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Incoming letter dated February 1, 2008
Dear Mr. Schleider:

This is in response to your letters dated February 1, 2008 and February 15, 2008
concerning the shareholder proposal submitted to AES by Dwane G. Ingalls. We also
have received letters from the proponent dated February 11, 2008 and February 19, 2008.
Our response 1s attached to the enclosed photocopy of your correspondence. By doing
this, we avoid having to recite or summarize the facts set forth in the correspondence.
Copies of all of the correspondence also will be provided to the proponent.

In connection with this matter, your attention is directed to the enclosure, which
sets forth a brief discussion of the Division’s informal procedures regarding shareholder

proposals.
Sincerely,
9a..ﬂm. @(,pmgmun
_ ) - R *  ° ~Jonathan A. Ingram
Deputy Chief Counsel
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cc: Dwane G. Ingalls
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Re: Exclusion of Shareholder Proposal by Dwane G. Ingalls in
the Proxy Statement of The AES Corporation pursuant to Rule 14a-8

LLadies and Gentlemen:

We represent The AES Corporation, a Delaware corporation (the “Company” or “AES”),
in connection with the above-referenced shareholder proposal (the “Proposal™). This no-action
letter is submitted pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j) promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of
1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”) and sets forth the reasons for excluding the Proposal
from the Company’s proxy statement (the “Proxy Statement”) relating to its 2008 annual
meeting of stockholders, which is currently scheduled to be held on April 24, 2008. A copy of
the Proposal and supporting statement is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

As described below, the Company believes that the Proposal may be omitted from its
Proxy Statement in accordance with: (i) Rule 14a-8(i)(10) because the Proposal has been
substantially implemented, (ii) Rule 14a-8(i)(7) since the Proposal deals with a matter relating to
the Company’s ordinary business operations, (iii) Rule 14a-8(i)(4) as the Proposal relates to the
redress of a personal grievance and (iv) Rule 14a-8(i)(5) because the Proposal relates to a matter
not significant to its business. The Company respectfully requests the staff of the Division of
Corporation Finance (the “Staff”) of the Securities Exchange Commission (the “Commission™)

to confirm that it will not recommend enforcement action if the Company omits the Proposal
from its Proxy Statement.

In accordance with Rule 14a-8(j), six copies of this letter, including the Proposal attached
as Exhibit A hereto, are being submitted to the Staff. By copy of this letter and the attachments,

the Company has notified the Proponent of its intention to omit the Proposal from the Proxy
Statement.

L Waiver of 80-day Requirement under 14a-8(j)(1)

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j)(1), this letter must be filed with the Commission no later than

80 calendar days before the Company files its definitive Proxy Statement with the Commission,
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unless, if permitted by the Commission, it can show “good cause” for missing the deadline. In
this case, the Company believes it can demonstrate good cause because the proposal was
received by the Company after the 80-day deadline had already passed. Specifically, the
timeline of the proposal and this response occurred as follows:

. The date of last year’s annual meeting of stockholders was June 25, 2007.

The proxy statement for the 2007 annual meeting stated that proposals for next
year’s annual meeting needed to be submitted to the Company by no later than
January 24, 2008 (which, in accordance with Rule 14a-8(e)(2), is 120 calendar
days before the date of the Company's proxy statement for the 2007 annual
meeting).

° In December 2007, the Company decided to hold its 2008 annual meeting of
stockholders on April, 24, 2008, in accordance with its historical practice of
holding the annual meeting in April. The 2007 annual meeting of stockholders
was held on June 25, 2007 due to the fact that as a result of a restatement of its
financial statements the Company did not file its annual report of Form 10-K for
the fiscal year ended December 31, 2006 until May 23, 2007.

° The Company received the Proposal on January 23, 2008.

o The Company filed this letter with the Commission as soon as reasonably
practicable after receipt of the Proposal.

We note that the Staff has waived the 80-day requirement on a number of occasions
under similar circumstances where the registrant’s primary reason for not being able to comply
with the 80-day requirement was due to the fact that the registrant had advanced the date of the
annual meeting. See Continental Airlines, Inc. (January 27, 2004) (waiver granted where
company had changed the date of its annual meeting of stockholders from May 14 to March 12,
2004 and the company filed its letter of objection with the Staff shortly afier receipt of the
proposal on November 26, 2003). See aiso: U S Liquids Inc., (April. 03, 2002); and Lifeline
Systems, Inc., (April 06, 2000). In another instance where the Staff granted the 80-day waiver
and the date of the annual meeting was advanced, the issuer received a deficient shareholder
proposal more than 80 days before the filing of its proxy statement, but because the issuer
provided the shareholder with the opportunity to correct the deficiency before it filed its no-
action request with the Staff, it did not submit its request within the 80-day period. AT&T Corp.,
(February 19, 2004).!

We note that there are also instances where the Staff did not waive the 80-day requirement when the issuer
advanced the date of its annual meeting. See Financial Industries Corp., (Mar. 28, 2003} and Exelon
Corp., (Mar. 13, 2001}. However, in Financial Industries and Exelon, the registrant received the
shareholder proposal more than 80 days before the registrant filed its proxy statement, and yet each waited
beyond the 80-day period before it filed its no-action request with the Staff. In Financial Industries, the
registrant filed its request approximately a month and a half after its receipt of the shareholder proposal and
in Exelon, the registrant did not file its no-action request until three and a half months after it received the
proposal. In the case at hand, AES received the Proposal within the 80-day period and is filing this letter as
soon as reasonably practicable.
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I1. The Proposal

The Proposal requests that the board of directors of the Company (the “Board”) include
the following resolution in the Proxy Statement:

“Whereas:

. In 1992, AES reported that its Shady Point facility in Okalahoma falsified
environmental reports to the United States Environmental Protection Agency and
to the state of Oklahoma;

° The announcement resulted in a loss of over 50% of shareholder value;

o AES announced that nine plant technicians were solely responsible for the
reported falsification;

° AES Shady Point management was engaged in late night shredding of documents
while investigations into the falsification of environmental records were being
conducted,

* A member of AES Shady Point management received an employment separation

agreement shortly after threatening to publish a “tell-all” book about the
falsification incident;

* During the 2007 AES Sharcholder’s Meeting, when specifically questioned about
management’s late night shredding of documents at Shady Point during
investigations into the falsification of environmental records, Chairman Darman
responded that the Board was not aware of the AES Shady Point details; and

. The KPMG 2005-2006 Integrity Survey reported that 74% of US employees
observed misconduct in the workplace with half reporting that what they had
observed could cause a significant loss of public trust if discovered.

BE IT RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to commission an
independent investigation of management’s involvement in the falsification of
environmental reports at its Shady Point facility, and to 1ssue a report to the shareholders,
by December 31, 2008 of the Board’s findings together with Board recommendations and
company action to be taken as a result of the Board’s findings.”

III. Exclusion of the Proposals is permitted under Rule 14a-8

A. Rule 14a-8(i)}(10) — The Proposal may be permissibly excluded from the Proxy
Statement because the Company has already substantially implemented it.

Rule 14a-8(i)(10) permits the exclusion of a shareholder proposal if the “company has
already substantially implemented the proposal.” The Staff has consistently taken the position
that when a company already has policies and procedures in place relating to the subject matter
of a proposal, or has implemented the essential objectives of a proposal, the shareholder proposal
has been substantially implemented within the scope of Rule 14a-8(i)(10). See Honeywell Int’l
Inc. (February 29, 2000) (no-action request granted regarding the exclusion of a proposal to
institute an investigation into whether or not management used improper accounting practices
when the company already continually monitored its accounting practices); Sears Roebuck and
Co. (February 22, 1998) (proposal to have the board investigate mishandling of certain
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agreements was substantially implemented where the company had already conducted
investigations into the matter). It is on this basis that the Proposal may be excluded because, as
demonstrated by the facts set forth below, the Company has thoroughly investigated the subject
matter of the Proposal (which occurred over 15 years ago), informed the proper regulatory
authorities and shareholders of the matter, disciplined those responsible and took appropriate
remedial action to prevent such an incident from occurring again and, as a result, the Proposal
has already been substantially implemented.

In June 1992, the Company discovered that between January 15, 1991 and mid-April
1992, certain employees working at the water treatment area at AES Shady Point, Inc.'s (*Shady
Point™) power plant in Poteau, Oklahoma had falsified water discharge monitoring data provided
to the Environmental Protection Agency (the “EPA”) and the Oklahoma Water Resources Board
(the “OWRB”), so that the plant would not have to report violations of its National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System permit. Upon discovering the incident, the Company conducted
an internal investigation and also retained the law firm of Hall, Estill, Hardwick, Gable, Golden
& Nelson, P.C. (“Hall Estill) to investigate the matter. Both the Company’s own internal
investigation and the independent investigation conducted by Hall Estill concluded that water
discharge data had been altered and falsified, and that certain technicians and low-level managers
responsible for water treatment were involved, but that no one in senior management at Shady
Point were involved in the violations.

