proponent was not a record
owner of sufficient shares; .

« the type of statement or documentation necessary to demonstrate beneficial
ownership under Rule 14a-8(b); and

- that any response had to be postmarked or transmitted electronically no later
than 14 calendar days from the date the Proponent received the Deficiency
Notice.

The Proponent responded to the Deficiency Notice via electronic mail on the last day of
the 14 day period (April 20, 2012) with a letter from TD Ameritrade, dated as of April
20, 2012 (the "Broker Letter"), a copy of which is attached to this letter as Exhibit C.
The Broker Letter did not establish that the Proponent met the one-year continuous
holding period requirement of Rule 14a-8(b). Instead, the Broker Letter indicated that
the Proponent had held the Company's shares only since November 9, 2011 (which is
less than five months prior to the date of submission of the Proposal). As a result, the
Proponent did not cure the procedural deficiency described in the Deficiency Notice
because he did not submit additional proof of ownership substantiating the one-year
requirement during the 14 day cure period that ended on April 20, 2012. As of the date
of this letter, the Company has not received any other proof of ownership from the
Proponent substantiating the one-year requirement.

The Staff has consistently taken the position that if a proponent does not provide
documentary support sufficiently evidencing that he or she has satisfied the continuous
ownership requirement for the one-year period specified by Rule 14a-8(b) during the
time period allowed under Rule 14a-8(f), the proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-
8(f). See, e.g., Piper Jaffray Cos. (avail. Jan. 9, 2012); Deere & Co. (avail. Nov. 16,
2011); Hewlett-Packard Co. (avail. July 28, 2010); RTI Int'l Metals, Inc. (avail. Jan. 13,
2004).

We acknowledge that the Staff in the past has extended the time period for a
shareholder to correct a procedural defect in a proposal beyond the 14 days provided in
Rule 14a-8(f)(1). However, the Staff has only done this where the issuer's response
contained inadequate information as to how the shareholder could remedy the
procedural deficiencies. See, e.g., Exxon Mobil Corp. (avail. March 12, 2007); Bristol-
Myers Squibb Co. (avail. Jan. 19, 2005); Sysco Corp. (avail. Aug. 10, 2001). In this

DB04/832963.0005/6189963.3WP08
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case, an extension of the response period is not warranted because the Company's
Deficiency Notice fully explained that the Proponent was required to provide a "written
statement from the 'record’ holder of Mr. Steiner's securities verifying that, at the time
he submitted the [proposal], he continuously held the securities for at least one year.”
In addition, the Company identified the documents that constitute sufficient proof of
eligibility, indicated that the Proponent should correct the deficiency in the Proposal
within 14 days of receipt of the Company’s Deficiency Notice, and enclosed a copy of
Rule 14a-8 and SLB 14F. Thus, the Company’s Deficiency Notice provided the
Proponent with all relevant information in a timely manner as called for under Rule
14a-8 and the Staff's guidance under SLB 14F.

Furthermore, the Proponent is more than familiar with the technical requirements
necessary to submit a shareholder proposal. In SLB 14F, the Staff issued guidance
regarding proof of ownership under Rule 14a-8(b) and advised that it would no longer
follow its prior position regarding "record" holders set forth in The Hain Celestial
Group, Inc. (avail. Oct. 1, 2008). The Staff reconsidered its prior position, in part, "in
light of questions [the Staff has] received following two court cases relating to proof of
ownership under Rule 14a-8... ." SLB I4F. Mr. Chevedden was not only a proponent
with respect to the shareholder proposal at issue in The Hain Celestial Group, Inc., but
he also was a party to both of the two court cases cited in SLB 14F. See fn 7, SLB 14F
(citing KBR Inc. v. Chevedden, Civil Action No. H-11-0196, 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
36431,2011 WL 1463611 (S.D. Tex. Apr. 4,2011) and 4Apache Corp. v. Chevedden,
696 F. Supp. 2d 723 (S.D. Tex. 2010)).

The Proponent's familiarity with the technical requirements of Rule 14a-8 was further
demonstrated during the current proxy season. On January 13, 2012, Apache Corp.
provided the Staff with a notice of exclusion indicating that it intended to exclude a
shareholder proposal submitted by Mr. Chevedden for inclusion in the company's proxy
materials for its 2012 annual meeting of shareholders because Mr. Chevedden failed to
provide the requisite proof of ownership in response to the company's proper request for
that information and, in connection therewith, the company filed a complaint seeking
declaratory judgment against Mr. Chevedden to exclude the proposal from the
company'’s proxy materials. See Plaintiff's Original Complaint, Apache Corp. v.
Chevedden, No. 4:12-cv-00137 (S.D. Tex. Jan. 13, 2012), available at
http://www.thecorporatecounsel.net/member/FAQ/ShareholderProposals/01_13_12_Ap
ache-complaint.pdf. In the complaint, Apache Corp. provided further evidence of the
Proponent's unparalleled familiarity with submitting shareholder proposals under Rule
14a-8, noting that Mr. Chevedden "appears to be the single most persistent proponent or
proxy of purported shareholder proposals in history." In support of this assertion,
Apache Corp. stated that shareholder proposals for which Mr. Chevedden has been the
proponent or proxy have been the subject of over 1,000 Staff no-action letters,
accounting for 13.3% of all proposals considered by the Staff in no-action letters during

DB04/832963.0005/6189963.3WP08
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the past ten proxy seasons and over 20.4% of all such letters in the 2011 proxy season
alone. Id atp. 3.

