
UNITED STATES

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D.C 20045

Washington DC 20549
Richard Grossman

Skadden Aips Slate Meaghcr Flom LLP

richard.grossman@skadden.com

Re American Express Company

Incoming letter dated February 62014

Dear Mr Grossman

Act _______
Section

Rule ___________
Public

Availability

This is in response to your letters dated February 62014 and February 102014

concerning the shareholder proposal submitted to American Express by

Peter Lindner We also have received letter fim the proponent dated

February 102014 Copies of all of the correspondence on which this response is based

will be made available on our website at httn//www.sec.gov/divisions/cornfin/cf

noaction/14a-8.shtml For your reference brief discussion of the Divisions informal

procedures regarding shareholder proposals is also available at the same website address

Enclosure

cc Peter Lindner

Sincerely

Man McNair

Special Counsel
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March 14 2014

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance

Re American Express Company

Incoming letter dated February 2014

The proposal relates to the companys employee code of conduct

There appears to be some basis for your view that American Express may exclude

the proposal under rule 14a-8e2 because American Express received it after the

deadline for submitting proposals Accordingly we will not recommend enforcement

action to the Commission ifAmerican Express omits the proposal from its proxy

materials in reliance on rule 14a-8e2 In reaching this position we have not found it

necessary to address the alternative bases for omission upon which American Express

relies

We note that American Express did not file its statement of objections to

including the proposal in its proxy materials at least 80 calendar days before the date on

which it will file definitive proxy materials as required by rule 14a-8j1 Noting the

circumstances of the delay we grant American Express request that the 80-day

requirement be waived

Sincerely

Erin Martin

Attorney-Advisor



DIVISION OF CORPORATION FINANCE

INFORMAL PROCEDURES REGARDING SHAREHOLDER PROPOSALS

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

matters arising under Rule 14a-8 CFR24O..L4a-8 as with other matters under the proxy

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

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

recommend enforcement action to the Commission In connection with shareholder proposal

under Rule.14a-8 the Divisions staff considers the informatiàn furnishedto itby the Company

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

as any information furnished by the proponent orthe proponents rŁpresentativØ

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

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

thestatutes administered by theCommission including argument as to whether or notactivities

proposed to betaken would be violativeof thestatute orrule involvd The receipt by the staff

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

procedures and proxy review into formal or adversary procedure

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

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

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

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

to include shareholder proposals in its proxy materials Accordingly discrtionary

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

proponent or any shareholder of company from pursuing any tights he or shc may have against

the company in court should the management omit the proposal from the compànys.proxy

material



From Peter LindiMA 0MB Memorandum M-O7-16

Sent Monday February 10 2014 150 PM

To Grossman RichardiFlSMA 0MB Memorandum M-O7-16

Cc shareholderproposals

Subject American Express No action letter

Follow Up Flag Follow up

Flag Status Completed

Sirs

also asked in the letter to Amex that they confirm they got it which Amex did not

The prevIous 2013 shareholder meeting the CEO Ken Chenault falsely told shareholders that had pending

legal case against Amex which wasnt true

Regards

Peter Lindner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum MO7.16
FISMA 0MB Memorandum M-O7-l6

FISMA 0MB Memorandum M.O716

FlSMA 0MB Memorandum M-O7-16

home/4gA 0MB Memorandum M-07-16

From Grossman Richard

Sent Monday February 10 2014 1246 PM

To fltIt01A 0MB Memorandum M4.A 0MB Memorandum MO716
Subject No action ietter

Please see attached

Richard Grossman

Skadden Arps Slate Meagher Flom UP
Four Times Square New York 10036-6522

212.735.2116 917.777.2116

richard.cirossmaneskadden.COm

To ensure compliance with Treasury Department regulations we advise you that unless otherwise expressly

indicated any federal tax advice contained in this message was not intended or written to be used and

cannot be used for the purpose of avoiding tax-related penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or

applicable state or local tax law provisions or ii promoting marketing or recommending to another party any

tax-related matters addressed herein

55 55 55555 555



This email and any attachments thereto is intended only for use by the addressees named herein and may

contain legally privileged and/or confidential information If you are not the intended recipient of this email

you are hereby notified that any dissemination distribution or copying of this email and any attachments

thereto is strictly prohibited If you receive this email in error please immediately notify me at 212 735-3000

and permanently delete the original email and any copy of any email and ny printout thereof

Further information about the firm list of the Partners and their professional qualifications will be provided

upon request
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL shareholderproposalssec.gov TORONTO
VIENNA

Securities and Exchange Commission

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance

lOOFStreetNE

Washington DC 20549

Re American Express Company
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 Rule 4a-8

Exclusion of Shareholder Proposal Submitted by Peter Lindner

Ladies and Gentlemen

On February 2014 pursuant to Rule 14a-8j promulgated under the

Securities Exchange Act of 1934 as amended we wrote on behalf of American

Express Company the Company to request that the Staff of the Division of

Corporation Finance the Sgff of the Securities and Exchange Commission the

Commission concur with the Companys view that shareholder proposal and

supporting statement of Mr Peter Lindner the Proponent may be properly

omitted from the proxy materials the Proxy Materials to be distributed by the

Company in connection with its 2014 annual meeting of shareholders the

Annual Meeting

Following the electronic delivery of copy of our request to the PrOponent

we received letter via electronic mail from the Proponent the Email In the

Email the Proponent claims to have previously submitted substantially similar

proposal referred to as version the November Proposal on November 24
2013 The Email November Proposal and related correspondence are attached hereto

as Exhibit

To the best of the Companys knowledge it does not have any record of

receiving the November Proposal prior to February 2014 However even if sent

on November 24 2013 as claimed by the Proponent the November Proposal would

still be untimely under Rule 14a-8e2



Securities and Exchange Commission

Office of Chief Counsel

Fcbruazy 10 2014

Page

Under Rule 14a-8eX2 proposal submitted with respect to companys

regularly scheduled annual meeting must be received by the company not less than

120 calendar days before the date of the companys proxy statement released to

shareholders in connection with the previous years annual meeting Pursuant to

Rule 14a-5e this deadline was disclosed in the Companys 2013 proxy statement

under the caption Requirements and Deadlines for Submission of Proxy Proposals

Nomination of Directors and Other Business of Shareholders which states that

proposals of shareholders intended to be presented at the 2014 Annual Meeting must

have been received by the Company no later than November 152013

Even if the Proponent is correct in claiming that the November Proposal was

sent on November 242013 it was not timely submitted to the Company by the

November 15 deadline Accordingly we respectfully request the Staffs concurrence

with the Companys view that the November Proposal may be excluded from the

Proxy Materials because it was not submitted to the Company by the deadline

calculated pursuant to Rule 14a-8e2

If we can be of any further assistance or if the Staff should have any

questions please do not hesitate to contact me at the telephone number or email

address appearing on the first page of this letter

Veiy truly yours

Richard Grossman

Attachments

cc Carol Schwartz Esq

American Express Company

Mr Peter Liudner

by email FISMA 0MB Memorandum M-O718

FISMA 0MB Memorandum M-07-16

10582o1.NYcsRo3A-Msw
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From Peter Undner

Sent Thursday Fthuary 062014 136 PM
To Saaa Joseph

Cc KenChenault Louise Parent

Subject American Express Shareholder Proposal and nomination for board

Joe

As you can see from the attached pdf it was previously sent on Sunday November 24 2013

352 PM which you did not acknowledge as requested

So when sent an additional request your prior failure to note any objections are fatal to you
wrote in Nov2013

Please acknowledge receipt and acceptance of this formal request for my 2014 Shareholder

proposal to

Amex and certify that met the time requirement

and then again In Feb 2014 which was version but you only answered was late In Feb2014

for version not for version

Your shareholder proposal comes well after the November 152013 deadline

established by Rule 14a-8 promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934

17 C.P.R 240 14a4 and also is excludable on additional grounds provided by Rule

14a4 and American Express therefore will not include the proposal in its proxy

--- r__rrrJ JL_g_iIflt.

Also you say did not meet the rules of 14a-8 but did In that met the requirement of greater

than $2000 worth of Amex stock held continuously where the rule Is Questfon 2.Who Is

eligible to submit proposal and how do demonstrate to the company that am eligIble In order to be

eligible to submit proposal you must have continuously held at least $2000 In market value

Regards

Peter Lindner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum M.O716
FISMA 0MB Memorandum MO7.16

FISMA 0MB Memorandum M.O716

FI5fl 0MB Memorandum MO7.16

omq 0MB Memorandum MO716



Sunday November 24 2013 352 PM
Louise Parent

Executive Vice President and General Counsel

American Express

200 Vesey St

NYC NY 10281

cc SEC via email cfletters@sec.gov

Dear Ms Parent

Please acknowledge receipt and acceptance of this formal request for my 2014 Shareholder proposal to

Amex and certify that met the timerequirement and that be both on the ballot for Board of Directors

and that this Shareholder proposal be included in the proxy sent by Amex to shareholders My letter for

nomination to the Board is substantially the same as before and incorporate that herein by reference as
was my June2000 Amex-Lindner contract incorporated in other agreements by reference

AMERICAN EXPRESS THE TEXT OF THE SHAREHOLDER ETHICS PROPOSAL 2014

5artof Shareholder Proposal 2014
Amend Amexs Employee Code of Conduct Code to include mandatory penalties for non-compliance

on its provisions especially with regard to discrimination against employees the precise scope of which

shall be determined after an independent outside compliance review of the Code conducted by outside

experts and representatives of Amexs board management employees and shareholders This shall

include Truth Commission patterned after the Truth Commissions used in South Africa to end

