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Office of Chief Counsel 
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Securities and Exchange Commission 
100 F Street, NE 
Washington, D.C. 20549 
via email: shareholderproposals@sec.gov 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of Exxon Mobil Corporation, a New Jersey corporation (the “Company”), and in 
accordance with Rule 14a-8(j) under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the 
“Exchange Act”), we are filing this letter with respect to the shareholder proposal (the “Proposal”) 
submitted by Christopher W. Drexler (the “Proponent”) for inclusion in the proxy materials the 
Company intends to distribute in connection with its 2020 Annual Meeting of Shareholders (the 
“2020 Proxy Materials”). The Proposal is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

We hereby request confirmation that the Staff of the Division of Corporation Finance (the 
“Staff”) will not recommend any enforcement action if, in reliance on Rule 14a-8, the Company omits 
the Proposal from the 2020 Proxy Materials.  

Pursuant to Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14D (CF), Shareholder Proposals (November 7, 2008), 
Question C, we have submitted this letter and any related correspondence via email to 
shareholderproposals@sec.gov. Also, in accordance with Rule 14a-8(j), a copy of this submission is 
being sent simultaneously to the Proponent as notification of the Company’s intention to omit the 
Proposal from the 2020 Proxy Materials. Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j), we are submitting this letter not 
less than 80 days before the Company intends to file its definitive 2020 proxy statement. This letter 
constitutes the Company’s statement of the reasons it deems the omission of the Proposal to be 
proper. 

THE PROPOSAL 

The Proposal states: 

It is proposed that ExxonMobil install electric vehicle rapid-charging facilities 
in either a fraction of its existing rural service stations, located along major 
highways, or in specially designed sites. 

One of the main impediments to the more rapid adoption of electric vehicles 
and, therefore reducing greenhouse gas emissions, is the lack of available 
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rural, rapid-charging facilities. This deficiency is viewed by many potential 
purchasers of electric vehicles as limiting those vehicles to urban use and, 
thus, creating a need for gasoline- or diesel-powered vehicles for long 
distance travel.  

Currently even rapid-charge of electric vehicles requires intervals of time that 
are long enough that participating service stations should be able to add to 
their income of selling electricity by also selling food and entertainment.  

This proposal seeks to have ExxonMobil prepare and publicly report the 
timing and scope of a plan for installing rapid-charge facilities at sites 
deemed most beneficial to fostering the rapid adoption of electrical vehicles 
for intercity travel.  

Wide use of electric vehicles must, and will, happen. ExxonMobil has the 
opportunity to become known as a leader in supplying rapid-charge services 
and speeding the progression of this critical transition. 

REASONS FOR EXCLUSION OF THE PROPOSAL 

The Company believes that the Proposal may be properly omitted from the 2020 Proxy 
Materials pursuant to: 

• Rule 14a-8(f)(1), because the Proponent failed to provide sufficient documentary support to
satisfy the ownership requirement under Rule 14a-8(b); and

• Rule 14a-8(i)(7), because the Proposal deals with matters related to the Company’s ordinary
business.

1. The Company may omit the Proposal pursuant to Rule 14a-8(f)(1), because the
Proponent failed to provide sufficient documentary support to satisfy the ownership
requirement under Rule 14a-8(b).

A. Background

Submission of Proposal. The Proposal was submitted by mail on December 5, 2019. The 
submission included website images of an undated portfolio statement from a TIAA Brokerage 
account (“TIAA”), showing that the account held 3,838 shares of the Company’s common stock on 
behalf of the Proponent from March 1, 2018 to March 31, 2018, and held 4,844 shares of the 
Company’s common stock on behalf of the Proponent from November 1, 2019 to November 30, 
2019. The submission is included as Exhibit B. The Company confirmed receipt of the submission by 
letter and email on December 17, 2019. 

The Company’s Deficiency Notice Regarding Proof of Ownership. In its confirmation of 
receipt of the submission sent on December 17, 2019, within 14 days of the submission of the 
Proposal, the Company notified the Proponent as required by Rule 14a-8(f) that the Proponent must 
demonstrate eligibility under Rule 14a-8 (the “Deficiency Notice,”) which is included as Exhibit C. 
The Deficiency Notice specifically advised the Proponent that, in order to be eligible to submit a 
proposal, under Rule 14a-8(b) the Proponent must have continuously held at least $2,000 in market 
value, or 1%, of the Company’s securities entitled to vote on the Proposal for at least one year 
through and including the date the Proposal was submitted, which for this Proposal is December 5, 
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2019. The Deficiency Notice noted that the Proponent does not appear in its records as a registered 
shareholder, and that proof of ownership must be provided by the “record” holder of the securities if 
the Proponent is not a registered holder.  

