
 
        April 3, 2025 
  
Larry Derenge  
YUM! Brands, Inc. 
 
Re: YUM! Brands, Inc. (the “Company”) 

Incoming letter dated January 6, 2025 
 

Dear Larry Derenge: 
 

This letter is in response to your correspondence concerning the shareholder 
proposal (the “Proposal”) submitted to the Company by SOC Investment Group for 
inclusion in the Company’s proxy materials for its upcoming annual meeting of security 
holders. 
 
 The Proposal requests the board of directors commission an independent third-
party audit on the impact of the Company’s policies and practices on the safety and well-
being of workers throughout all Company-branded operations.  
 
 There appears to be some basis for your view that the Company may exclude the 
Proposal under Rule 14a-8(i)(7). In our view, the Proposal relates to the Company’s 
ordinary business operations. Accordingly, we will not recommend enforcement action to 
the Commission if the Company omits the Proposal from its proxy materials in reliance 
on Rule 14a-8(i)(7). 
 

Copies of all of the correspondence on which this response is based will be made 
available on our website at https://www.sec.gov/corpfin/2024-2025-shareholder-
proposals-no-action. 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
        Rule 14a-8 Review Team 
 
 
cc:  Louis Malizia 

SOC Investment Group 

https://www.sec.gov/corpfin/2024-2025-shareholder-proposals-no-action
https://www.sec.gov/corpfin/2024-2025-shareholder-proposals-no-action


 
 

VIA ONLINE SHAREHOLDER PROPOSAL PORTAL 

Office of Chief Counsel 
Division of Corporation Finance 
Office of Chief Counsel 
100 F Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20549 

Re: YUM! Brands, Inc. – Shareholder Proposal Submitted 
by SOC Investment Group – Rule 14a-8 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of YUM! Brands, Inc. (the “Company”) and pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j) under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the “Exchange Act”), we hereby respectfully request 
confirmation that the staff (the “Staff”) of the Division of Corporation Finance (the “Division”) of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “SEC” or the “Commission”) will not recommend 
enforcement action if, in reliance on Exchange Act Rule 14a-8, the Company excludes the 
Proposal (as defined below) submitted by SOC Investment Group (the “Proponent”) from the 
proxy materials for the Company’s 2025 annual general meeting of shareholders (the “Proxy 
Materials”). 

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

• filed this letter with the SEC no later than 80 calendar days before the Company intends 
to file its definitive 2025 Proxy Materials with the SEC; and 

• concurrently sent copies of this correspondence to the Proponent. 

Rule 14a-8(k) and Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14D (Nov. 7, 2008) 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. 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 that correspondence should be furnished 
concurrently to the undersigned on behalf of the Company pursuant to Rule 14a-8(k) and Staff 
Legal Bulletin No. 14D (Nov. 7, 2008). 

The Proposal 

The Company received the following proposed resolution for consideration at its 2025 
annual general meeting of shareholders: 

Resolved: Shareholders request the Board of Directors of Yum! Brands, Inc. (“the 
Company”) commission an independent third-party audit on the impact of the 
Company’s policies and practices on the safety and well-being of workers throughout 
all Company-branded operations. A report on the audit, prepared at a reasonable cost 
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and omitting proprietary information, should be made available on the Company’s 
website. 

The audit should include: 

• Evaluation of management and business practices that contribute to an unsafe or 
violent environment, including staffing capacity; 

• Meaningful consultation with workers and customers to inform appropriate solutions, 
including whistle-blower protections for workers reporting health and safety related 
incidents; and 

• Recommendations for actions and regular reporting with progress on identified 
actions.  

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j), we have enclosed a copy of the proposed resolution and the supporting 
statement (collectively, the “Proposal”), and the accompanying cover letter, as transmitted to the 
Company as Exhibit A.  

Basis for Exclusion 

The Company believes that the Proposal may be properly omitted from its 2025 Proxy 
Materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(7) because the Proposal deals with matters relating to the 
Company’s ordinary business operations. 

