
From:
To: ShareholderProposals
Cc: Kathy Surace-Smith
Subject: #3 Rule 14a-8 Proposal `(NSTG) Opposition to Request for Reconsideration
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 8:47:26 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Ladies and Gentlemen,
Apparently the management email system is more than happy to send you a rejection message if you send a message to
a management email address that has typo to the left of the @ symbol. This function is operating at 100% tonight.

But if you send a message to message to a management email address that is free of typos the message can supposedly
go secretly to spam and get deleted. Of course management would be familiar with an incoming email address that it
used to send a request for a broker letter to the shareholder party on January 4, 2021 per the below photos.

Sincerely,
John Chevedden 

Schnell, DouglH ~ 

NanoString Technologies, Inc. 

To:  

Dear Mr. Chevedden: 

Cc: Kathy Surace-Smith, Bjorn Johnson, 

Please see the- attached I tt . 
e er, which •s being sent on behalf of NanoString Technologies, Inc. 

Very truly yours, 

Douctas K. Sdtn•N I Wilson Sotislnl Goodrich & 1101-ttl 

Schultheis, Patrick, N 

WILSON 
SONSINI GSOP.11gC"M•II RcNd I P.aloAlto,CA90(M 1050 I dirffl:&S09,OJZ7i I mobltc- '1769140081-•-

• & in II II . ,~_,_""""' 

Ordtvedt, MiCllael K ng. Bryan 

This email and any attachments there10 may contain private. confidential, and privileged material for the sole use of the intended rccipimt. Any m,cw, c:opym&, or dlscnllulionof'dlil 
emai l (or any attachments 1hcrcto) by others is strictly prohibi1cd. If you are not the intended m:ipicn1, please conlact the sender immediately and pmnanentl)' dtlctc lbc origiullDII 

any copies of this email and any attachments thcrc10. 

January 4 
Utter.pdf 
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Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Schnell, Douglas" <dschnell@wsgr.com> 
SubJect: NanoString Technologies, Inc. 
Date: January 4, 2021 at 3:34:54 PM PST 
To: 

Cc: "Kathy Surace-Smith" <ksmith@nanostring.com>, "Bjorn Johnson" <bjohnson@nanostring.com>, "Schultheis, Patnck" •~ 
Michael" <mnordtvedt@wsgr.com>, "King, Bryan" <bking@wsgr.com> 

Dear Mr. Chevedden: 

Please see the attached letter, which 1s bemg sent on behalf of Nii1n0St11ng Technologies, Inc 

Very truly yours, 

WILSON 
SONSINI 

Doucl,asK, SchMff I Wlhoft5onllnl =:o~ =- 6so.149_3275 1mobllt 917692AOOII~ 
650 Pap Mill Road I P.tlo Alto. CA '!M 

• • 1n -11 

I oflh<mtendcdrt<IJ)l<lll Aay~ . nvliegcd malcria l for the soc use the sender immedilldY IDII ,..._, t.ain private, confidcnual. and p h - 1 nded recipient, pk.a..(C conlAC1 . I and any attachments thereto may ~ontrictly prohibited If you are not t e ,n e 
This ema1 ts thereto) by others is 
email (or any atta~hm•;. attachments thereto. 
copies of this email an any 

Jenua,Y 4 
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Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati 
Professional Corporation 

650 Page Mill Road 
Palo Alto, California 94304-1050 

O: 650.493.9300 
F: 650.493.6811 

 

AUSTIN        BEIJING        BOSTON        BRUSSELS        HONG KONG        LONDON        LOS ANGELES        NEW YORK        PALO ALTO 

SAN DIEGO        SAN FRANCISCO        SEATTLE        SHANGHAI        WASHINGTON, DC        WILMINGTON, DE 

DOUGLAS K. SCHNELL 
Internet: dschnell@wsgr.com 
Direct dial: (650) 849-3275 

Client File No.: 31353.000 

April 20, 2021 

BY EMAIL (shareholderproposals@sec.gov) 

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

Re: Supplement to Request for Reconsideration in Respect of 
Shareholder Proposal of James McRitchie and Myra K. Young 
Submitted to NanoString Technologies, Inc. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