 The Deficiency Notice explained that since the Proponent is not a registered shareholder, 
and unless the Proponent has filed a Schedule 13D, 13G, Form 3, Form 4 or Form 5, proof of 
ownership must be in the form of a written statement from the “record” holder of the Proponent’s 
shares (usually a broker or a bank), and most brokers and banks deposit their customers’ securities 
with, and hold those securities through, the Depository Trust Company (“DTC”). The Deficiency 
Notice also explained in detail that the website images of undated portfolio statements from TIAA 
included in the Proponent’s submission only demonstrate ownership of the shares on March 31, 
2018 and on November 30, 2019, rather than continuous ownership of the requisite number of 
shares for the one-year period preceding and including December 5, 2019, as is required under Rule 
14a-8(b). As required by Rule 14a-8(f), the Deficiency Notice advised the Proponent that a response 
addressing the deficiencies noted must be postmarked or transmitted electronically to the Company 
no later than 14 calendar days from the date the Proponent received the notice. Tracking data 
showed that the Deficiency Notice was received by the Proponent on December 18, 2019. 

 Proponent’s Response to the Deficiency Notice. The Proponent did not confirm receipt of the 
Deficiency Notice or provide a response addressing the deficiencies within the required 14 calendar 
day time period (January 1, 2020). The Company has not received any correspondence from the 
Proponent since the initial submission.   

 B. Analysis 

 Under Rule 14a-8(f)(1), a company may exclude a shareholder proposal if the proponent 
fails to provide evidence that it meets the eligibility requirements of Rule 14a-8(b), provided that the 
company timely notifies the proponent of the deficiency and the proponent fails to correct the 
deficiency within the required time. Rule 14a-8(b)(1) provides that, in order to be eligible to submit a 
proposal, a shareholder must have continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the 
company’s securities entitled to vote on the proposal for at least one year by the date the proposal is 
submitted and must continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting. Under Rule 
14a-8(b)(2), proof of ownership must be provided by the “record” holder of the securities if the 
Proponent is not a registered holder.  

 The Proponent Failed to Provide Sufficient Proof of Ownership from a Record Holder that Is 
a DTC Participant.    

 Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14 (October 18, 2011) (“SLB 14F”) stated that proof of ownership 
must come from the “record” holder, and only DTC participants are viewed as record holders of 
securities that are deposited at DTC. SLB 14F further stated that: 

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 held for at least one year – one from the shareholder’s broker or bank 
confirming the shareholder’s ownership, and the other from the DTC participant 
confirming the broker or bank’s ownership. 
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 The Deficiency Notice explained that given that the Proponent is not a registered 
shareholder, and unless the Proponent has filed a Schedule 13D, 13G, Form 3, Form 4 or Form 5, 
proof of ownership must be in the form of a written statement from the “record” holder of the 
Proponent’s shares (usually a broker or a bank), and most brokers and banks deposit their 
customers’ securities with, and hold those securities through, DTC. The Deficiency Notice contained 
detailed instructions about how to obtain proof from a DTC participant if the Proponent’s own broker 
or bank is not a DTC participant, including citing the above-referenced section directly from SLB 14F, 
along with including a copy of SLB 14F. 

 TIAA is not a DTC participant according to the DTC website, nor does that list contain any 
other similarly named entity that may be an affiliate. 

 The Staff has consistently permitted exclusion of shareholder proposals on the grounds that 
a DTC participant, the record holder, did not provide the proof of ownership of a proponent’s shares.  
See FedEx Corporation (June 28, 2018) (proponent provided investment statements from USAA 
Investment Management Company, which is not a DTC participant); Chubb Limited (February 13, 
2018) (proponent provided proof of ownership from Fiduciary Trust Company International, which is 
not a DTC participant even though it described itself as one in the ownership letter); Devon Energy 
Corporation (March 13, 2015) (proponent provided proof of ownership from Holmquist Wealth 
Management, which is not a DTC participant); and AT&T Corp. (December 2, 2014) (proponent 
provided proof of ownership from T. Rowe Price, which is not a DTC participant). 

 The Proponent’s submission, including website images of undated portfolio statements from 
TIAA, is not satisfactory proof of ownership because it is not consistent with the requirements of SLB 
14F, in that the statements are not from a DTC participant and the submission does not otherwise 
include proof from a DTC participant. 

 The Website Images of the TIAA Portfolio Statements Do Not Provide Sufficient Proof of 
Ownership. 

 In Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14 (July 13, 2001) (“SLB 14”), the Staff indicated that periodic 
account statements fail to demonstrate sufficiently continuous ownership, stating: 

(2) Do a shareholder’s monthly, quarterly or other periodic investment statements 
demonstrate sufficiently continuous ownership of the securities?  

