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Dear Mr. Mueller:

This is in response to your letter dated January 13, 2014 concerning the
shareholder proposal submitted to Intel by John Chevedden. We also have received a
letter from the proponent dated January 27, 2014. Copies of all of the correspondence on
which this response is based will be made available on our website at

http://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/cf-noaction/14a-8.shtml. For your reference, a

brief discussion of the Division’s informal procedures regarding shareholder proposals is
also available at the same website address.

Sincerely,

Matt S. McNair
Special Counsel

Enclosure

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



March 4, 2014

. Response of the Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance

Re:  Intel Corporation
Incoming letter dated January 13, 2014

The proposal requests that the board take the steps necessary to adopt a policy that
prior to the annual meeting, the outcome of votes cast by proxy on uncontested matters,
including a running tally of votes for and against, shall not be available to management or
the board and shall not be used to solicit votes. The proposal also describes when the
policy would, and would not, apply.

There appears to be some basis for your view that Intel may exclude the proposal
under rule 14a-8(i)(3), as vague and indefinite. We note in particular your view that the
proposal does not sufficiently explain when the requested policy would apply. In this
regard, we note that the proposal provides that preliminary voting results would not be
available for solicitations made for “other purposes,” but that they would be available for
solicitations made for “other proper purposes.” Accordingly, we will not recommend
enforcement action to the Commission if Intel omits the proposal from its proxy materials
in reliance on rule 14a-8(i)(3). In reaching this position, we have not found it necessary
to address the alternative bases for omission upon which Intel relies.

Sincerely,

Tonya Aldave
Attorney-Adviser



DIVISION OF CORPORATION FINANCE o
INFORMAL PROCEDURES REGARD[NG 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 fmust comply with the rule by offering informal advice and suggestions
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 wcll
as any mformauon furmshed by the proponent or-the proponent’s representatlve

) Although Rule 14a-8(k) does not require any commumcauons from shareholders to the
Commission’s 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 staﬂ"
of such information; however, should not be construed as changing the staff’s mformal
procedures and proxy review into a formal or advcrsaxy procedure.

i 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 gl@ierminaﬁonS'reached in these no-
action letters do not and cannot adjudicate the merits of a company’s position with respect to the
proposal 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- preclude a
proponent, or any sharehelder of a.company, from pursuing ény rights he or shc may have against
the company in court, should the management omit the proposal from the company S.proxy
material.



JOHN CHEVEDDEN
“**FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16"** ’ ***FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16***

January 27, 2014

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

‘Washington, DC 20549

# 1 Rule 14a-3 Proposal

Intel Corporation (INTC)

Confidential Voting

John Chevedden

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This is in regard to the January 13, 2014 no action request by proxy.

Microsoft Word counts the proposal as 489 words, 2,700 characters and 49 lines.

The company fails to cite one instance of no action relief in regard to a confidential voting
proposal although the company has no hesitation in citing numerous Staff Reply Letters. The

company fails to cite one instance of confidential voting being determined to be ordinary
business.

This is to request that the Securities and Exchange Commission allow this resolution to stand and
be voted upon in the 2014 proxy. :

Sincerely,

Chevedden

cc: Irving S. Gomez <irving.s.gomez@jintel.com>



[INTC: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, November 20, 2013, Revised November 29, 2013}
4* — Confidential Voting

Shareholders request our Board of Directors to take the steps necessary to adopt a policy that
prior to the Annual Meeting, the outcome of votes cast by proxy on uncontested matters,
including a runuing tally of votes for and against, shall not be available to management or the
Board and shall not be used to solicit votes. This enhanced confidential voting requirement
should apply fo 1) management-sponsored or Board-sponsored resolutions seeking approval of
executive pay or for other purposes, including votes mandated under applicable stock exchange
rules; 2) proposals required by law, or the Company's Bylaws, to be put before sharcholders for a
vote (€.g., say-on-pay votes); and 3) shareholder resolutions submitted for inclusion in the proxy
pursuant to SEC Rule 14a-8.

This enhanced confidential voting requirement shall not apply to elections of directors, or to
contested proxy solicitations, except at the Board's discretion. Nor shall this proposal impede the
Company's ability to monitor the number of votes cast for the purpose of achieving a quorum, or
to conduct solicitations for other proper purposes.

Although “confidential voting” rules guarantee a secret ballot, management is able to monitor
voting results and take active steps to influence the outcome even on matters, such as ratification
of stack options or other executive pay plans, where they have a direct personal stake in the
outcome.

As aresult, a Yale Law School study concluded: “Management-sponsored proposals (the vast
majority of which concern the approval of stock options or other bonus plans) are
overwhelmingly more likely to win a corporate vote by a very small amount than lose by a very
small amount to a degree that cannot occur by chance.”

“The results on close proxy votes indicate that, at some point in the voting process, management
obtains highly accurate information about the likely voting outcome and, based on that
information, acts to influence the vote,” concluded Yale Professor Yair Listokin's study
“Management Always Wins the Close Ones.”

This proposal should also be more favorably evaluated due to our Company’s clearly improvable
corporate governance performance as reported in 2013:

GMI Ratings, an independent investment research firm, rated our board F for executive pay —
$39 million for our CEO and sharcholders faced a potential 16% dilution. CEO pay increased
while company performance lagged. The CEQ equity ownership guideline was too low.
Executives also received an additional discretionary bonus. Discretionary bonuses undemmine
pay-for-performance.

GMI rated our board F. Five directors served on at least three boards — over-committed. Reed
Hundt was negatively flagged due to his involvement with the Allegiance Telecom board when it
went bankrupt. David Yoffie, on our executive pay committee and with 24-years long-tenure,
received 15% in negative votes. Charlene Barshefsky was on 4 company boards and received
10% in negative votes.

Returning to the core topic of this proposal from the context of our clearly improvable corporate

performance, please vote to protect shareholder value: .
Confidential Voting — Proposal 4*
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January 13, 2014

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE
Washmgten, DC 20549

Re: Intel Gerpomtzan L

Securities Exchange dct of 1934—Rule 14a-8
Ladies and Gentlemen:

‘ “Company") intends to omit
from it st ) 1ders Meetmg
(calleonvely, the “2014 Proxy Matemals’*) a s’mkhaidar pmg@w tha o %)
statements in support thereof (the “Su;:po ting Staten v ._,Y:;*fmm John Chevedden (the
“i’roponcnt”) ‘

: Th 1 ftterlstamfermyoum ] W'Ghent,?{ntel T RTU.

Pursuant to Rul&fi’lﬁé‘%ﬁﬁ)‘;_ we have::

o filed this letter with the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission”) no
later than eighty (80) dar days before the Company intends to file its.definitive
2014 Proxy Materials with the Commission; and

e concurrently sent copies of this correspondence to the Proponent.

Rule 14a-8(k) and Staff Legal Bulletin No: 14D (Nov 7,2008) (“SLB 14D”) provide that
stockhiolder proponents are requited to send companies a: copy of any correspondence that the
proponents elect to submit to the Commission or the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance
(the “Staff”). Accordingly, we are takmg this opportunity to inform the Proponent that if the
Proponent elects to submit additional correspondence to the Commission or the Staff with
respect to this Proposal, a copy of that correspondence should be furnished concurrently to the
undersigned on behalf of the Gampany ‘pursitant to Rule 14&«8(1() and SLB 14D.

Beijing + Brussgis - Century City» Daiias Mﬁ‘ Qé}bﬁi angKtm £ London « Los: Angeles + Munich
New York » Orange County + Palo-Alto « Paris » San Franclscn $30 Paulo » Singapore « Washington; D.C.
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Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
January 13, 2014

Page 2

THE PROPOSAL

The Proposal states, in relevant patt, that:

Shareholders request our Board of Directors to take the steps necessary to adopt a
pohcy t?iat pmer o the Annual Me;:tmg the outcome of votes cast by proxy on
matters mﬁladmg mnnmg tally f‘vctes for and agamst, shali 1o bs

submxtted for mciﬁsmn inthe préxy iaursuant to SEC Rule 14&-«8

This enhanced confidential voting requirement shall not apply to elections of
directors, or to contested ‘proxy solicitations, except at the Board’s discretion.
Nor shall this proposal impede the C mpan / onitor the number of
votes cast for the purpose of 2 ng a quoti ict solicitations for
other proper purposes.