We refer to our letter dated April 19, 2021 (the “April 19 Letter”), submitted on behalf of 
NanoString Technologies, Inc., a Delaware corporation (the “Company”), in respect of the 
shareholder proposal and supporting statement (together, the “Proposal”) submitted by James 
McRitchie and Myra K. Young (together, the “Proponents”). The April 19 Letter detailed the 
Company’s request that the staff (the “Staff”) of the Securities and Exchange Commission (the 
“Commission”) reconsider its decision that the Company failed to meet is burden to exclude the 
Proposal from the proxy materials to be distributed by the Company in connection with its 2021 
Annual Meeting of Stockholders (the “2021 Proxy Materials”). 

This letter is in response to the emails submitted by John Chevedden, as the agent of the 
Proponents, on April 19, 2021. A copy of this letter is being sent to Mr. Chevedden, and we 
remind him of his obligations pursuant to Rule 14a-8(k) and related Staff guidance. We 
respectfully request that any correspondence that Mr. Chevedden submits to the Staff or the 
Commission with respect to this letter or the April 19 Letter be concurrently furnished to the 
undersigned on behalf of the Company. 

In his first email, Mr. Chevedden attaches a screenshot that purports to show that he 
sent proof of ownership to the Company. As explained in the April 19 Letter, the Company has 
no record of this email being delivered. The Company also cannot now, and obviously could not 
then, verify that the proof of ownership is in proper form. As Mr. Chevedden elected to send the 
proof of ownership through email, he is not able to provide incontrovertible evidence (such as 
tracking information from a recognized delivery service) that the proof of ownership was 
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received by the Company.1 Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14C could not be clearer on this point: a 
“proponent is encouraged to submit a proposal or a response to a notice of defects by a means 
that allows him or her to determine when the proposal or response was received by the 
company.” It is the proponent who bears the burden of proper submission (including receipt by 
the company) of shareholder proposals and related eligibility documentation. Yet, Mr. 
Chevedden seemingly invites the Staff to turn the entire Rule 14a-8 shareholder proposal 
process on its head so that it is the company that must bear the burden of proving that it did not 
receive all required materials. The Staff should decline Mr. Chevedden’s invitation. 

In his second email, Mr. Chevedden seems to misunderstand the reasons why the 
Company’s external email security vendor screens emails sent to the Company. The purpose is 
to protect the Company from cyberthreats such as malicious emails. The Company would 
receive very little protection if, in response to every email that was identified as malicious, the 
Company’s external email security vendor sent a response email to the sender; such a response 
would serve only to allow bad actors to (1) validate that certain emails are in operation and (2) 
improve their malicious emails so that they are better able to slip through the Company’s 
security systems. 

Finally, Mr. Chevedden’s second email includes a scurrilous and prejudicial attack on the 
integrity of the Company and its management. Mr. Chevedden’s speculation that “[p]erhaps 
management has the ability to designate the sender of a rule 14a-8 proposal as a spam sender” is 
calculated to do nothing other than falsely and misleadingly imply that the Company’s 
management may have acted improperly. In reality, the Company’s management has behaved 
properly at all times. To be even clearer: the Company’s management did not manipulate its 
external email security system to designate Mr. Chevedden as a “spam sender.” 

The Proponents and Mr. Chevedden were responsible for ensuring delivery of the 
Proposal (including the proof of ownership) to the Company. They did not do that; as a 
consequence, the Company did not receive the proof of ownership. As such, the Company is 
permitted to exclude the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(f)(1). 

* * * 

Should the Staff need any additional information in support of the Company’s position, 
we would appreciate the opportunity to confer with the Staff prior to the issuance of the Staff’s 
response. Please do not hesitate to contact me at the number or email address appearing on the 
first page of this letter. 