Analysis 

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

This Proposal seeks a third-party audit on the impact of the Company’s policies and 
practices on the safety and well-being of workers, specifically addressing the Company’s 
“management and business practices that contribute to an unsafe or violent environment, including 
staffing capacity.” As discussed below, the Proposal may be omitted under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) as it 
relates to the safety and well-being of workers, and it does not focus on any significant social 
policy issue that transcends 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 deals with a matter relating 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.” 
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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 considerations that underlie this policy. Id. As relevant here, 
one of these considerations 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.” Id. Examples of the tasks cited by the Commission include “management 
of the workforce, such as the hiring, promotion, and termination of employees, decisions on 
production quality and quantity, and the retention of suppliers.” Id.  

The 1998 Release further distinguishes proposals pertaining to ordinary business matters 
from those focusing on “significant social policy issues,” which are not excludable under Rule 
14a-8(i)(7) because they “transcend the day-to-day business matters and raise policy issues so 
significant that it would be appropriate for a shareholder vote.” 1998 Release. In this regard, when 
“determining whether the focus of these proposals is a significant social policy issue, [the Staff] 
consider[s] both the proposal and the supporting statement as a whole.” See Staff Legal Bulletin 
No. 14C, part D.2. (June 28, 2005).  

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 report is within 
the ordinary business of the issuer. See Exchange Act Release No. 20091 (August 16, 1983). In 
addition, the Staff has indicated that “[w]here the subject matter of the additional disclosure sought 
in a particular proposal involves a matter of ordinary business…it may be excluded under [R]ule 
14a-8(i)(7).” Johnson Controls, Inc. (October 26, 1999). 

B. The Proposal is excludable because it relates to workplace safety, an 
ordinary business matter. 

The Staff has routinely recognized that proposals relating to workplace safety are a matter 
of ordinary business and excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(7). For example, Amazon.com, Inc. 
(International Brotherhood of Teamsters General Fund) (April 1, 2020, recon. denied April 9, 
2020) (“Amazon 2020”), the proposal requested a report on the company’s efforts to “reduce the 
risk of accidents” that “describe[s] the [b]oard’s oversight process of safety management, staffing 
levels, inspection and maintenance of facilities and equipment and those of the [c]ompany’s 
dedicated third-party contractors.” In concurring with exclusion under Rule 14a-8(i)(7), the Staff 
noted that “the [p]roposal focuses on workplace accident prevention, an ordinary business matter, 
and does not transcend the [c]ompany’s ordinary business operations.” In Verizon 
Communications Inc. (March 14, 2024) (“Verizon”) and AT&T Inc. (March 14, 2024) (“AT&T”), 
Staff concurred with the exclusion of identical proposals requesting a third-party assessment of the 
company’s “due diligence process for preventing health and safety violations,” stating that the 
proposals relate “to ordinary business matters.” 
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Similarly, in Pilgrim’s Pride Corp. (February 25, 2016) (“Pilgrim’s Pride”), the proposal 

requested that the company publish a report describing the company’s policies, practices, 
performance, and improvement targets related to occupational health and safety. The supporting 
statement also referred to alleged occupational health and safety violations and stated that workers 
in that company’s industry suffer injury and illness at five times the national average. The company 
argued that workplace safety is at the core of its business operations, and that the broad report 
requested by the proposal “implicates every aspect of the [c]ompany’s workplace safety efforts” 
and therefore related to the company’s ordinary business operations. The Staff concurred with the 
exclusion of the proposal, noting that the proposal “relates to workplace safety.” See also Amazon 
2020; The Chemours Co. (January 17, 2017) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal 
requesting a report “on the steps the [c]ompany has taken to reduce the risk of accidents” with the 
supporting statement citing to a number of industrial accidents at the company’s facilities and 
significant regulatory fines that had been assessed against the company for various safety 
violations).  

The Staff’s determinations in the foregoing precedents are consistent with decades-old 
precedent concurring with the exclusion of proposals addressing workplace safety issues as 
implicating a company’s ordinary business operations. See CNF Transportation, Inc. (January 26, 
1998) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal requesting that the board of directors develop 
and publish a safety policy accompanied by a report analyzing the long-term impact of the policy 
on the company’s competitiveness and shareholder value because “disclosing safety data and 
claims history” was a matter of the company’s ordinary business); Chevron Corp. (February 22, 
1988) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal as ordinary business because it related to the 
protection and safety of company employees).  