A copy of the Proposal, as revised by the Proponient, is attached fo this letter as Exhibit A.

BASES FOR EXCLUSION

We hereby respectfully request that the Staff concur in our view that the Proposal may be
excluded from the 2014 Proxy Materials pursuant to:

Rule 14a-8(d) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Proposal exceeds 500 words;

Rule 143-8(:)(3) because the Proposal is. nnpenmsmbly vague and indefinite so as to be
inherently misleading and is inherently misleading; and

Rule 14a-8(i)(7) because the Proposal relates to the Company’s ordinary business
operations.




Office of Chief Counsel
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BACKGROUND

The Proponent submitted the Proposal to the Company on November 20,2013, and submitteda
rev;sed vers:on,nﬁthe Proposal to the Company on November 29, 2013. See Exhibit A, The
ed that the Proposal contained procedural ¢ deﬁ ies; Includj, ex¢ dmg
pph, able to stackhalder prcspcsais According semb :

oy notice to the enL nogfymg hl ;

..« Rule 14a-8(d) of the Exchange;i t requires that any stockholder proposal,
'mcludmg ; yacwmpan/ ing supporting statement, not exceed 500 words. Zthe
Tudin emppartm : *statament, excecds: 500 words. invreachmgfh:s

acronjans and: y henated f:erms as mult;;;}e words, To rcmedy ﬂus defect, you
ot exceed 500 words:

The Deficiency Notice also included a copy of Rule 144-8 and SEC Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F
(Oot 18 201 1) (“SLB 14F") Umted Pame Service records confirm that the Deficiency Notice
4,2013, See ExhibitC.

'I'he Pmponent submitted emails to the Company on Deceriber 7, 2013 and December 11,2013
o) ntzﬁed in the Deficiency Notice (the “Responses”) See

‘ idr any tevisions fo the Pro i ‘
C , '14aday deadline to respend 1o the Defi cy No
.2013 and the Company has not received any other correspondence

expired on Dec er 17,
from the Proponent

L The Proposal May Be Excluded Under Rule 14a-8(d) And Rule 14&-8(1)(1}
Because The Proposal Exceeds 500 Words.

The Company may exclude the Proposal pursuant to Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Proposal
violates the 500-word Timitation imposed by Rule 14a-8(d). Rule 14a-8(d) provides thata
pro;p.sal mcludmg any supporting statement, may not exceed 500 words. The Staff has
explained that “[a]ny statements that are, in effect; arguments in support of the proposal
constitute part of the suppotting statement.” Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14 (Jul. 13,2001).
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On numerous occasions the Staff has concurred that a company may exclude a stockholder
proposal under Rules l4a~8(d) and 14a-8()(1) because the proposal exceeds 500 words. See,
e.g., Amoco Corp, (avail. Jan. 22, 1997) (permitting the exclusion of a proposal under the
predecessor to Rules 14a-8(d) and 14a-8(f)(1) where the company argued that the pmpasai
mcluded 503 werds.and the proponent stated that 1t mcluded 501 words) See also:! ar, her

exceed thé SGO-wofd imif ": ent i, ﬂbol and'dollar szgn as a
‘separate word”).

: p 1b T in
sxmply a subst:tu‘te far a wcrd to conclude etherw:sa would perrmt preponents to evade the
clear limits of Rule 14a-8(d) by using acronyms rather than words. See Danaher Corp.
(avail. Jan. 19, 201@) We have counted “GMI” as one word because of it being a proper
noun.

» . We have treated hyphenated terms (not including words that include a prefix followed by a
hyphen) as multiple words. See Minnesota Mining & Manufacturing Co. (avail. Feb. 2’1 5
2000) (concurring with the exclusion of a stockholder proposal under Rules 14a- ]
14a—8(t)(1) wims the prﬁ;aosal c;cntamed 504 wards but wonid have Qontamed 498 words if

have counted “say—en-pay:’ “Management—sponsored » “Baard,sponsored »u
performance,”™ “24-years,” and “long-tenure” as multiple words. The fact that these t
connected by a hyphen does net make them one Word We are aware fhat some '-have argued

a dwﬁonary : awever, none af fhese tenns are mcluded in MemamuWebster s Online
Dictionary. Furthermore, we believe that this is an arbitrary and, in the day of pm‘{xferatmg
web-based dictionaries, unireliable approach. Importantly, a dictionary is not intended or
designed to count words; it is intended to provide definitions. Thus, the fact that a term
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and "i'nste; ;,as;pm of the prevmus statement (follomng acoldn) rﬁques ing: stackhoiders to

appears in a dictionary does not determine whether it constitutes muitlpie words or a single
word. For example, the term “bricks-and-mortar” is by any reasonable view three words,
although that phrase appears in some dictionaries. We have counted “over-committed” as-a
single word because the hyphen follows 4 prefix.

cher than in dates a v.d:rule references, we have countcd each cizgp; ﬁgh a number asaword,

sepatate Wmd Therefore, we have cminied “2013” as‘ aﬁe word rathe Y:}ﬁzan fout and have

-also counted “14a-8” as one word.

We have counted “Conﬁdenual Votmgr-»—ijwsaI 4*’!‘” at the et 1 of ﬁiﬁ Proposal hecause

vote for the Proposal.

Based on the foregoing analysis and precedent, we request that the Staff concur that the
Company may exclude the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(d) and Rule 14a-8(f)(D).

II.

Rule 14;1-8(1)(3) permits

The. P”ropmal May Be Excluded Under Rule i4a~8ﬁ)(3) Because It Is
Impermissibly Vague And Indefimtnﬁo As 'I‘o Be Iuherenﬁy Misleading And
Is False And Misleading.

A.  The Proposal Is Impermissibly Vague And Indefinite So As To Be Inherently
Misleading.

the exclusion of & stocicholder proposal “[i]f the proposal or supporting

statement is contrary to any of the Commission’s | proxy rules, including [Rule] 14a-9, which
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prohibits materially false or misleading statements in proxy soliciting materials.” The Staff

consistently has taken the position that a stockholder preposal is excludable under

Rule 14a-8(i)(3) as vague and indefinite if “neither the stockholders voting on the proposal, nor

the company ementing the proposal (if adopted), would be able to determine with any
reasonable certainty exactly what actions or measures the pmpasal requires.” Staff Legal

Bulletm No 148 (!ept 15 2004} (“SLB 14‘ ’,fsee alsa'Dyer v SEC, 287 FZd 773 781 (Sth
ears to us that’ d and dto the company, is

nnpléméntatson ] [ofthe pmpwal] muld be srgmﬁcanﬂy dxﬁeréﬁt from the actrons envisioned. by
sharehol&ers voting on the proposal”).

e Staff consistently has permitted the e:  stockh

&tockholders nor the
company would be able to determine wi { cactly what actions or
‘measiites the proposal requires. For example, in Ban Am Corp. (avail. Mar. 12,2013),
the Staff concurred in the exclusion of a proposal that requested the formation of a committee to
explere “extraordinary transactions that could enhance stockholder value, including but not
limited to an extraordinary transaction resulting in the separation of one or more of [the
company’s] businesses.” The company-successfully argued that the proposal used “amblgunus
and inconsistent Ianguag * providing for “alternative interpretations” but that it failed “to
provide any gm&anee -as'to how the amblgmt:res should be resolved ” In particular, the company
‘noted that the proponent’s definition of an extraordinary action as one “for which -
stockholder approval is required under apphcabfe lawor steck exchange listing standard” was
.inconsistent with examples of so-called extraordinary transactions throughout the proposal and
the supporting stafﬁnent In hght of tius ambiguous and inconsistent language, the Staff agreed
’ i id the pro X Rule 142-8(i)(3) as vague and indefinite.
bermaid Inc. (avad Fe 4_21 2012) (concurring with the exclusion of a
14a-8(i)(3) where th mpany argued that the fact that the proposal, which
ought to perzmt stockholders to call special meetings, presented two different standards for
cietemxmmg the number of stockholders entitled to call special meetings, and failed to prow&e
any guidance on how the ambiguity should be resolved, made it impossible to fully understand
‘the effect of implementation); Verizon Communications Inc. (avail. Feb. 21, 2008) (aoncumng
with the exclusion of a proposal attemptmg 1o set formulas for short-and long-term incentive-
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based executive compensation where the company argued that because the methods of
calculation were inconsistent with each other; it could niot determine with. any ceriamty how to

implement the propos A1); SunTrust Banks, Inc. (avail. Dec. 31, 2008) (concumng in the

exclusion of a prop al{’ der Rule 14a-8(1)(3) where the proposal sought 1o impt executtve
campensat;on itations with nio duration stated for the limitations, but where cot dence
from the propone icated an intended duration); and Safescript . ‘Pharmacies, In il. Fel

h the exclusion of a proposal under Rule 142-8(3)(3) that requested that
‘ cﬁmpany be: ex;zensed in amordanc s oricial Accoutiting
ompany to. aéopt ther o different mefhods nsing
because the proposal failed to provide any ‘