As a result of this incident, the Company took the following corrective actions:

. disciplined the employees involved in falsifying the data by having them placed
on probation, their salary reduced by 50% for three months, and/or transferred
from the water treatment area into entry level positions elsewhere in the plant, and
also required them to complete a course on ethical behavior;

° appointed an external environmental auditor to audit environmental compliance
company-wide and to audit each plant annually;

. established a committee of the AES Board of Directors to provide oversight of all
environmental reporting;

. strengthened the section on compliance with the law in the company-wide

training program; and

° on June 18, 1992, voluntarily notified the EPA and the OWRB of the falsification
of data from the Shady Point facility and submitted to them the results of the
internal and external investigations.

On or about June 23, 1992, the Company issued a press release and sent a letter to shareholders
informing them of all of the forgoing matters. This matter was also addressed in the letter to

shareholders which was included in the 1992 annual report to shareholders. Copies of the press
release and the two letters to shareholders are attached hereto as Exhibit B. In December 1992,
the EPA ordered the Company to undertake corrective actions, which the Company completed.

A second investigation into the Shady Point matters occurred in March 1993, when an
employee of Shady Point called the Company’s hotline and claimed that he had information on
additional reporting violations, that senior management at Shady Point had been aware of the
data falsification, and that management had coordinated with Hall Estill in a cover-up of these
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and other violations at the plant. That employee and another employee of Shady Point (neither
of whom was the Proponent) also sent letters to the EPA in January and February of 1993
requesting the agency to further investigate the matter at Shady Point. In response to these
additional allegations, the Company retained the law firm Chadbourne & Parke (“C&P”) to
investigate, among other things, whether management had directed or had knowledge of the
falsification of water discharge monitoring data at Shady Point, and whether management had
coordinated with Hall Estill in a cover-up of these and other violations at the plant. After
reviewing C&P’s report, the Company concluded that no further action was required.

A third investigation into the matter at Shady Point occurred many years later — in
2004. As discussed further below in Section [I1.C, in March 2004 during discussions concerning
his potential severance package, the Proponent made vague claims that the Company’s
management was implicated in the falsification of water treatment reports in the early 1990s at
Shady Point. In response, the Company retained Williams & Connolly LLP (“W&C”) to
evaluate these allegations. W&C reviewed reports, interview notes and other documents
produced during the previous investigations and also conducted their own interviews, including
an interview of the Proponent. W&C ultimately issued a privileged and confidential report to the
Company in June 2004. After reviewing W&C’s report, the Company concluded that no further
actions on the Proponent’s allegations were necessary.

The above facts provided by the Company clearly demonstrate that the Proposal has been
substantially implemented and, as a result, we and the Company are of the opinion that the
Proposal may be excluded from the Company’s Proxy Statement in accordance with Rule 14a-

8(i)(10).

B. Rule 14a-8(i)(7) — The Proposal deals with matters relating to the Company’s
ordinary business operations.

Under Rule 14a-8(i)(7), a registrant may properly exclude a shareholder proposal from 1ts
proxy statement “if the proposal deals with a matter relating to the conduct of the company’s
ordinary business operations.” The policy underlying Rule 14a-8(i)(7) is “to confine the solution
of ordinary business problems to the management and the board of directors and to place such
problems beyond the competence and direction of shareholders since it is impracticable for
shareholders to decide how to solve such problems at an annual meeting.” SEC Release No. 34-
40018 (May 21, 1998). This policy, the Staff stated, rests on two central considerations, The
first consideration is that “certain tasks are so fundamental to management’s ability to run a
company on a day-to-day basis that they could not, as a practical matter, be subject to direct
shareholder oversight. The second consideration relates 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 In this case, both considerations support the Company’s no-action request.

The Proposal is requesting an investigation into the Company’s past compliance with
laws and regulations and to make a report to shareholders on the Company’s findings. A
shareholder proposal requesting that a registrant study a segment of its business is considered
excludable if such proposal relates to a matter of ordinary business. SEC Release No. 34-20091
(August 16, 1983). In that release, the Commission also stated that the Staff will review
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sharecholder proposals requesting a report from the registrant to see “whether the subject matter
of the special report . . . involves a matter of ordinary business; where it does, the proposal will
be excludable.” /d.

The Company is one of the world’s largest global power companies with operations on
five continents in twenty-eight countries and annual revenue in 2006 of approximately $11.5
billion. As the Staff is no doubt aware, the energy industry is heavily regulated. Concerns
relating to regulation and compliance are central both to the Company’s core competencies as
well as its day to day operations. The Company’s ability to generate, distribute and sell power in
any country requires an extensive understanding of the applicable national, provincial and local
regulations. For these reasons, the Company believes that its compliance with laws, rules and
regulations and monitoring business practices to ensure such compliance, and investigations 1nto
alleged illegal activities are functions that 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.

A company’s compliance with applicable laws is a matter of ordinary business and the
Company’s Board is better equipped than the sharecholders to evaluate the need for the Company
to investigate its management’s compliance with laws, rules and regulations. In a long line of
no-action letters, the Staff has consistently declined to recommend enforcement action against
companies that omitted shareholder proposals requesting that the board of directors undertake
actions to ensure compliance with laws related to ordinary business operations. For instance, in
Monsanto Company (November 03, 2003), the shareholder proposal called for the board of
directors to create an ethics oversight committee of independent directors for the purpose of
menitoring the company’s domestic and international business practices to ensure compliance
with the company’s code of business conduct and applicable laws, rules and regulations of
federal, state, provincial and local governments, including the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act.
The Staff in Monsanto granted the company no-action relief in omitting the proposal from its
proxy statement under the ordinary business exception “(i.e., general conduct of a legal
compliance program).”

See also: Hudson United Bancorp (January 24, 2003) (proposal requested the board of
directors to appoint an independent shareholders’ committee to investigate possible corporate
misconduct); Allstate Corp. (February 16, 1999) (proposal would require establishing an
independent shareholder committee to investigate and prepare a report on whether there has been
illegal activity by the company); Citicorp (January 9, 1998) (proposal requested the board of
directors to form an independent committee of outside directors of the company to oversee the
audit of contracts with foreign entities to ascertain if bribes and other payments of the type
prohibited by the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act or local laws had been made in the procurement
of contracts); Humana Inc. (February 25, 1998) (proposal urged the company to appoint a
committee of outside directors to oversee the company's corporate anti-fraud compliance
program); Crown Central Petroleum Corp. (February 19, 1997) (proposal requested that the
board investigate whether the company and its franchisees are in compliance with applicable
laws regarding sales of cigarettes to minors), Lockheed Martin Corp. (January 29, 1997)
(proposal requested the audit and ethics committee to evaluate whether the company has a legal
compliance program that is adequate to prevent and respond to violations of law, particularly
with respect to laws and regulations that concern conflicts of interest and hiring of former
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government officials and employees, and to prepare a report on its findings); Xerox Corp.
(February 29, 1996) (proposal requested the board of directors to appoint a committee to review
and report on the company’s adherence to human rights and environmental standards with
respect to its overseas business); AT&T (January 16, 1996) (proposal requested the board of
directors to initiate a review of the company’s maquiladora operations, including the adequacy of
wage levels and environmental standards and practices, and to make the summary report
available to shareholders);, Newport Pharmaceuticals International, Inc. (August 10, 1984)
(proposal recommended that the board of directors appoint an independent special committee to
investigate violations of laws by officers and directors, misuse of corporate funds, compensation
to key executive officers, etc.).

A company’s ability to decide on the need to conduct internal investigations relating to a
company’s ordinary business matters is also part of a company’s day-to-day functions. Too
much shareholder oversight in this area would create disruptions in the company’s ability to
conduct its business operations. The Staff has in the past agreed that deciding on the need to
investigate certain matters falls in the area of ordinary business. The Staff in its response in
Potomac Electric Power Co. (March 3, 1992) stated that “questions as to which, if any, matters
involving the Company’s operations should be investigated and what means should be used to do
so appear to involve ordinary business operations.” See also Southern Co. (Brown) (March 13,
1990) (shareholder proposal urged the company to hire an unbiased outside agency to review
each allegation of past unethical activities and prepare a report for review by stockholders).
Moreover, the evaluation of the conduct of a company’s management relates to a company’s
ordinary business operations. See UAL, Inc. (March 3, 1986) (three interrelated proposals
requested the Board to provide detailed reports on various matters relating to the company’s
business, including a report on management’s conduct during pre-strike negotiations with its
pilots). The Proponent’s Proposal to investigate and report on the involvement of Shady Point
management in the “falsification of environmental reports” would be focused on individual
actions of certain of the Company’s officers in carrying out their management functions and
would require a case-by-case analysis to determine whether such individuals violated any
applicable laws. Such an investigation into actions by certain members of management relate to
the Company’s ordinary business operations.

