


























Robert D. Morse

***Redacted - FISMA***

Mr. Henry H. Hubble
Vice President, Investor Relations

and Secretary

Exxon Mobil Corporation
5959 Las Colinas Boulevard
Irving, TX 75039-2298

Dear Mr. Hubble:

I, Robert D. Morse, hereby withdraw my shareholder proposal concerning executive
compensation, which | have submitted to Exxon Mobil Corporation in connection with

their 2008 annual meeting of shareholders.

Sincerely,

Robert D. Morse
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UPS: Tracking Information Page 1 of 1

Tracking Summary

Tracking Numbers

Tracking Number: 1Z 751 05X 01 9320779 8
Type: Package
Status: Delivered
Delivered On: 09/21/2007

9:01 A.M.
Delivered To: MOORESTOWN, NJ, US
Service: NEXT DAY AIR

Tracking results provided by UPS: 09/25/2007 10:02 A.M. ET

NOTICE: UPS authorizes you to use UPS tracking systems solely to track shipments tendered by or
for you to UPS for delivery and for no other purpose. Any other use of UPS tracking systems and
information is strictly prohibited.
£1Close Window

Copyright © 1994-2007 United Parcel Service of America, Inc. All rights reserved.

https://www.campusship.ups.com/campus_track/printSummary?loc=en_US&page=summary&summaryCou... 9/25/07
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Robert D. Morse

?\ECE\/ED
SEP 2 7 2007

**Redacted - FISMA***

H. H HUBB\X’ September 21, 2007

Henry H. Hubble, V. P. Public Relations
ExxonMobil Corporation

5959 Las Colinas Boulevard

Irving, TX 75039-2298

Dear Mr. Hubble:

Thank you for your early response. It would not be fair to other entities for me to
withdraw my proposal on non-attendance theme, as I have a valid reason.

I cannot be expected to attend but will try to be represented at the meeting by an alternate
selection, if any become known to me. For the past three years, my close presence at home to attend
my wife’s medical needs has escalated and the S.E.C. has been so advised as a “valid reason” for
non-attendance, there being no printed standard to follow for compliance.

I have repeatedly advised the S.E.C. that such rule is strictly a deterrent to enter a proposal,
and has no possible “gain” effect on the final voting of attendees, since most votes were asked to be
returned prior to meeting date, and cannot be “cancelled” for that rule, as some companies have claimed.

[ wish to thank the Company for reinstating “Against” to the vote for Directors proposal, it
is a fine gesture of “The Right of Dissent”.

Enclosure: Rhymes for stress relief.
Not part of the presentation.

Sincerely,

SHAREHOLDER PROPOSAL

SEP 2 8 2007

NO. OF SHARES
DISTRIBUTION: HHH: REG: TJG:
LKB: JEP: DGH: SMD
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RESOLVED: |
Shigeholders request the Board to initiate a review of our company’s executive compensation policies
Y make available, upon request, a report of that review by December 1, 2007 (omi#i~~ dential

informXjon and prepared at a reasonable cost). We request the ren~~ =

1. A comyparison of the total compensation package J.S.
workers\n September 1995 and September 200¢

2. An analysis of changes in the relative size of the g \E * 2

justifying thiztrend.
3. An evaluation whether our fop executive co'm‘pber
‘options, benefits\perks, loans, insurance policies ai
should be modifiey.

4. An explanation of whether the issues of sizable layo ers
__should result in an adjystment of executive pay to mc

Supporting Statement

We Eelieve all ExxonMobil emplqyees work together fo cr le

also believe the company has the akility to increase share

company, not just a sing{e individualN{ is not clear how th

creating the desired and beneficial effeckon shareholder vc - wwncerned that

the over-compensation of top executives hasa negative effe -..mruyee morale and customer frust.

Please vote FOR this resQIUﬁoh‘."l

The Board recommends 76u vote AGAINST this proposal for the following reasons:

The Board does not support this proposal because executiye compensation is already benchmarked
annually against other large U.S.-based companies across dustry, aligned internally to be equitable,
and reviewed annually by the Compensation Committee, whidg consists solely of independent directors.
The Board believes the compensation information disclosed in tha proxy statement provides more
meaningful information for shareholders than the report that is requested by this proposal.