* dete which of the two alternative miethods the cﬁmpany would need.
to: adoptm order to mglamam the proposal)

As with the proposal in.Bank of . America and the other precedents above, in the current instance,
the: Proposal is vague and indefinite 50 as to be inherently misleading because ' is internally
inconsistent. First, the first paragzaaph of the Pro osal indicates that the “enhanced confidential

voting requirement should apply to ... management-spor isored or sponsored resolutions
seeking approval of executive pa; for othe ses” (emphasis added), whereas the second
‘pare graph o,f the Proposal states, “[n]o ede the Company’s ability to

cast for the puxposes ving a quorum, or to conduct
7 ;‘ases * (emphasis added). The language in the second

rased ception to the first paragraph, and there is no expianatmn or
elaboranon on what ma: make a solicitation “proper” for purposes © ‘
opposed to a sol fot any other purpose that is subject to the re .
paragraph. Thu Proposal expressly states both that the requestec% policy apphes andfdoes

not apply, to solicitations other than those specifically mentioned by the Proposal. This creates
an internal inconsistency that is not resolved elsewhere in the Proposal:

Another internal inconsistency is that the Proposal states on thie one hand that “this enhanced
conﬁdentxal voting requirement should apply to . pmposa]s required by law, orth Company £
o be put before shareholders fora vote,” and on the other hand that the “enharice

ting requirement shall notapply to elections of directors.” This second statement
, xcepﬁon to the first statement. Delaware General Corporation Law
squires a corporation 1o  hold an annual meeting of stock < for the
ess the directors are elected by the written: consent of steckholders in
: ck s miceti In,add:txon, the Company’s Bylaws pmwd“  that an annual
meetmg ef, e stockholders of the Company shall be held for “the purpose of election of
directors” and further provide that “[e]xcept as provided in Section 3 of this Article [pertaining
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to vacancies], each director shall be elected by the vote of the majority of the votes cast. with
respect to the director at any meeting for the election of directors at which a quorom is present.”
Although the Board has the power to fill vacancies on the Board, the only method by which
directors may by ted pursuant to the Compaay s Bylaws is a vote by the Company’s
stockholders. Furthermore, NASDAQ rules require the: Company to'hold an annual meeting of
stockholders and to solicit proxies for that meeting, and commentary to the rules states that, “[a]t
each such meetmg sharehulders must. be aﬁ’orded the opportunity ..., if mqmred by the
ot ‘ ectors.”” Inthe th instance, because the

Softhe pmxy sohcﬁatmn and voang pjﬂ‘ )
: nusleadmg that ngnher stockholders th 'oa:ti weuld

onab y whi 'sj,» Inthlsregard the
Pmp sal fails to address certain f aspe ompany’s proxy vatmg process. In
uncontested proxy solicitations, which are the sub;ect of the Proposal, a company is provided an
‘omnibus proxy by Broadridge Financial Solutions, Inc., as agent for k and broker-dealer
clients, that reflects the aggregated voting msimctwns that it has solicited from a company’s

beneficial owners. This information does not identify a particular beneficial owner by name or

i N&SBAIéfistedQcmpanyik;ules«ssé'ﬂ)(ai}axia ).

# While the Pmpesai provides that the confidential voting requirement “shall not apply to
the election of directors . . . except at the Board’s discretion,™ this language does not resolve the
internal incon stency with the Propesal Specifically, the Proposal p rovides initially that the
confidential voting requirement is mandatory for the electi ors, then later provzdes that
itis optional asit is subject to the Board’s discretion. These two stanﬁards are clearly in conflict,
and the Proposal provides no guidance that would inform stockholders or the Company as to
whether the confidential voting requirement is required to apply to the election of directors or
whether the Board has discretion as to whether it-applies:
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by any other identifiers, such as account number or address. 3" "These proxy votes are provided by
banks and brokerage firms as part of a complex system of SEC and stock exchange rules that

require banks and. ‘brokerage firms to distribute proxy materials to their customers, collect voting
rmstmctmns and. foxward the vates to compames Sn:mlarly, stockhoiders of mord who directly

would contmlf f '
‘suggests that, in’
avaaiable“w mana _{

Financial Corp, (asfaﬂ Feb. 7, 2003); Fuqua Industries, Inc. (avail. Mar, 12, 1991). The failure
to-address such fundamental aspects o the Ct mpany proxy voting process renders ’&ze Proposal
impermissibly vague and indefinite so asto be inherer ﬂy misleading.

Similar to the proposals ini the precedent cited above

inconsistent and ambiguous language that pm des fbmliﬁ'matw, "ntarpretat:ons, but falls to
provide any guidance as to h ) > resolved. Given -
the different implications of 2, or g,
that are not explicitly axiumerateé in tbe ?roposal. nd the
as to-exactly what can and cannot be done with votin nstrucﬁans reeeived fmm steckholders, it
is impossible to fully understand what is being requested in the Proposal and howit would be
implemented. As aresult, the Proposal is impermissibly vague : and indefinite so as to be-
inherently misleading, and if the Proposal were included in the 2014 Proxy Matcna}s the
Company’s stockholders voting on the Proposal would not have any reasonable certai jjy asto
the actions or measures upon which they would be voting. Accordingly, the Proposal is
excludable under Rule 14a-8(1)(3).

B. The Proposal Is False And Misleading.

As mentioned abeve, Rule: 14a~8(1)(3} penmts the exclusion: of a stockholder propos&l “[ﬂf the
proposal or supporting : statement, s contrary to any of the Commission’s proxy rules, including

} K. Gumbs et al., Debunking the Myths Behind Voting Instruction Forms and Vote

Reporting, Corporate Governance Advisor at 5-6 (July/August 2013),
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[Rule] 14a-9, which prohibits materially false or misleading statements in proxy soliciting
materials.” Rule 14a-9 provides that no solicitation shall be made by means of any proxy
statement containing “any statement which, at the time and in the light of the- circumstances
under which it is made, is false or misleading with respect to any material fact, or which omits to
state any material fact necessary in order to make the statements therein not false or ‘misleading.”

ninatin comzmttee composed enmcly ef mé f : ,’ nt S 0 G2
the cbmpany had no nominating committee) ; ne. \vall. May 1 2090)
(permitting exclusion under Rule 14a~8(1)(3) ' falw an“ mis] ad g of o proposal that requested
the company make “no more false s cause the proposal created
the false i impression that the company tolerated dlshonest behawor by its employees when in
fact, the company had corporate pohcms to the cen‘jf‘_ Y.

the

‘ t an “enhanced ,nsaggesfg
has an exxstmg \nﬁ&emxal vetmg requzrement, when the Company does not. Accardin ly,
Proposal is excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(3) as false and misleading. o

OI.  The Proposal May Be Excluded Under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) Bécause The
Proposal Deals With Matters Related To The Company’s Ordmary Business
Operations.