Moreover, by compelling the Company to investigate compliance with legal and
regulatory requirements at the Company’s Shady Point facility, the Proposal is seeking to
“micro-manage” part of the Company’s usual operations. The Company currently has in place
mechanisms to monitor its compliance with legal requirements and to determine whether there is
a need for an investigation into any particular matter. As part of its ordinary day-to-day
business, the Company’s management, at the direction and oversight of the Board, determines
the appropriate means for achieving the Board’s and management’s compliance monitoring
functions. The Board provides this direction and oversight primarily through its Financial Audit
Committee (the “Audit Committee™) which is comprised of at least 3 directors all of whom are
independent within the meaning of Section 10A of the Exchange Act.? The Audit Committee is
charged with monitoring the Company’s Code of Ethics and establishing procedures for the

2 Furthermore, the Nominating and Corporate Governance Committee of the Board, pursuant to its charter, reviews
the performance of each director, including those on the Audit Committee.
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receipt, retention, treatment and review of complaints received by the Company regarding
accounting, internal accounting controls, auditing and code of ethics matters, and the
confidential, anonymous submission by employees of concerns regarding such matters. The
Audit Committee also regularly reviews internal controls designed to prevent fraudulent business
practices and to ensure compliance with legal and regulatory requirements. The Audit
Committee created and now oversees the AES Ethics and Compliance Department, which has
responsibility for training, communicating, monitoring and enforcing compliance with certain
laws and with the Company’s Code of Ethics. Moreover, the Company’s Nominating,
Governance and Corporate Responsibility Committee has the responsibility to periodically
review the environmental compliance and the internal environmental audit programs of the
Company and its subsidiaries. Similar to the Audit Committee, the Nominating, Governance and
Corporate Responsibility Committee may conduct or authorize investigations into matters within
its scope of responsibilities. Both committees may retain independent advisers or counsel in
connection with the performance of their duties. Hence, senior management of the Company,
the AES Ethics and Compliance Department or one of the Board committees should decide
whether there is any need to investigate legal and regulatory compliance at any of the
Company’s subsidiaries, and not the shareholders.

Based upon the precedent of the Staff’s no action letters set forth above and the facts
provided by the Company in this letter, we and the Company are of the opinion that the Proposal
may be excluded from the Company’s Proxy Statement in accordance with Rule 14a-8(1)(7).

C. Rule 14a-8(i)(4) - The Proposal and supporting statement relate to the redress of
a personal claim or grievance against the Company.

Under Rule 14a-8(i)(4), a registrant may properly exclude a shareholder proposal from its
proxy statement “if the proposal relates to the redress of a personal claim or grievance against the
company or any other person, or if it is designed to result in a benefit to you, or to further a
personal interest, which is not shared by the other shareholders at large.”

The Proponent was employed by a number of subsidiaries of the Company beginning in
1990 until his employment was terminated in May 2004. At the time his employment was
terminated, the Proponent was a vice president of one of the Company’s regulated utilities,
Indianapolis Power and Light Company (“IPL”). On March 12, 2004, the Chief Executive
Officer of IPL had a meeting with the Proponent and informed him that he was being fired from
IPL due to performance related matters. At such time during the course of discussing the
Proponent’s severance package, the Proponent informed IPL’s CEO that he had information
about management’s involvement in the Shady Point incident back in 1992. Upon learning this,
it was decided that the Proponent was not to be fired, but instead placed on administrative leave
until his allegations could be investigated. As described in Section III.A above, the Company
appointed W&C to conduct the investigation. After reviewing W&C’s privileged and
confidential report of their investigation which was issued in June 2004, the Company
determined that no further action need be taken in connection with the Shady Point matter.

In January 2005, the Proponent filed a claim against the Company, IPL and IPL’s parent
holding company, IPALCO Enterprises, Inc., in the Marion County Superior Court in the State
of Indiana, atleging: (i) breach of employment contract, (ii) wrongful termination/retaliatory
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discharge, (iii) failure to pay all wages owed (which claim was subsequently dismissed pursuant
to summary judgment) and (iv) defamation. In his deposition and in his complaint filed in
connection with the litigation, the Proponent made the same accusations with respect to the
Shady Point facility that are referred to in the Proposal. In December 2007, the court granted the
defendants’ motion for summary judgment and dismissed the Proponent’s case.

Since the termination of his employment, in addition to his state lawsuit against the
Company and its subsidiaries, the Proponent has undertaken a campaign to harass and annoy the
Company in retaliation for his termination, as well as the Company believes, to coerce the
Company to seitle his lawsuit against the Company on terms favorable to him.

In January 2007, the Proponent filed a federal diversity action against the Company in the
United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana, alleging that the Company had
breached an oral contract relating to the Proponent’s employment and committed fraud and
securities fraud against him. In August 2007, the District Court stayed the Proponent’s federal
lawsuit, finding that it was substantially identical to his state lawsuit against the Company.

The Proponent has also contacted and/or filed grievances with numerous government
agencies and public officials alleging various improper acts by the Company and its subsidiaries
(none of which relate to the Proponent’s employment or termination) including: the United
States Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”), the Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commission, the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor, the Governor of Indiana, the
Indiana Inspector General and the Indianapolis Fire Department. The Staff should take note that,
to the Company’s knowledge, in none of these instances has the Proponent’s efforts resulted in
any enforcement action by any government agency or official, much less any finding that the
Company or any of its subsidiaries engaged in any illegal or improper conduct. In fact, the
FERC has informed the Company that it has dropped its investigation of the Proponent’s
allegations that were submitted to the agency.

In addition, the Proponent contacted the EPA in 2004 specifically with regards to the
incident at Shady Point. To the best of the Company’s knowledge, the EPA did not further
investigate the matter afler receiving the Proponent’s letter.

Furthermore, the Proponent has accused the Company and its subsidiaries of wrongdoing
in two local television news spots, including an accusation that the Company was somehow
responsible for exploding manhole covers in Indianapolis in 2005. He also appeared in
downtown Indianapolis during the Christmas season a few years ago dressed in a Santa suit and
handing out flyers accusing the Company of alleged wrongdoing. A copy of the flyer is attached
as Exhibit C hereto.

In December 2006, the Proponent submitted a shareholder proposal to be included in the
Company’s proxy statement for its 2007 annual meeting. The proposal requested the Company’s
board to create an ethics oversight committee for the purpose of monitoring the Company’s
business practices to ensure compliance with all applicable laws, rules, regulations and the
Company’s code of business conduct and ethics. In the proposal, the Proponent again attempted
to tarnish the Company’s image by alleging facts which suggested that the Company and its
subsidiary had wrongfully terminated an employee (which presumably was the Proponent) who
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had raised ethical code violations to senior management. The Company believed it had grounds
to exclude the Proponent’s proposal and submitted to the Staff a no-action request, which was
granted on January 9, 2007.

The Staff has repeatedly stated that a proposal may be excluded “if it appears from the
facts presented by the registrant that the proponent is using the proposal as a tactic designed to
redress a personal grievance or further a personal interest.” SEC Release No. 34-19135 (October
14, 1982). In fact, even in those situations where the proposal did not on its face evidence a
personal claim or grievance, but rather was “drafted in such a way that it might relate to matters
which may be of general interest to all security holders,” the Staff has granted no-action relief to
exclude the proposal where the company has presented facts which demonstrate that the proposal
is an attempt to redress a personal grievance or further a personal interest. /d. In our and the
Company’s opinion, the Proponent’s Proposal clearly fits within the parameters of Rule 14a-
8(i)}(4) permitting exclusion of the Proposal from the Company’s Proxy Statement because the
facts provided by the Company in this letter clearly demonstrate that the Proposal is just another
attempt by the Proponent to redress his personal grievance against the Company.

Furthermore, the Company believes that the Proposal provides no benefits that would “be
shared by the other shareholders at large.” The subject of the Proposal is over fifteen years old
and as discussed above in Section I1I.A, the Company already investigated the matter,
disciplined those found to be responsible, voluntarily notified the appropriate regulatory
authorities and shareholders, paid a fine and implemented corrective measures to prevent the
occurrence of incidents like this in the future. As a result, no further benefit to the Company’s
shareholders would occur if this Proposal were to be adopted by the shareholders and
implemented by the Company.