Apartheid for instance

CEO Chenault in the April 2014 meeting shall under oath and videotaped available on the internet explain

his management teams involvement in covering up the illegal actions of Qing and of Amex VP
Jason Brown Esq and

why they were illegal and
contrary to the June 2000 Amex-Lindner Contract signed by Amex

why Attorney Joe Sacca of Skadden Arps falsely told the Court that Amex did not interfere with

Lindnes filing with the SEC in 2007

why Chenault lied to the Shareholders that Management which includes VP Brown and VP
Qing and President Gupta complied with the Code when Qing and Brown admitted on videotape
in January 2009 under oath that they violated it and

why Amex pressured federal Judge to stop Shareholders and the SEC from seeing the videotaped

aamiccion of guilt by Oing Brown and that Amex will agree to release said tapes for public

viewing

The CEO shall file yearly statement with the SEC of any monies paid directly or indirectly to any
official in the USA including Judges

Amex shall fully comply with Sarbanes-Oxley and all its filings with the SEC including the Code of

Conduct and with FRCP 26 on giving email and Electronically Stored Information ESI to all EEOC
cases even if detrimental to Amex by showing non-compliance with the law or any written contract

signed by Amex



CEO Chenault shall release all email and personnel files to complainants in EEOC matters as is required

by FRCP 26 and is standard for ALL employment disputes since 1997

This Shareholder Proposal shall includes both

avideo

and website for deep background wwwamexethics.blogspot.com

Amex shall petition the Court to release the video tapes owned and purchased by Peter Lindncr As in the

Romney video of 47% of the US do not pay income taxes mere transcript does not suffice as it would

be said to be out of context and the visual context and the entire speech can be examined to show that

indeed the interpretation can be viewed as piece of whole

This Shareholder Proposal is allowed under SEC rules of significant matters e.g regarding

discrimination

End of Shareholder Proposal 2014
The above

Word CL

Stalistics

Pages

Words

Characters no spaces

Characters with spaces

Paragraphs 15

Unes

Jndude footnotes and endnotes

C.. T11
certify that own at least $2000 in American Express Shares for over years and perhaps $20000

Sincerely yours

Peter Lindner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

UMA 0MB Memorandum M..O7..16

emalbflsMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

Document titled The Text Of The Shareholder Ethics Proposal 2014 ver a.doc

438

2200

2648

43



From Sacca oseph NYC
Sent Thursday February 06 2014 315 PM
To Peter Lindne

Subject RE American Express Shareholder Proposal and nonthatlon for board

Dear Mr lindner

Neither American Express nor has any record of receiving the attached document purporting to be

shareholder proposal from you on or about November 24 2013 If you have evidence that you sent the

attached or that the Company received It please forward It to me

Very truly yours

JoeSacca
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL shareholderproposa1ssec.gov
VIENNA

Securities and Exchange Commission

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance

100 Street NE

Washington DC 20549

Re American Express Company

Securities Exchange Act of 1934 Rule 4a-8

Exclusion of Shareholder Proposal Submitted by Peter Lindner

Ladies and Gentlemen

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8j promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of

1934 as amended the Exchange Act we are writing on behalf of American

Express Company the Company to request that the Staff of the Division of

Corporation Finance thegfi of the Securities and Exchange Commission the

Commission concur with the Companys view that for the reasons stated below

the shareholder proposal and supporting statement the Proposal of Mr Peter

Lindner the Proponent may be properly omitted from the proxy materials the

ProxMatariala to be distributed by the Company in connection with its 2014

annual meeting of shareholders the 2014 Annual Meeting

In accordance with Section of Staff Legal Bulletin 4D Nov 2008

SLB No 14D am emailing to the Staff this letter which includes the Proposal

as submitted to the Company on February 2014 including cover email attached

along with related correspondence with the Proponent as Exhibit copy of this

submission is being sent simultaneously to the Proponent The Company will

promptly forwad to the Proponent any response from the Staff to this no-action

request that the Staff transmits by email or fax only to the Company Finally Rule

4a.8k and Section of SLB No 4D provide that shareholder proponents are

required to send companies copy of any correspondence that the shareholder

proponent elects to submit to the Commission or the Staft Accordingly the

Company takes this opportunity to remind the Proponent that if the Proponent



Securities and Exchange Commission

Office of Chief Counsel

February 62014

Page

submits correspondence to the Commission or the Staff with respect to the Proposal

copy of that correspondence should concurrently be furnished to the undersigned
on behalf of the Company

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSAL

The text of the Proposal is set forth below

Amend Amexs Employee Code of Conduct Code to include

mandatory penalties for non-compliance on its provisions especially

with regard to discrimination against employees the precise scope of

which shall be determined after an independent outside compliance

review of the Code conducted by outside experts and representatives

of Amexs board management employees and shareholders and Mr
Lindner This shall include Truth Commission patterned after the

Truth Commissions used in South Africa to end Apartheid

SIMILARITY TO PRIOR PROPOSALS

As an initial matter the Company notes that the Proposal is substantially

identical to the proposals each Prior Proposal that the Proponent submitted for

inclusion in the Proxy Materials for each of the Companys 2007200820092010
2011 2012 and 2013 annual meetings of shareholders The Staff concurred with the

exclusion of each of the Prior Proposals pursuant to Rule 14a-8eX2 as matter

having been submitted after the deadline for the submission of shareholder proposals

in the case of the 20082010 2012 and 2013 annual meetings iiRule 4a-8i7
as matter relating to the Companys ordinary business operations in the case of

each of the 2007 and 2009 annual meetings and iii Rule 14a-8i4 as matter

relating to the redress of personal claim or grievance in the case of the 2011

annual meeting copy of the Prior Proposals submitted by the Proponent in

connection with the 20072008 2009201020112012 and 2013 annual meetings

together with the Staffs
response to the Companys no-action request letters related

thereto are attached as Exhibits and if respectively

We also note that three separate courts have ruled that the Prior Proposals

were excludable In connection with lawsuit that the Proponent brought against the

Company the Proponent notwithstanding the Staffs no-action letter sought court

order to require that the Company include the Prior Proposal in its proxy statement in

connection with the Companys 2009 annual meeting of shareholders In bench

ruling upholding the Staffs no-action letter and finding that the Company did not

need to include the Prior Proposal in its proxy materials U.S District Court Judge

John KoeltI stated light of the deference accorded to the no-action letter the

plaintiff has failed to show likelihood of succeeding on the merits of claim that

his shareholder proposal must be included in Companys proxy materials



Securities and Exchange Commission

Office of Chief Counsel

February 62014
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Transcript of Preliminary Injunction Hearing at 2720-25 Peter Lindner

American Express et al No 06 Civ 3834 S.D.N.Y April 23 2009

Additionally in connection with
separate lawsuit filed in January 2010 the

First 2010 Action the Proponent ultimately sought court order regarding the

Prior Proposal that the Proponent submitted to the Company in connection with the

Companys 2011 annual meeting of shareholders the 2011 Annual Meeting In

the First 2010 Action on June 272011 James Cott United States Magistrate

Judge recommended that the Court should also dismiss Lindners claims relating to

the 2011 proposal because American Express properly excluded that proposal under

SEC Rules 14a-8i4 and 14a-8i7 On August 152011 U.S District Court

Judge Jed Rakoff entered an order adopting Magistrate Judge Cofts

recommendation and on August 20 2011 he entered an order reaffirming the

August 15 2011 order The Proponent filed to appeal this ruling to the United States

Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit and such Court issued an order on January

11 2012 dismissing the Proponents appeal

Simultaneously while his application to proceed informapauperis in the

First 2010 Action was pending in March 2010 the Proponent sought court order to

require that the Company include the Prior Proposal in its proxy statement in

connection with the Companys 2010 annual meeting of shareholders the 2QIQ
Annual Meeting the Second 2010 Action In the Second 2010 Action U.S
District Court Judge Sidney Stein upheld the Staffs no-action letter and found

that the Company did not need to include the Prior Proposal in its proxy materials

stating that because it is untimely in part because theres support for that position in

the no-action letter of the SEC Im finding that the Company has no obligation to

include Proponents request for proposal on the ballot to go to the

shareholders Transcript of Preliminary Injunction Hearingand Trial at 1512-16

Peter Lindner American Express et al No 10 Civ 2267 S.D.N.Y April 22010

The Proponent filed complaint against the Company and others in the

Southern District of New York in April 2012 alleging with respect to the Company
that the Company misled the Court in connection with the prior litigations described

above and such case was dismissed sua sponle by the Court on May 2012

Certain of the Court orders and transcripts from the prior litigations with the

Proponent have been filed as exhibits to the Companys no-action request letters

made with respect to the Prior Proposals

This letter sets forth reasons for the Companys belief that the Proposal may
be properly excluded from the Proxy Materials These reasons are substantially

similar to the reasons set forth in previous letters to the Staff that have been
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submitted by or on behalf of the Company in relation to exclusion of the Prior

Proposals from the Companys proxy materials for its prior annual meetings

REASONS FOR EXCLUSION OF THE PROPOSAL

The Company believes that the Proposal may be properly excluded from the

Proxy Materials on any of three
separate grounds The Proposal may be excluded

pursuant to Rule 4a-8e2 because it was received after the deadline for

submitting proposals Rule 14a-8i7 because it deals with matter relating to the

Companys ordinary business operations and Rule 4a-8i4 because it relates to

the redress of personal claim or grievance against the Company

The Company may omit the Proposal pursuant to Rule 14a-8e2
because it wAs received after the deadline for submitting proposals