The Company may exclude the Propasal pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(7) because it deals with
matters relating to the Company’s ordinary business operations. Rule 14a-8(i)(7 mnfs a
»company to omit from its proxy materials a stockholder ‘proposal that relate 1] ‘
or ; ns. ccordmg to the Comtmnission’s release accompanying
.amendments to Ru}e I4a~8‘  the term “ordinary business™ “reférs o matters that are not
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necessarily ‘ordinary’ in the common meaning of the word,” but instead the term “is rooted in
the corporate law concept providing management with ﬂexxbzhty in dlrectmg certain core matters
‘involving the company’s business and operations.” Exchange Act Release No. 40018 (May 21,
1998) (the “1998 Release™). Inthe 1998 Release, the Commission stated that the underlying
policy of the ordinary business exclusion is “to confine the resolution of ordinary Iausmess

problems to tnanagement and the board of directors, since it is impracticable for shareholders to
decide he, to solve. such pmblem&ai an: annual shareholders meénng,” and Iden ed two
lie this policy. As relevant here, th £ in tasks

stn - " g;the use Gf addmsnal roxy sak,, itions ol implicat
fsxgm cant policy i 1ssue, the thrust and focus on the Pmposal Jates to the communications with,
~and solicitation of, its stockholders, matters: that implicate the Company’s ordinary business.

2013), the ’r’epcsal reqmred the com‘;j, 1y 1 4rquest1,nsf ated to company
operahmxs aall publi company canference caﬂ e manner specifie mthe proposal In
concurring with the éxclusion of the proposal, the taffnotadthat“ﬁaa '
abihty af shareholders to communicate with manageme i ers and ¢
se calls. Proposals concerning proceéures for enablmg sharehalder cammmmanons on
, maite rélating to ordinaty business generally are excludable under rule 14a-8(G)(7).” See also
XM ;Satell Rad%a Hﬂldzﬂgs Inc. (avaxi May 14, 2007) (St concurred with t ¢ exclusion of a
requesting that the board “impose a monetary finie upon the [cJompany
promptly respond to shareholder letters™ and implement a shareholder
response polic sified in the proposal, where the Staff noted that the proposal related to
“procedures for improving shareholder communications™); Advanced Fibre Communications,
ne. (avaxi Mar. 10, 2003) (Staff concurred with the exclusion of a proposal that requested the
establishment of an “Office of the Board of Directors™ to facilitate communication among non-

A As noted supra, at note 2, the proxy voting: mformanon furnished to the Company by
Broadridge in advance of an annual meeting does not identify a particular beneficial owner by
name or by any other identifiers, such as account number or address:
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management diréctors and stockholders, notmg that the pmposal relaied ta "‘procedures for

enabling’ shareholder communications’); P 0! - Je
Inns, Inc. (avail. May 15, 2001) (S aff ; yoard
to ccmsuier new ideas for improving shareholder commumcanons as It related to pmcedmes for
xmprevmg shareholder communications™).

ed in exclusxcxi of the |
s the presentaﬁen of

?rsal allow: ; ,mpany to monitor the extent of votzng 1o determine a amm,

not permit the Company to use such information as a basis for asking stockhol ‘a'voter:. As
the Proposal seems to recognize, monitoring veting returns to determine whether a quorum will
be achieved i fthe most basic and common company tasks with respect to an annual
meetmg. ¢ 14a-6(f) under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 recognizes that
‘communications Im;h do no‘more tkan request that forms of pmxy ﬂiereteforasekcﬁe& be
signed and returned th - Never
because sucha mmmnmeatwn waald consmute a “‘sohcxtatmn,”’ it would ’be gmhx
the Proposal. The Proposal’s application to such routin iC ; Ider
the context of uncontested proxy solicitations implicates the same general steel&mlder

# Rule 14a-1 defines “solicitation” to encompass “Any request for a proxy whether or not
accompanied by or included in a form of proxy” and “Any request to execute or not to execute,
or to revoke; a proxy.”
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communications that rendered the proposals in Peregrine Pharmaceuticals, General Motors
Corp. and the other precedent cited excludable.

signi ~,cant pahcy issue, because the Proposal -applies
i pohcy xmphcatmﬁs and are patt ofa
“ 1 'cluéable

relating, in part, to Intel’s ordmary - business operations”); W
1999) (concumng in the exclusmn ofa mgosal requas ing

report on’ vv al—Mart sactionsto
s us ,_g forced labor, conth

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing analysis, we respectfiilly request that the Staff concur that it will take -
no action if the Company excludes the Proposal from its 2014 Proxy Materials.

We would be happy to provide you with any additional infottation and answer any questions
that you may have regarding this subject. Correspondence regarding this letter should be sent to
shareholderproposals@gibsondunn.com. If we canbe of any further assistance in this matter,
please do not hesitate to call me at (202) 955-8671, or Irving S. Gomez, the Company's Senior
Counsel, Corporate Legal Group, at (408) 653-7868.

Ronald 0 Mueller




i’ViSi 8l Wl’aﬁoﬁFmanc@ L o
January 13,2014 o
Page 14

Enclosures

oc:  Irving S. Gomez, Intel Corporation
John Chevedden
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From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2013 9:31 PM
To: Klafter, Cary

Cc: Gomez, Irving S

Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (INTC)™*

Mr. Klafter,

Please see the attached Rule 14a-8 Proposal.

Sincerely,
John Chevedden



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

Mr. Andy D Bryant
Chairman

Intel Corporation (INTC)
12200 Mission College Blvd.
Santa Clara CA 95052

PH: 408 765-8080
FX:408:653-8050

Rule 14a-8 Proposal
Dear Mr. Bryant,

This Rule 14a-8 proposal is respectfully submitted in support of the long-term' performance of
our company. This proposal is submitted for the next annual shareholder meeting. Rule 14a-8
fequirements are intended to be met mcludmg the ‘continuous ownership of the required stock
value untif afier the date of the respective shareholder meeting and presentation of the proposal
at the annual meeting. This submitted format, with the shareholder-supplied emphasis, is
intended to be used for definitive proxy publication.

In the interest of company cost savings and improving the efficiency of the rule 14a-8 process
please-communicate via email 10+ risMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 =

Yourconsideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appr,acxated invsupport of
the long-term performance of our company. Please: acknowledge receipt of this proposal
promptly by email {0 *~ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Sincerely,

2e,24/3

Date

#6hn Chevedden

cc: Cary I. Klafter <cary.klafter@intel.com>
Corporate Secretary

Rachel Kosmal

PH: 408 765-8080

Irving S. Gomez <irving.s.gomez@intel.com>



[ANTC: Rnle 14a~8 Proposal, November 20, 2013]
— Confidential Voting

‘Shareholders request our Board of Dlrectors to-takethe steps necessary to adopt:a-policy that
prior to the Annual Meeting, the outcome of votes cast by proxy on uncontested matters,
including a running tally of votes for and against, shall not be available to management or the
Board and shall not be used to solicit votes. This enhanced confidential voting requirement
should apply to (i) management-sponsored or Board-sponsored resolutions seeking approval of
executive pay or for other purposes, including votes mandated under NYSE rules; (ii) proposals
Tequired by law, or the Company's Bylaws, to be put before shareholders for a vote (e.g., say-on-
pay votes); and (jif) shareholder resolutions submitted for inclusion in the proxy pursuant to SEC
Rulé 14a-8.

This enhanced confidential voting requirement shall not apply to elections of directors, or to
contested proxy solicitations, except at the Board's discretion, Nor shall this proposal impede the
Company's ability to monitor the number of ‘votes cast for the purpose of achieving a quorum, or
to eonduct solicitations for othet proper purposes.

Althoygh “confidential voting” rules guarantee a secret ballot, management is able to monitor
voting results and take active steps to influenice the outcome even on matters, such as ratification
of stock options or other executive pay plans, where they have a direct personal stake in the
outcome.

As aresult, a Yale Law School study concluded: “Management—sponsored proposals (the vast
majority of which-concern the approval of stock options or other bonus plans) are
overwhelmingly more likely to win a corporate vote by a very small amount than lose by a very
small amount to-a degres that-cannot occur by chance.”

“The results on close proxy votes indicate that, at some point in the voting process, management
obtains highly accurate information about the likely voting.outcome and, based on that
information, acts to influence the vote,” concluded Yale Professor “Yair Listokin's study
“Management Always Wins the Close-Ones.”