 
1 Mr. Chevedden obviously was concerned that the proof of ownership be delivered, as he 

requested that the Company confirm receipt within one day. Yet, when the Company did not 
confirm receipt (because the email was never delivered), Mr. Chevedden did not seek other 
ways to provide the proof of ownership to the Company to ensure that it was properly 
delivered. 
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Very truly yours, 

WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
Professional Corporation 

/s/ Douglas K. Schnell 

Douglas K. Schnell 

Enclosures 

cc: NanoString Technologies, Inc 
  Kathy Surace-Smith 

Bjorn Johnson 

 John Chevedden  

 Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati, Professional Corporation 
  Michael Nordtvedt 
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From:
To: ShareholderProposals
Cc: Kathy Surace-Smith
Subject: #2 Rule 14a-8 Proposal `(NSTG) Opposition to Request for Reconsideration
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 10:20:51 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Ladies and Gentlemen,
It seems like management is trying to sell the idea that with a
spam filter the sender is left to believe that his message gets
through.
Whereas with an incorrect email company address the sender
get an immediate bounce back message.

Perhaps management has the ability to designate the sender of
a rule 14a-8 proposal as a spam sender.
Then when a broker letter is sent by email it goes to spam and
the sender has no indication that his message is sent to spam. 
And the timer is set automatically for deletion. 

Sincerely,
John Chevedden  

Mail delivery failed: returning message to sender
ksurace-smith@nanostring.com
December 23, 2020 
 
Mail delivery failed: returning message to sender
ksurace-smith@nanostring.com
December 13, 2020 

***





From:
To: ShareholderProposals
Cc: Kathy Surace-Smith
Subject: #1 Rule 14a-8 Proposal `(NSTG) Opposing Request for Reconsideration
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 9:09:45 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Ladies and Gentlemen,
In spite of sending additional email messages to management,
these are the last times I received a “returning message to sender”
from management.

Mail delivery failed: returning message to sender
ksurace-smith@nanostring.com
December 23, 2020 
 
Mail delivery failed: returning message to sender
ksurace-smith@nanostring.com
December 13, 2020  

Sincerely,
John Chevedden  

***
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Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati 
Professional Corporation 

650 Page Mill Road 
Palo Alto, California 94304-1050 

O: 650.493.9300 
F: 650.493.6811 

 

AUSTIN        BEIJING        BOSTON        BRUSSELS        HONG KONG        LONDON        LOS ANGELES        NEW YORK        PALO ALTO 

SAN DIEGO        SAN FRANCISCO        SEATTLE        SHANGHAI        WASHINGTON, DC        WILMINGTON, DE 

DOUGLAS K. SCHNELL 
Internet: dschnell@wsgr.com 
Direct dial: (650) 849-3275 

Client File No.: 31353.000 

April 19, 2021 

BY EMAIL (shareholderproposals@sec.gov) 

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

Re: Request for Reconsideration in Respect of Shareholder Proposal of 
James McRitchie and Myra K. Young Submitted to NanoString 
Technologies, Inc. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

We are writing in reference to the no-action request submitted on January 27, 2021 (the 
“No-Action Request”) by NanoString Technologies, Inc., a Delaware corporation (the 
“Company”), in respect of the shareholder proposal and supporting statement (together, the 
“Proposal”) submitted by James McRitchie and Myra K. Young (together, the “Proponents”). 
Due to the identification of new information and additional arguments, we are requesting that 
the staff (the “Staff”) of the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission”) reconsider 
its decision that the Company failed to meet is burden to exclude the Proposal from the proxy 
materials to be distributed by the Company in connection with its 2021 Annual Meeting of 
Stockholders (the “2021 Proxy Materials”). 

As described in the No-Action Request, the Proponents (including their agent, John 
Chevedden) failed to provide the requisite proof of ownership within the time period specified 
under Rule 14a-8(b). As the Staff is aware, providing appropriate proof of ownership to the 
Company is an integral element of the demonstration by the Proponents’ of their eligibility 
under Rule 14a-8 to have the Proposal included in the 2021 Proxy Materials. Because the 
Company was never provided with any proof of ownership by or on behalf of the Proponents, the 
Company respectfully submits that it is permitted to exclude the Proposal from the 2021 Proxy 
Materials under Rule 14a-8(f)(1). 