Numerous no-action letters issued by the Staff support the Company’s request for no-
action as well. In The Southern Company (Jan 21, 2003), based on the personal gnevance
exclusion, the Staff similarly granted no-action relief to The Southern Company (“Southern”) in
connection with its request to exclude from its proxy statement a shareholder proposal which
would have required the formation of a shareholder committee for the purpose of investigating
complaints against Southern’s management. In that instance, the proponent was a former
employee of one of Southern’s subsidiaries who was laid off as part of a workforce reduction.
While the proposal itself was drafted in terms of appearing to be of interest to stockholders in
general, the Staff granted the no-action relief based upon the facts presented by Southern which
demonstrated that the proposal was another attempt by a disgruntled employee to redress his
personal grievances against Southern. In Merck & Co., Inc. (Jan. 22, 2003), the Staff also
granted no-action relief based on the personal grievance exclusion in connection with Merck’s
request to exclude from its proxy statement a shareholder proposal which requested, among other
things, the board of directors to establish strict standards of competence, personal and
professional integrity and to appoint a council approved by the stockholders to review disputes
and other issues regarding filling research and development positions, scientific priorities and
ethical conduct and to carry out corrective measures in cases of demonstrated incompetence and
professional misconduct. In Merck, the proponent was a former Merck employee whose
supporting statement attached to the proposal accused various employees of Merck with
incompetence, plagiarism and wrongful termination. See also Exxon Mobil Corp. (March 05,
2001) (proposal would require the establishment of a committee to investigate and review sexual
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activities on corporate property by company personnel, and to take remedial action); Phillips
Petroleum Co., (March 12, 2001) (proposal would require the company to prepare a midyear
sharcholder report annually); Texaco Inc., (March 18, 1993) (proposal would limit the
compensation paid to executives and former employees acting as consultants to an amount that is
not more than 25 times the compensation paid to its lowest paid employee); Pyramid
Technology Corp., (December 04, 1992) (proposal recommended that the company adopt a
policy against entering into any golden parachute agreements with officers and directors unless
such agreements are approved by the sharcholders of the company); and Cabot Corp. (November
08, 1988) (proposal would require the establishment of an ethics committee and the repeal of
provisions in the company’s restated certificate of incorporation regarding limitation on liability
and indemnification of directors).

Based on the facts provided by the Company in this letter and the precedent set forth in
the no-action letters referenced above, we and the Company are of the opinion that the Proposal
may be excluded from the Company’s Proxy Statement based on the personal grievance
exclusion set forth under Rule 14a-8(1)(4).

D. Rule 142a-8(i)(5) —~ The Proposal and supporting statements relate to a matter
regarding operations of the Company which account for less than 5% of the Company’s
total assets, net earnings and gross sales and is not otherwise significantly related to the
Company’s business.

Rule 14a-8(i)(5) permits a registrant to exclude a proposal that relates to operations
which account for less than 5% of its total assets, net earnings and gross sales for its most recent
fiscal year and is not otherwise significantly related to the registrant’s business.

The Proposal requests an investigation into matters relating to the AES Shady Point
facility. For the fiscal year ended December 31, 2007, Shady Point accounted for approximately
1% of the Company’s consolidated total assets, approximately 1% of the Company’s total
revenue and approximately 3% of the Company’s income from continuing operations for the
fiscal year ended December 31, 2007.> As shown, all the economic tests show that Shady Point
is not economically significant to the Company.

We note that “there are many instances in which the matter involved in a proposal is
significant to an issuer’s business, even though such significance is not apparent from an
economic viewpoint.” SEC Release 34-19135 (October 14, 1982). This can occur where a
particular corporate policy is economically insignificant but “may have a significant impact on
other segments of the issuer’s business or subject the issuer to significant contingent liabilities.”
Id. However, where the proposed policy is only “ethically significant in the abstract but [has] no
meaningful relationship to the business,” the registrant may omit the proposal. Loverheim v.
Iroquois Brands, Lid.,, 618 F. Supp. 554,561 n. 16 (D.D.C. 1985). In this case, while the
Company recognizes that falsification of records by Company personnel is ethically significant

In 2007, AES sold its Venezuelan utility, EDC, and recorded a $876 million impairment charge as a result
of the sale. Due to the large impairment charge, the net income of Shady Point as a percentage of the
Company’s net income, which is negative, is not a meaningful percentage and we believe it would be more
appropriate to use income from continuing operations as a comparative measure.
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and relevant to its business, the Company does not believe the specific incident discussed in the
Proposal is relevant to the Company’s current business or likely to subject the Company to
significant contingent liabilities, particularly considering that the incident occurred over 15 years
ago, the Company investigated the matter, notified the regulatory authorities and shareholders,
paid a fine and executed a Consent Decree.

Moreover, the Company has instituted procedures and safeguards to ensure that incidents,
such as that which occurred at Shady Point in 1992, will not be repeated. The Company
currently has in place an environmental review process pursuant to which AES businesses,
including Shady Point, are audited on a three-year cycle for compliance with AES environmental
guidelines. The audit teams are comprised of AES personnel from facilities other than the
facility being audited and, in some cases, outside environmental experts. The results of these
audits are tracked on a company-wide basis and reported to the Company’s Nominating,
Governance and Corporate Responsibility Committee. Therefore, as environmental safeguards
have already been implemented by the Company, an investigation into the 1992 incident is not
relevant to and would not improve the current operations and practices of either the Company as
a whole or the Company’s Shady Point facility.

Based on the facts provided by the Company in this letter, we and the Company are of the
opinion that the Proposal may be excluded from the Company’s Proxy Statement based on the
exclusion set forth under Rule 14a-8(i)(5) because the proposal relates to matters not significant
to a registrant’s business.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, we and the Company hereby respectfully request that the Staff
agree that it will not recommend any enforcement action if the Proposal is omitted from the
Company’s Proxy Statement under Rules 14a-8(i)}(10), 14a-8(1)(7), 14a-8(i)(4) and/or 14a-

8(1)(5).

Please also note that we, on behalf of the Company, issued a letter to the Proponent on
January 28, 2008, notifying him that his request to the Company to include his shareholder
proposal in the Proxy Statement was deficient because he failed to prove his eligibility. Pursuant
to Rule 14a-8(b), the Proponent must be able to show that at the time he submitted his proposal,
he had continuously held the Company’s securities for at least one year. The Proponent included
two letters from two brokers along with his request, but the letters were from February 2006 and
therefore did not adequately support his eligibility to submit a sharcholder proposal. We
informed the Proponent that he had 14 days from the date of his receipt of our letter to timely
correct this deficiency pursuant to Rule 14a-8(f). Although the 14 days have not passed, the
Company recognizes that it is submitting this letter to the Staff less than 80 calendar days before
the planned filing of its definitive proxy, and it does not wish to unnecessarily delay the process.
Therefore, the Company is assuming in the interests of time that the Proponent will be able to
rectify this deficiency in a timely manner. However, if the Proponent is not able to timely prove
his eligibility, then the Company would respectfully submit a supplemental request letter to the
Staff to omit the Proposal on the grounds that the Proponent is not eligible to submit a
shareholder proposal for inclusion in the Proxy Statement.
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If you have any questions regarding this matter or require additional information, please
contact the undersigned at (212) 848-7293, John Berkery at (212) 848-7765, Brian Miller,
Executive Vice-President, General Counsel, and Corporate Secretary at (703) 682-6427 or
Zafar Hasan, Assistant General Counsel of the Company at (703) 682-1110.

Very truly yours,

e ffpw

Andrew R. Schleider

Encl.

cc: Dwane G. Ingalls
Mr. Brian Miller, The AES Corporation
Mr. Zafar Hasan, The AES Corporation
John P. Berkery, Shearman & Sterling LLLP
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(Certified mail: 70070220000387271 660)

January 18, 2008

Brian Miller, Secretary
The AES Corporation
4300 Wilson Boulevard
11" Floor

Arlington, VA 22203

Dear Mr. Miller:

I am the beneficial owner of at least 125 shares of The AES Corporation (NYSE: AES).
The value of my investment in the shares of AES is in excess of $2,000, and I have held
the shares for more than one year and intend to hold the stock at least until the next
annual meeting. As verification of my stock ownership, 1 attach the evidence I presented
AES previously and state that these shares have been continuousiy held in my name
directly or for me in street name by Merrill Lynch and TD Ameritrade from the date of

verifications.

I submit the enclosed resolution for inclusion in AES® 2008 proxy statement for action by
the stockholders at the 2008 annual meeting, whereby 1, or a qualified representative, will
present f.l?c_ resolution. .

