
FROM: 
Diana Smith 

TO: 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
Division of Corporation Finance 
Office of the Chief Counsel 
100 F Street, N. E. 
Washington, D.C. 20549 
By electronic submission to shareholderproposals@sec.gov 

Re: Dominion Energy Inc.’s No-Action Request for Shareholder Proposal Submitted by Diana Smith 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

This is in response to the “no-action” request sent to the SEC by Katherine DeLuca of McGuire Woods on 
behalf of Dominion Energy Inc. on December 30, 2019, regarding my proposal. 

I submitted a shareholder proposal (hereinafter referred to as the “Proposal”) to Dominion Energy, Inc. 
(hereinafter referred to as “Dominion” or the “Company”). This letter is in response to the letter dated 
December 30, 2019 (hereinafter called “no-action request”) sent to the Office of Chief Counsel by the 
Company, in which Dominion contends that the proposal may be excluded from the Company’s 2020 proxy 
statement by virtue of Rule 14a-8(i)(3) and Rule 14a-8(i)(10). 

I request that the proposal not be excluded from the proxy materials for the 2020 Annual Meeting of 
Shareholders. I would also like to respond to the statements in the no-action request. 

A copy of this letter is being mailed concurrently to Katherine DeLuca of McGuire Woods and Dominion’s 
Karen W. Doggett, Assistant Corporate Secretary and Director – Governance 

Responses are organized based on the order of the sections in the no-action request: 

A. “Impermissibly vague and indefinite”

Dominion contends that this proposal is vague and indefinite. The method of response for evaluating human 
rights and climate justice was left open to the best judgement of the Company, so as not to be micro-
managing the Company in its daily business.  But, asking for an evaluation is not vague, it just leaves open 
whether the Company chooses to publish that evaluation in a report, website, or simply a letter to 
shareholders.  The proposal is specific in that it asks Dominion to evaluate areas such as: 

● if and how the board oversees environmental risks and opportunities;
● if and how executive compensation is linked to environmental and social objectives;
● if and how Dominion is addressing pollution prevention;
● if and how Dominion is addressing water conservation;
● if and how Dominion is addressing carbon footprint;
● if and how Dominion is addressing gender diversity;
● if and how Dominion is addressing data privacy;
● if and how Dominion is addressing consumer health;
● if and how Dominion is addressing ethical practices;
● if and how Dominion is addressing conflict materials;
● if and how Dominion is addressing forced labor.
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The submission of shareholder proposals are the opportunity for shareholders to have concerns addressed by 
the company and if they are not sufficiently allayed through communication between the shareholder who 
submitted the proposal and the company, then it is presented in the annual report’s proxy and if the board 
votes to oppose the proposal then the shareholder can defend the proposal in the annual shareholder 
meeting before the vote. Dominion’s objection to the SCC did not include the following pertinent information 
from the proposal: 

“The US SIF Foundation’s 2018 Report on US Sustainable, Responsible and Impact Investing Trends reports: 

● Sustainable, responsible and impact investing (SRI) assets have expanded to $12.0 trillion in the 
United States, up 38 percent from $8.7 trillion in 2016 

● Much of this growth is driven by asset managers, who now consider environmental, social or 
corporate governance (ESG) criteria across $11.6 trillion in assets, up 44 percent from $8.1 trillion in 
2016. 

● The top three issues for asset managers and their institutional investor clients are climate 
change/carbon, tobacco and conflict risk. 

● This demonstrates a high level of interest from investors and the public in corporate social 
responsibility. 

Shareholders are concerned about the risks of the continuing social issues and escalating costs associated 
with the Appalachian Coast Pipeline (ACP).  The  2018 report “Social Cost and Material Loss: The Dakota 
Access Pipeline” is a warning for the fiscal risk of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline. The final cost of DAPL was nearly 
double the initial project cost. “The banks that financed DAPL incurred an additional $4.4 billion in costs in 
the form of account closures, not including costs related to representational damage.” 

B. “Materially false and misleading” 

The proposal includes links to reports that substantiate the information in the proposal. Dominion has 
submitted no evidence to contradict the information in the proposal.  The purpose of including the financial 
perils the investors in the Dakota Access Pipeline experienced is to illustrate what befalls a company that 
doesn’t proactively address environmental justice, climate justice and human rights. The Dakota Access 
Pipeline has the trifecta of each area being involved in their project that resulted in severe consequences. 
The shareholders would like the Company to learn from the mistakes of others and proceed accordingly with 
best management practices. 

C. “Already substantially implemented the Proposal” 

Environmental Justice: Dominion’s record is incongruent from what is posted on their website. 
 

“In 2018, the company adopted the following Environmental Justice Policy to guide our work in 
this area: 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE: ONGOING COMMITMENT TO OUR COMMUNITIES 

At Dominion Energy, we are committed to providing reliable, affordable, clean energy in 
accordance with our values of safety, ethics, excellence, embrace change and team work. This 
includes listening to and learning all we can from the communities we are privileged to serve. 

Our values also recognize that Environmental justice considerations must be part of our 
everyday decisions, community outreach and evaluations as we move forward with projects to 
modernize the generation and delivery of energy.” 