We respectfully request that any correspondence that Mr. Chevedden submits to the 
Staff or the Commission with respect to this reconsideration request be concurrently furnished 
to the undersigned on behalf of the Company. 
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1. Background 

Based on discussions with the Staff, it is our understanding that Mr. Chevedden purports 
to have submitted proof of ownership to the Company. Additionally, it is our understanding that 
Mr. Chevedden submitted three communications to the Staff by email following the submission 
of the No-Action Request. Mr. Chevedden purports to have provided these communications to 
the Company as well. The Company did not receive any of these communications. 

The Company received the Proposal through the United States Postal Service on 
December 23, 2020.1 Although the Proposal purports to indicate that it was also sent by email, 
the email address appearing on the cover letter accompanying the Proposal (which email 
address is ksurace-smith@nanostring.com) does not exist.2 It is possible that the Proponents 
were attempting to send the Proposal to Kathy Surace-Smith, who is the Company’s Senior Vice 
President of Human Resources and Legal Affairs. Ms. Surace-Smith’s email address is 
ksmith@nanostring.com. Ms. Surace-Smith’s email address has never been ksurace-
smith@nanostring.com. 

As described in the No-Action Request, following the receipt of the Proposal, the 
Company timely notified Mr. Chevedden, as the designated agent of the Proponents, of the 
deficiency in the Proposal. As Exhibit B to the No-Action Request plainly shows, Ms. Surace-
Smith was copied on Company’s communication with Mr. Chevedden. Consequently, as soon as 
January 4, 2021, Mr. Chevedden was on notice of the proper email address for Ms. Surace-
Smith. 

On January 27, 2021, the Company submitted the No-Action Request to the Staff. As 
described in the No-Action Request, the Company had received no communication from Mr. 
Chevedden or the Proponents since December 23, 2020. Ms. Surace-Smith was again copied on 
the email transmitting the No-Action Request to the Staff and Mr. Chevedden. Mr. Chevedden 
obviously received the No-Action Request, as we understand that he submitted a 
communication to the Staff the very same day.3 Despite the clear and unambiguous request in 
the No-Action Request that Mr. Chevedden include us, as the Company’s outside legal counsel, 
on any communications with the Staff, it appears that Mr. Chevedden affirmatively chose to 

 
1 Prior to December 23, 2020, the Company had never received any communications from the 

Proponents or Mr. Chevedden. 
2 As is customary, the Company’s email system generates a “bounceback” undeliverable message 

when an email cannot be delivered to an intended recipient because the email address does 
not exist. This would have provided an initial indication to the Proponents that the email 
address was invalid. On April 16, 2021, we tested the ksurace-smith@nanostring.com email 
address and received a “bounceback” undeliverable email in return. That “bounceback” 
undeliverable email is attached as Exhibit A. 

3 We became aware of this communication on April 16, 2021, but neither we nor the Company 
has ever seen it. 
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provide his communication only to the Staff. If Mr. Chevedden also directed his communication 
to the Company, it was never received; we can only assume that, if Mr. Chevedden actually 
attempted to send his communication to the Company, he used the non-existent email address. 

On April 16, 2021, we became aware that Mr. Chevedden had also provided 
correspondence to the Staff by email on February 16, 2021, and March 28, 2021. We further 
understand that, on at least one of these emails, Mr. Chevedden purported to include Ms. 
Smith’s correct email address.4 As the Company has no record of ever receiving any 
communications from Mr. Chevedden,5 upon become aware of this information the Company 
immediately began an investigation. This investigation revealed that, as is the practice at many 
companies, emails sent to the Company are screened by the Company’s external email security 
vendor.6 According to the policies of the email security vendor, emails are automatically deleted 
before being delivered if the vendor concludes that there is sufficient probability that the emails 
are malicious. Some emails may be marked as potentially malicious and initially quarantined 
prior to being deleted after 14 days (these emails are referred to as “Potential Spam”). 

