
  
 

  

February 11, 2021 

 

Via e-mail at shareholderproposals@sec.gov  

Securities and Exchange Commission  

Office of the Chief Counsel 

Division of Corporation Finance 

100 F Street, NE  

Washington, DC 20549 

 

Re: Request by Amazon.com Inc. to omit proposal submitted by CtW Investment 

Group 

Ladies and Gentlemen,  

 Pursuant to Rule 14a-8 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, CtW 

Investment Group (“CtW”) submitted a shareholder proposal (the "Proposal") to 

Amazon.com Inc. (“Amazon” or the “Company”). The Proposal asks Amazon’s board 

to report to shareholders on how it oversees risks related to anticompetitive 

practices, including whether the full board or board committee has oversight 

responsibility, whether and how consideration of such risks is incorporated into 

board deliberations regarding strategy, and the board’s role in Amazon’s public 

policy activities related to such risks. 

In a letter to the Division dated January 25, 2021 (the "No-Action Request"), 

Amazon stated that it intends to omit the Proposal from its proxy materials to be 

distributed to shareholders in connection with the Company's 2021 annual meeting 

of shareholders. Amazon argues that it is entitled to exclude the Proposal in 

reliance on Rule 14a-8(i)(7), on the ground that the Proposal deals with Amazon’s 

ordinary business operations. As discussed more fully below, Amazon has not met 

its burden of proving its entitlement to exclude the Proposal on that basis, and we 

respectfully request that Amazon’s request for relief be denied.  

 

The Proposal 

 

The Proposal states: 

 

RESOLVED that shareholders of Amazon.com, Inc. (“Amazon”) ask the board 

of directors to report to shareholders on how it oversees risks related to 

anticompetitive practices, including whether the full board or board 



committee has oversight responsibility, whether and how consideration of 

such risks is incorporated into board deliberations regarding strategy, and 

the board’s role in Amazon’s public policy activities related to such risks. The 

report should be prepared at reasonable expense and should omit confidential 

or proprietary information.  

Ordinary Business 

 

 Rule 14a-8(i)(7) allows exclusion of proposals related to a company’s ordinary 

business operations. Amazon argues that the Proposal relates to the Company’s 

ordinary business operations because it addresses legal compliance and litigation 

strategy, without implicating a significant policy issue. Those arguments rest on a 

characterization of the Proposal that ignores its plain language. Because the 

Proposal addresses the strategic, reputational, and public policy risks created by 

anticompetitive practices, and because those practices are a significant policy issue 

for Amazon, the Company should not be permitted to exclude the Proposal on 

ordinary business grounds. 

 

The Proposal’s Subject is the Risks Associated With Anticompetitive Practices, Not 

Compliance or Litigation/Investigations Strategy 

 

The Proposal focuses on board oversight of various kinds of risk stemming 

from anticompetitive practices. The resolved clause casts a broad net, seeking 

information about various aspects of board oversight. Not only does the resolved 

clause not explicitly ask for information about compliance or 

litigation/investigations strategy; the supporting statement makes clear that risks 

related to anticompetitive practices encompass strategic, reputational, and 

regulatory consequences of Amazon’s behavior, undermining Amazon’s claim that 

compliance and litigation/investigations strategy are the implicit subjects of the 

Proposal.  

 

Amazon points to “numerous references in the Supporting Statement to 

‘regulation’ and investigations” as evidence that “the focus of the Proposal is on the 

Company’s compliance with competition laws and regulations.”1 Analysis of the 

supporting statement, however, does not support that conclusion. The supporting 

statement’s first paragraph describes negative public perceptions about large tech 

companies’ business practices, which could affect consumers’ choices. That 

discussion does not implicate compliance or litigation/investigations strategy. 

 

While the supporting statement’s second paragraph describes several 

investigations into anticompetitive practices by tech companies, the purpose of that 

discussion is not to suggest that the report sought by the Proposal should reveal 

details about how Amazon’s board manages such investigations. Instead, the fact of 

                                                 
1  No-Action Request, at 6. 



the investigations (and in the case of the House Antitrust Committee, the findings 

from its report) were included to show that there is reason to believe that Amazon 

engages in anticompetitive practices. Such a showing is necessary to make the case 

for the Proposal, as investors consider evidence of past controversies or problems at 

a company when determining how to vote on a proposal regarding board oversight.2 

The third paragraph’s references to investigations by European regulators serve a 

similar purpose.  

 

Finally, the fourth paragraph focuses on the risk of increased regulation as a 

result of concern over anticompetitive practices. That risk does not relate to 

compliance or litigation/investigation strategy, which by definition involve existing 

laws and rules. As discussed below, much of the debate over digital platforms’ 

anticompetitive practices emphasizes the limits of existing rules and proposes 

potential new rules and regulatory bodies. The risk of regulatory blowback is even 

more pronounced now, following President Biden’s victory and the new Democratic 

Senate majority, than it was when the Proposal was submitted. It is too simplistic, 

then, to equate references to “regulation” to a focus on compliance or 

litigation/investigation strategy. 

 

Amazon’s claim that the Proposal’s subject is legal compliance or 

litigation/investigation strategy lacks textual basis. It ignores the numerous risks 

that anticompetitive practices pose to Amazon’s business, strategy, and reputation 

as well as the possibility that such practices will push legislators and regulators to 

adopt new rules. The numerous determinations Amazon cites on page 5 of the No-

Action Request, which involved proposals that squarely requested reports on legal 

compliance, are therefore inapposite.3 

 

Finally, there is no reason to believe that implementation of the Proposal 

would prejudice Amazon in any pending legal or administrative proceedings, as 

                                                 
2  See, e.g., Institutional Shareholder Services, U.S. Proxy Voting Guidelines Benchmark Policy 

Recommendations, at 19 (publ. Nov. 19, 2020) 

(www.issgovernance.com/file/policy/active/americas/US-Voting-Guidelines.pdf) (listing “[c]ompany 

performance related to the issue for which board oversight is sought” as a factor to consider for 

proposals asking for the establishment of a new board committee). 
3  The resolved clauses of these proposals sought “a discussion of the actions taken to ensure 

compliance with applicable federal and state laws” (Navient); “efforts to implement” several 

different fair employment statutes (Raytheon); an explanation of why the company’s ethics code did 

not promote “[c]ompliance with securities laws, and SEC rules and regulations” (Sprint Nextel); a 

report on “the compliance of the company and its contractors with federal and state laws governing 

proper classification of employees and independent contractors” (FedEx); “an independent 

investigation of management’s involvement in the falsification of environmental reports” (AES); an 

annual report on “[t]he cumulative results of independent laboratory tests of its product quality 

against the applicable national laws” (Coca-Cola); and a report on “the policies and procedures 

adopted and implemented to reduce or eliminate the reoccurrence of such violations and 

investigations.” (Halliburton) (emphases added) 



Amazon claims.4 Amazon has not explained how board oversight of risks related to 

anticompetitive practices, the subject of the Proposal, is relevant to pending 

proceedings alleging “price-fixing arrangements, monopolization and attempted 

monopolization of an alleged market in online retail or other alleged submarkets,” 

“distorting competition in online retail markets,” or “use of marketplace seller 

data.”5 The Proposal does not request disclosure about anticompetitive practices 

themselves that could constitute an admission. In that respect, the Proposal differs 

from those at issue in the determinations on which Amazon relies, all of which 

asked the companies to disclose information central to claims they were litigating, 

which could have constituted admissions, not just information on a somewhat 

related subject.6  

 

Anticompetitive Practices by Digital Platforms Are a Significant Policy Issue 

 

Companies may not rely on the ordinary business exclusion to omit proposals 

that “focus[] on sufficiently significant social policy issues.”7 To determine whether a 

topic qualifies as a significant social policy issue, the Division analyzes whether it is 

a “consistent topic of widespread public debate.”8 Amazon is correct that the Staff 

has never determined that anticompetitive practices by digital platforms are a 

significant policy issue. But over the past several years such practices, including 

engaged in by Amazon, have generated a great deal of debate among the public and 

policy makers and the subject thus qualifies as a significant policy issue.  

 

 The debate over anticompetitive practices has been robust over the past 

several years, even in 2020 when the COVID-19 pandemic and U.S. elections 

demanded significant attention. Buzzfeed editor-in-chief Ben Smith announced in 

2017 that there was “blood in the water” for big tech. “The new corporate leviathans 

that used to be seen as bright new avatars of American innovation,” he wrote, “are 

increasingly portrayed as sinister new centers of unaccountable power, a 

transformation likely to have major consequences for the industry and for American 

politics.”9 The events of the following three and a half years have proven him right. 

 

 Academic institutions have taken up monopoly and competition issues in the 

tech industry over the past few years. A widely-read 2016 Yale Law Journal article 

by Lina Khan, “Amazon’s Antitrust Paradox,” helped catalyze the current debate.10 

                                                 
4  No-Action Request, at 8. 
5  No-Action Request, at 8-9. 
6  See No-Action Request, at 6-7. 
7  Exchange Act Release No. 40018 (May 21, 1998). 
8  See, e.g., Duke Energy Corp. (Mar. 1, 2002); AT&T Inc. (Feb. 2, 2011). 
9  https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/bensmith/theres-blood-in-the-water-in-silicon-

valley#.xqwBdqODp 
10  See https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2017/06/ro-khanna-amazon-whole-

foods/530805/ (“Then [New America’s] Matt Stoller’s and Lina Khan’s work. Their work has gotten 

the attention of some of us in Congress that we need to reorient antitrust policy from the Robert 

https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2017/06/ro-khanna-amazon-whole-foods/530805/
https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2017/06/ro-khanna-amazon-whole-foods/530805/


Khan argued that digital platforms present unique competition concerns because 

they control the “essential infrastructure on which their rivals depend.”11  

 

 In 2017, the Stigler Center at the University of Chicago Booth School of 

Business undertook what it described as an “ ambitious project to reinvigorate the 

discussion of concentration and monopoly in the United States.”12 The center held 

conferences on the subject in 2017, 2018 and 2019, forming a Digital Platforms 

Committee at the 2018 meeting.13 That Committee’s 2019 Final Report found that 

“Digital Platforms tend toward monopolies”14 and proposed changing merger 

guidelines for digital platforms and creating a new regulator to oversee them as 

possible solutions.15  

 