 

If this policy was adequately followed, then the Union Hill compressor plan would not have been actuated. 
On January 8, 2019 Dominion proceeded with their request to have the Union Hill compressor station air 

https://www.colorado.edu/program/fpw/sites/default/files/attached-files/social_cost_and_material_loss_0.pdf
https://www.colorado.edu/program/fpw/sites/default/files/attached-files/social_cost_and_material_loss_0.pdf
https://www.colorado.edu/program/fpw/sites/default/files/attached-files/social_cost_and_material_loss_0.pdf
https://sustainability.dominionenergy.com/engaging-communities/environmental-justice/
https://www.virginiamercury.com/2019/01/08/air-board-unanimously-approves-buckingham-compressor-permit/


permit approved. A little over a month later former Vice-President Al Gore and Bishop William Barber spoke 
at a rally in Union Hill attended by hundreds of people. Coverage on the rally was the following from  this 
Daily Progress article:  

“Gore, a director of the Climate Reality Project, contended the pipeline would boost greenhouse gas 
emissions by 40 percent a year at the expense of monopoly ratepayers of Dominion Energy Virginia, 
the state’s largest electric utility. “It is a world-class rip-off of Virginia energy ratepayers,” he said.”  

Since this proposal was submitted the 4th Circuit Court of Appeals has vacated the Air Pollution Control 
Board permit for Dominion’s Atlantic Coast Pipeline’s compressor station due to environmental justice 
(hereinafter referred to as EJ) concerns. The following statement was in the ruling: 

“The Board’s reliance on air quality standards led it to dismiss EJ concerns. Even if all pollutants 
within the county remain below state and national air quality standards, the Board failed to grapple 
with the likelihood that those living closest to the Compressor Station -- an overwhelmingly minority 
population according to the Friends of Buckingham Survey -- will be affected more than those living 
in other parts of the same county. The Board rejected the idea of disproportionate impact on the 
basis that air quality standards were met. But environmental justice is not merely a box to be 
checked, and the Board’s failure to consider the disproportionate impact on those closest to the 
Compressor Station resulted in a flawed analysis....What matters is whether the Board has 
performed its statutory duty to determine whether this facility is suitable for this site, in light of EJ 
and potential health risks for the people of Union Hill. It has not.” 

The Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals vacating of the ACP permit resulted in negative publicity against 
Dominion. The following was published in the New York Times Environmental Justice Is Not Merely a Box To 
Be Checked : 

“At a bare minimum, ensuring environmental justice in this case required Dominion and regulators 
to consider how economically disadvantaged or minority communities — like Union Hill — would be 
affected. Communities of color and people with fewer financial resources have often borne the brunt 
of pollution and other environmental burdens. Dominion and regulators should also have given 
serious consideration to an electric compressor that would nearly eliminate air pollution from the 
facility. They did neither. Instead of honoring Union Hill’s past and present, the state’s most powerful 
forces essentially denied its existence. The courts did not.” 

Another recent development is the amicus brief Virginia’s Attorney General Mark Herring filed with the 
Supreme Court opposing the ACP. His opposition includes climate justice by protesting the pipeline is not 
necessary and the escalating costs will be unfairly passed on to Dominion’s customers. From the January 22, 
2020 article Virginia AG Files Supreme Court Brief Opposing Atlantic Coast Pipeline: 

 “Virginia Attorney General Mark Herring on Wednesday filed a brief in the Atlantic Coast natural gas 
pipeline case at the U.S. Supreme Court opposing construction of Dominion Energy Inc's $7.3-$7.8 
billion project … Herring, however, questioned whether the project is needed, citing numerous 
sources that indicate gas demand is actually decreasing, and that renewable energies are becoming 
more cost competitive. "The ever-rising costs of building [the pipeline] will be passed on to 
consumers, by the companies that have contracted with Atlantic to carry gas through the pipeline." 
When Dominion started work on the 1.5 billion cubic feet per day pipe in the spring of 2018, the 
company estimated it would cost $6.0-$6.5 billion and be completed in late 2019.” 

Energy Efficiency:  Dominion Energy has made promises that reports indicate haven’t been fulfilled in funding 
energy efficiency to help lower costs for consumers. From this May 2019 article Dominion needs to ramp up 
efficiency programs to hit mandate, advocates say: 

“Virginia has a voluntary legislative goal to reduce electricity use 10% between 2006 and 2022. The 
state is on track to achieve less than one-third of that marker, according to 2018 math by the 

https://www.virginiamercury.com/2019/01/08/air-board-unanimously-approves-buckingham-compressor-permit/
https://www.dailyprogress.com/news/state/union-hill-visit-by-gore-barber-seeks-to-put-northam/article_e8230af2-33ec-11e9-b788-538082c26ef7.html
https://www.southernenvironment.org/uploads/words_docs/Fourth_Circuit_opinion_Friends_of_Buckingham_19-1152.pdf
https://www.southernenvironment.org/uploads/words_docs/Fourth_Circuit_opinion_Friends_of_Buckingham_19-1152.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/23/opinion/virginia-pipeline.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/23/opinion/virginia-pipeline.html
https://pgjonline.com/news/2020/01-january/virginia-ag-files-supreme-court-brief-opposing-atlantic-coast-pipeline?utm_source=hootsuite&utm_medium=&utm_term=&utm_content=&utm_campaign=
https://energynews.us/2019/05/24/us/dominion-needs-to-ramp-up-efficiency-programs-to-hit-mandate-advocates-say/
https://energynews.us/2019/05/24/us/dominion-needs-to-ramp-up-efficiency-programs-to-hit-mandate-advocates-say/


Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy. ACEEE’s State Energy Efficiency Scorecard shows 
Virginia tied for last — in all but one year over the last decade — when measuring spending on 
energy efficiency programs as a percentage of electric utility revenue. Dominion ranked 50th out 
of 51 utilities in ACEEE’s 2017 Utility Energy Efficiency Scorecard. “Utilities want to sell as much 
electricity as possible, so they don’t see the reward in delivering these programs,” Shoemaker said. 
‘That’s where legislation and direction from regulators come in.’” 

While the new energy efficiency program Dominion rolled out this past fall looks promising as described in an 

article published in The Virginia Energy Efficiency Council by “Honeywell (the program manager for 
Dominion’s newest residential energy efficiency program), the following statement in the 
article appears to be incongruent with the bolded statement above: 

“All approved programs are part of the $870 million of energy efficiency programs that Dominion 
Energy is required to propose over a 10-year period, as ordered by the Grid Transformation & 
Security Act of 2018. The landmark legislation will keep Virginia’s traditional advantage of low 
electricity prices and reliable service while taking dramatic steps towards the future by expanding 
renewable energy and broadening the potential for energy efficiency programs in Virginia.” 

An evaluation by Dominion addressing this incongruency could reassure shareholders that Dominion’s 
policies were being acted on as intended and having the results to meet required goals. 

After having a conversation about the proposal with Dominion including a follow up email (Exhibit A), I 
believe they understood my proposal to focus on sustainability objectives and political transparency. I care 
about environmental sustainability and political transparency but those are different categories than EJ, 
climate justice and human rights.  

Human Rights-Data Privacy:  Dominion is responsible for the data security of stockholders – overseas and 
within the USA borders. Shareholders trust Dominion with social security numbers and other critical 
identifiers which if hacked would make us vulnerable to victims of fraud and identity theft. Consider this 
recent report from Government Technology November 27, 2019, “More than a dozen U.S. utilities were 
targeted in a wave of cyber attacks within the past year…. The U.S. government has warned the U.S. 
electricity grid is an inviting target for overseas hackers. National security officials have identified Russia and 
China as having the ability to temporarily disrupt the operations of electric utilities and gas pipelines.” 

The information in Censible’s ratings for Dominion  is concerning – in particular learning that there isn’t a 
rating for data privacy.  Upguard’s January 22, 2020 security report on Dominion gave the company a score of 
689 and listed the following failed checks: “domain at risk of being hi-jacked, susceptible to man-in-the-
middle attacks, vulnerable to cross-site scripting, DNS is susceptible to man-in-the-middle attacks.” This news 
story Dominion Energy bill phone scam claims power to be turned off is from December 3, 2019. Data security 
and privacy are important matters of concern to shareholders and customers. 

From an article on the European Union: “comprehensive data protection laws are essential for protecting 
human rights – most obviously, the right to privacy, but also many related freedoms that depend on our 
ability to make choices about how and with whom we share information about ourselves. The European 
Union General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) is one of the strongest and most comprehensive attempts 
globally to regulate the collection and use of personal data by both governments and the private sector.”   

Conclusion:  The Company documents policies on their website and publishes articles and reports concerning 
them. But it is more important for the Company to follow through with the policies --  to create the results 
that they were created to address. Having a policy on a website is not an indicator that it is being 
implemented successfully, especially when financial or industry journals report that the Company has failing 
scores. 

https://aceee.org/research-report/u1707
https://www.govtech.com/security/Cyberattacks-Continue-Against-US-Utility-Companies.html
https://esg.censible.co/companies/Dominion-Energy-environmental-social-corporate-governance-profile
https://www.upguard.com/security-report/dominionenergy
https://walterborolive.com/stories/dominion-energy-bill-phone-scam-claims-power-to-be-turned-off,30959?
https://walterborolive.com/stories/dominion-energy-bill-phone-scam-claims-power-to-be-turned-off,30959?
https://walterborolive.com/stories/dominion-energy-bill-phone-scam-claims-power-to-be-turned-off,30959?
https://www.hrw.org/news/2018/06/06/eu-general-data-protection-regulation
https://gdpr-info.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/priorities/justice-and-fundamental-rights/data-protection/2018-reform-eu-data-protection-rules_en


Additional information: 
The purpose of Rule 14a-8 “is to provide and regulate a channel of communication among shareholders and 
public companies.” Exchange Act Release No. 34-40018 (May 21, 1998).  “The SEC continues to implement 
Congress' goals by providing shareholders with the right to communicate with other shareholders and with 
management through the dissemination of proxy material on matters of broad social import such as plant 
closings, tobacco production, cigarette advertising and executive compensation.” Amalgamated Clothing and 
Textile Workers Union v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 821 F. Supp. 877 (S.D.N.Y. 1993). “In so far as the shareholder 
has contributed an asset of value to the corporate venture, in so far as he has handed over his goods and 
property and money for use and increase, he has not only the clear right, but more to the point, perhaps, he 
has the stringent duty to exercise control over that asset for which he must keep care, guard, guide, and in 
general be held seriously responsible. As much as one may surrender the immediate disposition of (his) 
goods, he can never shirk a supervisory and secondary duty (not just a right) to make sure these goods are 
used justly, morally and beneficially.” Medical Committee for Human Rights v. SEC, 432 F. 2d. 659, 680-681 
(D. C. Cir. 1970), vacated and dismissed as moot, 404 U.S. 402 (1972). 