This proposal should also be more favorably evaluated due to our Company’s clearly improvable
corporate governance performance as reported in 2013:

‘GMI Ratings, an independent investment reseatch firm, rated-our board F for executive pay —
$39 million for our CEO and shareholders faced a potential 16% dilution. CEO pay increased
while company performance lagged. The CEO equity ownership guideline was too low.
Executives also received an additional discretionary bonus. Discretionary bonuses undermine
pay-forfpexformance

GMI rated our board F. Five directors served-on at least three boards - over-committed. Reed
Hundt was negatively flagged due to his involvement with the Allegiance Telecom board when it
went bankmpt David Yoffie, on our executive pay committee and with 24-years long-tenure,
received 15% in negative votes. Chaclene Barshefsky was on 4-company boards and received
10% in negative votes.

Returning to the core topic of this proposal from the:context.of our clearly improvable corporate
performance, please vote to protect shareholder value:
Confidential Voting — Proposal 4*



Notes:
John Chevedden, ~=» EISMA & OME Memorandum M-07-16 *** sponsored this
proposal.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal.

1 the company thinks that ary part of the above proposal, other than the first line in brackets, can
‘be omitted from proxy publication based o its own discretion, please obtain a written agreement
froin the proponent.

*Number to be assigned by the company.
Asterisk to be removed for publication.

This proposal is believed to.conform with Staff Legal Bulletin'No. 14B (CF), September 15, 2004
including (emphasis added)
Accordmgly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies fo exclude: supporhng staternent 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-ofthe
shareholder proponent-ora referenced source, butthe statements are not
identified spemﬁcaﬁy as such.
We belie t it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these-objections in their statements-of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems; 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 email + FismA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 =~



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Friday, November 29, 2013 5:39 PM

To: Klafter, Cary

Cc: Gomez, lrving S

Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (INTC)™ "

Mr. Klafter,
Please see the attached Rule 14a-8 Proposal revision.

Sincerely,
John Chevedden



11/29/2813 17: 42+~ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

JOHN CHEVEDDEN

ocoive
lo?‘l—l%j;

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

Mr. Andy D. Bryant
Chairman .
Intel Corporation (INTC) - _NY.

29, 2013 REVISIIN

PAGE 81/83

2200 Mission College Blvd.
Santa Clara CA 95052

PH: 408 765-S080

FX: 408-653-8050

Rule 14a-8 Proposal

Dear Mr. Bryant,

This Rule 14a-8 proposal is respectfully submitted in support of the long-term performance of
our company. This proposal is submitted for the next annual shareholder meeting. Rule 142-8 -
requirements are intended to be met including the continuous ownership of the required stock
value until after the date of the respective shareholder meeting and presentation of the proposal
at the annual meeting. This submitted format, with the shareholder-supphed emphasxs is

intended to be used for deﬁ nitive proxy publication.

In the interest of company cost savings and improving the efficiency of the rule 142-8 process
please communicate via emaal 10 ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** v %

Your consideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appreclated i support of

the long-term performance of our company. Please
promptly by email to * FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-

Sincerely,

Chevedden

+ cc: Cary I. Klafter <cary klafter@mtel com>
Corporate Secretary
Rachel Kosmal
PH: 408 765-8080
Irving S. Gomez <irving.s.gomez@intel.com>

acknowledge receipt of this proposal
16 *** ) v )

%-4‘-—— 2 2_./3

Date
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i

[INTC: Rule 14a-8'ProposaJ November 20, 2013, Revised November 29, 2Pl3}
~ Confidential Voting ' :

Shareholders request our Board of Dxrectors to take the steps necessary to adopt a policy that .
prior to the Annual Meeting, the outcome of votes cast by proxy on uncontested matters,
including a running tally of votes for and against, shall not be available to management or the
Board and shall not be used to solicit votes. This enhanced confidential voting requirement
should apply to 1) management-sponsored or Board-sponsored resolutions seekmg approval of
executive pay or for other purposes, including votes mandated under applicable stock exchange
rules; 2) proposals required by law, or the Company's Bylaws, to be put before shareholders for a
vote (e.g., say-on-pay votes); and 3) shareholder resolutions submitted for mclusxon in the proxy
pursuant to SEC Rule 14a-8.

This enhanced confidential voting requrrement shall not apply to elections of dlrectors, or to
contested proxy solicitations, except at the Board's discretion. Nor shall this proposal impede the
Company's ability to monitor the number of votes cast for the purpose of achrevmg a quorum, ox
to conduct solicitations for other proper purposes. .

Although “confidentjal votmg” rules guarantee a secret ballot, managément is able to monitor

* voting results and take active steps to influence the outcome even on matters, such as ratification
of stock options or other executive pay plans, where they have a dlrect personal stake in the
outcome. :

As a result, a Yale Law School study coficluded: “Management-sponsored proposals (the vast .
majority of which concem the approval of stock options or other bonus plans) are
‘overwhelmingly more likely to win a corporate vote by a very small amount than IOSe by a very
small amount to a degree that cannot occur by chance.” A

~ “The results on close proxy votes mdrcate that, at some point in the voting process management
obtains highly accurate information about the likely. voting outcome and, based on that -
information, acts to influence the vote,” concluded Yale Professor Yair Lrstokm‘s study
“Management Always Wins the Close Ones.” A

This proposal should also be more favorably evaluated due to our Company’s clearly unprovable
corporate governance performance as reported in 2013: :

GMI Ratings, an independent investment research firm, rated our board F for executxve pay - -
$39 million for our CEO and shareholders faced a poteritial 16% dilution. CEO pay: increased
while company performance lagged. The CEO equity ownership guideline was too low.
Executives also received an additional drscretxonary bonus. Discretionary bonuses lmdermme
pay-for-performance. ;

GMI rated our board F. Five directors served on at least three boards — over-commrtted Reed
Hundt was negatively flagged due to his involvement with the Allegiance Telecom board when it
went bankrupt. David Yoffie, on our executive pay committee and with 24-years long-tenure,
received 15% in negative votes. Charlene Barshefsky was on 4 company boards and received
10% in negative votes. ! o

Returning to the core topic of this proposal from the context of our clearly nrnprovable corporate |
performance, please vote to protect shareholder value: . :
Confidential Voting — Proposal 4*
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Notes: - : ' s ' _
John Chevedden, *+ EISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** SPODSOT.?d this
proposal. s

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal. S S
If the company thinks that any part of the above proposal, other than the first line in brackets, can
be omitted from proxy publication based on its own discretion, please obtain a wrmen agreement
from the proponent.

*Number to be assigned by the company.
Asterisk to be removed for publication.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF). September 15,
2004 including (empha515 added):
Accordmgly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supportmg 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 matenally 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, :ts
directors, or its officers; and/or -

- the company objects to statements because they represent the opnmon of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source,. but the statements are; not
identified specifi cal!y as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition. .

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005)
The stock supporting this proposal is intended to be held un’ul after the annual meeting and the -
proposal will be presented at the annual meetmg Please acknowledge this proposal promptly by ‘

_email .o Fi5MA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
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Persangl Invening P.O, Box 770001 e; ! -
. Cinclnati, QH 45277.0045 ' ) ' " " * m ° "

P

. Postiit® Fax Nota 7671 Daie 9. 2‘, _ ﬂm“> :
’ P Ckey Elatd- me'li'-'« Chesedton
’ : . CosDept/ N Co. -
November 29, 2013 '

Praone & , PRPEISMA & OMB Memorandum M.07-16

Fax# Voi"{s)’YOg Trax# o |

Jolm R. Chevedden
Via facsintite1ama & OMB Memorandum M-O7— 6"

"To Whom Tt May Concern:

This letier is provided at the request o Mr. Jolm R. Cheveddcn, a cuslomer. nf Fideli |ty
Investments. _ _

I’Icase accept this letter as confinmation that according 1o our rccords M. Chevedden has
continuously owned no fewer than 100 shares of FirstEnergy Corp. (CUSIP: 337932107,
trading symbol: FE), no fewer than 100 sharcs of Home Depot, Inc. (CTISIP: 437076102,

~ trading symbol: HD), no [ewer than 100 shaves of Aetna Inc. (CUSIP: 00817Y108, .
trading symbol: AET), no fewer thun 48 shures of" Corocast Corp. (CUSIP: 20030N101.
tradivg symbol: CMCSA) and no fewer than 100 shares of Intel Corp. (CUSlP
458140100, trading symbol: INTC) since September 1, 2012, '

The shares referenced above are mgmcred in the name of National Financial Services:
LLC, 2 DTC participant (D1C number: 0226) and a Fidelity Inveexmem.s affiliate.