 NYU law school hosted a February 2020 conference on the theme, “Antitrust 

and 21st Century Bigness: Dealing With Tech Platforms in a Globalized World,” 

featuring discussions of merger analysis and the adequacy of current laws in 

dealing with monopoly and abuse.16 A symposium on “The Tech Giants, Monopoly 

Power, and Public Discourse” was convened in November 2019 at Columbia 

University’s Knight First Amendment Institute.17 In October 2020, Yale Law School 

held a “Big Tech and Antitrust” conference18 and Colorado University-Boulder’s 

Silicon Flatirons Center put on a two-day event in February 2019 entitled “Internet 

Platforms’ Rising Dominance, Evolving Governance.”19 

 

 Think tanks and policy organizations that have sponsored conferences and 

panel discussions, or published reports or papers on anticompetitive practices by 

digital platforms (or both), include the Roosevelt Institute,20 Open Markets 

                                                 
Bork days, who made the whole thing a litmus test just about consumer prices, so that if something 

helps consumer prices, it can’t be an antitrust violation.”) 
11  https://digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=5785&context=ylj 
12  https://www.chicagobooth.edu/research/stigler/events/antitrust-competition-conference 
13  See https://www.chicagobooth.edu/research/stigler/events/antitrust-competition-conference; 

https://www.chicagobooth.edu/research/stigler/events; see also 

https://promarket.org/2017/05/05/connection-market-concentration-rise-inequality/; 

https://www.chicagomag.com/city-life/September-2017/University-of-Chicago-Big-Tech-Monopoly/  
14  https://research.chicagobooth.edu/-/media/research/stigler/pdfs/digital-platforms---committee-

report---stigler-center.pdf at 7. 
15  https://research.chicagobooth.edu/-/media/research/stigler/pdfs/digital-platforms---committee-

report---stigler-center.pdf, at 16, 18. For coverage of the report, see  
16  https://www.law.nyu.edu/conferences/2020-Bigness-Antitrust-Conference 
17  https://knightcolumbia.org/research/the-tech-giants-monopoly-power-and-public-discourse 
18  https://law.yale.edu/isp/events/big-tech-antitrust 
19  https://siliconflatirons.org/events/internet-platforms-rising-dominance-evolving-governance/ 
20  https://rooseveltinstitute.org/2017/10/26/america-has-a-monopoly-problem-and-its-huge/ 

https://www.chicagobooth.edu/research/stigler/events/antitrust-competition-conference
https://promarket.org/2017/05/05/connection-market-concentration-rise-inequality/
https://www.chicagomag.com/city-life/September-2017/University-of-Chicago-Big-Tech-Monopoly/


Institute,21 the Pew Research Center,22 Common Wealth,23 the Institute for Local 

Self-Reliance,24 the Information Technology & Innovation Foundation,25 the Kenan 

Institute,26 and the Disruptive Competition Project.27 

 

Congress has taken a keen interest in the market power of big tech 

platforms. A recent article in The New York Times described the shift in 

Congressional sentiment regarding the big tech companies and anticompetitive 

practices over the past several years: 

 

The last time Senator Amy Klobuchar, the Minnesota Democrat, sat in the 

majority, her party was fawning over Silicon Valley. Lawmakers praised the 

ingenuity of Facebook and Amazon, while President Barack Obama and 

regulators fought alongside Google and Twitter to protect the growth of 

internet businesses. Now, many of those same politicians are gearing up to 

tame those companies. And Ms. Klobuchar, who leads the Senate panel 

overseeing antitrust, is expected to play a leading role. Many Democrats, as 

well as some Republicans, want to take on Big Tech with laws and 

regulations to address issues like market power, data privacy, and 

disinformation and hate speech. Those ambitions have only grown since the 

insurrection of Capitol Hill, with more members of Congress pointing to the 

power of the tech companies as the root cause of many problems.28 

 

 In August 2019, prompted by a Buzzfeed story highlighting quality problems 

and inauthentic reviews for products receiving the “Amazon’s Choice” designation,29 

Senators Blumenthal and Menendez sent a letter to Amazon asking for a “detailed 

explanation” of how it makes those selections.30 Senator Menendez publicly 

                                                 
21  See, e.g., https://www.openmarketsinstitute.org/publications/discussion-what-you-can-do-to-fight-

monopolies-with-recently-published-authors-zephyr-teachout-and-barry-lynn-; 

https://www.openmarketsinstitute.org/technology-power 
22  https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/02/PI_2020.02.21_future-

democracy_REPORT.pdf 
23  https://www.common-wealth.co.uk/reports/common-platform-tech-utility-antitrust 
24  https://ilsr.org/amazon-stranglehold/ 
25  https://itif.org/publications/2020/07/23/monopoly-myths-do-internet-platforms-threaten-

competition (arguing that additional regulation is unnecessary) 
26  https://kenaninstitute.unc.edu/kenan-insight/the-role-of-tech-monopolies-in-mapping-the-

geography-of-wealth/ 
27  https://www.project-disco.org/competition/021320-assessing-monopoly-power-or-dominance-in-

platform-markets-a-summary/ 
28  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/01/26/technology/congress-antitrust-tech.html 
29  https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/nicolenguyen/amazons-choice-bad-products 
30  https://www.wsj.com/articles/democratic-senators-want-answers-about-listings-for-unsafe-

merchandise-on-amazon-com-11567101615; https://www.cnet.com/news/amazon-offers-more-details-

on-amazons-choice-but-senator-isnt-impressed/; https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/12/senators-ask-

amazon-ceo-jeff-bezos-to-explain-amazons-choice-badge.html (“The letter is the latest example of 

Washington’s growing concern of Big Tech, specifically regarding the control Amazon has over 

consumer behavior as more shopping activity moves online and to mobile devices.”); 

https://www.openmarketsinstitute.org/publications/discussion-what-you-can-do-to-fight-monopolies-with-recently-published-authors-zephyr-teachout-and-barry-lynn-
https://www.openmarketsinstitute.org/publications/discussion-what-you-can-do-to-fight-monopolies-with-recently-published-authors-zephyr-teachout-and-barry-lynn-
https://itif.org/publications/2020/07/23/monopoly-myths-do-internet-platforms-threaten-competition
https://itif.org/publications/2020/07/23/monopoly-myths-do-internet-platforms-threaten-competition
https://www.wsj.com/articles/democratic-senators-want-answers-about-listings-for-unsafe-merchandise-on-amazon-com-11567101615
https://www.wsj.com/articles/democratic-senators-want-answers-about-listings-for-unsafe-merchandise-on-amazon-com-11567101615
https://www.cnet.com/news/amazon-offers-more-details-on-amazons-choice-but-senator-isnt-impressed/
https://www.cnet.com/news/amazon-offers-more-details-on-amazons-choice-but-senator-isnt-impressed/
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/12/senators-ask-amazon-ceo-jeff-bezos-to-explain-amazons-choice-badge.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/12/senators-ask-amazon-ceo-jeff-bezos-to-explain-amazons-choice-badge.html


expressed dissatisfaction with Amazon’s response, which he said confirmed 

suspicions that quality does not play an important role.31 The House Committee on 

Small Business heard testimony from both small businesses and big tech firms at a 

hearing in November 2019 entitled “A Fair Playing Field? Investigating Big Tech’s 

Impact on Small Business.”32 The Committee heard testimony both favorable and 

unfavorable to the platforms.33 

 

 The House Judiciary Committee’s Antitrust Subcommittee opened an 

investigation in 2019 into anticompetitive practices by Amazon, Apple, Facebook, 

and Google. The investigation involved “seven congressional hearings, the 

production of nearly 1.3 million internal documents and communications, 

submissions from 38 antitrust experts, and interviews with more than 240 market 

participants, former employees of the investigated platforms, and other 

individuals.”34  

 

 The Subcommittee’s majority staff issued a final report in October 2020 

finding that the four companies “have captured control over key channels of 

distribution and have come to function as gatekeepers” and that this dominance 

“has diminished consumer choice, eroded innovation and entrepreneurship in the 

U.S. economy, weakened the vibrancy of the free and diverse press, and undermined 

Americans’ privacy.35 The Subcommittee concluded that Amazon has leveraged its 

control over 50% or more of online sales to “engage[] in extensive anticompetitive 

conduct in its treatment of third-party sellers,” including “exploit[ing] its access to 

competing sellers’ data and information.”36 The report also raised concerns that 

Amazon’s “early leadership” in voice assistant ecosystems “is leading to the 

                                                 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-amazon-com-senate/u-s-senators-ask-amazon-ceo-if-amazons-

choice-deceives-consumers-idUSKCN1V21VK 
31  https://www.cnet.com/news/amazon-offers-more-details-on-amazons-choice-but-senator-isnt-

impressed/ 
32  https://smallbusiness.house.gov/calendar/eventsingle.aspx?EventID=2981 
33  See https://smallbusiness.house.gov/uploadedfiles/11-14-19_ms._prodromitis_testimony.pdf (small 

business owner and Amazon seller praising the company); 

https://smallbusiness.house.gov/uploadedfiles/11-14-19_mr._feld_testimony.pdf  (describing problems 

associated with digital platform dominance and suggesting new regulation). 
34  https://judiciary.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3429 
35  https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf, at 10, 12. For 

examples of coverage of the report, see https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/06/technology/congress-big-

tech-monopoly-power.html; https://apnews.com/article/technology-

50e69e921c6699a3edbd730c12292436; https://www.wsj.com/articles/house-panel-calls-for-congress-

to-break-up-tech-giants-11602016985; https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/10/tech/apple-amazon-facebook-

amazon-monopoly-data/index.html; https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2020/10/08/congress-

big-tech-anti-trust/; https://www.npr.org/2020/10/06/920882893/how-are-apple-amazon-facebook-

google-monopolies-house-report-counts-the-ways; https://www.cnbc.com/2020/10/06/house-democrats-

say-facebook-amazon-alphabet-apple-enjoy-monopoly-power.html 
36  https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf, at 15-16 

https://smallbusiness.house.gov/uploadedfiles/11-14-19_ms._prodromitis_testimony.pdf
https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/06/technology/congress-big-tech-monopoly-power.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/06/technology/congress-big-tech-monopoly-power.html
https://apnews.com/article/technology-50e69e921c6699a3edbd730c12292436
https://apnews.com/article/technology-50e69e921c6699a3edbd730c12292436
https://www.wsj.com/articles/house-panel-calls-for-congress-to-break-up-tech-giants-11602016985
https://www.wsj.com/articles/house-panel-calls-for-congress-to-break-up-tech-giants-11602016985
https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/10/tech/apple-amazon-facebook-amazon-monopoly-data/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/10/tech/apple-amazon-facebook-amazon-monopoly-data/index.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2020/10/08/congress-big-tech-anti-trust/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2020/10/08/congress-big-tech-anti-trust/
https://www.npr.org/2020/10/06/920882893/how-are-apple-amazon-facebook-google-monopolies-house-report-counts-the-ways
https://www.npr.org/2020/10/06/920882893/how-are-apple-amazon-facebook-google-monopolies-house-report-counts-the-ways
https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf


collection of highly sensitive consumer data, which Amazon can use to promote its 

other business, including e-commerce and Prime Video.”37  

 