As explained in Roosevelt v. E.I. DuPont de Nemours & Company, 958 F. 2d 416, 426 (D. C. Cir. 1992) a 
proposal may not be excluded if it has "significant policy, economic or other implications".  Interpreting that 
standard, the court spoke of actions which are "extraordinary, i.e., one involving 'fundamental business 
strategy' or 'long term goals.'" Id. at 427.  Dominion’s argument that the Proposal is vague, and indefinite is 
irrelevant.  All proposals must respect the Company’s management to implement them.  Rather, “the 
proposal may be excluded only after the proposal is also found to raise no substantial policy consideration.”  

Further clarity is provided by the Exchange Act Release No. 34-40018 (May 21, 1998), which provides that 
"Ordinary Business" determinations would hinge on two factors:  1) Subject Matter of the Proposal:  "Certain 
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. Examples include the management of 
the workforce, such as hiring, promotion, and termination of employees, decisions on the production quality 
and quantity, and the retention of suppliers. [2)] However, proposals relating to such matters but focusing on 
sufficiently significant social policy issues (e.g., significant discrimination matters) generally 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 a shareholder vote" (bracketed material 
added). 

Conclusion: 

As demonstrated above, the Proposal should not be excluded under Rule 14a-8(i)(3) on the grounds that it is 
vague and indefinite. The method of response for evaluating human rights and climate justice was left open 
to the best judgement of the Company, so as not to micro-manage the Company in its daily business.  But, 
asking for an evaluation is not vague. The Company may choose to publish that evaluation in a report, 
website, or simply a letter to shareholders.  The proposal is specific in that it asks Dominion to evaluate 
identified areas of concern to shareholders.  

The proposal is not excludable under Rule 14a-9 because the proposal is not misleading or false. The proposal 
is not excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(10) because the company has not proven they have implemented 
policies to allay the concerns addressed in the proposal. The Proposal relates to a significant policy issues, 
there is a nexus between the Proposal and the Company, and it seeks the Company to address shareholders 
concerns by evaluating specified areas regarding environmental justice, climate justice and human rights. For 
these reasons we request the Staff inform the Company that the SEC proxy rules require denial of the 
Company’s no-action request. 

Sincerely,   

Diana Smith 



Exhibit A 

On Thu, Jan 16, 2020 at 5:31 PM karen.doggett@dominionenergy.com 
<karen.doggett@dominionenergy.com> wrote: 

Dear Diana, 

We appreciate the opportunity to speak with you yesterday.  We found the dialogue constructive and helpful 
in understanding  your concerns.  As discussed, here is a link to our 2019 and Beyond Commitments that are 
included in our Sustainability and Corporate Responsibility Report, 
https://sustainability.dominionenergy.com/commitments/.  You can also find our 2018 Commitments and 
our performance against those commitments 
athttps://sustainability.dominionenergy.com/commitments/commitments-2018/. 

During our conversation, Blake mentioned that Dominion Energy has been recognized as a leader in political 
transparency by The Center for Political Accountability (CPA), a non-partisan advocacy organization that 
promotes political disclosure and accountability by corporations, and the Zicklin Center for Business Ethics 
Research at the University of Pennsylvania.   The CPA-Zicklin Index lists Dominion Energy as a Trendsetter — 
the highest of six classifications — and ranks the company in the top 10 percent of the nearly 500 companies 
it analyzed. This is the second year in a row the report has included Dominion Energy in the Trendsetter 
category.  The 2019 report can be accessed at this link, https://politicalaccountability.net/hifi/files/2019-CPA-
Zicklin-Index-Report.pdf.  

Dominion Energy considers political transparency an essential part of its focus on environmental, social and 
governance (ESG) concerns. Some of the practices that earned the company its score include: 

·           Publicly and voluntarily posting on its website 
(https://www.dominionenergy.com/company/governance/political-contributions) contributions to tax-
exempt organizations such as the Democratic Governors Association and the Republican Governors 
Association; 

·           Disclosing the share of payments to trade associations that are used for lobbying; 

·           Providing a publicly available archive of political spending reports dating back to 2009; 

·           Publishing the company’s detailed policy on political expenditures; and 

·           Maintaining a committee on the Board of Directors (the Audit Committee) that reviews political 
expenditures made with corporate funds.  

We hope you find these reports pertinent and informative.  We look forward to speaking with you again and 
will be in touch with possible dates and times for another call. 

  

 With regards, 

Karen  

Karen W. Doggett 

Assistant Corporate Secretary and Director-Governance 

Dominion Energy Services, Inc. 