1 hope you find this information hdptul 1 you have any questions regardmg this issue,
please feel free 1o comact me by calling 800-800-6890 between the hours of 9:00 a.m.
gnd 5:30 p.m. Eastern Time (Monday through Friday). Press 1 when asked if'this call is a
response to a letter or phone cell; press *2 10 reach an Indxvxdual then enter my S digit
cx‘tcnsxon 27937 when prompted. foL

Smcere}y, :

(3corge Stasinopoulos
Client Services Specialist

Our File: W954539-29NOV13

Fedechly Brakanagr Sonnenc WG, Mamber NYSE, SIPC
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GIBSON DUNN Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP

1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036-5306
Tel 202,955.8500
www.gibsendunn.com

December 3, 2013

VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL
Mr. John Chevedden

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

Dear Mr. Chevedden:

I am writing on behalf of our client, Intel Corporation (the “Company™), which received
on November 20, 2013, your stockholder proposal entitled “4* - Confidential Voting” and on
November 29, 2013, your revision to that proposal submitted pursuant to Securities and
Exchange Commission (“SEC”) Rule 14a-8 for inclusion in the proxy statement for the
Company’s 2014 Annual Meeting of Stockholders (the “Proposal”).

The Proposal contains certain procedural deficiencies, which SEC regulations require the

Company to bring to your attention. Rule 14a-8(b) under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934,
as amended, provides that stockholder proponents must submit sufficient proof of their
continuous ownership of at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of a company’s shares entitled
to vote on the proposal for at least one year as of the date the stockholder proposal was
submitted. The Company’s stock records do not indicate that you are the record owner of
sufficient shares to satisfy this requirement. In addition, to date the Company has not received
proof that you have satisfied Rule 14a-8’s ownership requirements as of the date that the

' Proposal was submitted to the Company.

To remedy this defect, you must submit sufficient proof of your continuous ownership of
the requisite number of Company shares for the one-year period preceding and including the date
the Proposal was submitted to the Company (November 20, 2013). As explained in Rule 14a-
8(b) and in SEC staff guidance, sufficient proof must be in the form of:

(1) a written statement from the “record” holder of your shares (usually a broker or a
bank) verifying that you continuously held the requisite number of Company shares
for the one-year period preceding and including the date the Proposal was submitted
(November 20, 2013); or

- (2) if you have filed with the SEC a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 or
Form 5, or amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflecting your
ownership of the requisite number of Company shares 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 you continuously held the requisite number of Company shares for the
one-year period.

If you intend to demonstrate ownership by submitting a written statement from the
“record” holder of your shares as set forth in (1) above, please note that most large U.S. brokers

Beijing « Brussels - Century City - Dallas - Denver - Dubai « Hong Kong * London « Los Angeles * Munich
New York « Orange County » Palo Alto » Paris + San Francisco « S&o Paulo « Singapore + Washington, D.C.
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and banks deposit their customers’ securities with, and hold those securities through, the
Depository Trust Company (“DTC”), a registered clearing agency that acts as a securities
depository (DTC is also known through the account name of Cede & Co.). Under SEC Staff
Legal Bulletin No. 14F, only DTC participants are viewed as record holders of securities that are
deposited at DTC. You can confirm whether your broker or bank is a DTC participant by asking
your broker or bank or by checking DTC’s participant list, which may be available at either
http://www.dtcc.com/downloads/membership/directories/dtc/alpha.pdf or
http.//www.dtcc.com/~/media/Files/Downloads/client-center/DTC/alpha.ashx. In these
situations, stockholders need to obtain proof of ownership from the DTC participant through
which the securities are held, as follows:

(1) If your broker or bank is a DTC participant, then you need to submit a written
statement from your broker or bank verifying that you continuously held the requisite
number of Company shares for the one-year period preceding and including the date
the Proposal was submitted (November 20, 2013).

(2) If your broker or bank is not a DTC participant, then you need to submit proof of
ownership from the DTC participant through which the shares are held verifying that
you continuously held the requisite number of Company shares for the one-year
period preceding and including the date the Proposal was submitted (November 20,
2013). You should be able to find out the identity of the DTC participant by asking
your broker or bank. If your broker is an introducing broker, you may also be able to
learn the identity and telephone number of the DTC participant through your account
statements, because the clearing broker identified on your account statements will
generally be a DTC participant. If the DTC participant that holds your shares is not
able to confirm your individual holdings but is able to confirm the holdings of your
broker or bank, then you need to satisfy the proof of ownership requirements by
obtaining and submitting two proof of ownership statements verifying that, for the
one-year period preceding and including the date the Proposal was submitted
(November 20, 2013), the requisite number of Company shares were continuously
held: (i) one from your broker or bank confirming your ownership, and (ii) the other
from the DTC participant confirming the broker or bank’s ownership.

In addition, Rule 14a-8(d) of the Exchange Act requires that any stockholder proposal,
including any accompanying supporting statement, not exceed 500 words. The Proposal,
including the supporting statement, exceeds 500 words. In reaching this conclusion, we have
counted symbols as words and have counted numbers, acronyms and hyphenated terms as
multiple words. To remedy this defect, you must revise the Proposal so that it does not exceed
500 words.

Finally, we note that the supporting statement accompanying the Proposal purports to
summarize statements from GMI Ratings. The source for these assertions is not publicly
available. In order that the Company can verify that the referenced statements are attributable to
GMI Ratings and are not being presented in the supporting statement in a false and misleading
manner, you should provide the Company a copy of the referenced report or other source for the
statements obtained from GMI Ratings.
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The SEC’s rules require that any response to this letter be postmarked or transmitted
electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive this letter. Please address
any response to Irving S. Gomez, Senior Attorney — Corporate Affairs Group, Intel Corporation,
2200 Mission College Blvd., MS RNB4-151, Santa Clara, CA 95054-1549. Alternatively, you
may transmit any response by facsimile to Mr. Gomez at (408) 653-8050.

If you have any questions with respect to the foregoing, please contact me at (202) 955-
8671. For your reference, I enclose a copy of Rule 14a-8 and Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F.

Sincerely,
quaﬁob O. Ml fsur
Ronald O. Mueller
cc:  Irving S. Gomez, Intel Corporation

Enclosures



Rule 14a-8 — Shareholder Proposals

This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder’s 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 a company’s proxy
card, and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement, you must be eligible and
follow certain procedures. Under a few specific circumstances, the company is permitted to exclude your
proposal, but only after submitting its reasons to the Commission. We structured this section ina
question-and-answer format so that it is easier to understand. The references to “you” are to a
shareholder seeking to submit the proposal.

(a) Question 1: What is a proposal? A shareholder proposal is your recommendation or requirement that
the company and/or its board of directors take action, which you intend to present at a meeting of the
company's shareholders. Your proposal should state as clearly as possible the course of action that you
believe the company should follow. If your proposal is placed on the company's proxy card, the company
must also provide in the form of proxy means for shareholders to specify by boxes a choice between
approval or disapproval, or abstention. Unless otherwise indicated, the word “proposal” as used in this
section refers both to your proposal, and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if

any).

(b) Question 2: Who is eligible to submit a proposal, and how do | demonstrate to the company that | am
eligible?

(1) In order to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least $2,000 in
market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitied 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.

(2) If you are the registered holder of your securities, which means that your name appears in the
company's records as a shareholder, the company can verify your eligibility on its own, although
you will still have to provide the company with a 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 a registered holder, the company likely does not know that you are a
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 a written statement from the “record” holder
of your securities (usually a 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 sharehoiders; or

(i) The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed a Schedule 13D
(§240.13d-101), Schedule 13G (§240.13d-102), Form 3 (§249.103 of this chapter), Form
-4 (§249.104 of this chapter) and/or Form 5 (§249.105 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:

(A) A copy of the schedule and/or form, and any subsequent amendments
reporting a change in your ownership level;



(B) Your wriften statement that you continuously held the required number of
shares for the one-year period as of the date of the statement; and

(C) Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the shares
through the date of the company's annual or special meeting.