Working with the Company’s external email security vendor, the Company’s information 
technology department determined that Mr. Chevedden attempted to send one email to Ms. 
Surace-Smith’s actual email address7 on March 29, 2021.8 As shown on Exhibit C, this email was 
initially designated as potentially malicious and quarantined as Potential Spam. After 14 days, 

 
4 Neither we nor the Company has ever seen these communications and, accordingly, cannot 

verify that they include the correct email address. 
5 Exhibit B contains a report from the Company’s email system showing that, for the prior 90 

days (the longest possible period for this report), no emails from Mr. Chevedden were 
delivered to anyone at the Company. Exhibit B also includes a report from the Company’s 
external email security vendor showing that, since November 1, 2020, only one email from 
Mr. Chevedden was received by the email security vendor. As explained in this letter, that 
email was never delivered to the Company. 

6 The email security vendor acts like a gatekeeper, and emails must pass successfully through the 
email security vendor before they are delivered to the Company. 

7 We understand from discussion with the Staff that an email sent by Mr. Chevedden may have 
included both (1) the non-existent email address and (2) Ms. Smith’s actual email address. 
The inclusion of a valid and an invalid email address may have made it more likely that the 
email security vendor determined that Mr. Chevedden’s emails were malicious and should 
not be delivered. 

8 The Company’s external email security vendor only maintains records for the prior 30 days. 
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this email was deleted9 without ever being delivered to Ms. Surace-Smith or anyone else at the 
Company.10 

As of the date of this letter—which is over four months after the submission of the 
Proposal—the Company has still not received any communications (including the required 
proof of ownership) from Mr. Chevedden or the Proponents since the submission of the 
Proposal. 

2. Analysis 

As explained in the No-Action Request, the Proponents’ failure to provide proof of 
ownership within the time period specified under Rule 14a-8(b) permits the Company to 
exclude the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(f)(1). 

Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14C (“SLB No. 14C”) makes clear that when a proponent elects to 
deliver a “proposal or a response to a notice of defects” (emphasis added) through alternative 
delivery methods, the proponent bears the burden of ensuring proper delivery of that 
communication.11 Both the Proponents and Mr. Chevedden had ample evidence that their emails 
to the Company were not being delivered. They would have received multiple “bounceback” 
undeliverable messages due to the use of a non-existent email address. Mr. Chevedden also 
received multiple emails reflecting Ms. Surace-Smith’s correct email address. Most importantly, 
Mr. Chevedden received a deficiency letter informing him that the Company had not received 
proof of ownership and intended to seek no-action relief on that basis. We understand that Mr. 
Chevedden has informed the Staff that he purported to have submitted proof of ownership prior 
to or in response to that deficiency letter. But when the Company subsequently sought no-action 
relief on the basis of the failure to receive proof of ownership and explicitly stated that it had 
not received a response from the Proponents to the deficiency notice, Mr. Chevedden—a 
sophisticated user of Rule 14a-8 who is responsible for hundreds of shareholder proposals each 
year—stood by and did nothing to correct this problem of his own making. Critically, Mr. 
Chevedden did not use another method to contact the Company to discuss the obvious 

 
9 Because emails designated as Potential Spam are automatically deleted by the Company’s 

external email security vendor after 14 days, the Company has been unable to retrieve the 
email. It is the Company’s understanding that an email is not retrievable once deleted in this 
manner. 

10 Although it is difficult to determine the precise factors that lead to these emails being 
identified as potentially malicious, it is likely that Mr. Chevedden’s use of a domain that is 
often utilized by spammers, phishers and other bad actors was a contributing factor. 

11 The Company notes that its proxy statement does not provide that email is an appropriate 
method of delivery of shareholder proposals. See page six of the Company’s proxy statement 
for its 2020 Annual Meeting of Stockholders (available at 
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1401708/000140170820000100/nstg-
2020proxy.htm). 
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difficulties that he and the Proponents were having in communicating with the Company, nor 
did Mr. Chevedden use another method to inquire why the Company incurred the time and 
expense of submitting the No-Action Request when (according to Mr. Chevedden) proof of 
ownership had been submitted. Mr. Chevedden could have easily (1) phoned the Company to 
inquire about Ms. Surace-Smith’s email address and the best way to get a message to her; (2) 
submitted a copy of the proof of ownership through a trackable delivery service; (3) copied the 
Company’s outside legal counsel on his submission of the proof of ownership or subsequent 
communications with the Staff; or (4) used any other number of methods to ensure that the 
Company received his communications. Instead, Mr. Chevedden simply continued to email a 
non-existent email address.  