 The report recommended that Congress consider legislation imposing 

structural separation and line of business restrictions.38 Tech website The Verge 

asserted that the recommendations “could have sweeping consequences for the 

biggest tech companies. They would restrict which lines of business dominant 

companies could operate in, potentially severing many of the companies into 

separate entities. Non-discrimination rules would regulate platforms like Facebook, 

YouTube, and Amazon more like cable companies and phone networks.”39  

 

 The idea of a new regulator has achieved significant momentum and public 

attention. According to an October 2020 New York Times article: “One solution [for 

entrenched market power]: a specialist regulator that would focus on the major tech 

companies. It would establish and enforce a set of basic rules of conduct, which 

would include not allowing the companies to favor their own services, exclude 

competitors or acquire emerging rivals and require them to permit competitors 

access to their platforms and data on reasonable terms.”40 A report on a New York 

Times Deal Book forum in 2019 noted that “Congress is looking at creating a new 

digital authority or significantly expanding the powers of the Federal Trade 

Commission to regulate the tech giants.”41 

 

 Democratic presidential primary contenders in the 2020 race highlighted 

anticompetitive practices by digital platforms. Senator Elizabeth Warren, who was 

sounding the alarm as far back as 2016,42 proposed breaking up--she called it 

“structural separation”--the big digital platforms, including Amazon.43 Bernie 

Sanders and Tom Steyer also favored such breakups.44 Andrew Yang stated that 

                                                 
37  https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf, at 16. 
38  See https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf, at 379-80. 
39  https://www.theverge.com/2020/10/6/21504814/congress-antitrust-report-house-judiciary-

committee-apple-google-amazon-facebook 
40  https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/22/technology/antitrust-laws-tech-new-regulator.html 
41  https://www.nytimes.com/2019/11/11/business/dealbook/makan-delrahim-kevin-systrom-bill-gates-

regulation-technology.html 
42  https://www.warren.senate.gov/files/documents/2016-6-29_Warren_Antitrust_Speech.pdf (“Google, 

Apple, and Amazon provide platforms that lots of other companies depend on for survival. But 

Google, Apple, and Amazon also, in many cases, compete with those same small companies, so that 

the platform can become a tool to snuff out competition.” 
43  https://medium.com/@teamwarren/heres-how-we-can-break-up-big-tech-9ad9e0da324c; 

https://www.fastcompany.com/90317419/elizabeth-warren-wants-to-break-up-google-amazon-

facebook; https://www.newyorker.com/tech/annals-of-technology/mark-zuckerberg-elizabeth-warren-

and-the-case-for-regulating-big-tech 
44  https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-election-tech-factbox/where-u-s-presidential-candidates-

stand-on-breaking-up-big-tech-idUSKBN1ZN16C 

https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf
https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf
https://www.warren.senate.gov/files/documents/2016-6-29_Warren_Antitrust_Speech.pdf
https://medium.com/@teamwarren/heres-how-we-can-break-up-big-tech-9ad9e0da324c
https://www.fastcompany.com/90317419/elizabeth-warren-wants-to-break-up-google-amazon-facebook
https://www.fastcompany.com/90317419/elizabeth-warren-wants-to-break-up-google-amazon-facebook


companies like Amazon, Facebook and Google would be “well served” by breaking 

up, though he appeared to contemplate it as a voluntary action.45 

 

 The debate over big tech’s anticompetitive practices has also been active 

outside the U.S. Margrethe Vestager, then European Union’s Commissioner for 

Competition, commissioned a report on “how competition policy should evolve to 

continue to promote pro-consumer innovation in the digital age.”46 The report, 

issued in 2019, found that digital platforms “play a form of regulatory role as they 

determine the rules according to which their users, including consumers, business 

users and providers of complementary services, interact”47; it concluded that 

regulatory changes are necessary to address practices such as self-preferencing 

(where a platform subjects third-party sellers to different rules than applied to the 

platform itself).48 In December 2020, Vestager proposed the Digital Services Act and 

Digital Markets Act, which, among other things, impose new rules on “gatekeepers,” 

large platforms that operate as a gateway between a large number of businesses 

and users over a period of time, including rules prohibiting the use of data collected 

from businesses when competing against them, requiring interoperability, and 

banning self-preferencing.49 

 

 Platforms are even accusing each other of anticompetitive practices. In 

December 2020, Facebook characterized as anticompetitive Apple’s new rules 

requiring Facebook to give users of Apple devices the right to opt in to Facebook’s 

user tracking on other sites and apps and targeted advertising. Facebook ran full-

page newspaper advertisements opposing those rules.50 

 

 Anticompetitive practices by large digital platforms, including Amazon, have 

been the subject of a truly massive amount of coverage in national media outlets. It 

would be impossible to catalogue all of it, but a non-exhaustive list appears below:  
  

 https://www.nytimes.com/2021/01/26/technology/congress-antitrust-tech.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/06/technology/congress-big-tech-monopoly-

power.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/07/29/technology/big-tech-hearing-apple-amazon-

facebook-google.html 

                                                 
45  https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/andrew-yang-big-tech-companies-served-

broken/story?id=63050432 
46  https://ec.europa.eu/competition/publications/reports/kd0419345enn.pdf, at 2. 
47  https://ec.europa.eu/competition/publications/reports/kd0419345enn.pdf, at 5. 
48  https://ec.europa.eu/competition/publications/reports/kd0419345enn.pdf, at 66-68. 
49  https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/STATEMENT_20_2450; for coverage of the 

proposals, see https://www.cnbc.com/2020/12/04/eu-vestager-hints-big-tech-will-have-to-end-self-

preferencing.html; https://www.bbc.com/news/technology-55307115; 

https://www.politico.eu/article/europe-digital-markets-act-services-act-tech-competition-rules-

margrethe-vestager-thierry-breton/ 
50  https://www.reuters.com/article/us-facebook-apple/facebook-accuses-apple-of-anticompetitive-

behavior-over-privacy-changes-idUSKBN28Q2LG 
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https://www.bbc.com/news/technology-55307115


 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/07/24/technology/global-antitrust-institute-google-

amazon-qualcomm.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/22/technology/antitrust-laws-tech-new-

regulator.html  

 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/17/technology/antitrust-hearing-boulder-

colorado.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/02/11/technology/ftc-tech-giants-acquisitions.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/12/20/technology/antitrust-case-google-facebook.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/11/11/business/dealbook/makan-delrahim-kevin-

systrom-bill-gates-regulation-technology.html (“What, if anything, should be done to 

rein in the Big Tech companies? New rules? Tougher enforcement? Break them up? 

That is a hot topic in the United States, and in other countries.”) 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/09/20/technology/house-antitrust-investigation-big-

tech.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/07/business/facebook-google-antitrust-

germany.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/20/technology/tech-giants-antitrust-law.html 

(“Now a backlash is mounting as renegade scholars try to reverse years of 

established doctrine that they say does not appropriately take the clout of those 

companies into account.”) 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/03/technology/facebook-ftc-antitrust.html 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/09/07/technology/monopoly-antitrust-lina-khan-

amazon.html 

 https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2020/10/06/amazon-apple-facebook-

google-congress/ 

 https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2020/10/08/congress-big-tech-anti-trust/ 

 https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2020/07/30/antitrust-amazon-apple-

facebook-google/ 

 https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2021/01/18/biden-antitrust-big-tech/ 

 https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/is-amazon-getting-too-

big/2017/07/28/ff38b9ca-722e-11e7-9eac-d56bd5568db8_story.html 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/these-are-the-u-s-antitrust-cases-facing-google-

facebook-and-others-11608150564 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/ftc-to-examine-how-facebook-s-practices-affect-digital-

competition-11559576731 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/amazon-changed-search-algorithm-in-ways-that-boost-

its-own-products-11568645345#:~:text=Dana%20Mattioli,- 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/amazon-scooped-up-data-from-its-own-sellers-to-

launch-competing-products-11587650015 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/klobuchar-to-introduce-antitrust-bill-raising-bar-for-

technology-deals-11612432800 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-misguided-antitrust-attack-on-big-tech-

11600125182?mod=article_inline 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/breaking-up-or-better-regulating-big-tech-11600622572 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/big-tech-and-antitrust-a-path-forward-11608061980 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/antitrust-cant-catch-big-tech-11568577387 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/ftc-to-clarify-its-power-to-regulate-big-tech-

11568322161 
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 https://www.wsj.com/articles/tech-giants-to-face-eu-legal-push-on-content-

competition-taxes-11593967270 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/after-big-tech-hearing-congress-takes-aim-but-from-

different-directions-11596149053 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/democratic-senators-want-answers-about-listings-for-

unsafe-merchandise-on-amazon-com-11567101615 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-government-vs-big-tech-arguments-each-side-

could-make-11568031427 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/amazons-size-is-becoming-a-problemfor-amazon-

11557547211 

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/house-panel-calls-for-congress-to-break-up-tech-giants-