No.  A shareholder must submit an affirmative written statement from the record holder of his 
or her securities that specifically verifies that the shareholder owned the securities 
continuously for a period of one year as of the time of submitting the proposal. 

 The Staff has consistently permitted exclusion of shareholder proposals on the grounds that 
the brokerage statement or account statement did not satisfy the requirement to demonstrate 
continuous proof of ownership. See FedEx Corporation (June 28, 2018) (an account statement, 
broker trade confirmation and a list of stock transactions was insufficient verification of continuous 
ownership); PepsiCo, Inc. (January 20, 2016) (account statement showing ownership of company 
shares as of a certain date was insufficient verification of continuous ownership); Int’l Business 
Machines Corp. (January 31, 2014) (security record and position report showing ownership account 
names and a quantity of company shares held as of a certain date was insufficient verification of 
continuous ownership); and Rite Aid Corp. (February 14, 2013) (account statement from broker 
verifying ownership of securities as of a certain date was insufficient verification of continuous 
ownership). See also Verizon Communications Inc. (oral response December 20, 2019) (account 
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statements showing ownership of company shares as of certain dates was insufficient verification of 
continuous ownership); Sprint Corporation (oral response December 13, 2019) (account statements 
showing ownership of company shares as of certain dates but not including the date that proposal 
was submitted was insufficient verification of continuous ownership). 

 The website images of the TIAA portfolio statements only demonstrate ownership of the 
shares on March 31, 2018 and on November 30, 2019, rather than continuous ownership of the 
requisite number of shares for the one-year period preceding and including December 5, 2019, the 
date that the Proposal was submitted to the Company. They are not sufficient evidence that the 
Proponent beneficially owned the requisite number of Company shares continuously for at least the 
one-year period preceding and including the date of the submission of the Proposal. 

 Proof of Ownership Was Never Received by the Company.  

 The Company satisfied its obligation under Rule 14a-8 by transmitting the Deficiency Notice 
to the Proponent in a timely manner, which specifically sets forth the requirements and the deadline 
for receiving proof of ownership. The Proponent did not provide a response addressing the 
deficiencies within the required 14 calendar day time period or at all, and therefore failed to provide 
proof of continuous ownership for the requisite time period during the deadline prescribed in Rule 
14a-8(f)(1). 

2. The Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) because the Proposal deals with 
matters related to the Company’s ordinary business. 

 Rule 14a-8(i)(7) allows a company to omit a shareholder proposal from its proxy materials if 
such proposal deals with a matter relating to the company’s ordinary business operations. The 
general policy underlying the “ordinary business” exclusion is “to confine the resolution of ordinary 
business problems to management and the board of directors, since it is impracticable for 
shareholders to decide how to solve such problems at annual shareholders meetings.” Exchange 
Act Release No. 34-40018 (May 21, 1998) (the “1998 Release”). This general policy reflects two 
central considerations: (i) “[c]ertain tasks are so fundamental to management’s ability to run a 
company on a day-to-day basis that they could not, as a practical matter, be subject to direct 
shareholder oversight” and (ii) the “degree to which the proposal seeks to ‘micromanage’ the 
company by probing too deeply into matters of a complex nature upon which shareholders, as a 
group, would not be in a position to make an informed judgment.” A proposal generally will not be 
excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) where it raises a significant policy issue. Staff Legal Bulletin 14E 
(October 27, 2009). However, the Staff has indicated that even proposals relating to social policy 
issues may be excludable in their entirety if they do not “transcend the day-to-day business matters” 
discussed in the proposals. 1998 Release. 

 The Staff has recognized that a shareholder’s casting of a proposal as a mere request for a 
report, rather than a request for a specific action, does not mean that the proposal does not seek to 
micromanage the Company, even when the proposal addresses a significant policy issue. See 
Amazon.com, Inc. (March 16, 2018) (proposal requesting a report on the risks arising from the public 
debate over the company’s growth and societal impact and how it is managing or mitigating those 
risks excludable as relating to the company’s ordinary business); Verizon Communications Inc. 
(March 6, 2018) (proposal requesting the company prepare a report evaluating its potential to 
achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by a fixed date excludable for micromanaging despite 
Verizon’s acknowledgment that reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, which the proposal sought 
to address, is a significant policy issue); Walgreens Boots Alliance, Inc. (November 7, 2016, recon. 
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denied November 22, 2016) (proposal requesting that the board prepare a report assessing the 
financial risk of continued sales of tobacco products excludable as relating to the company’s ordinary 
business operations); and Ford Motor Company (March 2, 2004) (proposal requesting the 
preparation and publication of scientific report regarding the existence of global warming or cooling 
excludable as relating to ordinary business operations despite recognition that global warming is a 
significant policy issue). 