On February 42014 Mr Joseph Sacca of Skadden Arps Slate Meagher
Flom LLP received an email from the Proponent that included the Proposal copy
of the Proponents email to Mr Sacca as well as related correspondence is attached

hereto as Exhibit

Under Rule 14a-8e2 proposal submitted with respect to companys

regularly scheduled annual meeting must be received by the company not less than

120 calendar days before the date of the companys proxy statement released to

shareholders in connection with the previous years annual meeting However
different deadline applies if the company did not hold an annual meeting the

previous year or if the date of this years annual meeting has been changed by more

than 30 days from the date of the previous years meeting

The proxy statement for the 2013 Annual Meeting that was held on April 29
2013 was first mailed to shareholders on or about March 2013 The 2014 Annual

Meeting is scheduled for date that is within 30 days of the date on which the 2013

Annual Meeting was held Because the Company held an annual meeting for its

shareholders in 2013 and because the 2014 Annual Meeting is scheduled for date

that is within 30 days of the date of the 2013 Annual Meeting under Rule l4a-8eX2
all shareholder proposals were required to be received by the Company not less than

120 calendar days before the date the Companys proxy statement in connection with

the 2013 Annual Meeting was released to shareholders Pursuant to Rule 14a-5e
this deadline was disclosed in the Companys 2013 proxy statement under the

caption Requirements and Deadlines for Submission of Proxy Proposals

Nomination of Directors and Other Business of Shareholders which states that

proposals of shareholders intended to be presented at the 2014 Annual Meeting must

have been received by the Company no later than November 152013
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As indicated above the Proponent emailed the Proposal to Mr Sacca on

February 42014 Mr Sacca promptly forwarded this email to the Company so the

Company received the Proposal on February 2014 well after the November 15th

deadline established under the terms of Rule 14a-8 Therefore the Proposal was not

received by the Company until date that was eighty-one 81 calendar days after

the deadline for submission of Rule 14a-8 proposals for inclusion in the Proxy
Materials

Rule 4a-8f and SLB No 14 clearly state that proponent is not entitled to

notice of defect if the defect cannot be remedied such as if proposal is submitted

after the deadline SLB No 14 states

Are there any circumstances under which company does not

have to provide the shareholder with notice of defects For

example what should the company do if the shareholder indicates

that he or she does not own at least $2000 in market value or 1%
of the companys securities

The company does not need to provide the shareholder with notice

of defects if the defects cannot be remedied In the example

provided in the question because the shareholder cannot remedy this

defect after the fact no notice of the defect would be required The

same would apply for example if.. the shareholder failed to submit

proposal by the companys properly determined deadline

Accordingly since the Proposal was not submitted in timely fashion the Company
was not required to notif the Proponent of such deficiency since it cannot be

remedied

The Staff has made it clear that it will strictly enforce the deadline for

submission of proposals without inquiring as to the reasons for failure to meet the

deadline even in cases where the proposal is received only few days late See e.g
Verizon Communications Inc Jan 72011 permitting exclusion of proposal

received one day after the submission deadline U.S Boncorp Jan 2011

permitting exclusion of proposal received seven days after the submission

deadline Johnson Johnson Jan 13 2010 same and Pro-Pharmaceuticals Inc

Mar 18 2009 permitting exclusion of proposal received two days after the

submission deadline In addition as discussed above the Staff has previously

concurred with the exclusion of Prior Proposals that were submitted after the

We note that the Proposal was not delivered to the Companys principal executive offices but

rather was sent to the counsel who has represented the Company in the litigation with the

Proponent concerning the Prior Proposals
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deadline in connection with the Companys 2008 2010 2012 and 2013 annual

meetings See Exhibits and jj

We respectiWly request the Staffs concurrence with the Companys view
that the Proposal may be excluded from the Proxy Materials because the Proposal
was not submitted to the Company by the deadline calculated pursuant to

Rule 14a-8e2

The Company may omit the Proposal pursuant to Rule 14a-8i7
because it deals with matter relating to the Companys ordinary business

operations

Rule 14a-8i7 permits the omission of stockholder
proposal that deals

with matter relating to the companys ordinary business operations The core

basis for an exclusion under Rule 4a-8i7 is to protect the authority of

companys board of directors to manage the business and affairs of the company In

the adopting release to the amended shareholder proposal rules the Commission

stated that the general underlying policy of the exclusion is consistent with the

policy of most state corporate laws to confine the resolution of ordinaiy business

problems to management and the board of directors since it is impracticable for

shareholders to decide how to solve such problems at an annual shareholders

meeting See Exchange Act Release No 34.40018 May 21 1998

The supervision and discipline of employees are core management roles that

lie at the heart of the Companys ordinary business operations To the extent that the

Proposal seeks to establish mandatory penalties for violations of the Companys
Employee Code of Conduct the and to the extent that those penalties

would be formulated in part by shareholder representatives and outside experts

managements ability to make day-to-day disciplinary decisions would be severely

constrained

The Staff has consistently determined that proposals that relate to the

promulgation monitoring and compliance with codes of conduct may be excluded

pursuant to Rule 14a-8i7 because they relate to matters involving ordinary

business operations Indeed in substantially similar proposals made by the

Proponent in 2007 and 2009 the Staff concurred with the Companys view that such

Prior Proposals could be excluded from the Companys proxy materials under

rule 14a-8i7 as relating to Companys ordinary business operations i.e
terms of its code of conduct See Exhibits and Additionally in International

Business Machines Corp Jan 2010 the Staff in granting no-action relief where

proponent requested that IBM restate and enforce its standards of ethical behavior

stated that that concern general adherence to ethical business practices

are generally excludable under rule 14a-8i7 In AES Corp Jan 2007 the



Securities and Exchange Commission

Office of Chief Counsel

February 62014

Page

Staff granted no-action relief where the proponent sought to have AES establish an
ethics oversight committee Also in Monsanto Co Nov 2005 the Staff granted

no-action relief where proponent requested the formation of an ethics oversight
committee to insure compliance with inter a/ia Monsantos code of conduct

Similarly in NYNEX Corp Feb 1989 the Staff determined that proposal to

form special committee to revise the existing code of
corporate conduct fell within

the purview of ordinary business operations and could therefore be excluded See

also Tranramerica Corp Jan 22 1986 proposal to form special committee to

develop and promulgate code of corporate conduct excludable In each of these

instances proposals relating to codes of company conduct were deemed to be

excludable as ordinary business We respectfully request the Staffs concurrence
with the Companys view that the Proposal may be excluded on similar grounds

The Company may omit the Proposal pursuant to Rule 14a-8i4
because it relates to the redress of personal claim or grievance against the

Company

Under Rule 14a-8i4 proposal may be excluded if it relates to the redress

of personal claim or grievance against the registrant and is designed to result in

benefit to the proponent or to further personal interest not shared with other

shareholders at large The Commission has stated that Rule l4a-8i4 is designed
to insure that the security holder proposal process not abused by proponents

attempting to achieve personal ends that are not necessarily in the common interest

of the issuers shareholders generally See Exchange Act Release No 34-20091

Aug 16 1983 As explained below the Company submits that the Proposal

emanates directly out of personal grievance that the Proponent former employee

of the Company whose employment was terminated in November 1998 bears

toward the Company and its management

As noted above the Staff concurred with the Company that proposal that

was substantially similar to the Proposal could be excluded from the Companys

proxy materials in connection with the 2011 Annual Meeting pursuant to

Rule l4a-8i4 because the proposal appears to relate to the redress of personal

claim or grievance against the company

Like the proposal submitted to the Company in connection with the 2011

Annual Meeting the fact that the Proposal stems from the Proponents personal

grievance against the Company is clear on the face of the supporting information

included with the Proposal The Proposals supporting statement refers to alleged

actions of Company employees which the Proponent describes as illegal and

contrary to the June 2000 Amex-Lindner Contract signed by Amex The supporting

statement also alleges that an attorney representing the Company falsely told the

Court that Amex did not interfere with Lindners filing with the SEC in 2007 and
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makes otherclaims related to the Proponents personal contention with the Company
In addition the

supporting statement seeks to incorporate video and website for
deep background The referenced website is composed primarily of blog entries by
the Proponent dating back to January 2009 which all relate to the Proponents

personal grievance In blog entry which is dated April 16 2010 the Proponent

states among other things Im fighting for my case To the extent that the

Proposal arises from the Proponents persona dispute with the Company regarding
the enforcement of its disciplinary codes other Company shareholders should not be

required to bear the expenses associated with its inclusion in the Proxy Materials

The Proponent moreover has history of engaging in litigation with the

Company including litigation relating to the Prior Proposals Since the date of his

termination the Proponent has instituted several actions against the Company
Shortly after his dismissal the Proponent filed gender discrimination charge with

the U.S Equal Employment Opportunity Commission EEOC EEOC Charge

160992838 and proceededpro se with defamation action in the Civil Court of the

City of New York against the Company and two of his former supervisors Index No
038441 -CVN-l999 Although these actions were settled in June 2000 as the

Proponent indicates in his supporting information he subsequently brought another

action against the Company in the U.S District Court for the Southern District of

New York Civil Action No 06 CV 3834 alleging inter alia breach of the earlier

settlement agreement and defamation The Proponent and the Company settled this

action in November2010 Additionally the Proponent brought two separate actions

against the Company in the U.S District Court for the Southern District of New
York to challenge the exclusion of two Prior Proposals Civil Action No 10 CV
2228 Civil Action No 10 CV 2267

Based in part on the repeated submission of substantially similar proposals

over period of several years the Company believes that it is clear that the

Proponent has submitted the Proposal in an effort to exact retribution against the