With respect to any of Mr. Chevedden’s communications that may have been addressed 
to Ms. Surace-Smith’s actual email address, the Staff has repeatedly concurred with the 
exclusion of shareholder proposals involving Mr. Chevedden where the company did not receive 
emails from him due to those emails being automatically deleted as potentially malicious. 
Charles River Laboratories International, Inc. (Mar. 17, 2021); Teladoc Health, Inc. (Mar. 20, 
2020). The Staff has also repeatedly concurred with the exclusion of shareholder proposals sent 
to valid but incorrect email addresses. See Discover Financial Services (Mar. 20, 2020) 
(concurring with the exclusion of a proposal submitted by email to an incorrect email address 
and to, among others, email addresses of former employees); Sprint Corp. (Apr. 3, 2018) 
(concurring with the exclusion of a proposal submitted by email to the email address of a former 
company employee and to an employee who was not an attorney); Ellie Mae Inc. (Mar. 12, 2015) 
(concurring with the exclusion of a proposal submitted by email to the company’s former 
corporate secretary and the company’s investor relations department, as well as to a fax number 
that was not in the company’s principal executive offices); Aloca, Inc. (Jan. 12, 2009) 
(concurring with the exclusion of a proposal submitted by email to the company’s investor 
relations department and to a fax number not in the company’s principal executive offices); see 
also Xerox Corp. (May 2, 2005) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal submitted to a fax 
number in the company’s treasury department instead of the corporate secretary’s office). 

As SLB No. 14C makes clear, the Proponents and Mr. Chevedden have the burden of 
ensuring that all elements necessary to properly submit a shareholder proposal—including the 
proof of ownership—were properly delivered to the Company. Neither the Proponents nor Mr. 
Chevedden met this burden. The Proponents and Mr. Chevedden should not be rewarded for 
their inattention and failure to diligently ensure that the Proposal and the proof of ownership 
were delivered to the Company. 

As of the date of this letter, the Company has still never received proof of ownership or 
any communication from Mr. Chevedden or the Proponents (other than the Proposal, which was 
received by mail). For the reasons stated above and in the No-Action Request, the Company 
respectfully submits that it is permitted to exclude the Proposal from the 2021 Proxy Materials 
under Rule 14a-8(f)(1). 

* * * 
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As previously discussed with the Staff, the Company anticipates submitting its 2021 
Proxy Materials to its financial printer on April 23, 2021, with the 2021 Proxy Materials being 
filed on EDGAR on April 27, 2021. 

Should the Staff disagree with the conclusions in this letter, or should any additional 
information be desired in support of the Company’s position, we would appreciate the 
opportunity to confer with the Staff concerning these matters prior to the issuance of the Staff’s 
response. Please do not hesitate to contact me at the number or email address appearing on the 
first page of this letter. 

Very truly yours, 

WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
Professional Corporation 

/s/ Douglas K. Schnell 

Douglas K. Schnell 

Enclosures 

cc: NanoString Technologies, Inc 
  Kathy Surace-Smith 

Bjorn Johnson 

 John Chevedden  

 Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati, Professional Corporation 
  Michael Nordtvedt 
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Archived: Sunday, April 18, 2021 7:48:39 PM 
From: Mail Delivery System 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 1 :28:45 PM 
To: ksurace-smith@nanostring.com 
Subject: Undeliverable: test email 
Last modification date: Sunday, April 18, 2021 7:48:19 PM 
Conversation: test email 
Attachments: test email.msg 

The fol lowing message to <ksurace-smith@nanostring.com> was undeliverable. 
The reason for the problem: 
5.1.0 - Unknown address error 550-'lnvalid Recipient - https://community.mimecast.com/docs/DOC-1369#5 50 
[1RvLoznJMuuUeaa5Uzeg5g.us270]' 



 

 

Exhibit B 

 

Note: cosburn@nanostring.com is the email address of the individual in the Company’s 
information technology department that requested this report. This report shows that no emails 
from  were delivered to any recipients at the Company during the 
period covered by the report. This report is only available for the period covering the prior 90 
days. 
  