600 East Canal Street, Richmond, VA 23219 

Office: 804.819.2123 | Mobile: 804.337.0826 

karen.doggett@dominionenergy.com 

https://sustainability.dominionenergy.com/commitments/
https://sustainability.dominionenergy.com/commitments/commitments-2018/
https://politicalaccountability.net/hifi/files/2019-CPA-Zicklin-Index-Report.pdf
https://politicalaccountability.net/hifi/files/2019-CPA-Zicklin-Index-Report.pdf
https://www.dominionenergy.com/company/governance/political-contributions
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December 30, 2019

VIA E-MAIL (shareholderproposals@sec.gov)

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
Division of Corporation Finance
Office of Chief Counsel
100 F. Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20549

Re: Dominion Energy, Inc. – Exclusion of Shareholder Proposal Submitted by Diana Smith
Pursuant to Rule 14a-8

Ladies and Gentlemen:

On behalf of our client Dominion Energy, Inc., a Virginia corporation (the “Company”), 
we hereby respectfully request that the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance (the “Staff”) of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission” or “SEC”) advise the Company that 
it will not recommend any enforcement action to the SEC if the Company omits from its proxy 
materials to be distributed in connection with its 2020 annual meeting of shareholders (the “Proxy 
Materials”) a proposal (the “Proposal”) and supporting statement submitted to the Company on 
November 25, 2019 by Diana Smith (the “Proponent”).  References to a “Rule” or to “Rules” in 
this letter refer to rules promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the 
“Exchange Act”).

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j), we have:

 filed this letter with the Commission no later than eighty (80) calendar days before
the Company intends to file its definitive 2020 Proxy Materials with the
Commission; and

 concurrently sent a copy of this correspondence to the Proponent.

The Company anticipates that its Proxy Materials will be available for mailing on or about 
March 19, 2020.  We respectfully request that the Staff, to the extent possible, advise the Company 
with respect to the Proposal consistent with this timing.

The Company agrees to forward promptly to the Proponent any response from the Staff to 
this no-action request that the Staff transmits by e-mail or facsimile to the Company only.

Rule 14a-8(k) and Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14D (“SLB 14D”) provide that shareholder 
proponents are required to send companies a copy of any correspondence that the proponents elect 
to submit to the SEC or Staff.  Accordingly, we are taking this opportunity to inform the Proponent 
that if the Proponent elects to submit additional correspondence to the SEC or the Staff with respect 
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to the Proposal, a copy of that correspondence should be furnished concurrently to the undersigned 
on behalf of the Company pursuant to Rule 14a-8(k) and SLB 14D.

THE PROPOSAL

The resolution portion of the Proposal reads as follows: “Shareholders request Dominion 
evaluate how cultural shifts towards human rights and climate justice affect the corporation’s 
governance.” 

In the supporting statement, the Proposal outlines the various topics the Company may evaluate 
if the Proposal where to pass:

 if and how the board oversees environmental risks and opportunities;
 if and how executive compensation is linked to environmental and social objectives;
 if and how Dominion is addressing pollution prevention;
 if and how Dominion is addressing water conservation;
 if and how Dominion is addressing carbon footprint;
 if and how Dominion is addressing gender diversity;
 if and how Dominion is addressing data privacy;
 if and how Dominion is addressing consumer health;
 if and how Dominion is addressing ethical practices;
 if and how Dominion is addressing conflict materials;
 if and how Dominion is addressing forced labor.

The supporting statement also references the Company’s environmental, social and governance 
ratings from Censible.1  It asserts that “[w]hile Dominion has good scores for employee satisfaction, 
workplace safety and governance, the ratings are low for pollution prevention, water conservation, 
carbon footprint and gender diversity. Dominion does not even receive ratings for: data privacy, 
consumer health, ethical practices, conflict materials and forced labor.”

Taken together, the Proposal is asking shareholders to request the Company evaluate how a 
wide-variety of environmental, social and governance (“ESG”) topics and trends that are related to 
human rights or to climate justice are affecting its governance. 

A copy of the Proposal and supporting statement, as well as related submission correspondence 
from the Proponent, is attached to this letter as Exhibit A.

BASIS FOR EXCLUSION

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

                                                
1 According to its website (www.Censible.co), Censible operates a database for investment professionals 
that aggregates millions of Environmental Social and Governance (ESG) data points to measure how 
stocks, mutual funds and ETFs perform on a variety of topics, from carbon emissions or gender diversity.
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 Rule 14a-8(i)(3) because the Proposal is impermissibly vague and indefinite and, 
otherwise, materially false and misleading in violation of Rule 14a-9; and

 Rule 14a-8(i)(10) because the Proposal has been substantially implemented by the 
Company.

DISCUSSION

I. Rule 14a-8(i)(3) – the Proposal may be omitted because it is vague and indefinite and 
otherwise materially false and misleading in violation of Rule 14a-9.

Rule 14a-8(i)(3) provides that a proposal may be omitted if it is “contrary to any of the 
Commission’s proxy rules, including Rule 14a-9, which prohibits materially false or misleading 
statements in proxy soliciting materials.” Rule 14a-9(a) prohibits statements which, at the time and 
in the light of the circumstances under which they are made, are false or misleading with respect to 
any material fact, or which omit to state any material fact necessary in order to make the statements 
therein not false or misleading.