Company which terminated his employment in 1998 The Commission has

repeatedly allowed the exclusion of proposals presented by disgruntled former

employees with history of confrontation and litigation with the company as

indicative of personal claim or grievance within the meaning of Rule 14a-8i4
See e.g American Express Co Jan 13 2011 attached hereto as Exhibit

General Electric Co Jan 12 2007 Morgan Stanley Jan 14 2004 International

Business Machines Corp Dec 182002 International Business Machines Corp

Nov 17 1995 and Pfizer Inc Jan 31 1995

We respectfully request the Staffs concurrence with the Companys view

that for the reasons outlined above the Proposal may be excluded from the Proxy

Materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8i4 because it like the Prior Proposal submitted
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by the Proponent in connection with the 2011 Annual Meeting relates to the

Proponents personal claim or grievance against the Company

REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF THE 80-DAY RULE

The Company intends to file its Proxy Materials in late March or early April
2014 Since the Proposal was not received by the Company until February 42014
the Company requests that the Staff waive the requirement under Rule 14a-8j1
that the Company file its reasons for excluding the Proposal at least 80 days before

the Company files its definitive Proxy Materials

Under Rule 14a-8jI the Staff can waive the 80-day requirement ifthe

Company demonstrates good cause for missing the deadline In Section of Staff

Legal Bulletin No 14B CFSeptember 152004 SLB No 14B the Staff

indicated that most common basis for the companys showing of good cause is

that the proposal was not submitted timely and the company did not receive the

proposal until after the 80-day deadline had passed The description in SLB No
148 is the exact situation in which the Company finds itself The Proposal was

submitted via email on February 42014 date that is less than 80 days before the

date that the Company intends to file the Proxy Materials in definitive form and

therefore it was not possible for the Company to file its request for exclusion more

than 80 days prior to the mailing of its definitive Proxy Materials Accordingly the

Company has good cause for its failure to meet the 80-day requirement and requests

that the Staff waive the 80-day requirement with respect to this request

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons the Company respectfully requests the

concurrence of the Staff that the Proposal may be excluded from the Proxy Materials

If we can be of any further assistance or if the Staff should have any

questions please do not hesitate to contact me at the telephone number or email

address appearing on the first page of this letter

yours

Grossman

Attachments
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cc Carol Schwartz Esq
American Express Company

Mr Peter Lindner

by email RSMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

FJSMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

IO$7520-NcSROM MSW
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From Peter Undner 0MB Memorandum M..O716
Sent Tuesday February 04 zui iu ri
To Sacca Joseph NYC
Subject American Express Sharehoder Proposal and nomination for board

To Joe Sacca

Please forward this to the correct people at American Express including Tim Heine or whoever

is the head of legal counsel

Regards

Peter tin dner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

FIS0MB Memorandum MO7i6
10 40MB Memorandum MO716
cc SEC



Tuesday February 042014 1246 PM
Louise Parent

Executive Vice President and General Counsel

American Express

200 Vesey St

NYC NY 10281

cc SEC via email cfletters@sec.gov

Dear Ms Parent

Please acknowledge receipt and acceptance of this formal request for my 2014 Shareholder proposal

to Amex and certify that met the time requirement and that be both on the ballot for Board of

Directors and that this Shareholder proposal be included in the proxy sent by Amex to shareholders

My letter for nomination to the Board is substantially the same as before since 2007 and

incorporate that herein by reference as was my June2000 Amex-Lindner contract incorporated in

other agreements by reference

AMERICAN EXPRESS THE TEXT OF THE SHAREHOLDER ETHICS PROPOSAL 2014

ax.tof Shareholder Proposal 2014
Amend Amexs Employee Code of Conduct Code to include mandatory penalties for non

compliance on its provisions especially with regard to discrimination against employees the

precise scope of which shall be determined after an independent outside compliance review of the

Code conducted by outside experts
and representatives of Amexs board management employees

and shareholders and Mr Lindner This shall include Truth Commission patterned after the Truth

Commissions used in South Africa to end Apartheid

CEO Chenault in the April 2014 meeting shall under oath and videotaped available on the internet

explain

his management teams involvement in covering up the illegal actions of Qing and of Amex

VP Jason Brown Esq and

why they were illegal and contrary to the June 2000 Amex-Lindner Contract signed by

Amex
why Attorney Joe Sacca of Skadden Arps falsely told the Court that Amex did not interfere

with Lindners filing with the SEC in 2007

why Chenault lied to the Shareholders that Management which includes VP Brown and VP

Qing and President Gupta complied with the Code when Qing and Brown admitted on

videotape in January 2009 under oath that they violated it and

why Amex pressured federal Judge to stop Shareholders and the SEC from seeing the

videotaped admission of guilt by 0mg Brown and that Amex will agree to release said

tapes
for public viewing

The CEO shall file yearly statement with the SEC of any monies paid directly or indirectly to any

official in the USA including Judges

Amex shall fully comply with Sarbanes-Oxley and all its filings with the SEC including the Code of

Conduct and with FRCP 26 on giving email and Electronically Stored Information ESI to all



EEOC cases even if detrimental to Amex by showing noncompliancc with the law or any written

contract signed by Amex

CEO Chenault shall release all email and personnel files to complainants in EEOC matters as is

required by FRCP 26 and is standard for ALL employment disputes since 1997

This Shareholder Proposal shall includes both

video

and website for deep background

Amex shall petition the Court to release the video tapes
owned and purchased by Peter Lindner As

in the Romney video of 47% of the US do not pay income taxes mere transcript does not

suffice as it would be said to be out of context and the visual context and the entire speech can

be examined to show that indeed the interpretation can be viewed as piece of whole

This Shareholder Proposal is allowed under SEC rules of significant matters eg regarding

discrimination This issue has been raised and suppressed by Amex since April 2007 both legally

and perhaps illegally and should be given full hearing now including why secondary relief

measures are xot working such as SOX certification by the Accountants and investigation by the

Amex CEO Chenault Ash Gupta the manager of exVP Lin and Louise Parent manager of

Brown

End of Shareholder Proposal

The above Shareholder Proposal is under 500 words

499

Characters no spaces 2508

Characters with spaces 3014

Paragraphs
15

certify that own at least $2000 in American Express Shares for over years and perhaps

520000

Statisbcs

Pages

Words

Lines 46

Thclude footnotes and enthiotes

Show Toothar



Also please confirm in writing that am speaking at AMEX 2014 Shareholder meeting and please

indicate what time will speak and for how many minutes will be allowed note that Mr Joe

Sacca Esq falsely wrote me on Tuesday April 162013 1206 PM that You will receive the same

opportunity to address the shareholder meeting as you have been afforded in prior years since

Amex had gone to federal court to stop me from attending or even speaking to the shareholder

meeting in prior year specifically 2007

Sincerely yours

Peter Lindner

fISMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

0MB Memorandum MO716

Fl 0MB Memorandum MO7.16

exna4IcsMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

Document titled The Text Of The Shareholder Ethics Proposal 2014 ver b.doc
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BY EMAIL AND FIRST CLASS MALL

Peter Lindner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

Re Your communication of February 4.2014

Dear Mr Undner

write in response to your email and attachment of February 42014 in

which you submit the text of shareholder proposal you request American

Express include in the Companys proxy statement relating to its 2014 Annual

Meeting of Shareholders and purport to provide notice to American Express that

you intend to nominate yourself as candidate to the Board and perhaps also to offer

your shareholder proposal at the Companys 2014 Annual Meeting of Shareholders

Your shareholder proposal comes well after the November 15 2013 deadline

established by Rule 4a-8 promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
17 C.ER 240.14a-8 and also is excludable on additional grounds provided by Rule

14a-8 and American Express therefore will not include the proposal in its proxy

materials relating to the 2014 Annual Meeting of Shareholders Additionally you
sent and the Company received your February 42014 notice of your intent to

nominate yourself as candidate to the Board and perhaps also to offer your

shareholder proposal as an item of business for the 2014 Annual Meeting of

Shareholders alter the January 292014 deadline established by the Companys

bylaws Accordingly any nomination or proposal of business you seek to make will

be ruled out of order and not voted on at American Express 2014 Annual Meeting of

Shareholders We unte that American Express disclosed both of these deadlines in

its proxy statement relating to its 2013 Annual Meeting of Shareholders



Peter Lindner

February 2014

Page

Of course ifyou continue to be shareholder of the Company at the time of

the 2014 Annual Meeting of Shareholders as was the case in
past years you will be

afforded the right to speak and address the meeting relating to matters that may

concern you as shareholder

Joseph Sacca
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January23 2007

Response of the Omce otOdefCowsel

thylalon of Cororntion F1snce

Re AprcssCoxnpany
hiconing lcUer dated Deceabcr 152006

The proposal mandates that the company amdits Pesployce Code of Conduct

to include mandato ypenalties for non-compliance aft an 1zidqendeat outside

compliance review of the Code

There appears to be some basis fox
your view American Express may exclude

the proposal under rule 14a87 as relating to Amerio nBxpxess onlinarybuth

operations Le terms of 113 code ofconduct Accorlingly we will not recommend

entbroemmt action to the Conuthalon ifAmerican Express oroia the proposal from its

proxy matedala in reliance on rule 14a.87 Tn reaching this position we have not

found it necessary to address the altemative bases for omission of the proposal upon
which American Express relies

Sincerely

TamaraM Bzightwefl

Special Counsel



NOTICE OF SHAREHOLDER PROPOSAL

To

Stephen Norman

American Express Company

200 easy Street 50 Ploct

NewYork NewYork 10285

Prozn

Mr Peter Llndncr

Date December 302006

fltjg cons1ime the proposal of shareholder Peter Undoer to be presented at the Annual