Here, the Proposal is concerned with workplace safety and seeks an “independent third-
party audit on the impact of the Company’s policies and practices on the safety and well-being of 
workers throughout all Company-branded operations.” Such audit “should include…management 
and business practices that contribute to an unsafe or violent environment, including staffing 
capacity.” This is reiterated in the supporting statement, which references workplace safety issues 
and risks multiple times and raises concerns about safety incidents relating to the Company’s 
customers and other “unsafe working conditions” such as “high kitchen temperatures.”  

As with the proposals in Verizon, Amazon 2020 and Pilgrim’s Pride, the Proposal seeks a 
broad report implicating every aspect of the Company’s workplace safety efforts as a part of its 
ordinary business operations. Workplace safety has been and remains important to the Company. 
The Company’s “policies and practices on the safety and well-being of workers throughout all 
Company-branded operations” are integrally related to, and are dynamically integrated into, the 
management of the Company’s operations and involve a number of complex considerations. As a 
result, workplace safety involves an enormous range of (in the words of the 1998 Release) “core 
matters involving the [C]ompany’s business and operations,” such as compliance with varying 
regulations governing workplace safety around the world, designing and operating facilities, and 
attracting, training and retaining employees. Such policies and practices are integrally related to 
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routine elements of the management of the Company’s operations and comprise a significant 
component of the Company’s day-to-day business. Thus, as in the precedents discussed above, the 
Proposal may properly be excluded under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) as relating to the Company’s ordinary 
business operations. 

C. The Proposal does not focus on any significant social policy issue that 
transcends the Company’s ordinary business operations. 

In the 1998 Release, the Commission reaffirmed the standards for when proposals are 
excludable under the “ordinary business” provision that the Commission had initially articulated 
in the 1976 Release. In the 1998 Release, the Commission also distinguished proposals pertaining 
to ordinary business matters that are excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(7) from those that “focus on” 
significant social policy issues. The Commission stated, “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” (emphasis added) 1998 Release. 

In contrast, as Staff precedent has established, referencing aspects of a topic that might 
include significant social policy issues, but which do not define the scope of actions addressed in 
a proposal and do not limit the principal focus of a proposal, does not transform an otherwise 
ordinary business proposal into one that transcends ordinary business. For example, the proposal 
in Union Pacific Corp. (February 25, 2008) addressed safety concerns in the course of the 
company’s operations and requested disclosures of the company’s efforts to safeguard the 
company’s operations from terrorist attacks and “other homeland security incidents.” The 
company argued that the proposal was excludable because the proposal related to the company’s 
day-to-day efforts to safeguard its operations—including not only terrorist attacks, but also 
earthquakes, floods, and other routine operating risks that were overseen by the Department of 
Homeland Security but were incident to the company’s ordinary business operations. The Staff’s 
response noted that the proposal was excludable because it “include[d] matters relating to [the 
company’s] ordinary business operations,” despite the fact that safeguarding against terrorist 
attacks might be viewed as not part of the company’s ordinary business. See also Amazon.com, 
Inc. (Domini Impact Equity Fund and the New York State Common Retirement Fund) (March 28, 
2019) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal requesting a report on the company’s “analysis 
of the community impacts of [the company’s] operations” where although the proposal might have 
touched on significant inequality concerns, the proposal was so broadly worded that the Staff 
concurred that the proposal did not focus on any single issue that transcended the company’s 
ordinary business); PetSmart, Inc. (March 24, 2011) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal 
requesting that the board require suppliers to certify that they had not violated animal cruelty-
related laws, finding that while animal cruelty is a significant social policy issue, the scope of laws 
covered by the proposals was too broad); Apache Corp. (March 5, 2008) (concurring with the 
exclusion of a proposal requesting the implementation of equal employment opportunity policies 
based on certain principles and noting that “some of the principles relate to [the company’s] 
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ordinary business operations”); General Electric Co. (February 10, 2000) (concurring with the 
exclusion of a proposal relating to the accounting and use of funds for the company’s executive 
compensation program because it both touched upon the significant social policy issue of senior 
executive compensation, and involved the ordinary business matter of choice of accounting 
method). 