A. The Proposal Relates to the Company’s Products and Services Offered for Sale by the
Company. 

The Staff has repeatedly concurred that proposals related to a company’s decision to sell 
specific products or services are generally excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(7). In Wal-Mart Stores, 
Inc. (March 20, 2014), aff’d and cited in Trinity Wall Street v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. 792 F.3d 323 (3d 
Cir. 2015), the Staff permitted the exclusion of a proposal requesting board oversight to determine 
whether the company should sell certain products that may endanger public safety, noting that 
“[p]roposals concerning the sale of particular products and services are generally excludable under 
[R]ule 14a-8(i)(7).” See also The Home Depot, Inc. (March 21, 2018) (proposal requesting the
company stop selling glue traps because of their harm to mice and danger to other wildlife and
human health); AT&T Inc. (December 28, 2016) (proposal requesting that the company provide free,
advanced tools that automatically identify and block unwanted autodialed calls to all of its phone
customers); Walgreens Boots Alliance, Inc. (November 7, 2016, recon. denied November 22, 2016)
(proposal requesting that the board prepare a report assessing the financial risk of continued sales
of tobacco products); Amazon.com, Inc. (March 27, 2015) (proposal requesting the company
disclose reputational and financial risk arising from the sale of products that implicated mistreatment
of animals); Rite Aid Corp. (March 24, 2015) (proposal requesting board oversight to determine
whether the company should sell certain products that may endanger public safety); Dillard’s, Inc.
(February 27, 2012) (proposal requesting the board develop a plan to phase out the sale of fur from
raccoon dogs); and Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. (March 26, 2010) (proposal requiring that all products and
services offered for sale in the United States by company stores be manufactured or produced in the
United States).

The Proposal requests that the Company initiate a specific product offering (i.e., rapid-
charging facilities for electric vehicles) at its retail locations where fuel, and often other products such 
as convenience store offerings, are currently provided. The Proposal not only seeks to mandate the 
provision of a specific product offering, but also to dictate the particular locations at which such 
product should be offered (i.e., rural areas or along highways). The Proposal further seems to 
require that the new product offering be made available at property locations, or “specially designed 
sites,” where the Company’s existing products are not even currently offered. Management 
establishes the terms of the agreements to be entered into with the service stations that bear the 
Company’s name in accordance with its existing contracts. Decisions regarding the products and 
services to be offered at specific retail locations, whether such locations are owned by the Company 
or, as is the case in the United States, owned and operated by third parties under licensing 
agreements with the Company, are basic matters of management’s day-to-day operation of the 
Company’s business. Similarly, any choice to purchase or lease “specially designed” additional sites 
at which to offer the specific product sought by the Proposal represents a basic ordinary business 
decision within the proper purview of Company management. Management is best positioned to 
determine and negotiate the specific terms and conditions of agreements related to the sites at 
which the Company’s products are offered, including decisions regarding the specific state of 
products to be offered at particular locations, as such decisions are central management’s ability to 
run the business on a day-to-day basis.   
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 Management focuses extensively on the types of products and services that the Company 
offers, as well as the look, layout and mix of product offerings available at retail sites that market the 
Company’s products, and the Proposal plainly relates to these management decisions. Shareholders 
are not in a position to dictate the specific products and services that the Company should offer or to 
mandate terms of the Company’s agreements with third-party businesses that sell the Company’s 
products to the public.  
 

B. The Proposal Seeks to Micromanage the Company by Imposing Specific Methods to 
Implement Complex Policies. 

The Commission noted in its 1998 Release that one of the considerations that informs 
exclusions under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) is the “degree to which the proposal seeks to ‘micromanage’ the 
company by probing too deeply into matters of a complex nature upon which shareholders, as a 
group, would not be in a position to make an informed judgment.” Consistent with that reasoning, the 
Staff has repeatedly concurred in the exclusion of proposals that seek to prescribe how 
management implements a proposal. See Exxon Mobil Corporation (April 2, 2019) (proposal 
requesting the board include greenhouse gas targets and reduction goals excludable because it 
seeks to “impose specific methods for implementing complex policies in place of the ongoing 
judgments of management as overseen by its board of directors”); Intel Corporation (March 15, 2019) 
(proposal requesting the company update its “Global Human Rights Principles” to include specific 
references to the gay rights movement); and Deere & Company (December 27, 2017) (proposal 
requesting the board prepare a report evaluating the potential for the company to achieve net zero 
emissions of greenhouse gases by a fixed date). 

In Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14K (October 16, 2019) (“SLB 14K”), the Staff noted that, in 
evaluating arguments under the micromanagement prong of Rule 14a-8(i)(7), it conducts an 
“assessment of the level of prescriptiveness of the proposal: 

Notwithstanding the precatory nature of a proposal, if the method or strategy for 
implementing the action requested by the proposal is overly prescriptive, thereby 
potentially limiting the judgment and discretion of the board and management, the 
proposal may be viewed as micromanaging the company… When a proposal 
prescribes specific actions that the company’s management or the board must 
undertake without affording them sufficient flexibility or discretion in addressing the 
complex matter presented by the proposal, the proposal may micromanage the 
company to such a degree that exclusion of the proposal would be warranted. 

The Proposal seeks to micromanage the Company by specifying that the manner in which 
the Company should assist in the adoption of electric vehicles by mandating the installation of a 
specific technology (i.e., rapid-charging stations) at specific site locations (i.e., stations in rural areas 
and along major highways and other “specially designed sites”). The Proposal therefore prescribes 
highly specific actions that the Company should take in order to promote sales of another company’s 
products (electric vehicles). The specific and prescriptive actions required by the Proposal 
impermissibly limit the judgment and discretion that should properly be exercised by management 
and the board in determining whether (and if so, in what specific manner) to become involved in 
furthering the adoption of electric vehicles and specifically whether or where to offer rapid charging 
facilities. 
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 C. The Proposal Does Not Raise a Significant Policy Issue. 

 The Proposal does not implicate a significant policy issue. Even when a proposal touches 
upon a policy issue that may be of such significance that the matter transcends ordinary business, 
the Staff has consistently concurred with exclusion if the proposal does not focus on such significant 
policy issue. See McKesson Corp. (June 1, 2017) (proposal requesting a report on the company’s 
processes for its distribution system for restricted medicines including the use of medicines to carry 
out execution by lethal injection) and Amazon.com, Inc. (March 27, 2015) (proposal requesting the 
company disclose reputational and financial risk arising from the sale of products that implicated 
mistreatment of animals).  

The Proposal proposes and addresses the installation of electric vehicle rapid-charging 
facilities, which is a business decision on products and services. Government policy regarding 
electric vehicles is typically connected with public policy decisions related to addressing the risks of 
climate change, but the proposal does not address these broader policy concerns. Rather, the 
Proposal focuses narrowly on dictating specific actions on the part of the Company with respect to 
installing electric vehicle rapid-charging stations at specific locations for the enhanced convenience 
of electric vehicle owners, not the broader issue of climate change. The principal thrust and concern 
of the Proposal thus focuses on management’s ordinary business decisions regarding the offering of 
specific products and services that would ultimately produce additional income.  

Moreover, even if a proposal involves a significant policy issue, the proposal may 
nevertheless be excluded under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) if it seeks to micromanage the company by 
specifying in detail the manner in which the company should address the policy issue. See Intel 
Corporation (March 15, 2019) (proposal requesting the company update its “Global Human Rights 
Principles” to include specific references to the gay rights movement); Verizon Communications Inc. 
(March 6, 2018) (proposal requesting the company prepare a report evaluating its potential to 
achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by a fixed date excludable for micromanaging despite 
Verizon’s acknowledgment that reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, which the proposal sought 
to address, is a significant policy issue); EOG Resources, Inc. (February 26, 2018) (proposal 
requesting the company adopt company-wide, quantitative, time-bound greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction targets and issue a report excludable based on micromanagement despite EOG’s 
acknowledgment that the proposal touched on the significant social issue of environmental 
sustainability and climate change); Walgreens Boots Alliance, Inc. (November 20, 2018) (proposal 
requesting that stock buybacks adopted by the company’s board not become effective until 
approved by shareholders excludable for micromanaging by substituting shareholder approval for 
board decision-making in a complex matter); Amazon.com, Inc. (January 18, 2018) (proposal 
requesting that the company list certain efficient showerheads before others on its website and 
describe the benefits of these showerheads excludable for micromanaging by mandating a specific 
order of product placements without regard for the business judgment of management); and Apple 
Inc. (December 21, 2017) (proposal requesting the company’s board prepare a report evaluating 
potential for Apple to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by a fixed date excludable for 
micromanaging despite Apple’s acknowledgment that reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, which 
the proposal sought to address, is a significant policy issue). 

 The Proposal seeks to micromanage the Company by imposing specific actions and 
methods related to the installation of rapid-charging facilities in rural service stations located in 
certain parts of rural areas or specifically designated sites. Accordingly, consistent with the Staff’s 
previous interpretations of Rule 14a-8(i)(7), the Company believes that the Proposal may be 
excluded as relating to the Company’s ordinary business operations. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Company requests confirmation that the Staff will not recommend any enforcement 
action if, in reliance on the foregoing , the Company omits the Proposal from its 2020 Proxy Materials. 
If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact the undersigned at 
(212) 450-4539 or louis.goldberg@davispolk.com. If the Staff does not concur with the Company's 
position, we would appreciate an opportunity to confer with the Staff concerning these matters prior 
to the issuance of its response. 