The Staff has recognized that a proposal may be excluded pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(3) if 
“the resolution contained in the proposal is so inherently vague or indefinite that neither the 
stockholders voting on the proposal, nor the company in implementing the proposal (if adopted), 
would be able to determine with any reasonable certainty exactly what actions or measures the 
proposal requires.” Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (September 15, 2004) (“SLB 14B”). The Staff 
further indicated that this objection is warranted “where the proposal and the supporting statement, 
when read together, have the same result.” (SLB 14B).  In applying the inherently vague and 
indefinite standard, the Staff has noted that a proposal may be materially misleading where “any 
action ultimately taken by the Company upon implementation could be significantly different from 
the actions envisioned by shareholders voting on the proposal.” Fuqua Industries, Inc. (March 12, 
1991).  

As described above, the Proposal requests that the Company “evaluate how cultural shifts 
towards human rights and climate justice affect the corporation’s governance.” First, it is unclear 
what specific steps the Proposal is asking the Company to take.  Is it asking management to prepare 
a report? Is it seeking Board involvement or oversight? If the Proposal were to pass, would the 
Company be expected to evaluate its charter and bylaws, or also all of its governance-related 
policies and procedures and compensation practices, against a variety of ESG concerns? Would 
management or the Board be expected to establish forward-looking goals and/or propose possible 
changes? Even more importantly, which of the varied ESG topics described in the Proposal (carbon 
footprint, gender diversity, water conservation, forced labor, conflict materials, etc.) would 
shareholders expect the Company to address? For example, would it be expected to evaluate how 
carbon emission standards are affecting governance, or rather global human rights issues, such as 
forced labor in the African nations that produce conflict minerals?

The Proposal leaves these important points unexplained or otherwise up to the Company 
to determine. Different shareholders could have materially different interpretations of the Proposal, 
and different expectations of the actions by the Company if the Proposal were to pass. Some may 
expect the Company to evaluate gender and diversity issues, while other shareholders may expect 
the Company to evaluate data privacy or pollution prevention.  As a result, the Proposal would 
confuse shareholders attempting to vote on the matter. Also, if the Proposal were to pass, it would 
be impossible for the Company to understand which of the numerous ESG topics shareholders were
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expecting the Company to evaluate, or to understand the specific steps shareholders expected the 
Company to take in order to complete the requested evaluation. 

The Staff has previously allowed the exclusion of shareholder proposals where the proposal 
is subject to materially differing interpretations on the grounds that neither the shareholders nor the 
company would be able to determine with reasonable certainty what actions or measures the 
proposal requires. For example, in Puget Energy Inc. (Mar. 7, 2002), the Staff allowed Puget 
Energy to exclude a shareholder proposal where the proponent requested that Puget Energy create 
a policy for “improved corporate governance.” The proponent did not define the term “improved 
corporate governance” and the rest of the proposal did not include a definitive statement describing 
what was to be included in the policy or the means for its implementation. Similarly, in Cisco 
Systems, Inc. (Oct. 7, 2016), the Staff found that a shareholder proposal that asked the board of 
directors to not take any action “whose primary purpose is to prevent the effectiveness of 
shareholder vote without a compelling justification…” to be excludable as vague and indefinite.  In 
eBay Inc. (Apr. 10, 2019), the Staff allowed the exclusion of a proposal where the proponent 
requested that eBay should reform its executive compensation committee. The Staff allowed 
exclusion of the proposal because it would be difficult for either eBay or its shareholders to 
determine with reasonable certainty the “reform” that was being requested.  Finally, in Alcoa, Inc.
(Dec. 24, 2002), the Staff found that a shareholder proposal referencing “these human rights 
standards” was impermissibly vague and indefinite, and was excludable.

Like these excludable proposals, the Proposal is impermissibly vague and indefinite, and 
therefore, materially misleading in violation of Rule 14a-9 and the Company may exclude the 
Proposal from its Proxy Materials under Rule 14a-8(i)(3).

II. Rule 14a-8(i)(10) – The Proposal may be excluded because the Company has already 
substantially implemented the Proposal.

Rule 14a-8(i)(10) permits a company to exclude a shareholder proposal from its proxy 
materials if the company has substantially implemented the proposal. The SEC’s view of the 
purpose of this exclusion was stated with respect to the predecessor to Rule 14a-8(i)(10): the rule 
was “designed to avoid the possibility of shareholders having to consider matters which already 
have been favorably acted upon by the management.”  SEC Release No. 34-12598 (July 7, 1976).  
To be excluded, the proposal does not need to be implemented in full or exactly as presented by 
the proponent.  Instead, the standard for exclusion is substantial implementation.  Exchange Act 
Release No. 40018 (May 21, 1998) (the “1998 Release”).