Here, the Proposal’s broad application to “safety…of workers” encompasses matters 
incident to the Company’s (and many other businesses’) ordinary business operations, ranging 
from employee injury and illness (including matters of simple first-aid), to matters related to 
employee monitoring and supervision, employee policies and practices (including those related to 
health and safety), general employee relations, and other matters related to the Company’s 
management of its workforce. Moreover, the “well-being of workers” broadly encompasses a 
variety of other employee programs and benefits that the Company offers, such as educational 
assistance (including tuition reimbursement and family scholarship programs), employee 
assistance (including financial and legal services, counseling services, resilience skills, and support 
for families), wellness programs (including physical therapy, weight-loss resources, and smoking, 
alcohol and drug cessation programs), and training programs (including related to leadership 
development and communication skills), all of which are ordinary business matters. The fact that 
the supporting statement cites alleged workplace safety concerns does not make workplace safety 
unique or transcendent, as the supporting statements in both Amazon 2020 and Pilgrim’s Pride 
also cited past workplace incidents. The Company acknowledges that workplace safety issues are 
important. However, nothing about the Proposal, which refers broadly to addressing the 
Company’s “policies and practices” related to “safety and well-being of workers,” raises it beyond 
the day-to-day safety management issues that are incident to the Company’s ordinary business 
operations. 

In Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14L (November 3, 2021), the Staff stated that it “will realign 
its approach for determining whether a proposal relates to ‘ordinary business’ with the standard 
the Commission initially articulated in [the 1976 Release]…and which the Commission 
subsequently reaffirmed in the 1998 Release.” As such, the Staff stated that it will focus on the 
issue that is the subject of the shareholder proposal and determine whether it has “a broad societal 
impact, such that [it] transcend[s] the ordinary business of the company.” The Staff noted further 
that “proposals squarely raising human capital management issues with a broad societal impact 
would not be subject to exclusion solely because the proponent did not demonstrate that the human 
capital management issue was significant to the company” (citing to the 1998 Release and Dollar 
General Corp. (March 6, 2020) (“Dollar General 2020”) and providing “significant discrimination 
matters” as an example of an issue that transcends ordinary business matters). This guidance does 
not affect the excludability of the Proposal because, unlike Dollar General 2020, the Proposal does 
not raise significant discrimination matters or board oversight of human capital issues, and does 
not focus on any other issue “with a broad societal impact” such that it transcends ordinary business 
matters. Instead, as discussed above, the Proposal focuses on general workforce concerns that the 
Staff has consistently determined over the years do not transcend ordinary business. See also, Intel 
Corp. (March 18, 1999) (concurring with the exclusion of a proposal seeking adoption of an 
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“Employee Bill of Rights,” which would have established various “protections” for the company’s 
employees, including limited work-hour requirements, relaxed starting times, and a requirement 
that employees treat one another with dignity and respect, noting that the foregoing was excludable 
as relating to “management of the workforce”).  

Accordingly, consistent with the precedent cited above, because the Proposal relates to 
ordinary business matters—workplace safety and management of the Company’s workforce—and 
does not focus on a significant social policy issue, the Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-
8(i)(7). 

II. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, we request your confirmation that the Staff will not recommend 
enforcement action to the Commission if the Company omits the Proposal from its 2025 Proxy 
Materials. 

If the Staff has any questions, please contact the undersigned at (502) 874-8719 or 
Larry.Derenge@yum.com. We would appreciate it if you would send your response by email.  

Very truly yours,  

 

Larry Derenge                                                                                                                                        
Vice President and Associate General Counsel                                                                                     
YUM! Brands, Inc.  

 

 
 
cc: Louis Malizia                                                                                                                                        

SOC Investment Group 
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Hitchcock Law Firm PLLC
5614 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W. • NO. 304

WASHINGTON, D.C.   20015-2604
(202) 489-4813

CORNISH F. HITCHCOCK

E-MAIL: CONH@HITCHLAW.COM

30 January 2025

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

By online portal submission

Re: Shareholder proposal to YUM! Brands, Inc.
      from SOC Investment Group

Dear Counsel:

I write on behalf of SOC Investment Group to respond to the letter from
counsel for YUM! Brands, Inc. (“YUM!” or the “Company”) dated 6 January 2025 in
which YUM! advises of its intent to omit a shareholder proposal from SOC Invest-
ment Group (the “Proposal”) from YUM!’s 2025 proxy materials.  For the reasons
below we respectfully ask the Division to advise YUM! that the Division does not
concur with the Company’s arguments.