In addition, the Proponent has recently had a proposal excluded from a company's proxy
materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8(f) for failing to supply, despite a timely response to the
company's notice of deficiency, "documentary support evidencing that he satisfied the
minimum ownership requirement for the one-year period as of the date that he
submitted the proposal as required by Rule 14a-8." Merck & Co. (avail. Feb. 19, 2010).
The foregoing is just one of numerous examples in which the Staff has concurred with
the exclusion of a proposal submitted by the Proponent in which he supplied a timely
response to the company’s notice of deficiency but failed to supply adequate proof of
ownership under Rule 14a-8(b). See, e.g., Anheuser-Busch Cos. (Jan. 24, 2006); Wal-
Mart Stores, Inc. (avail. Jan. 18, 2006). In other instances, the Staff concurred with the
exclusion of a proposal submitted by the Proponent in which he simply failed to timely
supply any proof of ownership in response to a company's notice of deficiency. See,
e.g., NYSE Euronext (avail. Jan. 9, 2012); Int'l Paper Co. (avail. Feb. 28, 2007);
McKesson Corp. (avail. March 19, 2005).

Thus, based on the foregoing, the Proponent should be and the Company believes is
well aware of the procedural requirements necessary to submit a shareholder proposal
for inclusion in a company's proxy statement. In fact, it is obvious that the Proponent
clearly understood what was being requested by the Company's Deficiency Notice. In
response to the Deficiency Notice, the Proponent sent documentary evidence to the
Company from an entity and in a format that would have satisfied the requirements of
Rule 14a-8(f) and SLB 14F, but for the fact that it only established a five month holding
period, rather than the required one-year period.

The Proponent, having received a timely and adequate notice of deficiency from the
Company, did not submit sufficient verification of his ownership of the Company's
securities, and he thus has failed to comply with Rule 14a-8(b). Consequently, the
Proposal may be excluded by the Company pursuant to Rule 14a-8(f)(1). -

DB04/832963.0005/6189963.3WP08
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CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing analysis, we respectfully request that the Staff concur that it
will take no action if the Company excludes the Proposal from its 2012 Proxy
Materials. Should the Staff disagres with the conclusions set forth in this letter; or
should any additional information be desired in support. of the Company‘s position, we
would appreciate the.opportunity to confer with the Staff concerning these matters prior
to the issuance of the Staff's response. Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned
at (816) 691-3188.

Sincerely,

2 ohn A. Granda

Enclosures

ce:  JohnChevedden ‘ _ _
Scott W. Andreasen, Vice President and Secretary —~ H&R Block, Inc.

DB04/832963.0005/6 189963, 3WP08
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(See attached.)
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84/84/2012 «285RA 8 OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
. PAGE ®1/e3

William Steinet

+* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Dwm. M

!MthmmlwmmumMIM
my sitached Rule 14a-8 proposal in suppoxt of the long-term porforancs of our company, My
proposal is for the next annnal shaycholder meeting. § will moet Rulo 14a-8 i

inchnding the continnous ownexship of the required stock value until aftex the dato of the
hwmumwmmmam This is my proxy for John Chevedden
and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the company and to act on my bebalf
tegarding this Rule 143-8 proposal, and/or modification of i, for the forfhcoming shareholdar
mmmxwmmmmmm Please dixect all fihre
communications regarding my mis 14a-8 nroposal to John Chovedden

*+* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
10 INcunALe prompt and Veritiahls communications. Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

This letter does not cover proposals that are notyule 14a-8 propasals. This Jetter does not grant
the powet to votc.

Your considexation axd the comsideration of the Board of Directors is epprecisted in support of -
. the long-term performance of our company, Please acknowledge receipt of cay proposal
promptly by emadl 05014 8 OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

st

Sincezely. '+ 3
e al tr3/12
William Stejner Dats

cc; Andrew J. Somom <andrew.somora@hrblock coro>

Carpotate Secrotary

Derek Dryadale <derek drysdale@lcblock.com>
Director - Invesinr Relations

FY S ~2b2-/DHu3 .




84/04/2812 2B & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** ' PAGE 82/03

[HRB: Rule 142-8 Proposal, April 4, 2012]
4% ~ Executives To Retain Significant Stock
RESOLVED, Shareholders urge that our executive pay committee adopt a policy requiring that
senjor executives retain a significant percentage of stock acquired through equity pay programs
until reaching normal retirement age and to report to shareholders regarding this policy before
our pext annual shareholder meeting.

Shareholders recommend that a percentage of at least 33% of net after-tax stock be required.
This policy shall apply to future grants and awards of equity pay and should address the
permissibility of transactions such as hedging transactions which are not sales but reduce the risk
of loss to executives. This proposal asks for a retention policy starting as soon as possible.

Requiring senior executives to hold a significant portion of stock obtained through executive pay
plans would focus our executives on our company’s long-term success. A Conference Board
Task Force report on executive pay stated that bold-to-retirement requirexnents give executives
“an ever-growing incentive to focus on long-texm stock price performance.”

The mexit of this proposal should also be considered in the context of the opportunity for -
additional improvement in our company’s 2012 reported corporate governance in order to make
oux company more competitive: .

The Corporate Library, an independent investment research firm rated our conxpany “High
Concern” in Executive Pay. Our company was particularly deficient in long-tesm incentive pay.

Four directors owned no stock which suggests that our stock is a poor ixvestment according to
people who should know: James Wright, Marvin Ellison, Paul Brown and Victoria Reich. Tom
Seip received by far our highest negative votes and yet was on our 3-person nominating
committee. Although there we had 10 directors only 2 directors were on our audit committee and
neither was a designated financial expert.