The Staff has stated that, in determining whether a shareholder proposal has been 
substantially implemented, it will consider whether a company’s particular policies, practices, and 
procedures “compare favorably with the guidelines of the proposal.” The Staff has permitted 
companies to exclude proposals from their proxy materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(10) where a 
company satisfied the essential objective of the proposal, even if the company did not take the exact 
action requested by the proponent or implement the proposal in every detail or if the company 
exercised discretion in determining how to implement the proposal. See, e.g., Cisco Systems, Inc. 
(Sept. 27, 2016) (allowing exclusion under Rule 14a-8(i)(10) of a proxy access proposal despite its 
including eligibility criteria distinguishable from those in the company’s existing proxy access 
bylaw); Walgreen Co. (Sept. 26, 2013) (allowing exclusion under Rule 14a-8(i)(10) of a proposal 
requesting an amendment to the company’s organizational documents that would eliminate all 
super-majority vote requirements, where such company eliminated all but one such requirement); 
and Johnson & Johnson (Feb. 19, 2008) (allowing exclusion under Rule 14a-8(i)(10) of a proposal 
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requesting that the company’s board of directors amend the bylaws to permit a “reasonable 
percentage” of shareholders to call a special meeting where the proposal states that it “favors 10%” 
and the company planned to propose a bylaw amendment requiring at least 25% of shareholders to 
call a special meeting). See also, e.g., Hewlett-Packard Company (Dec. 11, 2007), Anheuser-Busch 
Cos., Inc. (Jan. 17, 2007) and Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. (Mar. 9, 2006). Further, when a company 
can demonstrate that it has already taken actions to address each element of a shareholder proposal, 
the Staff has concurred that the proposal has been “substantially implemented.” See, e.g., WD-40 
Co. (Sept. 27, 2016); Oracle Corp. (Aug. 11, 2016); Exxon Mobil Corp. (Mar. 17, 2015); Deere & 
Company (Nov. 13, 2012); Exxon Mobil Corp. (Mar. 23, 2009); Exxon Mobil Corp. (Jan. 24, 2001); 
and The Gap, Inc. (Mar. 8, 1996).

The Company continues to believe the Proposal is impermissibly vague and indefinite 
because it is unclear what specific actions the Company should take if it were to pass and because 
it is unclear as to which of the many ESG topics referenced in the Proposal the Company would be 
expected to address. Notwithstanding, we also believe the Proposal is excludable because the 
Company has established a formal mechanism by which a wide variety of ESG topics are regularly 
evaluated by the Company, including many of the topics specifically mentioned in the Proposal. In 
2018, the Board of Directors of the Company established a standing Sustainability and Corporate 
Responsibility Committee of the Board (the “SCR Committee”) comprised of non-employee 
directors, that oversees the Company’s performance as a sustainable organization and responsible 
corporate citizen. The SCR Committee is responsible for overseeing the Company’s strategies, 
activities and policies regarding environmental sustainability, corporate social responsibility and 
public issues of significance that may affect the stakeholders of the Company, including 
shareholders, employees, customers and the communities in which the Company operates.  

As described in the SCR Committee’s charter, attached hereto as Exhibit B, the SCR
Committee is specifically tasked with overseeing a variety of ESG topics, including the protection 
and improvement of the quality of the environment (which would naturally include pollution 
prevention, water conservation and carbon emissions), diversity, environmental justice, innovation, 
and sustainability and many others. The SCR Committee regularly receives and reviews reports on 
“societal, governmental, and environmental trends, risks and issues which may affect the 
Company’s operations” and makes “recommendations to the Board of Directors regarding plans 
and programs with respect thereto.”

Additionally, the Company regularly issues a Sustainability & Corporate Responsibility 
Report (the “SCR Report”).2 The SCR Report is prepared in accordance with the Core Option of 
the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Standards. As defined by those standards, the material topics 
discussed in the SCR Report are those that “reflect the … organization’s significant economic, 
environmental, and social impacts; or substantively influence the assessments and decisions of 
stakeholders,” and includes an index cross-referencing the topics covered in this report with the 
relevant GRI standards. In the interest of even greater transparency, the Company has also mapped 
disclosures in the SCR Report to two other important sets of standards: the United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goals and Sustainability Accounting Standards Board standards.
Therefore, not only does the Company regularly evaluate a multitude of ESG topics under the 
oversite of the SCR Committee, the Company also discloses significant amounts of information in 
its SCR Report regarding the same, consistent with the leading global reporting standards.

                                                
2 The 2018 SCR Report is available at https://sustainability.dominionenergy.com/downloads/
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As the Commission has recognized, there is no need to present shareholders a Proposal 
regarding a matter on which the Company’s management or board has already acted upon 
favorably.  See e.g., Entergy Corporation (Feb. 14, 2014) (permitting the exclusion, under Rule 
14a-8(i)(10), of a shareholder proposal requesting a report on near-term policies a company could 
adopt to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions where the company had already made numerous 
public disclosures regarding its greenhouse gas emissions).

For example, in Hess Corp. (April 11, 2019), the Staff permitted Hess Corp. to exclude a 
proposal requesting a report on how it could reduce its carbon footprint in alignment with 
greenhouse gas reductions necessary to achieve the Paris Agreement’s goals. Hess Corp. argued 
that its existing disclosures substantially implemented this proposal. Similarly, in AutoZone Inc.
(Oct. 9, 2019), the Staff permitted AutoZone to exclude a proposal calling for a sustainability report 
that was prepared in consideration of certain industry targets. In each of Hess Corp. and AutoZone
Inc., the Staff agreed that the companies’ existing public disclosures compared favorably with the 
guidelines of the proposals submitted by stockholders.