The Proposal states:

Resolved: Shareholders request the Board of Directors of Yum! Brands,
Inc. (“the Company”) commission an independent third-party audit on the
impact of the Company’s policies and practices on the safety and well-
being of workers throughout all Company-branded operations. A report on
the audit, prepared at a reasonable cost and omitting proprietary informa-
tion, should be made available on the Company’s website.

The audit should include:
  • Evaluation of management and business practices that contribute to an
unsafe or violent environment, including staffing capacity;
  • Meaningful consultation with workers and customers to inform appro-
priate solutions, including whistle-blower protections for workers report-
ing health and safety related incidents; and
  • Recommendations for actions and regular reporting with progress on
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identified actions.

The Supporting Statement explains that workplace violence safety is a na-
tional issue, with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (“OSHA”)
stating that acts of violence and other injuries are the third leading cause of fatal
occupational injury in this country and that workplace violence “is a major concern
for employers and employees nationwide.”  The audit requested by the Proposal is a
way to address this issue, as well as to attract and retain employees in an industry
with high turnover.

The Supporting Statement cites examples where YUM! employees have faced
violence from customers, some of it fatal.  The Supporting Statement also cites ex-
amples of high kitchen temperatures and other unsafe conditions that led to a
strike at one facility and multiple regulatory complaints.  Noting that many YUM!-
branded restaurants are operated by franchisees, the Supporting Statement recom-
mends evaluating the adequacy of current policies in that regard as a way to ad-
dress reputational, legal and financial risks.

In response YUM! argues that the Proposal may be omitted from the
Company’s proxy materials because it relates to the “ordinary business” of the Com-
pany within the meaning of SEC Rule 14a-8(i)(7).  For the reasons stated below, we
submit that the Company has not carried its burden of proving that the Proposal
falls within that exemption.

DISCUSSION.

In Amendments To Rules On Shareholder Proposals, Exchange Act Release
No. 40018, 63 Fed. Reg. 29106 (28 May 1998), the Commission emphasized that the
“ordinary business” exception rests on two considerations: (1) the fact that tasks are
so fundamental to management's ability to run a company that they don’t lend
themselves to shareholder oversight, and (2) some proposals may be viewed as an
effort to micromanage the company by probing too deeply into matters that share-
holders, as a group, are not in a position to make an informed judgment.  Id. at
29108 (footnote omitted).  Even so, the Commission has long held the view that
some topics may transcend ordinary business concerns if they have “significant pol-
icy, economic or other implications inherent in them.”  Adoption of Amendments
Relating to Proposals by Security Holders, Exchange Act Release No. 12999, 41 Fed.
Reg. 52994, 52998 (3 December 1976).

YUM! argues that the Proposal deals with garden-variety “ordinary business”
issues such as non-executive compensation, financial reporting practices and does
not involve a transcendent or “significant” public policy issue.  Because the issues
are inter-related, we discuss them together.  
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         The Proposal presents an issue that is anything but 
     “ordinary,” but is rather a “significant” policy issue.”

Working in a fast-food restaurant can be hazardous to your health.

The Supporting Statement cites evidence of workplace violence at various
YUM! restaurants, as reported in the news media, including:

• a 2023 episode in Detroit where, Taco Bell workers  were threatened by a
customer with violence;

• a 2023 episode in North Carolina, where a Taco Bell worker was shot by a
customer;

• a 2024 incident in Texas where a Taco Bell worker was shot and killed
during a robbery;

• other episodes in 2024 in South Carolina and Illinois where employees were
victims of gun violence.  

YUM!’s letter does not dispute these facts.