Plus shareholders will have the opportunity in 2012 to see if our directors respond positively to
another good governance initiative — a shareholder proposal for proxy access.

Please encourage our board to respond positively to this proposal to initiate improved corporate
governance to make our company more competitive:
Executives To Retain Significant Stock — Yes on 4.*



84/04/2012 *~20S86\ & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** PAGE 93/83

Notes:
William Steiner,  *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **  sponsored this proposal.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal.
*Numnber to be assigned by the company.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added):
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
« the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported;
» the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered,
- the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
« the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companles to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microgystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please acknowledge this proposal promptly by emailFiSMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***



Exhibit B
(See attached.)




From: Andreasen, Scott W [scott.andreasen@hrblock.com}]

Sent: Friday, April 06, 2012 3:58 PM

To: ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Subject: Response to Shareholder Proposal Received April 4, 2012
Attachments: 20120406153328041.pdf

Mr. Chevedden,

Attached please find H&R Block, Inc.’s response to the shareholder proposal we received from William Steiner on April 4,
2012, which will also be delivered to you tomorrow via UPS delivery. Please acknowledge your receipt of the attached
letter. Thankyou.

Best regards,

Scott W, Andreasen | Vice President and Secretary
H&R Block, Inc. | One H&R Block Way | Kansas City, MO 64105
office: {816) 854-3758 | fax: (816) 802-1043 ] scott.andreasen@hrblock.com

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may be confidential, proprietary or subject to the attorney/client privilege. It is for the
sole use of the Intended recipient(s) and any use or disclosure by others s prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s),
please notify the sender by return e-mail and delete all copies of this e-malil (and any attachments).



H&R BLOCK®

Scott W, Andreasen
Vice President and Secretary

April 6, 2012
VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY AND ELECTRONIC MAIL,
John Cheved&en

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Re: Shareholder Proposal Received April 4, 2011
Mr. Chevedden:

On April 4, 2012, we received notice from William Steiner of his intent to submita
shareholder proposal for inclusion in the proxy materials of H&R Block, Inc. (*the
Company™ for the Company’s 2012 annual meeting of shareholders. The notice
includes a shareholder proposal requesting “our executive pay committee [to] adopt 2
policy requiring that senior executives retain a significant percentage of stock acquired
through equity pay programs until reaching normal retirement ‘age and to report to

* shareholders regarding this policy before our next annual shareholder meeting” (the
“Submission”). Mr. Steiner named you as his proxy to act on his behalf regarding the
Submission, and requested that we direct all future correspondence to your attention.

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Submission does not comply
with the rules and regulations of the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC®)
promulgated under the Securities and Exchange Act of 1034, as amended (the
“Exchange Act”). I have included a copy of Rule 14a-8 for your reference.

Mr. Steiner has not complied with the eligibility requirements set forth in Rule

142-8(p) of the Exchange Act. Rule 14a-8(b) requires proponents to demonstrate at:the
tirie they submit a proposal that they are eligible to submit a shareholder proposal
under Rule 14a-8(b). A search of the Company’s records could not confirm that Mr.
Steiner is a registered holder of Company securities entitled to vote on the proposal. We
were also unable to verify whether Mr. Steiner's holdings meet ‘the requirements set
forth in Rule 142-8(b)(1) because he failed to provide proof that he has continuously
owned at least $2,000 dollars in market value, or 1%, of Company securities entitled to

_ vote on the proposal for at least one year from the date he submitbed the Submission.

One H&R Block Way Kansas City, MO 64105
Tel 816.854.3758 Fax816.802.1043 -
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April 6, 2012
Page 2

Moreover, we have not received a written statement from the “record” holder of Mr.
Steiner’s securities verifying that, at the time he submitted the Submission, he
continuously held the securities for at least one year.

To remedy this defect, Mr. Steiner, or you acting as Mr Steiner’s proxy, mtist
submit sufficient proof of ownership of Company securities by Mr. Steiner. As
explained in Rule 14a-8(b), sufficient proof may be in one of the following forms:

1. awritten statement from the ayecord” holder of the securities (usually a broker or
a bank that is a DTC participant) verifying that, as of the date the Submission was
submitted, Mr. Steiner continuously held the requisite number of Company
securities for at least one year; or .

2. if Mr. Steiner has filed a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Forni 4 or Form &,
or amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflecting Mr. Steiner’s
ownership of the requisite number of Company securities as of or before the date
on which the one-year eligibility period begins, a copy of the schedule and/or
form, and any subsequent amendments reporting a change in the ownership level
and a written statement that Mr. Steiner continuously held the requisite number

. of Company securities for the one-year pericd. .

To help shareholders comply with the requirement to. prove ownership by
providing a written statement from the “record” holder of the securities, the SEC Staff
recently published Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F (“SLB 14F"). In SLB 14F, the SEC Staff
" stated that only brokers or banks that are DTC participants will be viewed as “record”

holders for purposes of Rule 14a-8. Thus, you will need to obtain the required written -

statement from the DTC participant through which Mr. Steiner’s securities are held. If
you are not certain whether Mr. Steinexr’s broker or bank is a DTC participant, you may
check the DTC's participant list, which is currently available on the Internet at

dtc ownloads, bership/di jes/dtc/alpha.pdf If the broker
or bank that holds Mr. Steiner’s securities is not on DTC’s participant list, you will need
to obtain proof of ownership from the DTC participant through which Mr. Steiner’s
securities are held. If the DTC participant knows the holdings of Mr. Steiner’s broker or
bank, but does not know Mr. Steiner’s holdings, you may satisfy the proof of ownership
requirement by obtaining and submitting two proof of ownership statements verifying

that, at the time the Submission was submitted, the required amount of securities were

continuocusly held by Mr. Steiner for at least one year — with one statement from Mr.
Steiner’s broker or bank confirming the required ownership, and the other statement
from the DTC participant confirming the broker or bank’s ownership. Please see the
enclosed copy of SLB 14F for further information.