11602016985 

 https://www.usatoday.com/story/tech/news/2017/06/26/amazon-getting-too-

big/103144054/ 

 https://www.npr.org/2020/10/06/920882893/how-are-apple-amazon-facebook-google-

monopolies-house-report-counts-the-ways 

 https://www.npr.org/2020/07/30/896952403/4-key-takeaways-from-washingtons-big-

tech-hearing-on-monopoly-power 

 https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2018/07/lina-khan-antitrust/561743/ 

 https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2017/06/ro-khanna-amazon-whole-

foods/530805/ 

 https://www.bbc.com/news/business-54443188 

 https://www.bbc.com/news/business-39875417 

 https://www.fastcompany.com/90416600/this-man-says-big-tech-is-the-greatest-

threat-to-democracy-since-the-civil-war (describing proposals for updating antitrust 

law) 

 https://www.fastcompany.com/90317419/elizabeth-warren-wants-to-break-up-google-

amazon-facebook 

 https://www.wired.com/story/opinion-a-primer-to-big-techs-antitrust-hearing-theyre-

almost-all-guilty/  

 https://time.com/collection-post/5692977/lina-khan-next-generation-leaders/ 

 https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2018-12-10/the-battle-over-monopoly-

power-is-just-beginning 

 https://www.axios.com/the-new-exxons-2474410557.html 

 https://www.newyorker.com/business/currency/how-elizabeth-warren-came-up-with-

a-plan-to-break-up-big-tech 

 https://www.newyorker.com/tech/annals-of-technology/mark-zuckerberg-elizabeth-

warren-and-the-case-for-regulating-big-tech 

 https://nymag.com/intelligencer/2020/07/big-tech-congress-hearing-amazon-facebook-

zuckerberg-gaetz-google.html 

 https://www.economist.com/business/2019/10/24/dismembering-big-tech 

 https://www.economist.com/special-report/2016/09/15/the-rise-of-the-superstars 

 https://www.economist.com/business/2020/10/07/google-antitrust-and-how-best-to-

regulate-big-tech 

 https://www.economist.com/united-states/2020/07/28/alphabet-amazon-apple-and-

facebook-face-an-antitrust-grilling 

 https://www.politico.com/news/2020/07/29/amazon-antitrust-hearing-385632 
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 https://www.politico.com/story/2019/06/14/open-market-institute-silicon-valley-

monopolies-1507673 

 https://prospect.org/health/big-tech-new-predatory-capitalism/ 

 https://www.ft.com/content/7945c568-4fe7-11e9-9c76-bf4a0ce37d49 

 https://www.seattletimes.com/nation-world/amazon-antitrust-critic-has-her-own-

critics-now/ 

 https://blog.lareviewofbooks.org/interviews/concentrated-control-talking-lina-khan/ 

 https://www.cnbc.com/2020/08/06/amazon-apple-google-and-amazon-emails-most-

revealing-antitrust-finds.html  

 https://www.cnbc.com/2020/10/07/after-congress-big-tech-antitrust-report-its-time-

to-rewrite-the-laws.html 

 https://www.cnbc.com/2020/10/06/house-democrats-say-facebook-amazon-alphabet-

apple-enjoy-monopoly-power.html 

 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-facebook-apple/facebook-accuses-apple-of-

anticompetitive-behavior-over-privacy-changes-idUSKBN28Q2LG 

 https://fortune.com/2020/10/22/big-tech-antitrust-regulation-investigations-laws/ 

 https://www.post-gazette.com/opinion/2020/12/08/Time-for-action-on-Big-Tech-

European-Union-EU-US-Government/stories/202012080018 

 https://www.theverge.com/2020/10/6/21504814/congress-antitrust-report-house-

judiciary-committee-apple-google-amazon-facebook 

 https://www.theverge.com/2019/2/5/18212213/amazons-facebook-break-up-antitrust-

paradox-lina-kahn-vergecast 

 https://www.theverge.com/2017/9/5/16243868/google-monopoly-antitrust-open-

markets-barry-lynn 

 https://www.theverge.com/2020/12/22/22195719/amazon-antitrust-wsj-investigation-

competition-marketplace-sellers 

 https://www.businessinsider.com/amazon-startup-investment-competitors-wsj-

report-echo-nucleus-ubi-2020-7 

 https://www.cnn.com/2018/09/14/politics/ftc-antitrust-monopoly/index.html 

 https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/10/tech/apple-amazon-facebook-amazon-monopoly-

data/index.html 

 https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/06/tech/congress-big-tech-antitrust-report/index.html 

 https://newrepublic.com/article/160435/tech-facebook-google-antitrust-privacy 

 https://newrepublic.com/article/160646/biden-antitrust-blueprint-monopoly-busting 

 https://qz.com/1946058/europes-digital-markets-act-wont-topple-big-tech/ 

 https://qz.com/1733210/matt-stoller-on-big-tech-and-monopoly-power/ 

 https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/andrew-yang-big-tech-companies-served-

broken/story?id=63050432 

 https://www.rollingstone.com/politics/politics-features/elizabeth-warren-big-tech-

807109/ 

 https://www.cjr.org/the_media_today/house-slams-monopolistic-tech-giants-for-

abusing-their-power.php 

 https://financialpost.com/technology/tech-giants-grilled-for-hours-over-allegations-of-

anti-competitive-behaviour  
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The Proposal’s Subject Is Not a Mix of a Significant Policy Issue and an Ordinary 

Business Matter 

 

Amazon claims that “[e]ven if the Staff were to take the view that 

[anticompetitive practices by tech platforms] are a significant policy issue,” the 

Proposal also encompasses ordinary business matters and is thus excludable.51 But 

the ordinary business matters Amazon identifies are legal compliance and the 

Company’s “response to pending litigation and investigative proceedings,” which as 

discussed above are not subjects of the Proposal. 

 

The determinations Amazon cites involved proposals that pushed beyond the 

boundaries of previously-recognized significant policy issues, addressed subjects the 

Staff believed did not implicate a significant policy issue or yoked together 

disparate topics, and thus are not relevant to the Proposal. For example, in 

PetSmart, Inc. (avail. Mar. 24, 2011), the proposal asked PetSmart to require its 

suppliers to attest that they had not violated certain laws related to animal cruelty. 

PetSmart pointed out that the laws in question governed not only animal cruelty, a 

significant policy issue, but also mundane matters such as record keeping. The Staff 

concurred and granted relief, citing the breadth of the laws referenced in the 

proposal. Similarly, in Mattel,52 the proposal sought disclosure on Mattel’s 

suppliers’ compliance with a code of business practices that included worker health 

and safety, a topic relating to “management of the workforce” that had previously 

been deemed an ordinary business matter. Here, by contrast, the Proposal’s 

subject—anticompetitive practices by tech platforms—is (and does not merely 

“touch on”) a significant policy issue, and no other matters are addressed. 

 

* * * 

 

In sum, the subject of the Proposal is anticompetitive practices by tech 

platforms, not legal compliance or litigation/investigation strategy. Such practices 

are a significant policy issue, as shown by the widespread public debate, including 

numerous legislative and regulatory initiatives and substantial media coverage, 

over the past several years. For these reasons, Amazon has not satisfied its burden 

of showing that it is entitled to omit the Proposal in reliance on Rule 14a-8(i)(7). We 

thus respectfully request that Amazon’s request for relief be denied.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
51  No-Action Request, at 10. 
52  Mattel, Inc. (Feb. 10, 2012). 



 CtW appreciates the opportunity to be of assistance in this matter. If you 

have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at 

dieter.waizeneggar@ctwinvestmentgroup.com.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Executive Director, CtW Investment Group 

 

 

 

 

       

       

        

cc: Ronald I. Mueller 

 Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP 

 RMueller@gibsondunn.com 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Ronald O. Mueller 
Direct: +1 202.955.8671 
Fax: +1 202.530.9569 
RMueller@gibsondunn.com 

January 25, 2021 

VIA E-MAIL 

Office of Chief Counsel 
Division of Corporation Finance 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
100 F Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20549 

Re: Amazon.com, Inc. 
Shareholder Proposal of CtW Investment Group 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934—Rule 14a-8 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

This letter is to inform you that our client, Amazon.com, Inc. (the “Company”), intends to 
omit from its proxy statement and form of proxy for its 2021 Annual Meeting of 
Shareholders (collectively, the “2021 Proxy Materials”) a shareholder proposal (the 
“Proposal”) and statement in support thereof (the “Supporting Statement”) received from 
CtW Investment Group (the “Proponent”). 

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

• filed this letter with the Securities and Exchange Commission (the
“Commission”) no later than eighty (80) calendar days before the Company
intends to file its definitive 2021 Proxy Materials with the Commission; and

• concurrently sent copies of this correspondence to the Proponent.

Rule 14a-8(k) and Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14D (Nov. 7, 2008) (“SLB 14D”) provide that 
shareholder proponents are required to send companies a copy of any correspondence that 
the proponents elect to submit to the Commission or the staff of the Division of Corporation 
Finance (the “Staff”). Accordingly, we are taking this opportunity to inform the Proponent 
that if the Proponent elects to submit additional correspondence to the Commission or the 
Staff with respect to the Proposal, a copy of such correspondence should be furnished 
concurrently to the undersigned on behalf of the Company pursuant to Rule 14a-8(k) and 
SLB 14D. 

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

GIBSON DUNN Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP 

1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 

Wash ington, DC 20036-5306 

Tel 202.955.8500 

www.gibsondunn.com 

Beijing · Brusse ls · Century City· Dallas · Denver· Dubai· Frankfurt· Hong Kong· Houston· London· Los Angeles· Munich 

New York· Orange County· Palo Alto· Paris · San Francisco · Sao Paulo · Singapore· Washington, D.C. 
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THE PROPOSAL 

The Proposal states: 

RESOLVED that shareholders of Amazon.com, Inc. (“Amazon”) ask the board 
of directors to report to shareholders on how it oversees risks related to 
anticompetitive practices, including whether the full board or board committee 
has oversight responsibility, whether and how consideration of such risks is 
incorporated into board deliberations regarding strategy, and the board’s role in 
Amazon’s public policy activities related to such risks. The report should be 
prepared at reasonable expense and should omit confidential or proprietary 
information.  

A copy of the Proposal and the Supporting Statement, as well as related correspondence with 
the Proponent, is attached to this letter as Exhibit A. 

BASIS FOR EXCLUSION 

We hereby respectfully request that the Staff concur in our view that the Proposal may be 
excluded from the 2021 Proxy Materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(7) because the Proposal 
relates to the Company’s ordinary business operations. 