Respectfully submitted,

1600 S. ;1ddock Road
Greenwood, IN 46143

Encl: : Shareholder Proposal
.. Verification-of stock ownership (2)-




AES SHAREHOLDER PROPOSAL 2008
INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATION AND REPORT

Submitted by Dwane G. Ingalls, 1600 S. Paddock Road, Greenwood, Indiana 46143

Whereas:

e In 1992, AES reported that its Shady Point facility in Oklahoma falsified
environmental reports to the United States Environmental Protection Agency and to
the state of Oklahoma;

e The announcement resulted in a loss of over 50% of shareholder value;

o AES announced that nine plant technicians were solely responsible for the reported
fglsiﬁcation;

s AES Shady Point management was engaged in late night shredding of documents
while investigations into the falsification of environmental records were being
conducted;

s A member of AES Shady Point management received an employment separation
agreement shortly after threatening to publish a “tell-all” book about the falsification

incident;

o During the 2007 AES Shareholder’s Meeting, when specifically questioned about
management’s late night shredding of documents at Shady Point during investigations
into the falsification of environmentai records, Chairman Darman responded that the
Board was not aware of the AES Shady Point details; and

s The KPMG 2005-2006 Integrity Survey reported that 74% of US employees observed
misconduct in the workplace with half reporting that what they had observed could
cause a significant loss of public trust if discovered.

BE IT RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board of Directors to commission an
independent investigation of management’s involvement in the falsification of
environmental reports at ils Shady Point facility, and to issue a report to the shareholders,
by December 31, 2008 of the Board’s findings together with Board recommendations and
company action to be taken as a result of the Board’s findings.

2008 Sharchotder Proposal by D Ingalls Page | of 2
January 18, 2008 ]




STATEMENT OF SUPPORT

The confidence of investors has been deeply shaken by corporate malfeasance at
companies, such as Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco. In cases like these, it is often
discovered that management mislead investors by covering up and/or by not properly
disclosing the truth of very serious matters of great interest. Investors demand that
companies adopt good, substantive governance policies to promote sustainable business
as well as dependable disclosure of legal compliance by directors and management.
Shareholders are extremely at risk with a practice of unethical management actions that
go unreported and/or are displaced by using lower level employees as scape goats in a
cover-up. Such actions by management, if unchecked due 10 a lack of attention by
company directors, puts shareholders in the dubious position of bearing enormous
financial consequence of such corrupt behavior. Management’s past practice, particularly
if undertaken successfully, is clear indication of likely current and future practices of
management. Shareholders have the right to receive timely, accurate, and responsible
reporting of management misconduct.

,

2008 Sharcholder Proposal by D Ingells Page 2 0f 2

January 183, 2008




S

Merrill Lynch

5. L Plan Participant Services
%Hemlllmeh 4803 Deer Lake Drive West
. Jacksonville, FL 32246
February 9, 2006 '
DWANE E INGALLS
1600 S. PADDOCK RD
GREENWOOD IN 46143 .

Re: Duplicate AES Corp Share Holdings in account XXX-XX-2085

Dear Mr. Ingalls:

— = —————— P e b e ——

This letter is to inform you that you currently hold 93.7112 shares of AES Corp. These
shares have been held for you in street name for more than one year.

If you have any other questions, please contact us at 1-800-637-3766. Representatives are
available Monday through Friday. from §AM until 7PM EST.

Sincerely,

decl®

Research Specialist
Merrill Lynch
Plan Participant Services
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EOR IMMEDYATE RELEASE

For: The AES Corporation Contact;: Robert F. Hemphill, Jr.
1001 N. 19th Street (703) 522-1315
Arlington, VA 22209

%

ARLINGTON, VA, JUNE 23, 1992 -- The AES Corporation
(NASDAQ-AESC) today released the attached letter which had
previously been sent to sharcholders and people at AES. The Company
does not believe that there will be any material/financial impact from
this matter. :




- The AES
Corporation

1001 North 19th Street
Aslinggton, Virginia 22209
(703) 522-1315

Telecopier {703} 528-4510

Sunday, June 21, 1992

Dear Shareholders and People of AES:

Some disappainting news has just come to our attention
which, consistent with our values, we felt we should share with you
at the earllest opportunity. On Thursday, June 18, we notifled the
Environmental Protection Administration (EPA) and the State of
Oklahoma that we had discovered In an internal review that some
water discharge reports have been falsified at the AES Shady Point
Plant in Oklahoma. While our investigation is continuing, these are
the facts ag we understand them today.

From January 15, 1991 to the middle of April 1992, a portion of
the AES people working in the water treatment family at Shady
Point doctored 2 number of water discharge samples 50 that
violations of the NPDES (National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System) permit would not have to be reported. The primary
exceedences were sulfates and acld concentrations. To our
knowledge no damage resulted to the Poteau River and the local
environment.

It appears that no one in the management structure outside of
the walter treatment area was aware of these violations. The people
involved say that they falsified the samples because they feared for
their jobs if they reported a violatlon. Yet no one at AES has ever
lost his or her job for telling the truth, nor will they ever, as long as
we have anything to say about it.

This answer {5 hard to understand because these were the sort
of minor excursions to be expected during the first year of
operation of a new plant. Since discovering violations, we have
adjusted aperating procedures and are adding new equipment se
that it should be highly unlikely for such exceedences to occur in
the future.

This is a very serious breach of the law and our own values.
Nevertheless, we have provided job secruity to the techniclans
involved in order to ascertain the facts from those people as quickly
as possible. We are not certain that this was the right thing to do
and we are reviewing this policy in case a simnilar situation occurs
in the future.
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What disappoints us most is that no one mentioned these
violations in either of the two confidential and anonymous values
surveys that were conducted at Shady Point during the me this
was going on.

Clearly making false reports is a practice that cannot be
tolerated. Accordingly, we have taken the following steps:

(1) The technicians who are determined to have been
involved in falsifying the samples will be subject to
sanctions to include: being placed on probation; salary
reduction of 50% for three months; and transfer out of the
water treating section into entry level positions elsewhere
in the plant. They will also be required to complete a
course on ethical behavior on their own time during the
three month period.

(2) An external Environmental Auditor will be selected and
appointed to audit environmental compliance company
wide. Each plant will be audited annually.

(3) We have established an Environmental Audit Committee
of the AES Board of Directors to provide oversight for all
AES environmental reporting. They will also make
suggestions as to any other steps we should take besides
the ones we are reporting today. The Committee will be
chaired by Russell Train, AES Board member and former
Administrator of the EPA, and al! of the outside directors
will be members,

(4) We already have in process a company-wide training
program which includes a section sn compliance with the
law. This section of the training will be strengthened.

(5) At a meeting we hope to have with the EPA this week, we
will discuss the results of our investigation and findings to
date. We will also inform the EPA of the other steps
outlined above that we have taken.

This action raises serious questions in our minds about our
performance relative to our values. One of the founding tenets of
this Company is the shared values. We thought we had explained
our values enough to everyone in AES that this sort of thing could
never happen here, We are trying to treat people like adults,
trusting in their honesty, judgment, maturity and professionalism --
- rather than relying on detailed procedures, manuals, and minute
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supervisory oversight. We cannot comprehend why anyone would
trade our integrity to make our environmental performance look
better. We hope that the steps we have taken today address the

- problem, but are embarrassed and disappointed and angry that this
could have happened in AES.

This letter anly describes our initial understanding of the
situation and we will keep you informed as additional facts are
learned or events oceur. .

Sincerely, .
Rbger W. Sant Dennis W. Bakke

Chairman and CEO President and COO
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A LETTER TO
OUR SHAREHOLDERS
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AES EARNINGS PER SHARE

M
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Dear Fellow Shareholders:

This was a year of testing for AES. We entered our second decade as a com-
pany with a year of outstanding performance in many arenas, but were
chailenged by other actions that fell well short of our own standards for
adherence to values and nurturing relationships. The words of a popular
country song seem to fit our view of 1992: ‘’Sometimes you're the wind-
shield, sometimes you're the bug.’” .

Again this year, nearly every plant set records for reliability and
all were outstanding in cleanliness, safety and cost reductions as well. We
had a near flawless start-up of our Barbers Point facitity in Hawaii. Over-
all, progress on new project development was outstanding, especially in
the United Kingdom where we and our partners raised over ane billion: dal- -
lars to finance three plants representing approximately 1500 megawatts; pro- |
gress was also good in the United States and other international locations.
Earnings rose 31% to $56 miltion or $1.24 per share on sales of $401 mil-
lion. Both were higher than expected in a year where the original budget:
was quite a stretch. Our stock price bounced all over, beginning the year |
at $34, dropping mid-year to $16.50 in June and rebounding in the last half*
of the year to finish at $27.75. It was a year during which all of us strug-
gled with the meaning and consequences of events at Cedar Bay (Florida)
and Shady Point {Oklahoma). :

We will give you our assessment of 1992 using the framework of
the four categories we have used for the last six years—shared values, plant
operations, assets and sales backlog,

SR e

Shared Values

Remarkable as it seems to many of us, this year’s scores from the §
shared values survey completed by AES people around the company regard-
ing ““integrity,* *‘fairness,’” *“fun,” and *‘social responsibility”’ were as good §
as last year. As shown, even the ““fun’” scares were as high or higher almost 3
everywhere. Generally, our inside culturefvalues as we measure them seermy