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(f), if Mr. Steiner, or you acting as Mr. Steiner’s proxy,
would like us to consider a proposal for inclusion in the Company’s proxy materials for
the 2012 annual meeting of shareholders, you must send us a revised Submission that

One H&R Block Way Kansas City MO 64105 )
Te) 816 8543758 Fax 816 802 1043 scott.andreasen@hrblock.com www.hrblock.com




. eom———— kmsebemem s+ eewevetsomsss oo: Ceee el - PRSP SN

April 6,2012 -
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corrects the deficiency noted above. If you mail a response to the address below, it must
be postmarked no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive this letter. hi
you wish to submit a response electronically, you must submit it to the email address or
fax nurber helow within 14 calendar days of your receipt of this letter. -
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely, - .
Scott W. Andreasen

Enclosures -

cc:  Mr. William Steiner

=+ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

One H&R Block Way Kansas City MO 64105
Tel 816 854 3758 Fax 816 802 1043 scott.andreasen®hrblock.com www.hrblock.com
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§240.14a-8 Shareholder proposals.
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-g)]t;ym cryou;ggakﬁeﬂ é.;%rgienm\é:fﬁlxl t? appearand pre:em %e propasal, vr;ia’}houtgood cause;
6 company vil permittedto-excluds all o oposals from S proxy matedals for any meetin
held in the following two calendar years, YorH fx Y i *®

{0 Question 9: If L hava complied with the procedural requirements, oni what other bases may a company

rely 1o exclude my proposal? (1) Improper under slate law: ¥ the proposal s not a proper subject for
action by shareholders under the faws of the jurisdiction of the company’s organization;

Note fo paragraph (i){1):Depending on the stibject matter, some proposals ara 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 o5 recommendations or requests that the

. board of directors take specified action are proper under state law. Accordingly, we will
assume that a proposal.drafted as a recommendation or suggestion s proper unless the

company demonstrates otherwise.

(2) Violation of faw: I the pioposalwould, ifimplemented, cause the company lo viclale any state,
faderal, o foreign law to which it s subject;

Note to paragraph {i}{2): We:will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exdlusion ofa
proposal on grounds that it would viclata foreign law if compliance with the foreign: law would
result in.a violation.of any state or federal law;

(3) Vivlation of proxy rufess i the proposal or supporting statement is contrary o any of the
Comirission's prosty rules, Including §240/14a-8, which:prohibits matedally false or misleading
statements in proxy sokciting matertals;

{4) Personal grievance; special interesk: Hf the proposal relales fo the redress of a personal claimor
grievance againstihe company or any olher person,.or if it is designed to result in a benefit foyou, or 1o
further 2 personal interest, which is not shared by the other sharehoiders at large;

{5) Ralavance: f the proposel relates 1o operations which acoount for less than 5 percent of the
company's iotal assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, dnd for Jess than § percentof its net

eamings and gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is not otherwise significantly related fo the
company'’s business;

(ﬁ)Abwlncaofpowadambomytfﬂw company wolld lack the power or authority to implement the

{7}y Managsment functions: if the proposal deals with & matter rélating fo the wnws ordinary
business operations;

(8) Director elections: f the proposal:

() Would disqualify a nomines who Is standing for election;

(il Would remeive a director from office before his or her term explred;

(i) Questions the Gompetence, business Judgment, or character of one of more nominees cf dirsctors;

(i) Seeks to Include a specific individual In the company’s proxy malerials for election to the board of
ors; oF

{v} Otherwise could affect the cutcome of the-upcoming election of directors,

{9) Confiicts with company's proposal: i the proposal direclly conflicts with gna of the company’s-own
proposals io be submitied tb shareholders at the same meeting; .

Note to paragraph (i)(8): A company's submission to the Commission under this section
should specify the points of conflict with the company's proposals

(10} Substantially implemented: If the company has already subsiantially implementad the proposal;

e AN T N e Mis
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Note to paragraph (J{10): A company may exclude a shareholder proposal that would provide
an advisory vate or seek-future advisory votes to approve tha compensation of exscutives as
disclosed pursuant to item 402 of Regulation S-K (§229.402 of this chapler) or any successor -
to ltem 402 (a “say-on-pay vote™) or that relates to the frequency of say-on-pay veles,
that in the most recent shareholder vote required by §240.14a-21(b) of this chapter
a single year ( /.e., one, two,-or three years) received approval of a majorily of votes cast on
the matter and the company adopted a policy on the frequency of say-on-pay votos that Is
conslstent with the choice of the majority of votes cast in the most recent shareholder vote
required by §240.14a-21(b) of this chapter. .