ANALYSIS 

The Proposal May Be Excluded Under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) Because The Proposal Relates 
To The Company’s Ordinary Business Operations. 

A. Background On The Ordinary Business Standard. 

Rule 14a-8(i)(7) permits a company to omit from its proxy materials a shareholder proposal 
that relates to the company’s “ordinary business” operations. According to the Commission’s 
release accompanying the 1998 amendments to Rule 14a-8, the term “ordinary business” 
“refers to matters that are not necessarily ‘ordinary’ in the common meaning of the word,” 
but instead the term “is rooted in the corporate law concept providing management with 
flexibility in directing certain core matters involving the company’s business and 
operations.” Exchange Act Release No. 40018 (May 21, 1998) (the “1998 Release”). 

In the 1998 Release, the Commission stated that the underlying policy of 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 an annual shareholders meeting,” and identified two central 
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considerations that underlie this policy. The first is that “[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.” The second consideration is 
related to “the degree to which the proposal seeks to ‘micro-manage’ 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.” Id. (citing Exchange Act Release 
No. 12999 (Nov. 22, 1976)). 

A shareholder proposal being framed in the form of a request for a report does not change the 
nature of the proposal. The Commission has stated that a proposal requesting the 
dissemination of a report may be excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) if the subject matter of 
the proposed report is within the ordinary business of the issuer. See Exchange Act Release 
No. 20091 (Aug. 16, 1983).  

A proposal’s request for a review of certain risks also does not preclude exclusion if the 
underlying subject matter of the proposal is ordinary business. In Staff Legal Bulletin No. 
14E (Oct. 27, 2009) (“SLB 14E”), the Staff explained how it evaluates shareholder proposals 
relating to risk: 

[R]ather than focusing on whether a proposal and supporting statement relate 
to the company engaging in an evaluation of risk, we will instead focus on the 
subject matter to which the risk pertains or that gives rise to the risk . . . . 
[S]imilar to the way in which we analyze proposals asking for the preparation 
of a report, the formation of a committee or the inclusion of disclosure in a 
Commission-prescribed document—where we look to the underlying subject 
matter of the report, committee or disclosure to determine whether the proposal 
relates to ordinary business—we will consider whether the underlying subject 
matter of the risk evaluation involves a matter of ordinary business to the 
company. 

Consistent with its positions in SLB 14E, the Staff has repeatedly concurred in the exclusion 
of shareholder proposals seeking risk assessments when the subject matter concerns ordinary 
business operations. See, e.g., Pfizer Inc. (avail. Feb. 16, 2011) (concurring in exclusion 
under Rule l4a-8(i)(7) of a proposal requesting an annual assessment of the risks created by 
the actions the company takes to avoid or minimize U.S. federal, state and local taxes and 
provide a report to shareholders on the assessment); The TJX Companies, Inc. (avail. Mar. 
29, 2011) (same); Amazon.com, Inc. (avail. Mar. 21, 2011) (same); Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. 
(avail. Mar. 21, 2011) (same); Lazard Ltd. (avail. Feb. 16, 2011) (same). 
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SLB 14E also gives specific guidance applicable to proposals that implicate a board’s role in 
risk oversight. It states: 

[T]here is widespread recognition that the board’s role in the oversight of a 
company’s management of risk is a significant policy matter regarding the 
governance of the corporation. In light of this recognition, a proposal that 
focuses on the board’s role in the oversight of a company’s management of risk 
may transcend the day-to-day business matters of a company and raise policy 
issues so significant that it would be appropriate for a shareholder vote. 

In applying this standard, the Staff looks not simply at the wording of a proposal, but at what 
the proposal requests. As such, the Staff has repeatedly concurred in the exclusion of 
proposals addressing the board’s role in the oversight of a company’s management of risk 
when the underlying subject matter of the risk review involves ordinary business. See, e.g., 
Amazon.com, Inc. (avail. Mar. 28, 2019) (concurring with exclusion of a proposal requesting 
the Company to “establish a societal risk oversight committee” for “review of corporate 
policies and procedures . . . to assess the potential societal consequences of the [c]ompany’s 
products and services” as relating to the company’s ordinary business operations and not 
focusing on an issue that transcends ordinary business matters); Sempra Energy (avail. 
Jan. 12, 2012, recon. denied Jan. 23, 2012) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal 
requesting that the audit committee or any other independent committee of the company’s 
board review and report on the company’s management of certain “risks posed by Sempra 
operations in any country that may pose an elevated risk of corrupt practices,” where “the 
underlying subject matter of these risks appears to involve ordinary business matters”); 
The Western Union Co. (avail. Mar. 14, 2011) (concurring in the exclusion of a proposal 
requesting the establishment of a board risk committee and a report by the committee on how 
the company was monitoring and controlling particular risks, where the subject matters of the 
risks involved ordinary business matters). As with the foregoing precedent, and as discussed 
further below, here the Proposal does not raise a significant corporate governance policy 
issue, but instead is seeking a report on how the board is overseeing an aspect of the 
Company’s ordinary business operations, including how that oversight is factored into 
strategy decisions.  

B. The Proposal Is Excludable Because It Relates To The Company’s General 
Legal Compliance. 

The Proposal requests that the Company “report to shareholders on how it oversees risks 
related to anticompetitive practices.” The Supporting Statement makes reference to, among 
other things, a competition-related investigation by the European Commission (the “E.U. 
Investigation”) involving the Company. These statements make clear that the Proposal is 
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primarily focused on compliance with competition laws and regulations as well as 
communications with investors regarding risks facing the Company in light of these laws and 
regulations—issues that are core components of the Company’s ordinary business 
operations. 

The Staff has consistently concurred with the exclusion of proposals concerning a company’s 
legal compliance program as relating to matters of ordinary business pursuant to Rule 
14a-8(i)(7). See, e.g., Navient Corp. (avail. Mar. 26, 2015, recon. denied Apr. 8, 2015) 
(concurring with the exclusion of a proposal requesting “a report on the company’s internal 
controls over student loan servicing operations, including a discussion of the actions taken to 
ensure compliance with applicable federal and state laws” as “concern[ing] a company’s 
legal compliance program”); Raytheon Co. (avail. Mar. 25, 2013) (concurring in the 
exclusion of a proposal requesting a report on “the board’s oversight of the company’s 
efforts to implement the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act” with the Staff noting that 
proposals concerning a company’s legal compliance program are generally excludable under 
Rule 14a-8(i)(7)); Sprint Nextel Corp. (avail. Mar. 16, 2010, recon. denied Apr. 20, 2010) 
(concurring with the exclusion of a proposal requesting that the board explain why it has 
failed to adopt an ethics code designed to, among other things, promote securities law 
compliance since proposals relating to “adherence to ethical business practices and the 
conduct of legal compliance programs are generally excludable under [R]ule 14a-8(i)(7)”); 
FedEx Corp. (avail. July 14, 2009) (concurring in the exclusion of a proposal requesting a 
report discussing “the compliance of the company and its contractors with federal and state 
laws governing proper classification of employees and independent contractors” on the 
grounds that proposals concerning a legal compliance program are generally excludable 
under Rule 14a-8(i)(7)); The AES Corporation (avail. March 13, 2008) (concurring with the 
exclusions of a proposal seeking “an independent investigation of management’s 
involvement in the falsification of environmental reports” as relating to the company’s 
“general conduct of a legal compliance program”); The Coca-Cola Co. (avail. Jan. 9, 2008) 
(concurring with the exclusion of a proposal seeking an annual report comparing independent 
laboratory tests of the company’s product quality against applicable national laws and the 
company’s global quality standards because the proposal related to the ordinary business 
matter of the “general conduct of a legal compliance program”); Halliburton Co. (avail Mar. 
10, 2006) (concurring with exclusion of a proposal requesting a report on policies and 
procedures to reduce or eliminate the reoccurrence of certain violations and investigations as 
relating to ordinary business operations “(i.e., general conduct of a legal compliance 
program)”). 

Likewise, the Proposal requests a report on how the Company is managing a particular 
aspect of its legal compliance program with respect to competition laws and regulations in 
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the numerous jurisdictions in which the Company operates all over the world. As the 
numerous references in the Supporting Statement to “regulation” and investigations would 
suggest, the focus of the Proposal is on the Company’s compliance with competition laws 
and regulations. Determinations regarding the Company’s legal compliance and business 
practices, including how such practices are overseen by the board, require complex analysis, 
extensive knowledge and understanding of the competition laws and regulations in multiple 
jurisdictions, all relevant facts and circumstances about the Company’s operations, and 
industry practice. These matters are multifaceted, complex, and based on factors beyond the 
knowledge and expertise of shareholders, reflecting the varied legal jurisdictions and 
competitive landscapes in which the Company operates and the broad range of activities and 
businesses in which the Company competes. Thus, a report on how the Company’s board is 
addressing this aspect of the Company’s operations relates to the normal operation of the 
board and squarely falls within the scope of the traditional ordinary business standard under 
Rule 14a-8(i)(7). When compounded with the issue of “how consideration of such risks is 
incorporated into board deliberations regarding strategy,” the Proposal delves even further 
into ordinary business matters.   

While the Proposal makes generic references to oversight of risk, the underlying subject 
matter still relates to the Company’s internal policies regarding its legal compliance and how 
compliance with laws affects the Company’s strategy, which are part of the Company’s 
ordinary day-to-day business operations. Consistent with the cited precedent, the analyses, 
judgments, and determinations that would be addressed in the report requested by the 
Proposal therefore are part of the Company’s ordinary business operations relating to its 
legal compliance program and properly excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(7). 

C. The Proposal Is Excludable Because It Relates To The Company’s Litigation 
Strategy And Pending Legal And Investigative Proceedings. 