Mcctmg of shareholders of Amsilcan Express Company to be held on or about April24
2007

Required Information pursuant to American Express Co by.law 2.9

Drlaf description of buslnesa proposal

Amend Amexs Employee Code of Conduct Codc to include mandatory penalties ftc

nonoompliance thc precise scope of Mitch shall be determined after an independent

outside compliance review of the Code conducted by outside experts and representatives

of Amexs board management omploycea and abareholdera

Reasons for bringing such business to the annual meeting

Pereonal experience and anecdotal evidence show that the Code Is frequently breached

and ncer cnforced Rather management regards the Code as nothing more than

wfndow.drsing lbr $abanes-Odcy compliancc This lack of adherence to basic

principlea of conduct erodes confidence in the Company has affected or will affect the

market price of the Companys shares and warrants attention from the sharoholda

II Name and address of shareholder rlngIng proposal

Mr Peter Undoer

FJSMAI Mner3ndvrn M.437.1r

ill Number of shares of saab class of stock benefidafly owned by Peter Llndner

Common shares plus_ shares In ISP and Redrernont Plan



lv Material btcreit of Peter Unduer in the propo8aI

Mr Undner has no financial Interest In the proposaL He has been wronged by Auec

employees breach of the Code and Ains ftilwc to enforce the Code against those

cmpcs

Other IufDnzIstJon required to be dIsclosed in 1c11a110n3

Mr lAdner is plaintiff In an aodon against the Company arising out of the aforesaid

bac
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Pebruazy 42008

Respouse of the Offlee of Chief Counsel

DIvlslonofConoraUon Pinauce

Rc Ame4can Express Company

Inoomin8 letter dated Ianuary 112008

The piupoesi relates to the companys nployee code of conduct

There appears to be some basis for your view that Amedcan Express may exclude

the proposal under role 14a-8eX2 because American Express received it after the

deadline for
nittixig proposals Aocoiliugly we will not recommend enforcement

action to the Commission WAmexican Express omits the proposal from its proxy

materials Inrellance on rule 14a-8eX2

We note that American Express did not file Its statazuent of objections to

including the proposal in Its proxy materials at least 80 calandar days before the date on

which it llfile definitive proxy materials as required by rule 14a-8jXl Noting the

cireumatances of the delay we mrt American Express request that the 80-day

requirement be waived

Greg BAliston

SpeoW Counsel
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No1cEoP9EARmOLlW.RPRoPou

Tot

Sspbsn Nosman

Seoreta
mre

200 Vesey Street 50e Ploer

New York Nw York U..P.f

Prom

Mr.PetsrUnduer

FSt 0M ofldUIn M47-18

l5 DeCember30 2007

ThJ ntettures the proposal cfshareboIdarPetLkzlner to bepresenled et the Annual MeetIng

ofshaioldcrs ofAmertean Bxpress Cemlmey to be held on or eboul AprIl 242008

RequIred rnfomrefloaptmuant to American Espress Ccii by-law 2.9

Bulefdeserlptlcsi of bulnass pznposal

Asuerd Mnercv Employee Code of Conduct Code to Include mandatosy penaltIes 1k non
cosupflastos the snclae scope of whlcb shall be dotaretinod after an jndepandoszt outside

compliance mvtew of Ihb Code conducted outside xpts m4 tit$lves of Amexs
board manageineslt elItplcoes nd eliäithcers

actothpqnuan1m

Perspn pndaizjeand mrecdotul evidmoc sho iks odeftequesnfrbreacbed and flCr

enforced Rather maiagernent regards the Code as nothbg more than window-dressing fOr

Sarbanes-Oxisy compliance ThL lack of adhercoce to basic princIples of cçtnduct erodes

confidence in the Company has efiboted or will afct the market price of the Companys shares

td woants attention ftoui the shwho1det

II Name and address of ebaickolder bringing proposali

Mr Peter Undner

Fl$MA OS8 jsmmjnM-O7-16



il Nanaber of shares of each class of stock beoeftcbfly vwead by Peter UmIneri

Common 2iharp1s oh t900cheses bilSP RethWticiiPli

Ii Material Interest otPeter Liedner In the proposaL

Mr Undner has no ihianoMl lincaost In the proposal He has been wmid by

employees bmacIifths Cods and Amess ftllure to esdbrco di Code a1nst those employees

OIzer 1nrmattuu rsqairc.L CO bedkcloied lxi soUdlaftori

Mr LIndn Is aplabtffin an actIon sgaMst di Company erWng cas otth thrssJd biach
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3anuary 222009

Response of the Oci of Chief Counsel

JflvbnotCoivorat%oJ1snc

AmicanBxptes Company

incoinfrag letter dated Deccapbcr I7 2U08

The proposal numd that the compfflly amid its Employee Code of Conduct

to include mmvatnypaItics Ar amp nci aft hdepdd outside

complialce review of the Code

11ro appears to be some bass for your view that American Express may oxcId

tho proposal under rule 14a4I7 relating to American Express ordinary bntinc

operstions i.e trn of Its code of conduct Acqozdiiigly we will ot recommend

fcivmnt action to th CommiifAmdcanBxpzes omits the proposal æomIts

proxy niaP4Is In reliance on rule 14a-8i7 Iuzdting this position we bavo not

fo it necessary to address the alnattve bayes Ar omission ofthe proposal upon

which American Thqnes relies

Damon CoThczt

MtrnAdyis



NOTICE OP SRA OLDER PROPOSAL

To

Stephen Noman

American Express Company

200 Vescy Strect 50e Floor

New YÆrkNewYork 10285

From

Peter Urzdner

flSMAA QM menexn M.QT.18

Date September 62008

ThIs eonstizuiss the propoeat of shareholder Peter Lh%dnerto be presented at the Annual

Macsing of ahercholdcr of American cprves Company to be held on or about April 20

2009

Required bitormatbon pwuant to American Express Co by-Jew 2.9

DrW description cbusluess propcaal

Amend Ancs Lmployec Code of Conduct Coda to indude mandatory pcnallfee for

non-compLiance the precise scope of width shall be dctmined after an independent

omside compliance review of the Code conducted by cinside eiq and epresentalivee

of Amexs board management employee and heeholdeee

Rcaaona for bringing auth business to the annual macdig

Personal experience and anecdotal evidence show that the Code has been breached and

not enforeed Rather mwiagcmsrn VP nd above regard the Coda as nothing mom then

window-dressing the Se anen-Oxky compliance This tack of adherence to basic

principles of conder erodec confidence in the Company has affected or will affect the

mmct price of the Companys shares and warrants aunndonfmm the shareholders

Name and address of shareholder bringing propcsalt

Mr Peter Ltndner

Iii Number of share of cath class of stock bcucfldafly owned by Peter IAnduen



Cominom ehares phu over 500 votIng shares In ISP and Retirement Plan Number to

be confinnod by Amex

Iv Materfal lutercat of Peter Liudner Is the proposaL

Mr Undncr has no llnenci Internet in the proposal Ho baa boon wronged by Amex

anployoos bteocb of the Code and Amexs fhihmro to enforc the Code agabrmt those

Other Isfbrniaffoo required to be disclosed In ollcltailoas

Mr Undnr plalntifihi an action agelust the Company ertg out of the afomseld
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FebLiwiy22010

Respons of the Office of Chief Counsel

DlvWon of Cornoratloj Finance

Re American Express Company

Incon2glcterdatedJanum 122010

The proposal relates to the companys dnployee code of conauct

Thers apcarsto be some basis for your view that American Express may exclude

the proposal nidernIc 14a-8cXZ became American Express received it after the

deadline for submitth3g piupdsals Avccadingly we will commend enforcancut

action to the Commission if American Express omits the proposal from its proxy

materials inreliance onrule 14a-8e2

We not that American Thcptess d14 not file its statement of objections to

including the pzopoaUn its proxy materials at least 80 cknlsr days before the date on

which It will file definitive proxy materials an requited by rule 14a-8JXI Noting the

cfrcmistanccs of the delay we.grant American Express request
thst the 80-day

reqnfrementbewaive

Charles lCwen

SCounsel
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thbtovisce It deosbot ªean that It sIlows Amex to violate written cObsct aiadd Ash Gupta Amex
PrtsfdtatotDers3ting mat toe erUpdrrer In June ot2000 Surely so me die well worn pleases of Ifty years

op saNto Senator McCenby
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So yes Iwould him to run dIroti d3es lvsa esebc spapposal to bwesdpm Amexs

vkWtons otptsnlses end laws md eoncsf.