In sum, where particular policies, practices, and procedures of a company “compare 
favorably with the guidelines of the proposal” (AutoZone, Inc. (Oct. 9, 2019)), then the proposal 
may be excluded on the grounds that it has been substantially implemented. The Company has a 
dedicated committee of the Board that regularly evaluates a variety of human rights and climate 
justice topics, reviews the Company’s “policies, programs and activities” with respect to such 
topics and oversees the Company’s strategies and efforts regarding these matters. The Company 
also regularly discloses its efforts in these areas through its publicly available CSR Reports. 
Accordingly, because the Company has substantially implemented the Proposal, the Company may 
properly exclude the Proposal from the Proxy Materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(10).

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, we believe that the Proposal may be properly excluded from 
the Proxy Materials.  If you have any questions or need any additional information with regard to the 
enclosed or the foregoing, please contact me at (804) 775-4385 or kdeluca@mcguirewoods.com or 
Meredith Sanderlin Thrower, the Company’s Senior Assistant General Counsel – Securities, M&A 
and Project Development at (804) 819-2139 or meredith.s.thrower@dominionenergy.com. 

Sincerely,

                       

Katherine K. DeLuca

Enclosures
cc: Meredith Sanderlin Thrower, Senior Assistant General Counsel – Securities, M&A and

Project Development
Karen W. Doggett, Assistant Corporate Secretary and Director – Governance
Jane Whitt Sellers, Esquire, McGuireWoods LLP
Ms. Diana Smith, Proponent

    



Exhibit A
Proposal Submission and Related Correspondence





 
            

     

  

          
           
             
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         

             
  

            

             

              

             

      

              

      

               

 

             
                  

                
                
      



             
              

            
             

 

            
            





Exhibit B
Sustainability and Corporate Responsibility Committee Charter



Revised September 26, 2019 

Dominion Energy, Inc. 
(“Dominion Energy”) 

 
Sustainability and Corporate Responsibility  

Committee Charter 

 
I. PURPOSE 
The Sustainability and Corporate Responsibility Committee will assist the Dominion 
Energy Board of Directors in overseeing the Company’s performance as a responsible 
corporate citizen, including oversight of strategies, activities and policies regarding 
environmental sustainability, human talent management, diversity, corporate social 
responsibility, public issues of significance and related innovation matters, which may 
affect the stakeholders of the Company, including shareholders, employees, customers 
and the communities in which the Company operates. 
 
II. ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION 
1. The Committee is comprised of three or more non-management Directors who 

are appointed by the full Board and who serve at the Board’s pleasure.  Unless a 
Chair is elected by the Board, the Committee may designate a Chair by majority 
vote of its members.  

 
2. The Committee will meet at least three times annually or more frequently as 

circumstances dictate, and report at least annually to the Board on all of the 
matters discussed and acted on by the Committee.  A majority of the Committee 
constitutes a quorum, and the Committee may act by unanimous written consent.   

 
3. Periodically, the Committee will review this charter and update it as necessary 

(with any amendments subject to approval by the Board). 
 

4. The Committee will conduct an evaluation of its performance on an annual basis. 
 
III. RESPONSIBILITIES  
The Committee’s responsibilities and duties will be as follows: 
 
1. Review the Company’s policies, programs and activities and oversee the 

Company’s strategies and efforts with respect to the following environmental, 
social, economic and reputational matters: 
a. The Company’s protection and improvement of the quality of the 

environment, climate change programs and broader environmental policies 
and programs; 

b. Diversity, inclusion and talent management; and 
c. Community and stakeholder engagement, including but not limited to, 

environmental justice, engagement with diverse and local suppliers and 
community relations.  

 
2. Receive and review reports from management regarding: 
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a. Societal, governmental, and environmental trends, risks and issues which 
may affect the Company’s operations, and make recommendations to the 
Board of Directors regarding plans and programs with respect thereto; 

b. Integration of sustainability into the Company’s operations; 
c. The state of the Company’s relationships with key stakeholders, how those 

constituencies view the Company and the issues raised by them; and 
d. The Company’s efforts to support community needs, including charitable 

contributions and community service, including those of the Company’s 
charitable foundation. 

3. Review sustainability and corporate responsibility reports and other significant 
communications and reporting to stakeholders of environmental and social 
responsibility initiatives and activities. 

 
4. Review sustainability targets established by the Company and receive reports 

from management on the Company’s progress in achieving those commitments. 
 

5. Receive, review and discuss regular reports from the Company’s Environmental 
Officer, or such other appropriate or successor position(s), regarding the 
Company’s initiatives to support environmental performance and compliance. 

 
6. Receive periodic reports from the Company’s Chief Innovation Officer, or such 

other appropriate or successor position(s), and oversee the Company’s 
Innovation, Technology & Sustainability Committee, or such other appropriate or 
successor management committee(s), regarding the Company’s initiatives to 
support innovation, technology and sustainability. 
 

7. Review and discuss any shareholder proposal that relates to any matter 
overseen by the Committee. 
 

8. Perform such other functions as may be assigned by the Board of Directors or as 
specified in its Corporate Governance Guidelines or any policies approved by the 
Board or such other duties and responsibilities as consistent with the purpose of 
the Committee and as the Board or Committee may deem appropriate. 
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