The basis of ExxonMobil’s compensation program is to compensate ed¢h individual, executive or
non-executive, at a level that recognizes the individual’s experience, perfermance, and level of -
responsibility. Compensation should also be competitive with that of persons,performing similar jobs at
other companies with whom the. Company competes for employee talent. ExxdqMobil's compensation
programs are internally aligned, but the Committee does not believe a specific fymeric ratio between the
compensation of the CEQ and the compensation of an employee in an entirely diffsgent job is meaningful
or an appropriate factor for setting compensation. L .

The “Compensation Discussion and Analysis” section beginning on page 19 of this prox
. . N v - . : . ) i 1
es-a-deteailed-diseyssiomof-ourcompensationgoals and methods.” TN

ITEM 10 - EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION  LIMIT
This proposal was submifrfecl'bvar. R¢bért Morse, ~Redacted - FISMA®

“| propose that the remuneration to any of the top five persons named in Management be limited fo
$500,000.00 per year, plus.any nominal perks. This program is to be applied after any existing
programs now in force for options, bonuses, SAR’s, etc., have been comp efed, and severance contractfs
should be discontinued, as they are also a part of remuneration programs. B

This proposal does not affect any other personnel in the company and their rerﬁuneraﬁon',‘pirogroms‘ o
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REASONS

The limit of one half million dollars-in remuneration is far above that needed to enjoy an elegant life-style.
Throughout Corporate history, only a few persons whom have created a corporation now remain in
Management. Some descendents have inherited top positions, while most have attained them through
recommendations, ability, or influence, not necessarily providing increased earnings for a company.
These come from the product or services, its public acceptance, advertising and the workforce.

Due to an unfair removal of the word: ‘Against’ since about Year 1975, and ONLY in the ‘Vote for
Directors’ column, Management nominees for that position are rarely defeated, as receiving only as little
as one vote guarantees e?ecﬁon, and in turn, Directors re-elect management and reward them. The term
was devised and incorporated in 6 or 8 states of high company registrations as a state and corporate

‘Rule’. ‘Right of Dissent" is denied, and shareowners may not vote ‘No’ or “Against’ and be counted as
such. This unfairness has yet to be corrected by the Commission as requested.

The Ford Motor Company reinstated ‘Against’ several years ago, showing the American Way of proper
corporate proxies presentations. ExxonMobil has reverted to a majority vote for election of Directors, @
fine decision for shareowners! ‘ i

Thank you, and p\ease vote,'YES;’ fvorv thi:s Proposol." It is for YOUR benefit!”

The Board recommends you vote AGAINST this proposal for the following reasons:

Attracting and retaining the best talent in the industry is in the inferesfs of shareholders and helps the
Company achieve competitive advantage. The Board believes that setting an artificial or arbitrary level of
compensation that is not determined by the marketplace would put the Corporation at a severe
disadvantage in hiring and retaining tz\le best talent.

- q : AMERNT
= Y- [A41-1h 0] /
This proposal was submitted by Mr. William Steiner, *Redacted - FISMA™*

#Recoup Unearned Management Bonuses

RESOLVED: Shareholders request our board to adopt a bylaw to enable our compdny fo recou all
unearned incentive bonuses or other incentive payments to senior executives fgthe extent that their
corresponding performance targets were later reasonably determined to havé not been achieved. This is
to be odopte’g as a bylaw unless such a bylaw format is absolutely impgsgible. If such a bylaw were
absolutely impossible, then adoption would be as a policy. The Secysifies and-Exchange Commission
said there is a substantive distinction between a bylaw and a poljey. Restatements are one means to
determine such unearned bonuses. o

This would include that all applicable employment agregafents and incentive plans adopt enabling or
consistent fext as soon as feasibly possible. This propesal is not intended fo unnecessarily limit our
Board's judgment in crafting the requested change’in accordance with applicable laws and existing
contracts and pay plans. Our Compensatiop €ommittee is urged — for the good of our company - to
promptly negotiate revised contracts thatefe consistent with this proposal even if this means that our
cxacutives be asked to voluntarily give Up certain rights under their current contracts. '

This proposal is similar to the oposal voted af the Computer Associates éCA) August 2004 annual
meeting. In October 2003 L6mputer Associates announced that it had inflated income in the fiscal year

ending March 31, 2000by reporting income from contracts before they were signed.

Bonuses for senigréxecutives in that year were based on income exceeding goals. Sanjay Kumar, then:
CEO, thus regsived a $3 million bonus based on Computer Associates’ supposedly superior :

performancé. Subsequently Mr. Kumar did not offer to return his bonus based on discredited earnings.
Mr. Kurfiar was later sentenced to 12-years in jail in regW%.
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