Unfortunately, such episodes are not isolated incidents. According to one
study, between 2017 and 2020, at least 77,000 violent or threatening incidents took
place at California fast-food restaurants.  vanden Heuvel, California could
transform how fast food workers are treated, THE WASHINGTON POST (16 August
2022), available at
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2022/08/16/california-fast-food-bill-essent
ial-workers/.  The media have reported similar episodes at other companies in the
fast food industry.  Rocha, The brutal reality of fast food work behind Trump’s
McDonald’s moment, RECKON (25 October 2024), available at
https://www.reckon.news/honey/2024/10/the-brutal-reality-of-fast-food-work-behind-
trumps-mcdonalds-moment.html; Feng, Fast-food workers face threat of violence,
THE CLARION (28 February 2023), available at
https://www.theonlineclarion.com/opinion/2023/02/28/fast-food-workers-face-threat-
of-violence/ ; Fu, Fast food workers are using 911 call logs to draw attention to a
hidden “crisis of violence,” THE COUNTER (14 December 2021), available at
https://thecounter.org/fast-food-workers-911-call-logs-workplace-customer-violence-
mcdonalds-report/; Isidore, Woman who threw bowl of food at Chipotle worker
sentenced to work 2 months in fast food job, CNN BUSINESS (6 December 2023),
available at
https://www.cnn.com/2023/12/06/business/chipotle-attacker-sentenced-to-fast-food-jo
b/index.html.

Workplace violence in the fast food sector are thus a matter of considerable
public interest.  If anything, episodes such as these are part of a larger, more
troubling picture.  A recent study of workplace violence in the retail sector found
that 11 percent of employees experienced physical violence in the past year. 
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Verkada, The State of Retail Safety, p. 4 (2024), available at
https://docs.verkada.com/docs/Verkada%2BRetail%2BSafety%2BSurvey.pdf..

In addition – and even more disturbing – OSHA has reported that acts of
violence are the third-largest cause of fatal occupational injuries in this country:

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics Census of Fatal
Occupational Injuries (CFOI), of the 5,283 fatal workplace injuries
that occurred in the United States in 2023, 740 fatalities were due to
violent acts. Homicides (458) accounted for 61.9 percent of violent acts
and 8.7 percent of all work-related fatalities. However it manifests
itself, workplace violence, which may include gender-based violence, is
a major concern for employers and employees nationwide.

OSHA, Workplace Violence, available at https://www.osha.gov/workplace-violence. 
See also National Institute on Occupational Safety and Health, About Workplace
Violence (3 December 2024), available at
https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/violence/about/?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/nio
sh/topics/violence/default.html.

Workplace safety and violence issues recently crossed over into the political
arena, with California adopting a pioneering new law (SB 553), which starting 1
July 2024 requires many California employers to adopt a comprehensive workplace
violence prevention plan with detailed recordkeeping as to any incident.  California
Labor and Employment Labor Law Blog, California Employers Required to Adopt
New Comprehensive Workplace Violence Prevention Plans Under Senate Bill 553,
available at
https://www.callaborlaw.com/entry/california-employers-required-to-adopt-new-com
prehensive-workplace-violence-prevention-plans-under-senate-bill-no-553.  The law
was enacted after a disgruntled worker shot and killed nine workers at a San Jose
area railyard and then killed himself.  Hussain, California’s workplace violence
prevention law is now in effect. Here’s how it changes things, LOS ANGELES TIMES (6
July 2024), available at
https://www.latimes.com/business/story/2024-07-06/californias-workplace-violence-p
revention-law-goes-into-effect-this-month-what-to-know.  

Despite such evidence, YUM! argues that the Proposal simply involves a
generic issue of workplace safety, which is an “ordinary business” matter, adding
that nothing about workplace violence of the sort discussed in the Proposal involves
a “transcendent” policy issue that lifts the topic out of the realm of the “ordinary.”  

What’s wrong with that argument?  

For starters, YUM! conspicuously ignores a 2022 letter in which the Division
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denied relief on “ordinary business” grounds as to a proposal requesting “an
independent third party audit on workplace health and safety” that would evaluate
“productivity quotas,” “surveillance practices” and “the effects of these practices on
injury rates and turnover.”  That proposal also recommended that the audit “be
conducted with input from employees, experts in workplace safety and surveillance,
and other relevant stakeholders; informed by recent state legislation; and address
regulatory inquiry and media coverage.”  Amazon.com, Inc. (Tazehozi) (6 April 2022)
(footnotes omitted).