Every company’s management has a responsibility to protect the company’s and its 
shareholders’ interests in responding to legal and investigative proceedings involving the 
company. A shareholder proposal that interferes with this obligation is inappropriate, 
particularly when the company is subject to pending litigation and government investigations 
on the very issues that form the basis for the proposal. For that reason, the Staff consistently 
has concurred in the exclusion under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) of shareholder proposals that implicate 
a company’s litigation strategy or conduct of litigation in pending proceedings involving the 
company. For example, in Walmart Inc. (avail. Apr. 13, 2018) (“Walmart 2018”), the 
proposal requested “a report on the risks to the [c]ompany associated with emerging public 
policies on the gender pay gap.” The company argued that the proposal was targeted at a 
number of the company’s pending litigation matters and that the requested report would 
interfere with its litigation strategy. The Staff concurred with exclusion of the proposal under 
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Rule 14a-8(i)(7) noting that “the [p]roposal would affect the conduct of ongoing litigation 
relating to the subject matter of the [p]roposal to which the [c]ompany is a party.” See also 
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. (avail. Apr. 14, 2015) (concurring with the exclusion under Rule 
14a-8(i)(7) of a proposal urging the board to report annually on “actions taken and progress 
made toward [the] goal” of eliminating gender-based pay inequality as relating to ordinary 
business because the proposal’s subject matter related to current litigation involving the 
company and the proposal “would affect the conduct of ongoing litigation to which the 
company is a party”); AT&T Inc. (avail. Feb. 9, 2007) (concurring with the exclusion as 
relating to litigation strategy where the proposal requesting that the company issue a report 
containing specified information regarding the alleged disclosure of customer records to 
governmental agencies, while the company was a defendant in pending lawsuits alleging 
unlawful acts by the company in relation to such disclosures); Benihana National Corp. 
(avail. Sept. 13, 1991) (permitting exclusion under Rule 14a-8(c)(7) of a proposal requesting 
the company to publish a report prepared by a board committee analyzing claims asserted in 
a pending lawsuit). 

In addition, the Staff consistently has concurred with the exclusion under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) of 
shareholder proposals when the subject matter of the proposal is the same as or similar to a 
proceeding in which the company is then involved and when the implementation of the 
proposal might prejudice the company during an ongoing investigation. For example, in 
Baxter International Inc. (avail. Feb. 20, 1992), the proposal requested the company’s 
employees to cooperate fully with a certain criminal investigation and specifically requested 
that the attorney-client privilege be waived with respect to any related matter under 
investigation by the U.S. Attorney involving the company. In concurring with exclusion 
under Rule 14a-8(i)(7), the Staff particularly noted that “the [c]ompany is presently involved 
in litigation relating to the subject matter of the proposal and also that implementation of the 
proposal might prejudice the [c]ompany in an on-going government investigation of the 
matter.” See also Johnson & Johnson (avail. Feb. 14, 2012) (concurring in the exclusion of a 
proposal where implementation would have required the company to report on any new 
initiatives instituted to address the health and social welfare concerns of people harmed by 
one of its pharmaceutical products for which the company was litigating cases involving 
claims that individuals had been injured by such products, thereby taking a position contrary 
to the company’s litigation strategy); Reynolds American Inc. (avail. Mar. 7, 2007) 
(concurring with the exclusion as relating to litigation strategy where the proposal requesting 
that the company provide information on the health hazards of secondhand smoke, including 
legal options available to minors to ensure their environments are smoke-free, where the 
company was currently litigating cases alleging injury as a result of exposure to secondhand 
smoke); Exxon Mobil Corp. (avail. Mar. 21, 2000) (concurring with the exclusion of a 
proposal requesting immediate payment of settlements associated with the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill as relating to litigation strategy and related decisions). 
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The Proposal similarly may be excluded from the 2021 Proxy Materials pursuant to Rule 
14a-8(i)(7) because the Proposal involves the same subject matter as pending legal and 
investigative proceedings, and implementation of the Proposal may prejudice the Company 
in those matters; therefore, the Proposal relates to the Company’s ordinary business 
operations. Specifically, because the Company believes that its practices and operations fully 
comply with applicable competition laws, a report on oversight of “anticompetitive 
practices,” as requested by the Proposal, including “board deliberation regarding strategy” 
(emphasis added), would adversely affect the Company’s litigation and strategy related to 
pending antitrust lawsuits in the United States and Canada (the “Lawsuits”) and the 
E.U. Investigation. As disclosed in the Company’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the 
quarter ended June 30, 2020, a number of class-action complaints were filed against the 
Company alleging, among other things, price-fixing arrangements, monopolization and 
attempted monopolization of an alleged market in online retail or other alleged submarkets. 
These include Frame-Wilson v. Amazon.com, Inc. (the “Frame-Wilson Lawsuit”) filed in the 
United States District Court for the Western District of Washington in March 2020, and a 
number of class action complaints filed in the Superior Court of Quebec – Division of 
Montreal, the Ontario Superior Court of Justice, and the Federal Court of Canada against the 
Company beginning in April 2020. In addition, as highlighted by the Proposal, the Company 
is currently preparing its response to the Statement of Objections1 sent by the European 
Commission (the “EU Commission”) regarding alleged violations of EU competition rules 
regarding the Company’s use of marketplace seller data. In each case, the Company intends 
to defend any allegations of misconduct or unlawful activity vigorously.  

The primary focus of the Lawsuits and the E.U. Investigation is alleged violations by the 
Company of competition laws. This by definition falls under the umbrella of 
“anticompetitive practices,” which is the subject matter of the Proposal. For example, the 
Frame-Wilson Lawsuit relates to alleged “anti-competitive pricing policies” by the 

1 A Statement of Objections sets forth the EU Commission’s allegations that a violation of EU competition 
rules has taken place. As stated in the EU Commission’s press release announcing the Statement of 
Objections against the Company, “[a] Statement of Objections is a formal step in Commission 
investigations into suspected violations of EU antitrust rules. The [EU] Commission informs the parties 
concerned in writing of the objections raised against them. The addressees can examine the documents in 
the [EU] Commission’s investigation file, reply in writing and request an oral hearing to present their 
comments on the case before representatives of the [EU] Commission and national competition 
authorities.” See Antitrust: Commission sends Statement of Objections to Amazon for the use of non-
public independent seller data and opens second investigation into its e-commerce business practices (the 
“EU Commission Press Release”), available at 
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_20_2077. 
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Company.2 The E.U. Investigation relates to alleged breaches by the Company of “EU 
antitrust rules by distorting competition in online retail markets” in the context of the 
Company’s use of data regarding independent third-party sellers that utilize the Company’s 
marketplace.3 The Supporting Statement even specifically cites the E.U. Investigation as an 
example. As a result, preparation of the “report to shareholders on how [the board] oversees 
risks related to anticompetitive practices,” as requested by the Proposal, necessarily would 
implicate the Company’s litigation and response strategy in connection with these pending 
legal and investigative proceedings and may prejudice the Company in those proceedings, 
implicating and interfering with the Company’s litigation and response strategy related 
thereto. Moreover, the Proposal does not allow the Company to omit strategic information 
from the requested report. Instead, it actually seeks this information, requesting the inclusion 
of “how consideration of such risks [are] incorporated into board deliberations regarding 
strategy” (emphases added). In addition, because the requested report would require 
disclosure of information relating to issues at the heart of these proceedings, preparation of 
the report would require the Company to disclose information that could interfere with the 
Company’s litigation and response strategy in these proceedings.  

In summary, as in Walmart 2018, Baxter, and the other precedent cited above, the report 
requested by the Proposal would address the same issues that are subject to pending litigation 
and government investigations involving the Company. Thus, implementation of the 
Proposal would intrude upon Company exercise of its day-to-day business judgment with 
respect to pending litigation and investigations in the ordinary course of its business 
operations. Accordingly, we believe that the Proposal may be properly excluded from the 
Company’s 2021 Proxy Materials under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) as relating to the Company’s 
ordinary business operations. 

D. The Proposal’s Subject Matter Does Not Transcend Ordinary Business 
Matters. 

The Staff has recognized that “proposals relating to [ordinary business] 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.” 1998 Release. Here, however, the Proposal does not rise 
to the level of a significant policy issue that transcends day-to-day business matters, and 
therefore may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(i)(7).  
                                                 
 2 First Amended Class Action Complaint, 33, 57, 72, Frame-Wilson v. Amazon.com, Inc., No. 20-cv-00424-

RAJ (W.D. Wash.) 

 3 See EU Commission Press Release. 
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The Company is not aware of any no-action letters in which the Staff has taken the view that 
matters relating to compliance with competition laws rises to the level of a significant policy 
issue for the purposes of Rule 14a-8(i)(7). Even if the Staff were to take the view that such 
matters are a significant policy issue, the fact that a proposal touches upon a significant 
policy issue does not automatically preclude a proposal from exclusion under Rule 14a-
8(i)(7). The Staff consistently has concurred in the exclusion of proposals that touch upon a 
significant policy matter but that also encompass ordinary business matters. This position 
prevents proponents from circumventing the standards of Rule 14a-8(i)(7) by combining 
ordinary business matters with a significant policy issue.  

For example, in Mattel, Inc. (avail. Feb. 10, 2012) the proposal requested the company 
require its suppliers to publish a report detailing their compliance with the International 
Council of Toy Industries Code of Business Practices. The Staff granted no-action relief 
under Rule 14a-8(i)(7), noting the company’s view that the ICTI Code encompasses “several 
topics that relate to . . . ordinary business operations and are not significant policy issues.” 
See also PetSmart, Inc. (avail. Mar. 24, 2011) (concurring in the exclusion of a proposal 
requesting the board require its suppliers to certify they had not violated “the Animal 
Welfare Act, the Lacey Act, or any state law equivalents” because “[a]lthough the humane 
treatment of animals is a significant policy issue . . . the scope of the laws covered by the 
proposal is ‘fairly broad in nature from serious violations such as animal abuse to violations 
of administrative matters such as record keeping’”); Philip Morris Cos. Inc. (avail. Feb. 4, 
1997) (noting that although the Staff “has taken the position that proposals directed at the 
manufacture and distribution of tobacco-related products by companies involved in making 
such products raise issues of significance that do not constitute matters of ordinary business,” 
the company could exclude a proposal that “primarily addresses the litigation strategy of the 
[c]ompany, which is viewed as inherently the ordinary business of management to direct”). 