{13) Dupfication: If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously submitted to the
company by another proponant that will be included in the company’s proxy meterials for the same

that has or have been previously Included In the.company’s prexy materials within
NmsdemamwmymﬁmmManhawmwwhw '
within 3 calendar years of the last tima it was included if the proposal recelved:

(12) Resubmissions: if the proposal deals with substantially the sams subject matter as another
©of proposals
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pose dmbﬂtemoamm»pkabbamhuﬁy.m“pduwsmmmsswd under the
; an .
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Commission stafl will have time to considar fully your submission before it issues its response. You
should submit six paper coples of your response.
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{m) Question 13- What can | da if the company includes in fis proxy statement reasons why it believes
ghareholdars should not vote In favor of my proposal, and | disagree with soms of its statements?
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B S. Securities and Exchange Commissio

Pivision of ~C.or§)oration Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission

Shareholder Proposals

Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F (CF)

Action: Publication:of CF Staff Légal Bulletin
Dates October 18, 2011

‘Summary; This staff legal bulletin provides information for companies-and
shareholders regarding Rule 14a-8 under the Securities Exchange-Act-of
1934,

Supplementary Information: The statements in this bulletin represent
the views of the Division of Corporation Finance (the "Division”). This
bulletin. & not a nule; regulation or statement of the Securities and

Exchange Commission {the *Commission”), Further, the Commission as
neither approved nor disapproved jts content. .

Contacts: For ,i%:;the,{ informaﬁpn,vv please contact the Division’s Office of
Chief Counsel by calling (202) 551-3500 or by submitting a web-based
request form at https://tts.sec.gov/cgl-bin/corp_fin_interpretive.

A The purpose of this bulletin
This bulletin is part of a cantinuing effort by the Division to provide

guidance on important Issues arising under Exchange Act Rule 14a-8.
Specifically, this bulletin contains information regarding:

« Brokers and banks that constitute “record” holders under Rule 14a-8
{bY2)() for purposes of verifying whether a beneficial owneris
efigible to submita proposal under Rule 14a-8;

» Cam:rien errors shareholders can avoid when submitting proof of
ownership to companies;

» The submission of revised proposals;

» Procedures for withdrawing no-action requests regarding proposals
submitted by multiple proponents; and .

« The Division’s new process for transmitting Rule 14a-8 no-action
responsey by email.

You can find additional guidance regarding Rule 14a-8 in the following
bullatins that are available on the Commission’s website: SLB No. 14, SLB

tip:/fwrww.sec.gov/interps/legal/cisibl4f htm 4/5/2012
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No, 14A, SLB No. 148, SLB No. 14C, SLB No, 14D and SLB No. 14E.

B. The types of brokers and banks that constitute “record” holders
under Rule 14a-8(b){2)(i) for purposes of verifying whether a
beneficial owner Is eligible to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8

_ 1. Eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8

To be eligible to submit a shareholder proposal, a shareholder must have
continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s
securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the shareholder meeting
for at least one year as of the date the shareholder submits the proposal.
The shareholder must also continue to hold the required amount of
securitles through the date of the meeting and must provide the company
with a written statement of intent to do sod

The steps that a shareholder must take to verify his or her eligibllity to
submit a proposal depend on how the shareholder owns the securitles.
There are two types of security holders in the U.S.: registered owners and
beneficial owners.2 Registered owners have a direct relationship with the
issuer because their ownership of shares is listed on the records maintained
by the issuer or its transfer agent. If a shareholder is a registered owner,
the company can independently confirm that the shareholder’s holdings
satisfy Rule 14a-8(b)’s eligibility requirement.

The vast majority of investors in shares lssued by U.S. companies,
however, are beneficial owners, which means that they hold thelr securities
in book-entry form through a securitles intermediary, such as a broker ora
bank. Beneficial owners are ssmetimes referred to as “street name”
holders. Rule 14a-8(b)(2)() pravides that a beneficial owner can provide
proof of owniership to support his or her eligibility to submit a proposal by
submitting a written statement “from the ‘record’ holder of [the] securities
(usually a broker or bank),” verifying that, at the time the proposal was
submitted, the shareholder held the required amount of securities

continuously for at least one year.d
2, The role of the Depository Trust Company

Most large U.S. brokers and banks deposit their customers’ securities with,
and hold those securities through, the Depository Trust Company ("DTC"),
a registered clearing agency acting as a securities depository. Such brokers
-and banks are often referred to as-“participants” in DTC.2 The names of
these DTC participants, however, do not appear as the registered owners of
the securities deposited with DTC on the list of shareholders maintained by
the company or, more typically, by its transfer agent. Rather, DTC's
nominee, Cede & Co., appears on the shareholder list as the sole registered
owner of securities deposited with DTC by the DTC participants. A company
«can request from DTC a “securities position listing” as of a specified date,
which Identifies the DTC participants having a position in the company’s
securities and the number of securities held by each DTC participant on that

date.2
3. Brokers and banks that constitute “record” holders under Rule

142-8(b)(2)(i) for purposes of verifying whether a beneficial
owner Is eligible to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8

- http:llwww.sec.gov/igtexpsllegallcfslbl-‘lﬁhhn 4/5/2012
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1In The Hain Celestial Group, Inc. (Oct. 1, 2008), we took the position that
an introducing broker could be considered a “record” holder for purposes of
Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(). An introducing broker is a broker that engages in sales
and other activities involving customer contact, such as opening customer
accounts and accepting customer orders, but Is not permitted to maintain
custody of customer funds and securities.£ Instead, an introducing broker
.engages another broker, known as a “dearing broker,” to hold custody of
client funds and securities, to clear and execute customer trades, and to
handle other functions such as Issuing confirmations of customer trades and
customer account statements. Clearing brokers generally are DTC
participants; Introducing brokers generally are not. As introducing brokers
generally are not DTC participants, and therefore typically do not appearon °
DTC’s securities position listing, Hain Celestial has required companies to
accept proof of ownership letters from brokers in cases where, unlike the
positions of registered owners and brokers and banks that are DTC
participants, the company is unable to verify the positions against its own
or its transfer agent’s records or against DTC's securities position listing.