If anything, the Amazon proposal was more generic than this Proposal, as it
focused on “worker health and safety” and working conditions and did not mention
issues of workplace violence of the sort cited in this Proposal.  Moreover, the
Amazon proposal was able to cite a number of factors to indicate that the problems
at Amazon were acute, e.g., a serious injury rate at Amazon warehouses that was
nearly 80% higher than the warehouse industry average.

YUM! also omits reference to Dollar General Corp. (31 March 2023), where
the company challenged the same proposal at issue here.  The Division rejected an
“ordinary business” argument based on a “litigation strategy” rationale, explaining
that the proposal “transcends ordinary business matters because it raises human
capital management issues with a broad societal impact.”

We have reviewed the letters that YUM! cites,1 and whatever conclusions one
may draw about workplace safety proposals in other industries or at other
companies, the evidence cited in this Proposal as well as this letter demonstrate
that there is a significant issue at YUM! and in the fast food sector.  By contrast,
most of the letters that YUM! cites are several years old and do not deal explicitly
with the factual situations of the sort cited in the Proposal, nor do they deal with
issues in the fast food sector.  

What is also noteworthy is the fact that none of the cited letters contains a
discussion of the high-level cost of a company’s inattention to safety issues.  Recent
data, not mentioned in any of the sources that YUM! cites, indicate that the cost of
workplace violence could be as much as $56 billion annually – and that’s likely an
undercount.  Kitterlin-Lynch, The costs of workplace violence are too high to ignore,
FIU NEWS (25 April 2024), available at
https://news.fiu.edu/2024/the-costs-of-workplace-violence-are-too-high-to-ignore.  A
figure such as $56 billion represents a lot of shareholder money.  Moreover,
according to one insurance company survey, every $1 invested in workplace safety

1 Amazon.com, Inc. (International Brotherhood of Teamsters General Fund) (1 April 2020);
Verizon Communications Inc. (14 March 2024); AT&T Inc. (14 March 2024); Pilgrims’s
Pride Corp. (25 February 2016); The Chemours Co. (17 January 2017); CNF Transportation,
Inc. (26 January 1998); Chevron Corp. (22 February 1988).
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results in $3 or more in savings.  American Society of Safety Professionals, The
Return on Investment for Safety, Health and Environmental (OSH) Management
Programs, available at
https://www.assp.org/docs/default-source/standards-documents/assp-ohsms-roi_2020
-version.pdf#:~:text=On%20August%2029%2C%202001%2C%20Liberty%20Mutual
%20Insurance,for%20each%20$1%20invested%20in%20workplace%20safety

Numbers of these magnitudes have significance to shareholders, and the
cited letters did not address the workplace violence issue in those terms.  To the
extent that cost was mentioned in any of the letters, the discussion was limited to
costs of paying fines for violating OSHA regulations and the like, and the numbers
cited usually topped out in low six figures at a given company.

The other letters YUM! cites (at pp. 5-6) involve situations a proposal
involves a matter of ordinary business that simply “touches on” a matter of policy
significance2 or where the proposal delves too deeply into a given topic with detailed
request for disclosure.3  The Proposal here cannot be lumped into either category.

CONCLUSION

For these reasons SOC Investment Group respectfully asks the Division to
advise YUM! that the Division does not concur in YUM!’s assessment of the
Proposal.

Thank you for your consideration of these points.  Please do not hesitate to
contact me if we can provide any additional information.

Respectfully submitted,

Cornish F. Hitchcock
cc: Larry Derenge

2 Union Pacific Corp. (25 February 2008 (proposal to disclose information regarding security
of operations is ordinary business, notwithstanding reference to possible terrorist attacks);
Amazon.com, Inc. (Domini Impact Equity Fund) (28 March 2019) (broadly written proposal
to analyze effect of company operations on local communities.

3PetSmart, Inc. (24 March 2011) (proposal for detailed certification of no violation of animal
cruelty laws); Apache Corp. (5 March 2008) (proposal re implementation of detailed equal
employment opportunity principles); General Electric Co. (10 February 2000) (seeking
detailed accounting disclosures for executive compensation); Intel Corp. (18 March 1999)
(employee bill of rights).
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