Here, as discussed above, the Proposal implicates the Company’s internal policies regarding 
its legal compliance, as well as its response to pending litigation and investigative 
proceedings, both of which are part of the Company’s day-to-day business operations and 
management’s exercise of its business judgment in the ordinary course of its operations. 
Therefore, even if the Proposal arguably touches upon significant policy issues, the Proposal 
unequivocally implicates the ordinary business decisions of the Company. As in Mattel and 
PetSmart and the other precedent cited above, where companies were permitted to exclude 
proposals that implicated ordinary business matters even if they also touched upon 
significant policy issues, the Proposal encompasses many aspects of the Company’s ordinary 
business decisions that do not implicate a significant policy issue. 

In addition, the Proposal’s request that the board of directors “report to shareholders on how 
it oversees risks related to anticompetitive practices” does not introduce a significant policy 
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issue. While SLB 14E observes that “a proposal that focuses on the board’s role in the 
oversight of a company’s management of risk may transcend the day-to-day business matters 
of a company” (emphasis added), merely framing a proposal as requesting a report on risk 
oversight does not automatically preclude exclusion of the proposal. For example, in Rite Aid 
Corp. (avail. Mar. 24, 2015), the company sought to exclude a proposal entitled “Tobacco 
Sales in Pharmacies” requesting that the company amend its Nominating and Governance 
Committee Charter to require that committee to “[p]rovide oversight concerning the 
formulation, implementation and public reporting of policies and standards that determine 
whether or not the [c]ompany should sell a product” meeting certain criteria. Although the 
proponent characterized the proposal as “essentially a ‘risk management’ proposal, 
concerning the governance of the corporation,” the company noted that SLB 14E indicates 
only that proposals focusing on board oversight “may” transcend ordinary business, but that 
“merely dressing the proposal as a board risk oversight proposal is not sufficient” to avoid 
the ordinary business standards of Rule 14a-8(i)(7) when the underlying focus of the 
requested board action related to an ordinary business matter. The Staff concurred with 
exclusion of the proposal under Rule 14a-8(i)(7), expressing the view that the proposal 
related “to the products and services offered for sale by the company.” In FedEx Corp. 
(avail. July 11, 2014), the proposal included a request for a discussion on oversight of “senior 
management’s handling of [the Washington D.C. NFL franchise team name] controversy and 
[the company]’s efforts to distance or disassociate itself from the franchise and/or team 
name.” The Staff concurred with the exclusion as relating to the company’s ordinary 
business operations, noting that the proposal relates to the manner in which the company 
advertises its products and services. Similarly, in The Western Union Co. (avail. March 14, 
2011) the proposal requested the company establish a committee that periodically reports on 
“the company’s approach to monitoring and control of potentially material risk 
exposures . . . .” The Staff concurred with the exclusion because, among other things, the 
proposal “request[ed] a report that describes how [the company] monitors and controls 
particular risks” where “the underlying subject matters of these risks appear to involve 
ordinary business matters.” 

Here as well, reporting on “how [the board] oversees risks related to anticompetitive 
practices” is simply asking for a report on an aspect of the Company’s legal compliance 
program. Asking “how considerations of such risks is incorporated into board deliberations 
regarding strategy” is simply asking for a report on the board’s oversight of the Company’s 
business and strategy. Finally, requesting a report that would address “risks related to 
anticompetitive practices” in the context of “board deliberations regarding strategy” would 
prejudice the Company’s position regarding its conduct and strategy in the Lawsuits and the 
E.U. Investigation. For these reasons, the Proposal is not focused on a significant policy issue 
and therefore may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(i)(7). 

GIBSON DUNN 
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CONCLUSION 

Based upon the foregoing analysis, the Company intends to exclude the Proposal from its 
2021 Proxy Materials, and we respectfully request that the Staff concur that the Proposal 
may be excluded under Rule 14a-8. 

We would be happy to provide you with any additional information and answer any 
questions that you may have regarding this subject. Correspondence regarding this letter 
should be sent to shareholderproposals@gibsondunn.com. If we can be of any further 
assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to call me at (202) 955-8671, or Mark 
Hoffman, the Company’s Vice President & Associate General Counsel, Corporate and 
Securities, and Legal Operations, and Assistant Secretary, at (206) 266-2132. 

Sincerely, 

 
Ronald O. Mueller 

 
Enclosures 
 

cc: Mark Hoffman, Amazon.com, Inc. 
Tejal K. Patel, CtW Investment Group 
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December 10, 2020 

David A. Zapolsky 
Corporate Secretary 
Amazon.com, Inc. 
410 Terry Avenue North 
Seattle, Washington 98109-5210 

Dear Mr. Zapolsky: 

On behalf of the CtW Investment Group ("CtW11
) 1 I hereby submit the enclosed shareholder proposal 

("Proposal") for inclusion in Amazon.com, lnc.'s ("Company") proxy statement to be circulated to Company 
shareholders in conjunction with the next annual meeting of shareholders. The Proposal is submitted under 
Rule 14(a)-8 (Proposals of Security Holders) of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission's proxy 
regulations. 

CtW is the beneficial owner of approximately 3 shares of the Company's common stock, which have been 
held continuously for more than a year prior to this date of submission. The Proposal requests that the 
Board to report to shareholders on how it oversees risks related to anticompetitive practices. 

CtW intends to hold the shares through the date of the Company's next annual meeting of shareholders. 
The record holder of the stock will provide the appropriate verification of the fund's beneficial ownership by 
separate letter. Either the undersigned or a designated representative will present the Proposal for 
consideration at the annual meeting of shareholders. 

If you have any questions or wish to discuss the Proposal, please contact Teja l K. Patel, at (202) 394-8945 or 
tej al.patel@ctwinvestmentgroup.com. Copies of correspondence or a request for a "no-action" letter 
should be sent to Ms. Patel via the email address listed above. 

Sincerely, 

ft ekllW>« 11i: 
Dieter Waizenegger 
Executive Director, CtW Investment Group 

RECEIVED 

DEC t 1 2C:J 

AMAZON.COM, INC. 
LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
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RESOLVED that shareholders of Amazon.com, Inc. ("Amazon") ask the board of directors 
to report to shareholders on how it oversees risks related to anticompetitive practices, 
including whether the full board or board committee has oversight responsibility, whether and 
how consideration of such risks is incorporated into board deliberations regarding strategy, and 
the board's role in Amazon's public policy activities related to such risks. The report should be 
prepared at reasonable expense and should omit confidential or proprietary information. 

SUPPORTING STATEMENT 

Anticompetitive practices of big tech companies, including Amazon, are receiving 
increasing scrutiny from the public, regulators and enforcers. A September 2020 survey found 
that 58% of Americans are not "confident they are getting objective and unbiased search 
results when using an online platform to shop or search," and 79% said big tech mergers and 
acquisitions "unfairly undermine competition."1 Criticism has focused on Amazon's use of data 
on third-party sellers to launch competing products, the preferential placement accorded its 
own products, and its favorable treatment of sellers who use its fulfillment services.2 

The House Judiciary Committee's Antitrust Subcommittee began investigating 
competition in digital markets in 2019, focusing on Amazon, Apple, Facebook, and Google. The 
Subcommittee reviewed over a million documents and held seven hearings, including one at 
which Amazon CEO Jeff Bezos testified. The Subcommittee's staff report was scathing: It found 
the companies' control over key distribution channels allows them to further entrench 
themselves and "pick winners and losers throughout our economy," inhibiting innovation and 
reducing consumer choices. The report concluded that Amazon engages in "extensive 
anticompetitive conduct in its treatment of third-party sellers."3 The Federal Trade Commission 
and the California and New York Attorneys General are investigating Amazon for its use of 
third-party seller data. 

The European Commission charged Amazon in November 2020 with 11systematically 
relying on non-public business data of independent sellers who sell on its marketplace, to the 
benefit of Amazon's own retail business, which directly competes with those third party 
sellers." The Commission opened a second investigation into "the possible preferential 
treatment of Amazon's own retail offers and those of marketplace sellers that use Amazon's 

1 https:/ /advocacy.consumerreports.org/ptess_release/consumer-reports-survey-finds-that-most-americans
support-government-regulation-of-online-platforms/ 
2 U:, htt.ps://www.vox.com/2018/11/29/18023132/amazon-brand-policy-changes-marketplace-control-one
vendor; https://gizmodo.com/amazon-isnt-even-hlding-its-intentions-anymore-1845442072; 
https://www.wsj.com/articles/amazon-scooped-up-data-from-its-own-sellers-to-launch-competing-products-
11587650015 
3 https://judic1ary.house.gov/uploadedflles/competition in digital markets.pdf, at 6, 16. 



logistics and delivery services."4 Amazon's treatment of third-party sellers is also the subject of 
an investigation by German and Italian regulators.5 

Backlash against anticompetitive practices can harm a company's public reputation, and 
increase pressure for new regulation. Sixty percent of Americans favor more regulation of 
on line platforms.6 The European Union is considering adopting new regulations and/or a "new 
competition tool" to deal with structural competition problems not effectively addressed 
through current rules.7 The Antitrust Subcommittee report recommended a slew of changes 
aimed at ending the monopolies enjoyed by Amazon and other platforms.8 

Given the widespread debate and rapidly changing environment, we believe that robust 
board oversight would improve Amazon's management of risks related to anticompetitive 
practices and that shareholders would benefit from more information about the board's role. 

4 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-eu-amazon-com-antitrus t-cha rges/ eu-cha rges-amazon-with-an tl
competitive-a ction-opens-second-probe-id USKBN27Q1U 
5 https://www.pymnts.com/antitrust/2020/german-authority-opens-probe-into-amazon-apple-over-alleged
a nticompetitio n/; https://www .enga dget. com/a mazon-apple-italy-an ti trust-in vestigation-141046089, html 
6 https:/ / advocacy .consu merreports.org/ press _release/consumer-reports-survey-finds-th at-most-am erica ns
su pport-govern m ent-regul a tion-of-onli ne-platforms/ 
7 h ttps:/ /docs.house.gov/ meetings/J U/J U0S/20 200729 /110883/H HRG-116-J U0S-202007 29-S0007. pdf 
8 

file:///Users/bethyoung/Documents/CtW/Antitrust/Legislative%20materials/Antitrust%20Subcommlttee%20repor 
t%20competltlon in digital markets.pdf, at 20-21. 