(c) Question 3: How many proposals may | submit? Each shareholder may submit no more than one
proposal to a company for a particular shareholders' meeting.

(d) Question 4: How long can my proposal be? The proposal, including any accompanying supporting
statement, may not exceed 500 words.

(e) Question 5: What is the deadiine for submitting a proposal?

(1) If you are submitting your proposal for the company'’s annual meeting, you can in most cases
find the deadline in last year's 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 year's meeting, you can usually find the deadline in one of the company’s quarterly reports on
Form 10-Q (§249.308a of this chapter), or in shareholder reports of investment companies under
§270.30d~1 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.

(2) The deadline is calcuiated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for a regularly
scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company'’s principal executive
offices not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the company's proxy statement
released to shareholders in connection with the previous year's annual meeting. However, if the
company did not hold an annual meeting the previous year, or if the date of this year's annual
meeting has been changed by more than 30 days from the date of the previous year's meeting,
then the deadline is a reasonable time before the company begins to print and send its proxy
materials. ’

(3) If you are submitting your proposal for 2 meeting of shareholders other than a regularly
scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the company begins to print
and send its proxy materials.

(f) Question 6: What if | fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements explained in answers
to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

(1) The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the problem, and
you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of receiving your proposal, the
company must notify you in writing of any procedural or eligibility deficiencies, 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 company's notification. A company need not
provide you such notice of a deficiency if the deficiency cannot be remedied, such as if you fail to
submit a proposal by the company's properly determined deadline. If the company intends to
exclude the proposal, it will later have to make a submission under §240.14a-8 and provide you
with a copy under Question 10 below, §240.14a-8(j).

(2) 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 caiendar years.



(9) Question 7: Who 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 a proposal.

(h) Question 8: Must | appear personally at the shareholders’ meeting to present the proposal?

(1) 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 a 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.

(2) 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.

(3) iIf 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 following two calendar years.

(i) Question 9: If | have complied with the procedural requirements, on what other bases may a company
rely to exclude my proposal?

(1) Improper under state law: If the proposal is not a proper subject for action by shareholders
under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company's organization;

Note to paragraph (i)(1): 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 a proposal drafted as a recommendation or suggestion
is proper unless the company demonstrates otherwise.

(2) Violation 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 (i)(2): We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion of a
proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the foreign law
would result in a violation of any state or federal law.

(3) Violation of proxy rules: if the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of the
Commission's proxy rules, including §240.14a-9, which prohibits materially false or misleading
statements in proxy soliciting materials;

(4) Personal grievance; special interest: If the proposal relates to the redress of a personal claim
or grievance against the company or any other person, or if it is designed to result in a benefit to
you, or to further a personal interest, which is not shared by the other shareholders at large;

(5) Relevance: If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than 5 percent of the
company's total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less than 5 percent of its
net earnings and gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is not otherwise significantly
related to the company's business; '

(6) Absence of power/authority: If the company would lack the power or authority to implement
the proposal;



(7) Management functions: If the proposal deals with a matter relating to the company's ordinary
business operations; '

(8) Director elections: If the proposal:
(i) Would disqualify a nominee who is standing for election;
(ii) Would remove a director from office before his or her term expired;

(iii) Questions the competence, business judgment, or character of one or more
nominees or directors;

(iv) Seeks to include a specific individual in the company’s proxy materials for election to
the board of directors; or

(v) Otherwise could affect the outcome of the upcoming election of directors.

(9) Confilicts with company'’s proposal: If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the company's
own proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting;

Note to paragraph (i)(9): A company's submission to the Commission under this section
should specify the points of conflict with the company’s proposal.

(10) Substantially implemented: If the company has already substantially implemented the
proposal;

Note to paragraph (i)(10): A company may exclude a shareholder proposal that would
provide an advisory vote or seek future advisory votes to approve the compensation of
executives as disclosed pursuant to Item 402 of Regulation S-K (§229.402 of this
chapter) or any successor to ltem 402 (a “say-on-pay vote®) or that relates to the
frequency of say-on-pay votes, provided that in the most recent shareholder vote
required by §240.14a~21(b) of this chapter a single year (i.e., one, two, or three years)
received approval of a majority of votes cast on the matter and the company has adopted
a policy on the frequency of say-on-pay votes that is consistent with the choice of the
majority of votes cast in the most recent shareholder vote required by §240.14a-21(b) of
this chapter.

(11) Duplication: If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously submitted to
the company by another proponent that will be included in the company's proxy materials for the
same meeting;

(12) Resubmissions: If the proposal deals with substantiaily the same subject matter as another
proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the company's proxy materials
within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may exclude it from its proxy materials for any
meeting held within 3 calendar years of the last time it was included if the proposal received:

(i) Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar years;

(i) Less than 6% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed twice
previously within the preceding 5 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 5 calendar years; and



(13) Specific amount of dividends: If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or stock
dividends. ’

(i) Question 10; What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude my proposal?

(1) If the company intends to exclude a proposal from its proxy materials, it must file its reasons
with the Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it files its definitive proxy statement
and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must simultaneously provide you with a
copy of its submission. The Commission staff may permit the company to make its submission
later than 80 days before the company files its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy, if the
company demonstrates good cause for missing the deadline.

(2) The company must file six paper copies of the following:
(i) The proposal;

(i) An 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

(iii) A supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of state or
foreign law.

(k) Question 11: May | submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the company's
arguments? Yes, you may submit a response, but it is not required. You should try to submit any
response to us, with a copy to the company, as soon as possible after the company makes its
submission. This way, the Commission staff will have time to consider fully your submission before it
issues its response. You should submit six paper copies of your response.

{l) 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?

(1) The company’s proxy statement must include your name and address, as well as the number
of the company's voting securities that you hold. However, instead of providing that information,
the company may instead include a statement that it will provide the information to shareholders
promptly upon receiving an oral or written request.

(2) The company is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting statement.

(m) Question 13: What can | do if the company includes in its proxy statement reasons why it believes
shareholders should not vote in favor of my proposal, and I disagree with some of its statements?

(1) The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes shareholders
should vote against your proposal. The company is allowed fo make arguments reflecting its own
point of view, just as you may express your own point of view in your proposal's supporting
statement.

(2) However, if you believe that the company's opposition to your proposal contains materially
false or misleading statements that may violate our anti-fraud rule, §240.14a-9, you should
promptly send to the Commission staff and the company 2 letter explaining the reasons for your
view, along with a copy of the company's statements opposing your proposal. To the extent
possible, your letter should include specific factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of
the company's claims. Time permitting, you may wish to try to work out your differences with the
company by yourself before contacting the Commission staff,



(3) We require the company to send you a 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: ’

(i) If our no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or
supporting statement as a condition to requiring the company to include it in its proxy
materials, then the company must provide you with a copy of its opposition statements no
later than 5 calendar days after the company receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

(ii) In all other cases, the company must provide you with a 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 §240.14a-6.
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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 is not a rule, regulation or statement of the Securities and
Exchange Commission (the “Commission”). Further, the Commission has
nelther approved nor disapproved its content.

Contacts: For further information, please contact the Division’s Office of
Chief Counsel by calling (202) 551-3500 or by submitting a web-based
request form at htips://tts.sec.gov/cgi-bin/corp_fin_interpretive.

A. The purpose of this bulletin
This bulletin is part of a continuing 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
(b)(2)(1) for purposes of verifying whether a beneficial owner is
eligible to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8;

e Common errors shareholders can avold when submitting proof of
ownership to companies;

e The submission of revised proposals;

e 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
responses by email.