 

 

Message trace report - 2021-04-
16T22:19:50.359Z 

Report type 

Enhanced summary report 

Start date 

1/16/2021, 2:19 PM 

Senders 

 

Delivery status 

Al l 

Notification address 

cosburn@nanostring.com 

Submitted 

4/16/2021 , 3:19 PM 

End date 

4/16/2021 , 3:19 PM 

Recipients 

All 

Direction 

All 

Messages 

0 

X 
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Go Back Forward selected Items Export Data View 9 
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Message Details 

Status: Archived 

Delivered View • ksmith@nanostring.com 

Permit for Recipient Stock for Recipient Report • 

Message Analysis Header Transmission Data Policies 

Summary 

From (Envelope)  

From (Header)  

To shareholderproposals@SEC.GOV 

CC ksmith@nanostring.com 

Subject #3 Rule lda-8 Proposal "(NSTG) 

sent Mon, 29 Mar 2021 00:17:08 

Processed Mon.29Mar2021-00:17:08 

Spam Scanning 

SpamSCore O 8 

Category O scam 

Spam Detection Level O Moderate 

Message Body 

By default message content isn't shown. rf you choose to show it your decision will be logged for audit purposes. 

Show Message Content 

Message Details 

Status: Archived 

Delivered View - ksm1th@nanostring.com 

Permit for Recipient Block for Recipient Report • 

Message Analysis Header Transmission Data Policies 

Sent Mon.29Mar2021-00:17:08 

Processed Mon, 29 Mar 2021 . 00:17:08 

Spam Scanning 

Spamscore O 8 

Category O scam 

Spam Detection Level O Moderate 

Message Body 

I By default, message content isn't shown. If you choose to show it your decision will be logged for audit purposes. 

Show Message Content 

Retention and Audit Information 

Current Purge Date Wed. 28 Apr 2021 - 00:17:08 

Purge Based on original 

Litigation Hold None 

Original Purge Date Wed. 28 Apr 2021 - 00:17:08 

***
***



 

 

 

 

 

Message Details 

Status: Archived 

Delivered View - ksmith@nanostring.com 

Permit for Recipient Block for Recipient Report • 

Message Analysis Header Transmission Data Policies 

Compare Views 

Envelope Details 

From (Envelope)  

From (Header) 

To shareholderproposals@SEC.GOV 

Transmission Event Emal1 Delivery Aborted - Hard Bounce 

Processing Server us-mta-481.us.mimecast.lan 

Message Route Inbound 

Remote Server Details 

Remote Server 

Remote IP 

Remote Greeting 

Receipt Acknowledgement 

Transmission Information 

SMTP Start Time 

SMTP End Time 

SMTP Total Time 

Message Details 

Status: Archived 

Delivered View - ksmith@nanostrlng.com 

Permit for Recipient Block for Recipient Report • 

Message Analysis Header Transmission Data Policies 

SMTP Total Time 

Transmission Size 156.9 KB 

Actual Size 

Encryption Information 

Held Release Event Information 

Message Prop@rt l@s 

Event Rejection 

Event Time Tue, 13 Apr 2021 - 00:07:32 

2of2 < > 

2of2 < > 

Operator • "• "•'"• o•w•" ----------. 

Information Expired In queue- rejected by housekeeping 

Hold Reason Moderate Spam Detection 

Rej@ction Information 

Rejection Type Message Contains Undesirable Content 

Event Alert 

Transmission Components 

Component Type 

Email Transmission File 

Email Primary Body Plain Text 

Component Name 

transmission.em! 

body.tl<t 

Hash 

23004a5c 18764d4 l a5a4a6cd8f919b42b2b8af4d860c9 
bee47f74e9ffd5b71ed 

Size 

3KB 

206c062fd262d6dd49091981693b027399cd9f ae 1 asco 95 
etf2a6ca0b930d2b39e byte(s) 

***
***