1In light of questions we have received following two recent court cases
relating to proof of ownership under Rule 14a-8Z and in light of the
Commission’s discusslon of registered and beneficial owners in the Proxy
Mechanics Concept Release, we have reconsidered our views as to what

of brokers and banks should be considered “record” holders under
Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(1). Because of the transparency of DTC participants’
‘positions In a company’s securities, we will take the view going forward
that, for Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(i) purposes, only DTC participants should be
viewed as “record” holders of securities that are deposited at DTC. As a
result, we will no longer follow Haln Celestial.

We believe that taking this approach as to who constitutes a “record”
‘holder for purposes of Rule 14a-8(b){2)(i) will provide greater certainty to
beneficial owners and companies. We also note that this approach Is
consistent with Exchange Act Rule 12g5-1 and a 1988 staff no-action letter
addressing that rule,2 under which brokers and banks that are DTC
participants are considered to be the record holders of secutrities on deposit
with DTC when calculating the number of record holders for purposes of
Sections 12(g) and 15(d) of the Exchange Act.

Companles have occasionally expressed the view that, because DTC’s
nominee, Cede & Co., appears on the shareholder list as the sole registered
owner of securities deposited with DTC by the DTC participants, only DTC or
Cede & Co. should be viewed as the “record” holder of the securities held

on deposit at DTC for purposes of Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(i). We have never
interpreted the rule to require a shareholder to obtain a proof of ownership
letter from DTC or Cede & Co., and nothing in this guldance should be
construed as changing that view. )

How can a shareholder determine whether his or her broker or bank is a
DTC participant?

Shareholders and companies can confirm whether a particular broker or
bank is a DTC participant by checking DTC's participant list, which is
currently avallable on the Internet at

hitp://www.dtcc.com/downloads/ membership/directories/dtc/alpha.pdf.

htp:/fwww.sec.goviinterps/legal/cfslbl4fhim 4/5/2012




Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F (Shareholder Proposals) : Page 4 of9

What If 3 shareholder’s broker or bank is not on DTC’s pa}ﬂcipant Hst?

The shareholder will need to obtain proof of ownership from the DTC
participant through which the securitles are held. The shareholder
should be able to find out who this DTC participant is by asking the
shareholder’s broker or bank.2" .

If the DTC participant knows the shareholder’s broker or bank’s
holdings, but does not know the shareholder’s holdings, a shareholder
could satisfy Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(1) by obtalning and submitting two proof
of ownership statements verifying that, at the time the proposal was
submitted, the required amount of securities were continuously held for
at least one year — one from the shareholder’s broker or bank .
confirming the shareholder’s ownership, and the other from the DTC
participant confirming the broker.or bank’s ownership.

How will the staff process no-action requests that argue for exclusion on
the basis that the shareholder’s proof of ownership Is not from a DTC
participant?

The staff will grant no-action refief to a company on the basis that the
shareholder’s proof of ownership is not from a DTC participant only If
the company’s notice of defect.describes the required proof of
ownership in a manner that Is consistent with the guidance contained in
this bulletin. Under Rule 14a-8(f)(1), the shareholder will have an
opportunity to obtain the requisite proof of ownership after recelving the
notice of defect.

C. Common errors shareholders can avoid when submitting proof of
ownership to companies

In this section, we describe two common errors shareholders make when
submitting proof of ownership for purposes of Rule 14a-8(b)(2), and we
provide guidance on how to avoid these errors. )

First, Rule 14a-8(b) requires a shareholder to provide proof of ownership
that he or she has “continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or
1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the
imeeting for at least one year by the date vou submit the

proposal” (emphasis added)A2 We note that many proof of ownership
letters do not satisfy this requirement because they do not verify the
shareholder’s beneficial ownership for the entire one-year pericd preceding
and including the date the proposal is submitted. In some cases, the letter
speaks as of a date before the date the proposal Is submitted, thereby
leaving a gap between the date of the verification and the date the proposal
is submitted. In other cases, the letter speaks as of a date after the date
the proposal was submitted but covers a period of only one year, thus
falling to verify the shareholder’s beneficlal ownership over the required full
one-year period preceding the date of the proposal’s submission.

Second, many letters fall to confirm continuous ownership of the securities.
This can occur when a broker or bank submits a letter that confirms the
shareholder’s beneficlal ownership only as of a specified date but omits any

hitp/www.sec.gov/interps/legal/cfsibl4fhtm 4/5/2012
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reference to continuous ownership for a one-year period.

We recognize that the requirements of Rule 14a-8(b) are highly prescriptive
and can cause inconvenience for shareholders when submitting proposals.
Although our administration of Rule 14a-8(b) Is constrained by the terms of
the rule, we-belleve that shareholders can avoid the two errors highlighted
above by arranging to have their broker or bank provide the required
verification of ownership as of the date they plan to submit the proposat
using the following format: .

“As of [date the propasal is submitted], [name of sharehoider]
held, and has held continuously for at least one year, [number

of securities] shares of [company name] [class of securities).22

As discussed above, a shareholder may also need to provide a separate
written statement from the DTC participant through which the shareholder’s
securities are held if the shareholder’s broker or bank Is not a DTC
participant. . .

D. The submission of revised proposals

On occasion, a shareholder will revise a proposal after submitting it to a
company. This section addresses questions we have received regarding
revisions to a proposal or supporting statement.

1. A shareholder submits a ﬁmdv.proposal. The shareholder then
submits a revised proposal hefore the company’s deadline for
recelving proposals. Must the company accept the revislons?