Attachment 

cc w/ att: 

#10383774v9 

Respectfully yours, 

James E. Parsons, Exxon Mobil Corporation 

Christopher W . Drexler 
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Exhibit A 

Proposal 

It is proposed that ExxonMobil install electric vehicle rapid-charging facilities in either a fraction of its 
existing rural service stations, located along major highways, or in specially designed sites.  

One of the main impediments to the more rapid adoption of electric vehicles and, therefore reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions, is the lack of available rural, rapid-charging facilities. This deficiency is 
viewed by many potential purchasers of electric vehicles as limiting those vehicles to urban use and, 
thus, creating a need for gasoline -or diesel-powered vehicles for long distance travel.  

Currently even rapid-charge of electric vehicles requires intervals of time that are long enough that 
participating service stations should be able to add to their income of selling electricity by also selling 
food and entertainment.  

This proposal seeks to have ExxonMobil prepare and publicly report the timing and scope of a plan 
for installing rapid-charge facilities at sites deemed most beneficial to fostering the rapid adoption of 
electrical vehicles for intercity travel.  

Wide use of electric vehicles must, and will, happen. ExxonMobil has the opportunity to become 
known as a leader in supplying rapid-charge services and speeding the progression of this critical 
transition. 

Proposal Supporting Documentation 

As a major producer and seller of carbon-based fuels, ExxonMobil has an important responsibility to 
mitigate problems associated with global warming.  

The largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the U.S. is transportation sector. ExxonMobil advertises 
that it is working on carbon capture solutions to reduce carbon emissions from power plants and 
biofuel generation. ExxonMobil also publicly supports the concept of a carbon tax.  

Only a few percent of ExxonMobil's annual income are dedicated to carbon capture and biofuel 
research. Recent company literature detailing their support for both carbon capture and biofuel 
generation views both as still in the research stage with expected commercial results a decade or 
more away.  

ExxonMobil recent monetary support for carbon tax legislation lobbying, because the proposal also 
seeks regulatory simplification that would end federal and state governments’ ability to sue emitters, 
has been seen by some as motivated more by a desire to curb law suits than to address global 
warming.  

These actions on ExxonMobil's part can leave the impression with both current and former 
employees and the general public that ExxonMobil does not view problems associated with global 
warming as urgent to address. 

Installation of rapid-charging stations can be done immediately and such stations will be readily 
visible to the public. A shift to electric vehicle use may impact liquid fuel sales but hydrocarbons will 
still be used for electric power generation. CO2 emitted by vehicle engines cannot be captured, 
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whereas power generation emissions potentially can be. ExxonMobil's research effort to 
commercializing carbon capture technology may solve this problem. 

Installing rapid-charging stations at a significant number of rural sites, thus, should help 
ExxonMobil’s perception with the general public as being a company genuinely concerned with 
mitigating global warming and taking a concrete and leading role in doing so.
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To whom it may concern: N.A. HANSEN 
This letter is to confirm that I. Christopher W. Drexler, have held continuously more than 
$2000.00 worth of ExxonMobil shares for more than one year from the date of this 
letter. This is demonstrated by the included statements from my TIAA brokerage 
account. The last statement, included below, was printed from their website today. 

Furthermore, I wilt continue to hold more than $2000.00 worth of ExxonMobil shares 
through the 2020 annual shareholder's meeting. 
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Proposal 

It is proposed that ExxonMobil install electric vehicle rapid-charging facilities in either a 
fraction of its existing rural service stations, located along major highways, or in 
specially designed sites. 

One of the main impediments to the more rapid adoption of electric vehicles and, 
therefore reducing greenhouse gas emissions, is the lack of available rural, rapid
charging facilities. This deficiency is viewed by many potential purchasers of electric 
vehicles as limiting those vehicles to urban use and, thus, creating a need for gasoline
or diesel-powered vehicles for long distance travel. 

Currently even rapid-charge of electric vehicles requires intervals of time that are long 
enough that participating service stations should be able to add to their income of 
selling electricity by also selling food and entertainment. 

This proposal seeks to have ExxonMobil prepare and publicly report the timing and 
scope of a plan for installing rapid-charge facilities at sites deemed most beneficial to 
fostering the rapid adoption of electrical vehicles for intercity travel. 

Wide use of electric vehicles must, and will, happen. ExxonMobil has the opportunity to 
become known as a leader in supplying rapid-charge services and speeding the 
progression of this critical transition. 



Proposal Supporting Documentation 

As a major producer and seller of carbon-based fuels, ExxonMobil has an important 
responsibility to mitigate problems associated with global warming. 

The largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the U.S. is transportation sector. 
ExxonMobil advertises that it is working on carbon capture solutions to reduce carbon 
emissions from power plants and biofuel generation. ExxonMobil also publicly supports 
the concept of a carbon tax. 

Only a few percent of ExxonMobil's annual income are dedicated to carbon capture and 
biofuel research. Recent company literature detailing their support for both carbon 
capture and biofuel generation views both as still in the research stage with expected 
commercial results a decade or more away. 

ExxonMobil recent monetary support for carbon tax legislation lobbying, because the 
proposal also seeks regulatory simplification that would end federal and state 
governments' ability to sue emitters, has been seen by some as motivated more by a 
desire to curb law suits than to address global warming. 

These actions on ExxonMobil's part can leave the impression with both current and 
former employees and the general public that ExxonMobil does not view problems 
associated with global warming as urgent to address 

Installation of rapid-charging stations can be done immediately and such stations will be 
readily visible to the public. A shift to electric vehicle use may impact liquid fuel sales 
but hydrocarbons will still be used for electric power generation. CO2 emitted by vehicle 
engines cannot be captured, whereas power generation emissions potentially can be. 
ExxonMobil's research effort to commercializing carbon capture technology may solve 
this problem. 

Installing rapid-charging stations at a significant number of rural sites, thus, should help 
ExxonMobil's perception with the general public as being a company genuinely 
concerned with mitigating global warming and taking a concrete and leading role in 
doing so. 



Drexler 
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Deficiency Notice



Exxon Mobil Corporation Neil A. Hansen 
5959 Las Colinas Boulevard Vice President, Investor Relations 
Irving, Texas 75039-2298 and Corporate Secretary

VIA UPS – OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 
December 17, 2019 

Mr. Christopher W. Drexler 

Dear Mr. Drexler: 

This will acknowledge receipt of the proposal concerning a Plan for Electric Vehicle Facility 
Installation (the ‟Proposal”), which you (the ‟Proponent”) have submitted in connection with 
ExxonMobil's 2020 annual meeting of shareholders. However, your submission contains 
procedural deficiencies, which Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) regulations require 
us to bring to your attention.  

Only One Proposal 

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(c), a shareholder may submit no more than one proposal to a company for 
a particular shareholders’ meeting. Based on your Proposal, it appears that it contains two 
proposals: to have ExxonMobil one, install electric vehicle rapid-charging facilities in either a 
fraction of its existing rural service stations, located along major highways, or in specially designed 
sites; two, prepare and publicly report the timing and scope of a plan for installing rapid-charge 
facilities at sites deemed most beneficial to fostering the rapid adoption of electrical vehicles for 
intercity travel. You must correct this procedural deficiency by indicating which of the two proposals 
you would like to submit and which you would like to withdraw. 

Proof of Share Ownership 

In order to be eligible to submit a shareholder proposal, Rule 14a-8 (copy enclosed) requires a 
proponent to submit sufficient proof that he or she has continuously held at least $2,000 in market 
value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to vote on the proposal for at least one year as of 
the date the shareholder proposal was submitted.  For this Proposal, the date of submission is 
December 5, 2019, which is the date the Proposal was postmarked for delivery by U.S. postal 
service. 

The Proponent does not appear in our records as a registered shareholder.  Moreover, to date we 
have not received proof that the Proponent has satisfied these ownership requirements.  At most 
the website images of holdings included with the submission only demonstrate the Proponent’s 
ownership of ExxonMobil shares on March 31, 2018 and on November 30, 2019, the dates of the 
copied statements, and do not verify the Proponent’s continuous ownership of the requisite number 
of ExxonMobil shares for the one-year period preceding and including December 5, 2019 (the date 
the submission was post-marked). 

E)f(onMobil 
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To remedy this defect, the Proponent must submit sufficient proof verifying its continuous 
ownership of the requisite number of ExxonMobil shares for the one-year period preceding and 
including December 5, 2019. As explained in Rule 14a-8(b), sufficient proof must be in the form 
of: 

 a written statement from the ‟record” holder of the Proponent’s shares (usually a broker or a
bank) verifying that the Proponent continuously held the requisite number of ExxonMobil
shares for the one-year period preceding and including December 5, 2019; or

 if the Proponent has 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 the Proponent’s
ownership of the requisite number of ExxonMobil 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 the Proponent continuously held the requisite number of ExxonMobil shares for the one-
year period.

If the Proponent intends to demonstrate ownership by submitting a written statement from the 
‟record” holder of their shares as set forth in the first bullet point above, please note that 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 that acts as a 
securities depository (DTC is also known through the account name of Cede & Co.). Such 
brokers and banks are often referred to as ‟participants” in DTC.  In Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F 
(October 18, 2011) (copy enclosed), the SEC staff has taken the view that only DTC participants 
should be viewed as ‟record” holders of securities that are deposited with DTC. 