But, as a stark reminder of our fallibility, we had problems develop§
in connection with our standards in this area, including the misreporting§
to ourselves and EPA of waste water test samples at Shady Point (Okla-]
homa). This event heightened our sensitivity to environmental risks and§
raised awareness of the continuous efforts that must be maintained every-3
where in the Company, from our plants to the Board of Directors. We have
redoubled our training and installed a systematic environmental auditing
m. And, we did not nurture relationships sufficiently with our neigh-
bors at Cedar Bay (Jacksonville, Florida) or with local and state officialsy
in Florida, with the result that miscommunication, misunderstandings

ke
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and insufficient support existed when local folks opposed the project. This
eventually led us to sell our interest in the facility. While we do not believe
the sale hurt us financially in any material way, we sold what we still believe
to be a good plant from our portfalio. It was not the result we desired when
we created the project—to say the least. We hope that the plant will be com-
pleted in a timely fashion and will provide the clean, reliable electricity to
Florida that we intended it would. ‘

Concurrent with the precipitous mid-year stock price decline we
became aware that in some instances our actions may not have always been
consistent with the standards we éspouse. These deficiencies have already
led to some changes in the Company and will receive more attention in 1993,

You will note in this report that by almost every measure of com-
pany performance—economics, reliability, ervironmental compliance
(except for Shady Point), safety, new business development—1992 was a
banner year. But we take the values and relationship failures seriously. Thus,
almost every senior leadership person in the company took a reduction in
cash compensation ranging from 3% to 24% for the year. We believe this
fairly and accurately partrays our priorities, and reflects our own judgment
of gur performarce,

Plant Operations - :

It is difficult to imagine a better operational year in our plants. Our
US. facilities had superb safety records with no serious accidents
experienced. Lost time accidents were 34% of the industry average and
recordable accidents, a less serious category, were 30% below this average.
Deepwater (Texas) has now operated nearly six consecutive years without
a “’lost time’" accident and Thames (Connecticut) is into its second year.
Thames also this year had no “‘recordable’” accidents. To have not even a
cut finger or a bruised efbow among 76 hard-working people for an entire
year is an astounding feat of attention to safety. We do have a safety chal-

- lenge in the Northern Ireland facilities (NIGEN) we jointly own and marn-

age with Tractebel of Belgium. In the past, safety in those facilities has not
been adequately emphasized and people there are now making a special
effort to improve safety.

The domestic plants continue to produce electricity cleanly with
$0O2 and NOx emissions averaging 52% below our permitted levels and
64% below the Federal Government’s New Source Performance Standards.
We still experience upsets and excursions periodically, however, and will
continue efforts to minimize such occurrences. Eight million of the 52 mil-
lion trees promised have been planted in Guatemnala in cooperation with
CARE, and the preservation by the Nature Conservancy of 143,000 acres

AES VALUES SURVEY

i
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Do you know your corporate Santa Clause? It’s ...

the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
the. Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor
the Governor Mitch Daniel’s Administration

These Santa Clauses have known for nearly two years that AES and Indianapolis
Power & Light may have been violating laws and hiding hundreds of millions of
dollars from you...and they are trying desperately to keep this information under
their Christmas trees!

IPL and AES were caught “red-handed” playing with thelr accounting numbers
(Indy’s own little Enron). What did our corporate Santa Clause do? The Office
of Utility Consumer Counselor had secret meetings with AES/IPL and together
they decided on a plan to stop playing with the numbers with no apparent
mention of wrongdoing...and AES/IPL would refund $10,000,000 to consumers
merely out of the goodness of their hearts (again no mention of a connection of
wrongdoing). Pretty good deal for AES/IPL — hide hundreds of millions and
pay 10... and we’ll all just act like there was nothing going on! The Indiana
Utility Regulatory Commission liked that plan too!

Would you like a real gift from these Santa Clauses? How about a BIG
reduction in that electricity bill that you get every

- month? If so, call these Santa Clauses and tell them that you want a full
rate-case review of IPL:

e

0
.

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission: 232-2700
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor: 232-2424
Governor Daniel’s Office: 2324567
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February 11, 2008

Via Federal Express
Securities and Exchange Commission SEOE QF CYuFF COUNSEL
Division of Corporation Finance SURPORATION FiliANCE
Office of Chief Counsel

100 F Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20549

Re:  No-Action Letter Sought by The AES Corporation with regards to a Shareholder
Proposal by Dwane G. Ingalls for Inclusion in the Proxy Statement of The AES
Corporation pursuant to Rule 14a-8

Dear Securities and Exchange Commission representatives:

I present these comments subsequent to the no-action request letter submitted by The AES
Corporation (“AES™) dated February 1, 2008. 1 am a former vice president of several AES
subsidiaries and a former Director of IPALCO Enterprises, Inc., which is also a subsidiary of
AES. As such, [ have direct and unique knowledge of the issue I now raise as a shareholder. 1
regret the amount of seemingly off-topic comments, but given the excessive amount of off-
topic comments offered by AES I have little option. AES has offered no substantive comments
to justify exclusion of the Proposal, but rather offers personal attacks and conclusory remarks
with the apparent objective of distracting the SEC from such weakness.

As a concerned shareholder of AES, I properly submitted the attached shareholder proposal
(the “Proposal’) to be included in the company’s 2008 proxy statement (see Exhibit A). This
proposal seeks to correct a very serious problem which is silently lurking within AES that
poses detrimental harm to all shareholders. While much focus is on AES’ Shady Point facility,
the Proposal seeks to correct a corporate-wide concern of corporation cover-up and or the
Board’s failure to act responsibly to shareholders.

AES also requests a waiver of the 80-day requirement under 14a-8(j). AES offers no “good
cause” for such waiver. The cause of AES’s predicament has been under their control fully.
The Proposal has been filed timely. The only reason for not meeting the required timing is that
AES desires to schedule their annual meeting without regard to their SEC requirements. Better
planning on AES’s part deems such a waiver unnecessary.

AES state four rationales for omitting the Proposal, to which I comment further:
1. Rule 14a-8(1)(10) - The Proposal has been substantially implemented

AES would have the SEC, as well as all shareholders, believe that the Proposal has
been substantially implemented. Rather than address the corporate-wide concern, AES



appears to be referring solely to the Shady Point incident. Even then, the Proposal has
not been substantially implemented which causes shareholder concern that similar
actions for shareholder benefit has not been properly implemented. AES reports in
their request that “...the Company has thoroughly investigated the subject matter of the
Proposal...”, and further that “...no one in senior management at Shady Point were
involved in the violation.” This simply is not true as evidence by Mark Adams, a Vice
President of an AES subsidiary who was also the chief financial offer of AES Shady
Point during the time in question. In his deposition testimony on July 7, 2006, Mark
Adams reports that Plant Manager, Bill Arold, and Water Treatment supervisor,
Rocky Cullens, were not only involved but that Mr. Cullens was observed shredding

documents late at night while the so-called investigations were going on during the day.

To further add suspicion, Mr. Cullens entered into a lucrative severance package in
exchange for not publishing a “tell-all” book about the whole issue of falsification of
environmental records to state and federal authorities. See exerts of deposition
testimony of Mark Adams, Exhibit B.

Additionally, AES suggest that the Shady Point incident was again fully investigated in
2004. This too is not accurate. What AES has failed to report to you is that AES
declined my offer to personally meet AES and or authorities at the Shady Point facility
to show them exactly where I had archived records related to the incident (I was
working as an engineering assistant at Shady Point at the time of the incident). It was
clear during my so-called interview that AES had no interest in opening themselves to
any potential market fallout similar to that which happened at the announcement of
AES falsification of environmental records. Then too, when AES Chairman was asked
during the AES 2007 annual shareholder’s meeting about the late night shredding of
documents that was taking place during the Shady Point investigation he remarked that
the Board was unaware.

Rule 14a-8(i)}(7) - The Proposal deals with matters relating to the Company's ordinary
business operations.

AES seeks to trivialize the Proposal as ordinary business operations and or attempts to
“micro-manage” the Company. To the extent the Company is involved in significant
cover-ups targeted at misleading shareholders, this can not be considered ordinary
business operations or attempts to micro-manage the Company. This Proposal seeks to
highlight a significant shareholder deficiency that carries enormous shareholder risk.

AES touts many internal programs as shareholder assurances to the concerns my
Proposal raises. AES further suggests shareholder assurances exists in that AES is
“...one of the World’s largest global power companies...” that is “heavily regulated”.
Such programs offer no assurance, but rather too often merely serve as window
dressing to appease the unsuspected. Nor has AES shown any evidence that their
programs are effective. Such has the world experienced with companies like Enron.
This Proposal is a step towards preventing AES into becoming another Enron.




Rule 14a-8(i)(4) - The Proposal and supporting statement relate to the redress of a
personal claim or grievance against the company.