Yes. In this situation, we belleve the revised proposal serves as a
replacement of the inltial proposal. By submitting a revised proposal, the
shareholder has effectively withdrawn the initial proposal. Therefore, the
shareholder is not In violation of the one-proposal limitation in Rule 14a-8
(c).22 If the company Intends to submit a no-action request, it must do so
‘with respect to the revised proposal.

We recognize that in Question and Answer E.2 of SLB No. 14, we indicated
that If a shareholder makes revisions to a proposal before the company
submits its no-action request, the company can choose whether to accept
the revislons. However, this guidance has led some companies to believe
that, In cases where shareholders attempt to make changes to an Initial
proposal, the company is free to ignore such revisions even if the revised
proposal Is submitted before the company’s deadline for receiving
shareholder proposals. We are revising our guidance on this Issue to make

clear that a company may not ignore a revised proposal in this situation 42

2. A shareholder submits a timely proposal. After the deadline for
receiving proposals, the shareholder submits a revised proposal. -
Must the company accept the revisions?

No. If a shareholder submits revisions to a proposal after the deadline for
recelving proposals under Rule 14a-8(e), the company is not required to
accept the revisions. However, If the company does not accept the
revisions, it must treat the revised proposal as a second proposal and
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submit a notice stating its intention to exclude the revised proposal, as
required by Rule 142-8(j). The company’s notice may cite Rule 14a-8(e) as
the reason for excluding the revised proposal. If the company does not -~
accept the revisions and intends to exclude the initial proposal, it would
also need to submit its reasons for excluding the Initlal proposal.

3. If a shareholder submits a revised proposal, as of which date
must the shareholder prove his or her share ownership?

A shareholder must prove ownership as of the date the original proposal Is
submitted. When the Commission has discussed revisions to proposals, it it
has not suggested that a revision triggers a requirement to provide proof of
ownershlp a second time. As outlined in Rule 14a-8(b), proving ownership
Inciudes providing a written statement that the shareholder intends to
continue to hold the securitles through the date of the shareholder meeting.
Rule 14a-8(f)(2) provides that if the shareholder “falls In [his or her]
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 [the same shareholder’s] proposals from its proxy materials for any
meeting held in the following two calendar years.” With these provisions in
mind, we do not Interpret Rule 14a-8 as requiring additional proof of
ownership when a shareholder submits a revised proposal.22

E. Procedures for withdrawing no-action requests for. proposals
submitted by multiple propanents L.

We have previously addressed the requirements for withdrawing a Rule
14a-8 no-action request in SLB Nos. 14 and 14C. SLB No. 14 notes that a
company should include with a withdrawal letter documentation
demonstrating that a shareholder has withdrawn the proposal. In cases
where a proposal submitted by multiple shareholders is withdrawn, SLB No.
14C states that, If each shareholder has designated a lead individual to act
on its behalf and the company is able to demonstrate that the individual Is
authorized to act on behalf of all of the proponents, the company need only
provide a letter from that lead individual indicating that the lead individual
is withdrawing the proposal on behalf of all of the proponents.

Because there is no relief granted by the staff in cases where a no-action
request is withdrawn following the withdrawal of the related proposal, we
recognize that the threshold for withdrawing a no-action request need not
‘be overly burdensome. Going forward, we will process a withdrawal request
if the company provides a letter from the Jead filer that includes a
representation that the lead filer Is authorized to withdraw the proposat on
behalf of each proponent identified in the company’s no-action requestAS

.F. Use of email to transmit our Rule 14a-8 no-action responses
‘companies and proponents i ) .

To date, the Division has transmitted copies of our Rule 14a-8 no-action
responses, including coples of the correspondence we have received in
connection with such requests, by U.S. mail to companies and proponents.
We also post our response and the related correspondence to the
Commission’s website shortly after issuance of our response.

In order to accelerate delivery of staff responses to companles and
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proponents, and to reduce our copying and postage costs, going forward,
we Intend to transmit our Rule 14a-8 no-action responses by email to ’
companies and proponents. We therefore encourage both companies and
proponents to Include emall contact information in any correspondence to
each other and to us. We will use U.S. mail to transmit our no-action
‘response to ‘any company or propanent for which we do not have email
contact information. ’

Glven the avallability of our responses and the related correspondence on
the Commission‘s website and the requirement under Rule 14a-8 for
‘companles and proponents to copy each other on correspondence '
submitted to the Commission, we believe it is unnecessary to transmit .
coples of the related correspondence along with our no-action response.
Therefore, we intend to transmit only our staff response and not the
correspondence we recelve from the parties. We will continueto post to the
Commission’s website coples of this correspondence at the same time that
‘we post our staff no-action response.

1 See Rule 14a-8(b).

2 For an explanation of the types of share ownership In the U.S., see
Concept Release on U.S. Proxy System, Release No. 34-62495 (Quly 14,
2010) {75 FR 42982] (“Proxy Mechanics Concept Release”), at Section ILA.
The term “beneficial owner” does not have a uniform meaning under the
federal securities laws. It has a different meaning in this bulletin as
compared to “beneficlal owner” and “beneficial ownership” in Sections 13
:and 16 of the Exchange Act. Our use of the term in this bulletin is not
intended to suggest that registered owners are not beneficial owners for
purposes of those Exchange Act provisions. See Propased Amendments to
Rule 14a-8 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 Relating to Proposals
by Security Holders, Release No. 34-12598 (July 7, 19786) [41 FR 29982],
at n.2 ("The term ‘beneficial owner’ when used in the context of the proxy
rules, and in light of the purposes of those rules, may be interpreted to
have a broader meaning than It would for certain other purpose[s] under
the federal securities laws, such as reporting pursuant to the Williams
Act.”).