GIBSON DUNN 

December 14, 2020 

VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL 

Tejal K. Patel 
CtW Investment Group 
1900 L Street NW, Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20036 

Dear Ms. Patel: 

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP 

1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20036-5306 

Tel 202.955.8500 

www.gibsondunn.com 

Ronald 0. Mueller 
Direct: +1 202.955.8671 
Fax: +1 202.530.9569 
RMueller@gibsondunn.com 

I am writing on behalf of Amazon.com, Inc. (the "Company"), which received on 
December 11, 2020, the shareholder proposal submitted by the CtW Investment Group 
(the "Proponent") pursuant to Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC") Rule 14a-8 for 
inclusion in the proxy statement for the Company's 2021 Annual Meeting of Shareholders 
(the "Proposal"). 

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

To remedy this defect, the Proponent must submit sufficient proof of the Proponent's 
continuous ownership of the required number or amount of Company shares for the one-year 
period preceding and including December 10, 2020, the date the Proposal was submitted to the 
Company. As explained in Rule 14a-8(b) and in SEC staff guidance, sufficient proof must be in 
the form of: 

(1) a written statement from the "record" holder of the Proponent's shares (usually a 
broker or a bank) verifying that the Proponent continuously held the required number 
or amount of Company shares for the one-year period preceding and including 
December I 0, 2020; or 

(2) 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 required number or amount of Company shares as of or 

Beijing• Brussels· Century City• Dallas• Denver• Dubai • Frankfurt· Hong Kong• Houston • London • Los Angeles• Munich 

New York• Orange County• Palo Alto• Paris• San Francisco• Sao Paulo· Singapore • Washington, D.C. 
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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 required 
number or amount of Company shares for the one-year period. 

If the Proponent intends to demonstrate ownership by submitting a written statement 
from the "record" holder of the Proponent' s shares as set forth in (1) 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.). Under SEC 
Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F, only DTC participants are viewed as record holders of securities 
that are deposited at DTC. You can confirm whether the Proponent's broker or bank is a DTC 
participant by asking the Proponent's broker or bank or by checking DTC's participant list, 
which is available 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: 

(1) If the Proponent's broker or bank is a DTC participant, then the Proponent needs to 
submit a written statement from the Proponent's broker or bank verifying that the 
Proponent continuously held the required number or amount of Company shares for 
the one-year period preceding and including December 10, 2020. 

(2) 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 shares are 
held verifying that the Proponent continuously held the required number or amount of 
Company shares for the one-year period preceding and including December 10, 2020. 
You should be able to find out the identity of the DTC participant by asking the 
Proponent's broker or bank. If the Proponent's broker is an introducing broker, you 
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 account statements will generally be a DTC participant. If the DTC participant 
that holds the Proponent's shares is not able to confirm the Proponent's individual 
holdings but is able to confirm the holdings of the Proponent's broker or bank, then 
the Proponent needs to satisfy the proof of ownership requirements by obtaining and 
submitting two proof of ownership statements verifying that, for the one-year period 
preceding and including December 10, 2020, the required number or amount of 
Company shares were continuously held: (i) one from the Proponent's broker or 
bank confirming the Proponent's ownership, and (ii) the other from the DTC 
participant confirming the broker or bank's ownership. 

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

The SEC's rules require that any response to this letter be postmarked or transmitted 
electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive this letter. Please address 
any response to me at Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP, 1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., 
Washington, DC 20036. Alternatively, you may transmit any response by email to me at 
RMueller@gibsondunn.com. 

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

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Ronald 0. Mueller 

Enclosures 



From: Richard Clayton <richard.clayton@ctwinvestmentgroup.com> 
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 10:11 AM
To: Mueller, Ronald O. <RMueller@gibsondunn.com>
Cc: Beth Young >; Tejal Patel
<tejal.patel@ctwinvestmentgroup.com>
Subject: Response from CtW Investment Group

[External Email]
Hello Ronald,

Please find attached the proof of ownership and a revised version of our proposal which we find
contains only 490 words, counting “CEO” as three words. Please let me know if you believe there are
any other deficiencies in our filing. Thank you.

Richard Clayton (he, him, his)
Research Director
CtW Investment Group
(o) 202 721-6038
(f) 202 721-0661
(c) 202 255-6433

***



 

 

 RESOLVED that shareholders of Amazon.com, Inc. (“Amazon”) ask the board of directors 
to report to shareholders on how it oversees risks related to anticompetitive practices, 
including whether the full board or board committee has oversight responsibility, whether and 
how consideration of such risks is incorporated into board deliberations regarding strategy, and 
the board’s role in Amazon’s public policy activities related to such risks. The report should be 
prepared at reasonable expense and should omit confidential or proprietary information. 
 

SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
 
 Anticompetitive practices of big tech companies, including Amazon, are receiving 
increasing scrutiny. A September 2020 survey found that 58% of Americans are not “confident 
they are getting objective and unbiased search results when using an online platform to shop or 
search,” and 79% said big tech mergers and acquisitions “unfairly undermine competition.”1 
Criticism has focused on Amazon’s use of data on third-party sellers to launch competing 
products, the preferential placement accorded its own products, and its favorable treatment of 
sellers who use its fulfillment services.2  
 
 The House Judiciary Committee’s Antitrust Subcommittee began investigating 
competition in digital markets in 2019, focusing on Amazon, Apple, Facebook, and Google. The 
Subcommittee reviewed over a million documents and held seven hearings, including one at 
which Amazon CEO Jeff Bezos testified. The Subcommittee’s staff report was scathing: It found 
the companies’ control over key distribution channels allows them to further entrench 
themselves and “pick winners and losers throughout our economy,” inhibiting innovation and 
reducing consumer choices. The report concluded that Amazon engages in “extensive 
anticompetitive conduct in its treatment of third-party sellers.”3 The Federal Trade Commission 
and the California and New York Attorneys General are investigating Amazon for its use of 
third-party seller data. 
 
 The European Commission charged Amazon in November 2020 with “systematically 
relying on non-public business data of independent sellers who sell on its marketplace, to the 
benefit of Amazon’s own retail business, which directly competes with those third party 
sellers.” The Commission opened a second investigation into “the possible preferential 
treatment of Amazon’s own retail offers and those of marketplace sellers that use Amazon’s 

                                                      
1  https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/press_release/consumer-reports-survey-finds-that-most-americans-
support-government-regulation-of-online-platforms/ 
2  E.g., https://www.vox.com/2018/11/29/18023132/amazon-brand-policy-changes-marketplace-control-one-
vendor; https://gizmodo.com/amazon-isnt-even-hiding-its-intentions-anymore-1845442072; 
https://www.wsj.com/articles/amazon-scooped-up-data-from-its-own-sellers-to-launch-competing-products-
11587650015 
3  https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf, at 6, 16. 

https://www.vox.com/2018/11/29/18023132/amazon-brand-policy-changes-marketplace-control-one-vendor
https://www.vox.com/2018/11/29/18023132/amazon-brand-policy-changes-marketplace-control-one-vendor
https://gizmodo.com/amazon-isnt-even-hiding-its-intentions-anymore-1845442072
https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/competition_in_digital_markets.pdf


 

 

logistics and delivery services.”4 Amazon’s treatment of third-party sellers is also the subject of 
an investigation by German and Italian regulators.5  
 
 Backlash against anticompetitive practices can harm a company’s public reputation, and 
increase pressure for new regulation. Sixty percent of Americans favor more regulation of 
online platforms.6 The European Union is considering adopting new regulations and/or a “new 
competition tool” to deal with structural competition problems not effectively addressed 
through current rules.7 The Antitrust Subcommittee report recommended a slew of changes 
aimed at ending the monopolies enjoyed by Amazon and other platforms.8  
 
 Given the widespread debate and rapidly changing environment, we believe that robust 
board oversight would improve Amazon’s management of risks related to anticompetitive 
practices and that shareholders would benefit from more information about the board’s role.  

                                                      
4  https://www.reuters.com/article/us-eu-amazon-com-antitrust-charges/eu-charges-amazon-with-anti-
competitive-action-opens-second-probe-idUSKBN27Q1LJ 
5  https://www.pymnts.com/antitrust/2020/german-authority-opens-probe-into-amazon-apple-over-alleged-
anticompetition/; https://www.engadget.com/amazon-apple-italy-antitrust-investigation-141046089.html 
6  https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/press_release/consumer-reports-survey-finds-that-most-americans-
support-government-regulation-of-online-platforms/ 
7  https://docs.house.gov/meetings/JU/JU05/20200729/110883/HHRG-116-JU05-20200729-SD007.pdf 
8  
file:///Users/bethyoung/Documents/CtW/Antitrust/Legislative%20materials/Antitrust%20Subcommittee%20repor
t%20competition_in_digital_markets.pdf, at 20-21. 

file:///C:/Users/bethyoung/Documents/CtW/Antitrust/Legislative%20materials/Antitrust%20Subcommittee%20report%20competition_in_digital_markets.pdf
file:///C:/Users/bethyoung/Documents/CtW/Antitrust/Legislative%20materials/Antitrust%20Subcommittee%20report%20competition_in_digital_markets.pdf


·-:\ amated 
·:,_, bank 

HOWARD N. HANDWERKER 
First Vice President 

OFFICE (626) 432-9907 
CELL (626) 437-4819 
howardhandwerker@amalgamatedbank com 

December 10, 2020 

David A. Zapolsky 
Corporate Secretary 
Amazon.com, Inc. 
410 Terry Avenue North 
Seattle, Washington 98109-5210 

Dear Mr. Zapolsky, 

Please be advised that Amalgamated Bank holds 3 shares of Amazon.com, Inc. ("Company") common stock beneficially for 
the CTW Investment Group (CTW), the proponent of a shareholder proposal submitted to the Company on December 10, 
2020, in accordance with Rule 14(a)-8 of the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934. CTW has continuously held at least 
$2,000.00 worth of the Company's common stock for more than one year prior to submission of the resolution and plans 
to continue ownership through the date of your 2021 annual meeting. 

Amalgamated Bank serves as custodian and record holder for CTW Investment Group. The above-mentioned shares are 
registered in a nominee name of Amalgamated Bank. The shares are held by the Bank through OTC Account #2352. 

Sincerely, 

~#~ 

Investment Management Oivls1on 
275 Seventh Avenue. 9"' Floor 
New York NY 10001 
amalgamatedbank.com 
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