AES would have the SEC believe that my Proposal secks redress of a personal claim,
however such a suggestion is not true. Further, my concern of the Company actively
taking part in cover-ups is shared by other shareholders at large.

AES misstates the facts in order to make a case for redress and tries to deflect scrutiny
by maligning my character. For example, AES states that my employment termination
from AES was “...due to performance related matters.” This is blatantly false as I was
awarded a sizable cash bonus for my strong performance just weeks before my
employment was terminated. The fact is that my employment was terminated
subsequent to alerting AES Chief Executive Officer, Paul Hanrahan, of numerous
illegal activities taking place within AES. AES has made two failed attempts to pay me
to be quiet about what [ know. See two separate Separation Agreement and General
Releases, Exhibit C (note that AES reports here that my employment termination is the
result of the Company’s reorganization and reduction in workforce plan and not due to
performance).

AES further suggests that I am engaged in trying to “...coerce the Company to settle
lawsuit...” Such an accretion is clearly self-serving, not to mention false and
misleading. On the contrary, it has been AES that has attempted to buy my silence. In
their failed attempt, they have resorted to the disgraceful act of disparaging remarks
targeted to bring about my submission. In today’s environment, AES believes it to
absolutely impossible for a person to have the moral integrity to take a stand for what is
right, despite the financial consequences.

Rule 14a-8(i)(3) - The Proposal and supporting statements relate to a matter regarding
operations of the Company which account for less than 5% of the company s total
assets, net earnings, and gross sales and is not otherwise significantly related to the
Company's business.

Again, AES attempts to narrow the focus of the Proposal. The Proposal is not intended
to fix the alleged wrong at Shady Point, but rather to fix the believed actions of the
Company to cover-up information that is not only critical to shareholders but also
heavily influences shareholder decisions related to the purchase and sale of AES
securities. The Proposal’s supporting statement puts the issue in perspective,

“The confidence of investors has been deeply shaken by corporate
malfeasance at companies, such as Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco. In cases like
these, it is often discovered that management mislead investors by covering up
and/or by not properly disclosing the truth of very serious matters of great
interest. Investors demand that companies adopt good, substantive governance
policies to promote sustainable business as well as dependable disclosure of
legal compliance by directors and management. Shareholders are extremely at
risk with a practice of unethical management actions that go unreported and/or



are displaced by using lower level employees as scape goats in a cover-up.

Such actions by management, if unchecked due to a lack of attention by
company directors, puts shareholders in the dubious position of bearing
enormous financial consequence of such corrupt behavior. Management’s past
practice, particularly if undertaken successfully, is clear indication of likely
current and future practices of management. Shareholders have the right to
receive timely, accurate, and responsible reporting of management misconduct.”

Clearly this Proposal relates to the total company, not just to Shady Point.

Conclusion

It is plain to see that AES would like nothing better than to avoid shareholder participation,
whether warranted or not. Shareholders have a right to know if they are vulnerable to company
cover-ups and or intentional misdeeds.

The face of the Proposal is clearly relevant to all shareholders and its purpose well intended.
Shareholder need to know the tendency of the Company to participate in cover-ups in order to
manage shareholder perceptions. Shareholders do not need another Enron or its devastating
impacts. This Proposal, with the support of the SEC, is the right shareholder action. AES has
not reasonable demonstrated that it is entitled to exclude the Proposal, nor has AES denied any
of the whereas statements which form the basis of the Proposal. I therefore request that the
SEC deny AES its no-action letter request.

[ will also add that AES has conceded that I do meet the eligibility requirements to submit a
shareholder proposal. See attached email from John P. Berkery, Shearman & Sterling LLP,
and Exhibit D).

You may contact me with any questions regarding this matter at (317) 885-6999.

Sincerely,

Dwane Ingall
1600 S. Paddock Rd.
Greenwood, IN 46143

Cc:  The AES Corporation
¢/o Andrew R. Schleider
Shearman & Sterling LLP
599 Lexington Ave
New York, NY 10022-6069
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AES SHAREHOLDER PROPOSAL 2008
INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATION AND REPORT

Submitted by Dwane G. Ingalls, 1600 S. Paddock Road, Greenwood, Indiana 46143

Whereas:

e In 1992, AES reported that its Shady Point facility in Oklahoma falsified
environmental reports to the United States Environmental Protection Agency and to
the state of Oklahoma;

e The announcement resulted in a loss of over 50% of shareholder value;

e AES announced that nine plant technicians were solely responsible for the reported
falsification;

¢ AES Shady Point management was engaged in late night shredding of documents
while investigations into the falsification of environmental records were being
conducted;

* A member of AES Shady Point management received an employment separation
agreement shortly after threatening to publish a “tell-all” book about the falsification
incident;

e During the 2007 AES Shareholder’s Meeting, when specifically questioned about
management’s late night shredding of documents at Shady Point during investigations
into the falsification of environmental records, Chairman Darman responded that the
Board was not aware of the AES Shady Point details; and

o The KPMG 2005-2006 Integrity Survey reported that 74% of US employees observed
misconduct in the workplace with half reporting that what they had observed could
cause a significant loss of public trust if discovered.

BE IT RESOLVED: The sharcholders request the Board of Directors to commission an
independent investigation of management’s involvement in the falsification of
environmental reports at its Shady Point facility, and to issue a report to the shareholders,
by December 31, 2008 of the Board’s findings together with Board recommendations and
company action to be taken as a result of the Board’s findings.

2008 Sharcholder Proposal by D Ingalls Page 1 of 2
January 18, 2008



STATEMENT OF SUPPORT

The confidence of investors has been deeply shaken by corporate malfeasance at
companies, such as Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco. In cases like these, it is often
discovered that management mislead investors by covering up and/or by not properly
disclosing the truth of very serious matters of great interest. Investors demand that
companies adopt good, substantive governance policies to promote sustainable business
as well as dependable disclosure of legal compliance by directors and management.
Shareholders are extremely at risk with a practice of unethical management actions that
go unreported and/or are displaced by using lower level employees as scape goats in a
cover-up. Such actions by management, if unchecked due to a lack of attention by
company directors, puts shareholders in the dubious position of bearing enormous
financial consequence of such corrupt behavior. Management’s past practice, particularly
if undertaken successfully, is clear indication of likely current and future practices of
management. Shareholders have the right to receive timely, accurate, and responsible
reporting of management misconduct.

2008 Shareholder Proposal by D Ingalls Page 2 of 2
January 18, 2008



Exhibit B

Exerts from deposition of Mark Adams



STATE CF INDIANA )

COUNTY OF MARION )

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF MARION COUNTY

DWANE INGALLS
VS CAUSE NO: 49D13-0407-PL-001287

THE AES CORPORATIQON, A Delaware
Corporation; IPALCO ENTERPRISES,

INC., an Indiana Corporation;
INDIANAPOLIS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,

An Indiana Corporation; and

ANN D. MURTLOW, as an Individual and as
Present and Chief Executive Officer of
the Indianapeolis Power & Light Company
and IPALCQO Enterprises, Inc., and as a
Vice-President of the AES Corporaticn

DEPOSTITION OF MARK ADAMS

TBKEN ON JULY 7, 2006

APPEARANCES

For the Plaintiff: Dwane Ingalls
Pro Se
1100 Socuth Paddock Road
Greenwood, Indiana 46143

For the Defendant: Richard P. Winegardner
Kenneth Yerkes
BARNES & THORNBURG
11 South Meridian Street
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Rlso Present: Jim Sadtler
Steve Niemeyer, Videographer



STATE CF INDIANA )

COUNTY OF MARION

IN THE SUPERICR COURT OF MARION COUNTY

DWANE INGALLS
UK CAUSE NO: 49D13-0407-PL-001287

TEE AES CORPORATION, A Delaware
Corporation; IPALCO ENTERPRISES,

INC., an Indiana Corporation;
INDIANAPOLIS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,

An Indiana Corpcration; and

ANN D. MURTLOW, as an Individual and as
Present and Chief Executive Officer of
the Indianapolis Power & Light Company
and IPALCO Enterprises, Inc., and as a
Vice-President ¢of the AES Corporation

The deposition of MARK ADAMS, produced and sworn before
me, Christie A. Guthrie, a Notary Public in and for Lawrence
County, State of Indiana, in the Jury Room of the Pike Circuit
Court, Courthouse, Petersburg, Pike County, Indiana, on the
7th day of July, 2006. This deposition was taken on behalf of
the Plaintiff in a certain action now pending in the Superior
Court of Marion County in the State of Indiana as referenced
hereinabove.
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Say it again.

Did you ever have a ceonversation with Ann
Murtlow about the termination of Mr. Ingalls’
employment?

No.

Did you ever have a conversation with anyone
about the termination of Mr. Ingalls' employment
with IPL/AES?

Well, define what vou're referring to. I mean,
there were conversations about Dwane has left
the company. Now, if you're referring to that,
yes.