2 If a shareholder has filed 2 Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4
or Form 5 reflecting ownership of the required amount of shares, the

shareholder may instead prove ownership by submitting a copy of such
filings and providing the additional information that is described In Rule

142-8(b)(2)(10).

4 DTC holds the deposited securities In “fungible bulk,” meaning that there
are no specifically identifiable shares directly owned by the DTC
participants. Rather, each DTC participant holds a pro rata Interest or
position in the aggregate number of shares of a particular issuer held at
DTC. Correspondingly, each customer of a DTC participant - such as an
individual investor — owns a pro rata interest in the shares in which the DTC
participant has a pro rata interest. See Proxy Mechanics Concept Release,
at Section 11.B.2.a. : .

5 see Exchange Act Rule 17Ad-8.
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& See Net Capital Rule, Release No. 34-31511 (Nov. 24, 1992) (57 FR
56973] (“Net Capital Rule Release”), at Section IL.C.

2 see KBR Inc. v. Chevedden, Civil Action No. H-11-0196, 2011 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 36431, 2011 WL 1463611 (S.D. Tex. Apr. 4, 2011); Apache Corp. v.
Chevedden, 696 F. Supp. 2d 723 (S.D. Tex. 2010). In both- cases, the court
conciuded that a securities intermediary was not a record holder for
purposes of Rule 14a-8(b) because it did. not appear on a list of the
company’s non-objecting beneficial owners or on any DTC securitles
position listing, nor was the intermediary a DTC participant.

& Techne Corp. (Sept. 20, 1988).

2 In addition, if the shareholder’s broker is an introducing broker, the
shareholder’s account statements should include the clearing broker's
Identity and telephone number. See Net Capital Rule Release, at Section
11.C.(ili). The clearing broker will generally be a DTC participant.

0 For purposes of Rule 14a-8(b), the submission date of a proposal will
generally precede the company’s receipt date of the proposal, absent the
use of electronic or other means of same-day delivery.

1 This format is acceptable for purposes of Rule 14a-8(b), but it is not
mandatory or exclusive. s

22 As such, it is not appropriate for a company to send a notice of defect for
'multiple proposals under Rule 14a-8(c) upon receiving a revised proposal.

43 This position will apply to all proposals submitted after an initiai proposal
but before the company’s deadline for recelving proposals, regardless of
whether they are explicitly labeled as “revisions” to an initial proposal,
unless the shareholder affirmatively Indicates an intent to submit a second,
additionat proposal for inclusion in the company’s proxy matetials. In that
case, the company must send the shareholder 2 notice of defect pursuant

N to Rule 14a-8(f)(1) if it intends to exclude either proposal from its proxy
materials in reliance on Rule 14a-8(c). In light of this guidance, with
respect to proposals or revisions received before a company’s deadline for
submission, we will no longer follow Layne Christensen Co. {Mar. 21, 2011)
:and other prior staff no-action letters in which we took the view thata
proposal would violate the Rule 14a-8(c) one-proposal limitation If such
proposal Is submitted to a company after the company has either submitted
a Rule 14a-8 no-action request to exclude an eariler proposal submitted by
the same proponent or notified the proponent that the earlier proposal was
excludable under the rule. .

12 gep, e.g., Adoption of Amendments Relating to Proposals by Security
Holders, Release No. 34-12999 (Nov. 22, 1976) [41 FR 52994].

15 Because the relevant date for proving ownership under Rule 14a-8(b) is
the date the proposal is submitted, a proponent who does not adequately
‘prove ownership in connection with a proposal Is not permitted to submit
another proposal for the same meeting on a later date. :

18 nothing in this staff position has any effect on the status of any
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shareholder proposal that is not withdrawn by the proponent orits .
authorized representative.

http://www.sec.gov/Interps/legal/ctsib14f.htm
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From: »* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2012 11:42 AM

To: Andreasen, Scott W

Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (HRB) tdt
Attachments: CCEO0001.pdf

Mr. Andreasen, Attached is the stock ownership letter. Please let me know today whether there is
any question.

Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner
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Willam Steiner - -

*** EISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Re: TD Amerirade acemmbendngdMemorandum M-07-16 “*
Dear Willlam Stsiner, )

Thank you for allowing me to asslst you today. Pursuant lo your request, this Istter is to confim that you
Weoonhnuouslyheldnolessmaneoomaachot

H&R Block, Inc. (HRB) -
Pelterson Comparies, Inc. (PDCO)

n the TD Amerilrade clear!ng. Inc., DTC # 0188, &G chddbirMemonsintber NS 08, 2011

If yous have any further questions, pleass contact 800-889-3900 to spaak with a TD Amerirade Cllent
Services represontative, or e-mall us at clieniservices@ldameriirade.com. We are svallable 24 hours a
day, seven days aweek.

Sincerely,

Research Speclalist ’ .

TD Amerilrade
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out of any Inzocuracy in the informatich. Because this formaticn may Giffar from yous TO Amertirade monthiy statoment, you
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TO Ameritads 6oo9 not provide invasimen, legs) or kax advice. Please consull your tivasiment, legal or tax advisor reganding tax
conssquonces of your transactions.

TD Ameniirade, Inc., m WAWWI&!MWMWWW&&PM 3
2and The Toronto-Dominton Bank. © 2011 TD Amesitrede [P Company, Ino. All dghts reserveg. Used with permission.
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