Autt Ithink Amex would boa btterpMco nmich thln ves$1 Anby the way kb

queedoiiable wbesberlv.miW bave won as esurofAmesmn ApdI 2007 you bww ties Amexs dhty

metres thou end now as ruccodyas Ml3t001 should nvtbe cailed In cMicfctia norm FOnuno 500

coinpeny

lock rwwd perscnecth$a 1ddIngeu Inatban end your voje apd

yor knoresrhs iydmthatiOti OfJ.mer1oue Eqxnu.
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Mona 4RZOLbIIt PROPf
To

Stephen Norman or tohis nIoeemcu1

Auterkan Express Cpmpsny

200 Vess Suvc 3U Vlccr

N.wyhiçNewyck 10285

Mr.PoterLiuthavr

4PISMAI ONa Manmandum MO7-1fl

Th ccnsthmdes the pIopQesl of shareholder Pete L14swrto be presented at the Animal Meeting of thasehoWtis of
imcriesn ssCmnponytohedc%Ior4b9otAprlI242ol0

BrIef dolcalplton otbiupritpCML

Amend Meets Employee Cods nf Ccndcc io boinde zy ponftJ frj c.jtpsJsa the

ptoclsc scope owblcit tbsP be dorennined by fluth CmnmlsslW afteran lndeadent outside ccsnp$lwsce

iermcw ctth Cod coc4ucced by oinsldc sxpasn end tepreesniadrea of Mexs board msassm noploysea

sod sbwcbo1det

Peesons OOOi by Mr Licdoer of dlsrairnisatlon in vloisdon ofiftie VII of the Clyll Rights Ac of 1964 and
macdotel evfdece thaw that Ui Code in bsttchcd mid enlbeued Rather maswgement regards the Code as

nothing more thee windoci4rcasln rSesnes-Qxky contpflancs This Mt of sdbmeeca to bade
principles or

ecmdnc etudes cco13dei hi the Cothpeny h.u effected orwW sftbct the mamas price of lb Compans thirm
end w.aas atra6on ftt the sberciioldem In other worth this matter acts Sheidioldns as wd as bdrig

socially signlflOam as in Indicand In SEC ids 141 on SlwrthcldsrPrtiposils

prcpoials eMng to such matts bit 1bfus on suekud lgnLflcenL entUal policy issues e.g
cigaMeant thsatminaicoo matters geisctsifly would aet be considered to be excludable beenni thc

yroueain wonid mineccad the day4D.dy nulnesc matisse end miss policy Issues so sIgnificant That ft

would be

Nease and address dabarebolder bthtglngpsnpomb

FItMA on Memendwn M471
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Code end Amlxs fbfluse to adbrce the Cothagatt4boe eâpoyece

Oths hztoztaUbtequlred lobe distlosUehadena

Mr UndhetJs pIn Mae zjoriagahaz the CoapW ue othe elbsnIdna
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January 132011

Response of tkŒOfflc 0fCb1SfCou2scl

Re American Express Company

Incoming letter dated December 2010

The proposal 1nmiIl.t that the company amend its Employee Code of Conduct

uto include mIwIifory penalties for non-compliance the precise aooe of which shall be

determined by Truth Conmf on after an independent outside compliance review

cfthe Code

There appears to be some basis for your view that American Express may exclude

the proposal under rule 14e.84 In this regard we note that the proposal appears to

relate to the redress of apcmonal claim or grievanoó against the company AccordIngly
we wili not recommend enforcement action to the Conimission If Arnecican Express

omits die proposal ftozn its proxy materials in reliance on rule 14a-8I4 In teaching
this position we have not found it necessary to address the alternative bases for omission

on which AmericØn Express relies

oseAZu1dn
AflorneAdser



NOTICE OPSHAREHOLUERPROPcJeAJ

To

aro1 Sthwes Group Qowisel

AmwanECpany
200 Veecy Sued 50 Floor

New York New Yost 10285

PLfl

MLPctorUndecr

FPA Msmstwdurn PA-C.16

Dazet November 2010 prevoosjysect Septeznber 222010

This consutua the proposal ofth tho1derPet X1ddner to be presented at the Annual Meeting
of shareholders of American Express Company Auzei to beheld on ca about April 252011
.Fle the timdvxecdvtc this pronosaL which you have rejected In the past for

being submitted tdo late and for being ordinary bi4n whan in fact this relatre to usetter of

sodal Importance that is thscriminion by Anion against also respond to this

proposal es if it weau given during the normal dmthauie ofDecember20l0 so that we can acc
on what should remain1 and what Amt disagrees on whether certain facts are sue

Plessog confirm these matters zclevant to whether the Amer Code of Condott wtnking that

Amex has stopped me from attending the Amex 2007 Shareholder meeting and from

communicating with the Securities arid Exchange Commission SEC via Court action

Mid other rcndatioi such eerciuovb ey wetiatte wch ws tctd Ihad toteflow ander pela i$u1t ot

Friday April 042007

Jpoa toth xectI rat to cecadiatca wIth another ittomey Ibave decided to abide by the

tones of seatesiest set Juith bofuce Judge Katz on Mir 29.2007

1iieermy advice to aflpndes thatI ban sed zey we1te be noaned the SEC
veabsOy that Iwithed to wIthdraw azy mn5 fOr lbs dfrctorubfp and for the satehuld ptu.c..l

although the SEC has .dmathstsbth wlthswel can NOTbo done ran awaiting twth
aicefr anSE

As Ihav coszdnued todo IwIS tibidoby do vonMraIalky seement

PccW.Uedocc

jPsesrDvcwi 37.7 Plied GVI7t2C07 Psge2af ciapharto addedj



before Magistrate Judge Katz In the Southern Eiatzivt of NY SI14Y via yo lawyer

Park of Kelley Dryc Warren and that

Joe Sacca of ddea Axpe along with Ma Park lnccszectly told2 US Dlathct Judge

Koch In 2009 that Amex never lntfezed with my municatlons to the SEC would

quote that tzansert on page lInes 24 but Amex is keeping that Uanscrlpt aceret under

Corent ORDER guinstmy wishes and that ft refutes Amexs clakns In writing sari orally

to The Court the person of The RonorthleUSDJ Koehi that Amex did not stop Peter

Undnezftom communicating with the SEC

Qiug Ian who zepozted to Amexs Banking Pmeldcut Ash Oupte for abqut .15 yearn did

aloft under oath Januaiy 15 2009 lIst he Qiug did violate l3 of the June 2000

Amex Tinthw cororact signed by me end by Ash Oupta as reconlad on page l75 lines

4-10 of the Traosuipt Qlg did so In violation of his signed Code otCondnct and that

Jason Brown of ycur Counsels Oce did report that to mc in February 28 20O6 yet

denied It in Letter to me that very next day In Mxch 12006 Mr Browns actions also

were In violation of the Amex Code which Ime Uylng to change with this shezehol

propoeal Pleasc Indicate Uthla Is part of the reason wlq some two wenin aftea brought

up this jnaz to Ken C1hAmex CEOtthoA1ail 2009 SherehclMedin Qing
left marc And whether both managora of Qbrg Jason Ash lapin mid the bead of the

The quote of qxeee.h mthebansaIpçpossIblydn laconont with Ms r.Bzou pcmty
with bars to deceive the Coat wte is salalna ithdecwener to WSnIeunderNYJnd$cioy 487

10

94v31iec Motion

McCA Oood aftamon ver lInoer Iwill be

to waybxisf tdoiftIatandtozeats gthswssla car

II pq mba ycurHesorwueld llineinIfrk
12 IwooblU aijust.couplcpofnn Cols

13 the accuonthewuveoadeauqiu.r.tothcCoat
14 stout Liedeas ab1thyte .-..A- wIth the SSC There

15 IsIs facino eridenestetherecerd IhetMr.TJidnIrwasrmder
16 any pthlbWun eiere.pcodIsg to the SEC to to

17 Amedesnaqaewreqorsfarno actica

Ie2pph sddeTrenatpt April A20 530p.enl

Acconthigro Ibe 9rseshtw-co should berepocud basedlately tolticoaneral

Connors Othen CGerpoclaDyM violadon of ibelawand InC oCondnct at laronras MrUmd-iAmex has Dcc distiploed Mr Brown fec adan of section 33acr bar followed action 3.5

Indeed Amix mey erilbavesearlkrsd natMrIindteruj wthdebIowecw1oysczoMy lnsenlladcu for

erpoednssflegeIonsofhssoprlesytharfaJJwIthisthcscopccddeporandwbkbttooaployeoa.ozbiy

believes so be Iru in rums othe eve of MssfApa200S the Uep4o wWshwae not only

wbazMr tbdnrz aresonetily belIovd1 tabs Line bI weinazin almost cacti and yrospect but denied by

Amfobe flonyearpalod.ncmJoly 20 to theprsuxofNov2O1O In fact bad Amex Mbowod detir

ellcdPclkles and Code well as fcllowIxxgSOX dad ThIe VU of die QU Rights Act of 1964 diii ter would

beve ended for viflonsrnsons to ten
separate

dines owe 5ycaea

ApriL 2005 by Qiug Us upon being asked for ajob jefasmes byThcbcriorden and dice beaching

dies cet oJuite 2000 becalm the Code by not repoitleg his men erof dccade Nb

July2005 byMhQuyAmcrBaoLlngPutsldss4
Jeccuibor 2005 b7Stepbce Norman then So

Pcbcnaxy2006 by Jason Drown Aniex VP and Qemeal Coaneds Otcc



cco were appaised Feazy 2006 Mr Browns acdons may have also violated the

Saibaues-OxJey SOX law mid SEC regulations on filing false ndaeading document

to wit the Amex Code of Conduct and the Amex Whistleblower polides

Amex bad cesa to videclapes of my questions and Mr Chenaults anawess at the

Shareholder Meetings which you will provide soth Amex Shareholders cmi judge

themselves whether tho Amex Code of Conduct Is woxicg as Mr Cionauft avers mote

that sIattmeu made to Shareholder Moedug are covered by the SEC as having to be

fully qualified as tius Amex has asked mid succeeded in putting the videotaped

Apifi 2008 by Amexu coimsol whoa to thigovcthsoaBrowus bsadwdto nca re Qtogsbath
Apeil 2009 by Ashs Inuodos
ApdI 2009 byAxnexs cooomsots wn Shaldee mid OumKefley Dzye Wanmi and Jason Biowit