The Proponent can confirm whether its broker or bank is a DTC participant by asking its broker 
or bank or by checking the listing of current DTC participants, which is available on the internet 
at:  http://www.dtcc.com/~/media/Files/Downloads/client-center/DTC/alpha.ashx.  In these 
situations, shareholders need to obtain proof of ownership from the DTC participant through 
which the securities are held, as follows: 

 If the Proponent’s broker or bank is a DTC participant, then the Proponent needs to submit a
written statement from its broker or bank verifying that the Proponent continuously held the
requisite number of ExxonMobil shares for the one-year period preceding and including
December 5, 2019.

If the Proponent’s broker or bank is not a DTC participant, then the Proponent needs to submit 
proof of ownership from the DTC participant through which the securities are held verifying that 
the Proponent continuously held the requisite number of ExxonMobil shares for the one-year 
period preceding and including December 5, 2019.  The Proponent should be able to find out 
who this DTC participant is by asking the Proponent’s broker or bank.  If the Proponent’s broker 
is an introducing broker, the Proponent may also be able to learn the identity and telephone 
number of the DTC participant through the Proponent’s account statements because the 
clearing broker identified on the Proponent’s account statements will generally be a DTC 
participant.  If the DTC participant that holds the Proponent’s shares knows the Proponent’s 
broker’s or bank’s holdings, but does not know the Proponent’s holdings, the Proponent needs 
to satisfy the proof of ownership requirement by obtaining and submitting two proof of ownership 
statements verifying that for the one-year period preceding and including December 5, 2019, the 
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required amount of securities were continuously held – one from the Proponent’s broker or 
bank, confirming the Proponent’s ownership, and the other from the DTC participant, confirming 
the broker or bank’s ownership.  

The SEC’s rules require that any response to this letter correcting the number of proposal and 
ownership verification deficiencies noted must be postmarked or transmitted electronically to us 
no later than 14 calendar days from the date this letter is received. Please mail any response to 
me at ExxonMobil at the address shown above.  Alternatively, you may send your response to 
me via facsimile at 972-940-6748, or by email to shareholderrelations@exxonmobil.com. 

You should note that, if the Proposal is not withdrawn or excluded, the Proponent or the 
Proponent’s representative, who is qualified under New Jersey law to present the Proposal on 
the Proponent’s behalf, must attend the annual meeting in person to present the Proposal.  
Under New Jersey law, only shareholders or their duly constituted proxies are entitled as a 
matter of right to attend the meeting. 

If the Proponent intends for a representative to present the Proposal, the Proponent must 
provide documentation that specifically identifies their intended representative by name and 
specifically authorizes the representative to act as your proxy at the annual meeting.  To be a 
valid proxy entitled to attend the annual meeting, your representative must have the authority to 
vote your shares at the meeting.  A copy of this authorization meeting state law requirements 
should be sent to my attention in advance of the meeting. Your authorized representative should 
also bring an original signed copy of the proxy documentation to the meeting and present it at 
the admissions desk, together with photo identification if requested, so that our counsel may 
verify the representative's authority to act on your behalf prior to the start of the meeting. 

In the event there are co-filers for this Proposal and in light of the guidance in SEC Staff Legal 
Bulletin No. 14F dealing with co-filers of shareholder proposals, it is important to ensure that the 
lead filer has clear authority to act on behalf of all co-filers, including with respect to any 
potential negotiated withdrawal of the Proposal.  Unless the lead filer can represent that it holds 
such authority on behalf of all co-filers, and considering SEC staff guidance, it will be difficult for 
us to engage in productive dialogue concerning this Proposal. 

Note that under Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F, the SEC will distribute no-action responses under 
Rule 14a-8 by email to companies and proponents.  We encourage all proponents and any co-
filers to include an email contact address on any additional correspondence to ensure timely 
communication in the event the Proposal is subject to a no-action request. 

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

Sincerely, 

NAH/sme 
Enclosures 
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Tracking petails I UPS 

Proof of Delivery 

Dear Customer, 

This notice serves as proof of delivery for the shipment listed below. 

Tracking Number 

Weight 

0.10 LBS 

Service 

UPS Next Day Air® 

Shipped/ Billed On 

12/17/2019 

Delivered On 

12/18/2019 5:31 P.M. 

Delivered To 

SPRING, TX, US 
Received By 

DRIVER RELEASE 

Left At 

Front Door 

Thank you for giving us this opportunity to serve you. Details are only available for 
shipments delivered within the last 120 days. Please print for your records if you 
require this information after 120 days. 

Sincerely, 

UPS 

Tracking results provided by UPS: 12/20/2019 3:19 P.M. EST 
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