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



No. 14A, SLB No. 14B, 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
securities through the date of the meeting and must provide the company

with a written statement of intent to do so.t

‘The steps that a shareholder must take to verify his or her eligibility to
submit a proposal depend on how the shareholder owns the securities.
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 issued by U.S. companies,
however, are beneficial owners, which means that they hold their securities
in book-entry form through a securities intermediary, such as a broker or a
bank. Beneficial owners are sometimes referred to as “street name”
holders. Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(i) provides that a beneficial owner can provide
proof of ownership 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.3
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 securlties 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
14a-8(b)(2)(i) for purposes of verifying whether a beneficial
owner is eligible to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8



In 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)(i). 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 “clearing 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 appear on
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.

In 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 discussion of registered and beneficial owners in the Proxy
Mechanics Concept Release, we have reconsidered our views as to what
types of brokers and banks should be considered “record” holders under
Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(i). Because of the transparency of DTC participants’
positions in @ 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 Hain 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,® under which brokers and banks that are DTC
participants are considered to be the record holders of securities on deposit
with DTC when calculating the number of record holders for purposes of
Sections 12(g) and 15(d) of the Exchange Act.

Companies 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 guidance 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 available on the Internet at
http://www.dtcc.com/downloads/membership/directories/dtc/alpha. pdf.




What if a shareholder’s broker or bank is not on DTC’s participant list?

The shareholder will need to obtain proof of ownership from the DTC
participant through which the securities 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)(i) by obtaining and submitting two proof
of ownership statements verifying that, at the time the proposal was
submitted, the required amount of securities were continuously heid 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 relief 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 receiving 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
meeting for at least one year by the date you submit the
proposal” (emphasis added).18 We note that many proof of ownership
letters do not satisfy this requirement because they do not verify the
shareholder’s beneficlal ownership for the entire one-year period 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
failing to verify the shareholder’s beneficial ownership over the required full
one-year period preceding the date of the proposal’s submission. .

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



reference to continucus 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 believe 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 proposal
using the following format:

“As of [date the proposal 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].”iL

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 timely proposal. The shareholder then
submits a revised proposal before the company’s deadline for
receiving proposals. Must the company accept the revisions?

Yes. In this situation, we believe the revised proposal serves as a
replacement of the initial 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).42 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 revisions. 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.12

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
receiving 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



submit a notice stating its intention to exclude the revised proposal, as
required by Rule 14a-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 wouid
also need to submit its reasons for excluding the initial 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, 22 it
has not suggested that a revision triggers a requirement to provide proof of
ownership a second time. As outlined in Rule 14a-8(b), proving ownership
includes providing a written statement that the shareholder intends to
continue to hold the securities through the date of the shareholder meeting.
Rule 14a-8(f)(2) provides that if the shareholder “fails 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.2

E. Procedures for withdrawing no-action requests for proposals
submitted by muitiple proponents

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 behaif 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 lead filer that includes a
representation that the lead filer is authorized to withdraw the proposal on
behalf of each proponent identified in the company’s no-action request.i8

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

To date, the Divislon has transmitted copies of our Rule 14a-8 no-action
responses, including copies 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 companies and



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 email 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 proponent for which we do not have email
contact information.

Given the availability of our responses and the related correspondence on
the Commission’s website and the requirement under Rule 14a-8 for
companies and proponents to copy each other on correspondence
submitted to the Commission, we believe it is unnecessary to transmit
copies of the related correspondence along with our no-action response.
Therefore, we intend to transmit only our staff response and not the
correspondence we receive from the parties. We will continue to post to the
Commission’s website copies 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 (July 14,
2010) [75 FR 42982] ("Proxy Mechanics Concept Release”), at Section IL.A.
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 “beneficial 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 benefictal owners for
purposes of those Exchange Act provisions, See Proposed Amendments to
Rule 14a-8 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 Relating to Proposals
by Security Holders, Release No. 34-12598 (July 7, 1976) [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 securitles laws, such as reporting pursuant to the Williams
Act.”).

2 If a shareholder has filed a 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
14a-8(b)(2)(i).

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 I1.B.2.a.

2 See Exchange Act Rule 17Ad-8.



£ See Net Capital Rule, Release No. 34-31511 (Nov. 24, 1992) [57 FR
56973] (“Net Capital Rule Release”), at Section I1.C.

Z 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
concluded 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 securities
position listing, nor was the intermediary a DTC participant.

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

2 1n 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.(iii). The clearing broker will generally be a DTC participant.

19 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.

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

12 ps 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.

13 This position will apply to all proposals submitted after an initial proposal
but before the company’s deadline for receiving 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,
additional proposal for inclusion in the company’s proxy materials. In that
case, the company must send the shareholder a notice of defect pursuant
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 that a
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 earlier proposal submitted by
the same proponent or notified the proponent that the earlier proposal was
excludable under the rule.

14 gee, 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.

16 Nothing in this staff position has any effect on the status of any



shareholder proposal that is not withdrawn by the proponent or its
authorized representative.

http://www.sec.gov/interps/legal/cfsib14f.htm
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From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Sent: Saturday, December 07, 2013 6:39 AM
To: Gomez, Irving S
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (INTC) gmi*

Mr. Gomez,

I hope this is useful in regard to GMI.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

With regard to complimentary reports, we provide corporate issuers with 1
complimentary overview copy of our ESG and AGR reports for their company every
12-months upon request. The request must come directly from the corporation and we
will only provide complimentary copies directly to corporate issuers, not their outside
counsel. Corporate issuers interested in requesting a complimentary copy should be
directed here: http://www3.gmiratings.com/home/contact-us/company-rating/
<http://www3.gmiratings.com/home/contact-us/company-rating/>

We always encourage corporate issuers and law firms to utilize one of our
subscription options to GMI Analyst so they can efficiently monitor ESG and AGR
data, events, ratings (the ratings are subject to change monthly and quarterly,
respectively), and Key Metrics throughout the year. We have approximately 100
corporate issuers who subscribe to GMI Analyst and we work with many law firms
(either within the law libraries or at the associate level) who utilize GMI Analyst as a
ESG and forensic-accounting risk research product.



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

Date: December 11, 2013 at 9:44:08 AM PST

To: "Irving S. Gomez" <irving.s.gomez@intel.com<mailto:irving.s.gomez@intel.com>>
Cc: "Cary I. Klafter" <cary.klafter@intel.com<mailto:cary.klafter@intel.com>>
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (INTC) nfn

Mr. Gomez,

Attached is the second rule 14a-8 proposal stock ownership letter which is not
necessary per No Acton precedent. It is furnished as a special accommodation to
the company. Please acknowledge receipt.

Sincerely,

John Chevedden



Personal lnvesting PO, Box:20001 : % ly
4 3 ncvar The ke CE

Canornnai, OH 45277-0045

Deécember11, 2013

Jobn R, Chigveddea
Via facsimilein:s oms Memorandum M-07-16

‘Yo Whorn I May Concern:

‘This fetter is provided at the request of Mr. John R. Chevedden; acustomer of Fidelity
Inveshments.

Please-ascept this Jetteras conlirmation that according o our récords Mr. Chevedden has
cominuously owngdno fewer than 100 shares ol Tntel Corporation (CUSIP: 458140100,
Gading syinbol: INTC), no fewer fhan 60 shares of Advance Auto Paits (CUSIP:
00751Y108, trading symbol: AAP), no fewer than 70'shares of Quest Diagnostics Inc.,
(CUSIP: 748341.1 00, trading symbol: 1XGX).and no fewer than 100 shares of the
Southern Company (CUSIP: 842587107, trading symbol: §0) since September 1, 2012,

‘The shares teferenced above:are registered in this name of National Financial Scrvices
LEC, a DTC paiticipant (DTC niumber: 0226) and a Fidelity Investments affiliate.

| hope you lind this information helpful, If you have any questions regarding this i issue,
please feel frec to contact me: by calling 800-800-6890 between the hours of 9:04
and 5:30 pom, Eastern Time (Monday through Friday). Press T when asked if this ean isa
responscto-a letier or phoné call; pross*2 1o reachan ‘individual, then enter my 5 digit
extension 27937 when prompted.

Sincerely,

/’

George Stasinopoulos
Client Serviess Specialist

Our File: W522603-10DECI3

Fidetty Brokerone Services LEC, Mambius NYSE, SIEC.