Jiuuasy 2009 by Qtugjanoo Biown and Azxscoonsd
Apdl 2009 by Ken CbmiauW

atseox to 3oWs wonwisod by Mb Qing

ApdI 2010 by Ken Clicasuti micn saseneen to ebobtu byblmselfl

urposoofthStPy

Th pci yeeabUsbcagThi and puceduro forh cisinie Comilatmit with Ibe

yscooxalascntto tb 1srmaduthofhitogrby which ace obe Blue Box Valc
_____ CoA6 of OrirIs srbfllthat.vÆyoasln6egsalzdonenat

By ap ygtoslleElocs byluwcsasppUctnj nnasa orceew
the Crunyh as sting kskgsl obligatiocs th Ca ymisbetter seppon ca uivbowcozwbece

p4isore1s the uua sad therehy avoid ndautioo In thanbclder value

ipkyc sespeetlugactious lusache of pclIcytha law teun sepcet thewi hyto their

3.5 Isymwcs
Ones weslgmrd adeddon ox ctuccttion to take based eta the findings cfthe investigation

un beippeovod by die Cosrqitnys Oenws1CenasI mid die Qencial Mdft he head of these two

fonctiosa wiUappe AnCu1todic Board of Ohectesias eppeLito

Dtsdpflsaiy ssnces wnt depend on the dreun sof iolszion and will be applied ha coumbedun

with HtanmiResoarvso and the 000 Coezlàddoa will be lvea to whethernota violation Is

mitiotod as well as to di hvelogaad fsith shown by an lnrepoctthg the vlpladosiw hi

coopwndnrg with say ranting Investigation orcaeic ecanna

36 Rtalindqn AgalagWblutieblowsri

No athasso acdoymmi actloctg sai1Ioii coeassIIn3.loWtatIu etc. ray betoken against

wblsticblownrcrnjdoyecsoWyinadoxforrepocthig aflogiltons oZbapupeIry that within the

scope of thla policy and wiilch dioerrn5oa caaJoTy believe to bctece



questions and answers under oath In January 2009 thai show that both .lason Brown and

Qing mfted EQ the above vlolatkma of the Code the Jima 2000 Contract and SOL

Required Infonnarion prnuaant to American Bxpross Cc by-law 2.9

Brief description olbuelnesa proposaL

Amend Amctt8 Bmpltyee Code of Conduct Code to Include mandatory penalties for non

pIInBCC tho psccise SCOC of which Shall be deternilned by Truth Co an ndon aft an

independent ontskle compliance review of the Code conducted by oulside experts end

iuscuiatiYes of Amexs board iagenent employees and shareholders This Is especially

with regard to EEOC Equal Employment Oppmtniity Commission cases and alleged

discrimination by Amex

Reasons for bringing seek businem to the annual meedug

Personal ercpalence by Mr Undner of cliscthnInat1oii in violation of This WI of the QvIl Righte

Act of 1964 end ancedotsl evidence show that the Coda is breached end not zfwd Rather

management regards the Code as nothing mwe than wlndow-dzssdng for Saxbanes-Oxle

compliance Eepeclafl la January 2009 Amexs employees MiniUnd under oath breach In

March2007 of an ont-of-coort scidement reganling gay
discdninatlon against Mi Undner Yet

even with this keowledge Amex CEO Ken aionanlt told the April 2009 Shareholder macdug

that

fall confidence In thc.Compsnys code of conduct and the integrity and values of cur

employees fr Steve who handled en ed iadye _lW Steve was

Secrutwy of the Corporation Stephen Norman

Some two weeks later the Amex employee who admitted cm January 2009 bseaclthig

the code March 2007 left Amex for competitor and tint employee reported directly to

Amexs President of Banking acarly someone one step down from the President who not only

breathed an agreement signed by that same President and covered ft up for4 years well thats

sign that the Code of Conduct Is not working and that at least two of the employees lacked

lrPPfrty

Moreover Amex Iboght putting this Shareholder Pzcsat on the Proxy from 2007

through 2009 IndIcating that the Proposal only dealt with onthrary buslnces mnaUera whom it

was clear to Amex that It involved significant social policy issues e.g significant

discrimination matters see paragraph below from SEC Roles

This lack of adherence to basic principles of conduct erodes confidence in the Company
has affected or will affact the market price of the Compans shares and werrants attention from

the shareholders. In other wottis this mat aflbcts Shareholders as well as being socially

significant asia indicated In SEC Role 14aX8 on oPropOsalE



pqposals seWing to such ume but focusing on sufficiently aigaificant social policy

Issues e.g l8n1ficant dlscdrnlnailcn matteis genexally would Dot be ounsldeed to be

exciudabi became the proposals would transcend tim day.to-day business maflexu and

raise policy Issues so significant thai it would be approplato for abolder vote

hfloJfsec.v/rtdesl6naj/34-40018.htin

II Name and adofsbareboderbzfngingpsupasth

Mr Peter Lindncr

FISMA 50MB Mmcwdum Sf07-IS

iii Number shares or each dasa datock benefictally owned b7 Peter Llndner

Common about 900 shares In ISP and Relirercent Plan

Iv Material interest of Peter Lhidner tntheproposaL

Mr Undaer
1ias no financial interest in the prtçosaL He has been ircmged by Amc

employees breach of the Code end Amexs ibne to eato the Code against those employees

Mr flhingihlsasapro-.elitigont andaasholdoveradecndeandhasno

legal counsel as of this writing

Other hdbruzatf an required to he dIsclosed hi schnt1ons

Mr Undncrb plaintilfln an action against the Cesupany arising out of the aforesaid breach

Sd

Pz Lindaer Noveather 2Olitw.t 50MB Memourdwn M-07-1O
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JanuaxylO2012

Response of die Office of ChiefCounsel

Divhion of Corporation Finance

Rc American Express Company

Incoming letterdated December 13 2011

The proposal relates to the companys employee code of conduct

There appears to be some basis for your view that American Express may exclude

the proposal under rule 14a-8eX2 because American Express received It after the

deadline for submitting proposals Accoulingly we will not recommend ethrccznent

action to the Commission if American Express omits the proposal from its proxy

materials in reliance on rule 14a-8e2 In ieching this posltion we have not found it

necessary to address the alternative bases for omission of the proposal qon which

methan Express relies

Sincerely

Carmen Moncada-Terry

Counsel



NOTICE OF SHAREHOLDER IROPOSAL

To
Carol Schwartz Group Counsel

or to whomever is in charge of Shareholder Proposals

American Express Company

200 Vesey Street SO Floor

New York New York 10285

From

Mr Peter Lindner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum M.OT.16

Date Wednesday December 072011

1u constitutes the proposal of iarcholdcr Peter Undncr to be presented at the Annual Meeting of

shareholders of American Express Company Amex to be held on or about April 25 2012 Fleece

confirm the timely recelut of this iwonoaaL even thonab Mr Saccas letter today slted that the

deadline was weeki eo on November 2011 which you have rejected In the past for being

submitted too late and for being oitlinaiy bus1ncss when in fact this relates to matter of social

Importance that is discrimination by Amex against gays note that less than 10 business days have

elapsed due to the Thankgiving holiday weekend and that the deadline is typically In the last week in

December and that Amex has two weeks to respond to my proposal and have 14 days to cure ii will

consider that my defect The quote Is

14-day notice of If company seeks to exclude proposal because tho shareholder has not complied

defects/response to with an eligibility or procedural roquhoment of nile 14a-8 generally it must noth

notice of defects the shareholder of the alleged defects within 14 calendar days of receiving the

proposal The shareholder then lisa 14 calendar days after receiving the notification to

respond Failure to cure the defects or respond in timely manner may result in

exclusion of the prgposal

SEC documenton Rule 14a-8 Oate July 2001

Please confirm these matters relevant to whether the Amex Code of Conduct working that

Amex has stopped1 me from attending the Amex 2007 Shareholder meeting and from

communicating with the Securities and Exchange Commission SEC via Court action beibre

And other restrictions such as removing my website which was told had to follow wrdcr pain cfcontanptofmur1

FridayApril06 2007

arludge Koelil

Upon further reflccion and in consuhudon with another attorney Iravo decided to abide by the tems oT

sculement set forth before Judge Kaizon Mar29 2007

repeat my advice to ill
parties that Shave closed my wcbslt and have notified the SEC verbally that

wisbad to withdraw my Wing for the directoxihip and for the shareholder proposal although the SEC has

dvbed me that seth withdrawal can POT be deco am awaiting further edvim from the SEC

MI have continued to do will abide by the
confidentiality eVeemont



Magistrate Judge Katz in the Southern District of NY SDNY via your lawyer Jean Park of

Kcllcy Drye Warren and that

Joe Sacca of Skuddcu Aips along with Ms Park incorrectly told2 US District Judge Koelti in

2009 that Amex never lntcrftrcd with my communications to the SEC would quote that

transcript on page lines 2-6 but Amex is keeping that transcript secret under Court ORDER
against my wbhes and that

Qing Un who reported to Amexs Banking President Ash Gupta for about 15 years did admit

wider oath on Januaty 152009 that he Qing did violate 13 of the June 2000 Amex Undner

contract signed by me and by Ash Gupta as recorded on page 175 hues 4-10 of the Thnsoripc

Qing did so in violation of his sIgned Code of Conduct and that Jason Brown of your Coansels

OfficedidreportthattomeinFebruary2006yetdenicditlnaleuertomelaMazeh2006 Mr

Brown8aclionsasowervinlrdonofthAexCodwhithJmtlyintochangcwiththls
shareholder proposal Please indicate If this is part of the reason why scene two weeb after

brought up this matter to Ken Oienault Amex CEO at the April 2009 Shszeholder Mectin

Qlng left Amex And that

Amex had access to videotapes of my questions and Mr Chenauts answers at the Shareholder

Meeongs which you will provide so that Amex Shareholders can judge for themselves whether

the Amex Code of Conduct is working as Mr Chanault avers note that statements made to

Shareholder Meeting are covered by the SEC as having to be fully qualified as true

Required Information pursuant to American Express Co by-law 2.9

Bilerdescription of bus proposal

In line with the laws and rules against employee discrimination Amex shall amend Amexs Employee

Code of Conduct Code to Include mandatory penalties for non-compliance the precise scope of

which shall be determined by fluth Commission after an Independent outside compliance review of

the Code conducted by outside experts and representalives of Amexs board management employees

and shareholders This is especially with regard to EEOC Equal Employment Opportonity

Commission cases and alleged discrimination by Amex

Reasons for bringing such business to the annual meetlng

Peter Llndnea

Docnuent 37-7 FlIed 04/1712007 Page of emphasis added

tThc quote of quotes baa ftom the trsnscript possibly made In qrnccrt with Ms Park and Mr Brown possibly with Intent

to deccivo the Court which is alminal misdemeanor InNY Stoic under NY JudicIary 487
10

P4e3Ihic Motion

MR SACCA Good afternoon your Honor will be

10 very brief doiit Intend to repeat anything that was hour

11 pcrs wricas your Honor would like clarilicatlon

12 ne1d like to adrirasa just onuplo points Cc Is

13 the eccuastbon that weve nude mheepresentedoas to di Court

14 about Mr Lindocrs abllliyto conimurdente with the SEC There

15 Is to ct no evidence hr the record that Mr Liadner was under

16 any probibitton from respozidingto the SEC In respoase to

17 AmerIcan Expms request for no action

emphasis added Transcript April23 2009 630p.inl



Personal experience by Mr L.indner of discrimination In violation of TWo VII of the CMI Rights Act of

1964 and anecdotal evidence show that the Code is breached and not enforced Rather management

regards the Code as nothing more than wndow-diessing for Sarbanes-Oxicy compliance Especially In

Januazy 2009 Amexs employees admitted under oath breach in March 2007 of an out-of-court

settlement regarding gay discrimination against Mr Llndner Yet even with this Iaiowledgç Amex
CEO Ken Chenault told the Apr11 2009 Shareholder meeting that

full confidence In the Companys code of conduct and the integrity and values of our

employees for Steve who handled this from an administrative channel Sieve was Secretary of

the Corporation Stephen Norman

Some two weeks later the Amex employee who admitted Qn January 2009 breachIng the code

in March 2007 loft Amex for competitor and that employee reported directly to Amexs President of

Banking Clearly someone one step down from the President who not only breached an agreement

signed by that same President and covered It up for years well thats sign that the Code of Conduct

is not working and that at least two of the employees lacked integrity

Moreover Amex fought putting this Shareholder Proposal on the Proxy from 2007 through

2009 Indicating that the Proposal only dealt with ordinary business matters when it was clear to

Amex that it Involved significant social policy issues e.g significant discrimination matters see

paragraph below from SEC RI.deS

This lack of adherence to basic principles of conduct erodes confidence in the Company ha
affected or will affect the market price of the Companys shares and warrants attention from the

shareholders In other words this matter affects Shareholders as well as being socially signlficani as is

Indicated in SEC Rule 14aX8 on Shareholder Proposals

proposals relating to such matters but focusing on sufficiently significant social policy issues

e.g significant discrimination matters genetilly would not be considered to be excludable

because the proposals would transcend the day-to-day business matters and raise policy Issues so

significant that It would be appropriate for shareholder vote

bttoil/sec4gov/rqçs/flna1I34-4001Lhtm

II Name and address of shareholder bringing proposah

Mr Peter Lindncr

I$ 0MB Mesr dum M.o7.16

Iii Number of shares of cacti class of stock beneficially owned by Peter Lludncr

Common more than 100 shares In ISP and Retirement Plan

lv Material Interest of Peter Lhidner In the proposaL

Mr Lindner has no financial Interest in the propo5ai He has been wronged by Amex employees breach

the Code and Amexs failure to enforce the Code against those employees

Other information required to be dbclosd In solicitations

Mr Lindner is plalntift In an action against the Company arising out of the aforesaid breach



Signed

Pdcr Lbdn Dcc e2fl tMB Memorandum MO716
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December21 2012

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Cornoration Finance

Re American Express Company

Incoming letter dated December 112012

The proposal relates to the companys employee code of conduct

There appears to be some basis for your view that American Express may exclude

the proposal under rule 14a-8e2 because American Express received it after the

deadline for submitting proposals Accordingly we will iiot recommend enforcement

action to the Commission if American Express omits the proposal from its
proxy

materials in reliance on rule 14a-8e2 In reaching this position we have not found it

necessary to address the alternative bases for omission upon which American Express

relies

Sincerely

Matt McNair

Special Counsel



From Peter Lindner rmaiito FISMA 0MB Memorandum M-07-16

Sent Friday November 30 2012 135 PM

To Sacca joseph NYC cf1etterssec.oov

Subject American bqress 2013 Shaveholder Proposal

To the SEC

Please see my American Express Amex Shareholder proposal which was wrongly omitted from

several shareholder meetings since 2007 as noted In the proposal itself In violation of NY Law

and was wrongly argued by Amex as not being allowed when In fact SEC rules expressly allow

matters of asigniflcant Importancea such as discrimination This also says that Amex CEO

Chenault gave misleading information to Shareholders and falsely filed Sarbanes Oxley

Compliance whIch hereby ask the SEC to forward to competent authorities for criminal and

clvii penalties

To Joe Sacca Esq

Please forward this request for my 2013 Shareholder proposal to Amex and certify that met

the time requirement and that be both on the ballot for Board of Directors and that this

Shareholder proposal be induded in the proxy sent by Amex to shareholders My letter for

nomination to the Board is substantially the same as before and incorporate that herein by

reference as was my June2000 Amex-Undner contract Incorporated in other agreements by

reference attach it also in Microsoft Word format since as have for years am open to

settling this in an amicable fashion including wording changes

Regards

Peter Lindner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum M-07-16



Friday November 302012 129 PM
Louise Parent

Executive Vice President and General Counsel

American Express

200 Vescy St

NYCNY 10281

cc SEC via email cfletterssec.gov

Dear Ms Parent

Please acloiowledge receipt and acceptance
of this formal

request
for my 2013 Shareholder proposal to

Amex and certIf that met the time requirement and that be both on the ballot for Board of Directors

and that this Shareholder proposal be included hi the proxy sent by Amex to shareholders My letter for

nomination to the Board Is substantially the same as before and incorporate that herein by reference as

was my June2000 Amex-Lindner contract incorporated in other agreements by refercnce

AMERICAN EXPRESS THE TEXT OF THE SHAREHOLDER ETHICS PROPOSAL 2013

of Shareholder Proposal 201311
Amend Amexs Employee Code of Conduct Code to include mandatory penalties for non-compliance

on its provisions especially with regard to discrimination against employees the precise scope of which

shaft be determined after an Independent outside compliance review of the Code conducted by outside

cxpens and representatives of Amexs board management employees and shareholders This shall

include Truth Commission patterned after the Truth Commissions used in South Africa to end

Apartheid for Instance

CEO Chenault in the April 2013 meeting shall under oath and videotaped available on the Internet explain

his management teams involvement in covering up the iUegal actions of Qing and of Amex VP

Jason Brown Esq and

why they were illegal and contraiy to the June 2000 Amex.Lindncr Contract signed by Amex

why Attorney Joe Sacca of Skadden Arps falsely told the Court that Amex did not interfere with

Lindneæ filing with the SEC In 2007

why Chenault lied to the Shareholders that Management which includes VP Brown and VP

Qing and President Gupta compfled with the Code when Qing and Brown admitted on videotape

in January 2009 under oath that they violated It and

why Amex pressured federal Judge to stop Shareholders and the SEC from seeing the videotaped

admission of guilt by Qing Brown

The CEO shall file yearly statement with the SEC of any monies paid directly or indirectly to any

official in the USA including Judges

Amex shall fully comply with Sarbanes-Oxley and all its filings with the SEC including the Code of

Conduct and with FRCP 26 on giving email and Electronically Stored Information ESI to all EEOC

cases even if detrimental to Amex by showing non-compliance with the law or any written contract

signed by Amex



CEO Chenault shall release all email and personnel files to complainants in EEOC matters as is required

by FRCP 26 and is standard for ALL employment disputes since 1997

This Shareholder Proposal includes both

video www you ube.coipjwptchvu1 XmxONWPEM
and website for deep background wmexedtics.blogspotcom

Amex shall petition the Court to release the video tapes owned and purchased by Peter Lindner As in the

Romney video of 47% of the US do not pay income taxes mere transcript does not suffice as it would

be said to be out of context arid the visual context and the entire speech can be examined to show that

indeed the interpretation can be viewed as piece of whole

This Shareholder Proposal is ailowed under SEC rules of significant matters e.g regarding

discrimination

I$I$d of Shareholder Proposal 201 3.S
The above Shareholder Proposal Is under 500 words

Wordcouj1
Pages

Words 426

Charaders no spaces 2lfl

arnrders wtth spaces 2615

PaTsgraphs 15

LInes 44

kdude footnotes and endndes

ertify that own at least $2000 in American Express Shares for over years and perhaps $20000

Sincerely yours

Peter Lindner

FISMA 0MB Memorandum M-07-16

Document tided The Text Of The Shareholder Ethics Proposal 2013 ver a.doc