Ckay. And in theose conversations what was, what
exactly was said?

Pretty much that.

That Mr. Ingalls left the company? No
discussion about Mr. Ingalls was terminated from
the company, was fired?

Not in those discussions.

Ckay. Another fellow-up from January where we
talked briefly about John Brenich, and you
indicated..

Brenich.

Brenich. ..and you indicated that he did not
work for you. We were talking about his
situation at the time of his departure of
employment and you indicated you wasn't sure
because he didn't work for you at the time.

No. That's incorrect. That's not what I was
trying to get across. What I was trying to get
across was is that the package that was
negotiated with John was not negotiated through
me, so I don't know what his package was, but
yes, he did work for me.

Ckay. Are you familiar with a water treatment
incident that resulted in AES reports of
falsification of records to the EPA and the
Cklahoma Water Resource Board in the 1992 time
frame?

Are you referring to Shady Point?

Yes.

Yes.

Ckay. And what, explain that. What happened?
What was the circumstance, the incident?
Basically it was falsifying of documents.

Okay.

I mean, that was the whole ingcident.

And this falsification was by whom?

By the, the technicians that worked in the water
treatment lab that took the samples.

Ckay. And who is Rocky Cullens?

He was the follow-up team leader to the original
team leader there at, there were two (2} team
leaders that covered that dispensation of time.
He was the last team leader that worked for
Shady Point that was in the back half
dispensation of that, at the time those
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documents were bheing falsified.

Ckay. So was Rocky Cullens a team leader during

any period that these documents were being

falsified?

Yes.

Okay. And, and, when was he hired by AES at

Shady Point?

Rocky?

Yes.

Boy, I don't know, Dwane.

Ckay. Is Mr. Cullens, is Rocky Cullens still

employed by the AES, any of the AES companies?

No.

Okay. And why did he leave?

He left-- I could probably--
MR. WINEGARDNER: If you, if
you, if you, if you know why he
left. And assuming you know
not based upon privileged
information.

Well, the whole severance agreement was

privileged.
MR. WINEGARDNER: A severance
agreement is likely not
privileged. It's maybe
confidential, but not
privileged.

Okay. Basically Dave McMillan, who was the

Plant Manager at the time and Rocky came to a

point to where Dave felt like Rocky needed to

leave.

Now, just so I'm clear, was it Dave McMillan the

Plant Manager at the time, or was it Bill

Arnold?

Bill Arnold was the Plant Manager at the time of

the incident. Bill retired afterwards and Dave

McMillan came in in about mid '95 and Rocky was

still employed at Shady Point at that time and

soon after that, I don't remember the exact, I

don't remember if it was '95 or '96, Dave chose

to do a separation package with Rocky.

You said in 1995 Rocky was still employed.

Uh-huh.

Was he physically working at the AES..

Yes.

..facility in 19857

Yes. He was an engineer.

Okay. And, were, were you involved with putting

together the separation agreement for Mr.

Cullens?

Not the agreement.

Were you involved in any way with, with the

implementation or the executicon of the

separation agreement with Rocky Cullens?

Only the negotiation of the amount.

Okay. And how is it that you became involved

with that negotiation?
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Well, Pete Conley started the initial separation
package for Dave. Pete had to go to Bustralia,
or chose to go to Australia and work on a
project that AES had gotten involved in and
during that time frame Dave and Rocky had their
meetings, which were leading up to the agreement
and Pete, prior to that time Dave and Rocky were
having their meetings and PFete was assisting and
got it to the actual agreement and Pete gave it
to Rocky, Rocky took it to his lawyer. There
happened tc be two (2) agreements that Shady
Point used at that time. One was under the age
of forty (40) and one was over. Well, this
particular one had the language of over forty
(40) and so Rocky brought it back to the plant
and Dave asked me to sit down and discuss that
with Rocky and that's how I got involved
initially in the agreement. It from there went
back to Dave. I sat down with Dave, explained
the issue, went back to Dave, Dave and Rocky met
some more and then Dave asked me to meet with
Rocky and negotiate a dollar amcunt to go with
the, the severance agreement. That was my
involvement.
And was Rocky, Rocky Cullens implicated in any
way to the falsification of the water records?
What do you mean by "implicated"?
In other words was it, was i1t felt by anyone in
the company that he was perscnally involved with
the falsification of records?
Well, as I remember it the whole investigation
centered arcund Bill Arnold and Rocky Cullens
and the technicians that worked at the lab, so
all those people were involved.
And, do you know, do you have any personal
knowledge that the severance discussion was a
direct result of out, direct outcome of the
investigations related to the water incident?
Based on what I remember the severance agreement
centered around, no.
Do you have any personal knowledge that Rocky
Cullens was actually prepared to go public with
factual matters related to the water incident?
You just jogged a memory. One of the-- Yes.
Cne of the issues-- Yes. One of the issues did
deal with the water treatment, yes.
And what was that?
Rocky had, during the time of the, of the
investigation Rocky had evidently made
connections to write a book and sc¢ there was a,
as he put it, a book deal, about Shady Point and
AES and the, and the implications or whatever.
So as part of the terms of this separation
agreement Rocky was to agree to forego any
further exploration of this book deal?
What I--

MR. WINEGARDNER: Yeah. 1I'll
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object to the extent that it
seeks information that's
protected by what you know to
be a confidentiality clause.
If you don't know the details
of the agreement then you can
answer.
I don't know the-- Wait a minute. I don't
understand. I don't know the details of the
separation agreement, so I can't tell you if
it's confidential or not.
MR. WINEGARDNER: Right.
S50 what do you want me to do?
MR. WINEGARDNER: You can
answer by, by saying you don't
know the details of the
agreement you can answer. A
guestion about-~
The only thing I'm aware of is the three (3)
issues that Rocky laid on the table to Dave as
far as the settlement agreement. Now whether
that's in the agreement or not--
454 What were those three {3) issues?
MR. WINEGARDNER: You can
answer that.
I've got to remember them now.

455 Take your time.
There was a, the book deal, the, I don't know
what Dave-—- This is what Rocky kept talking

about, I don't know what Dave agreed to. I
just know when I sat down, Pete and I sat down,
this is what Rocky talked about.

456 Okay. At some point Rocky had three (3) issues
that you're aware of. What were those issues?
Well, cne (1) was a book deal, the other one (1)
was a misconduct by Dennis Boche in a meeting
and the other one (1} kills me, I don't
remember. I wouldn't've even remembered the
other one if you hadn't said what you said.
There was another issue that he had, that he
brought uvp. To me it wasn't, I mean, it, I
didn't care. I mean, Dave and him had already
discussed, he was rambling as far as I was
concerned. The issue that I was there to dc was
negotiate the settlement dollars for the
agreement. As far as I was concerned I didn't
know if these items were in the agreement or
not. This is just what Rocky wanted to talk
about while we were there.

457 Okay.

And, but the bottom line is, is my job there was
to negotiate the decllar amount.

458 So you negotiated, you conducted the final
negotiation tc the dollar amount. Is that
correct?

Uh-huh.

459 And what was that dollar amount?
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I do not remember the dollar amount.

Was it, would you say it was in line with other
severance type packages that you were aware of
within AES?

What I was aware of in AES I would say it was
probably one of the top packages in his, in his
field.

And did anyone within AES affiliate businesses
express any concern that you're aware of of the
book that Rocky had indicated that he was
preparing to publish?

I never heard about the book deal before. I
remember discussing these three (3} items with
Dave. When we were over there during this
discussion Dave was on, I kept Dave on the phone
line to a degree and, you know, it was his call
as to what he wanted to do. I was just
basically doing the negotiation. Dave was at
home, so, I mean, he didn't seem alarmed about
any of it.

Okay. And are you aware whether or not Mr.
Cullens continued to receive health benefits or
wages while not working, while not physically
working at the AES facility?

The way the package, the way it was negotiated
was, 1s that, "This is it. When you walk out of
this hotel you are, it's over and there will be
nothing else.”" Now, by law you're allowed,
you're supposed to offer COBRA. I can't, I
don't remember if we offered COBRA or not, but I
do know that that was it. Rocky came back at
the end of the year, called me and requested his
bonus for an allocated portion of the year and
the response was is that, "That was included in
the, in the severance dollar amount." It was
large encough to include that, so I would assume
by that, no, he didn't receive anything else
after he received that payment.

Ckay. And you indicated that to your knowledge
this was one of the largest settlements..

To my knewledge.

..to your knowledge, the largest settlement, but
yet you don't recall the magnitude of this
number?

No, I don't recall. ©No, that's not what you
asked. You asked feor the dollar amount. I
don't recall the dollar amount.

Okay. Do you know the magnitude of the
severance agreement?

Define "magnitude”™ and I can help you.

Is it in the millions of dollars?

No.

Ckay. And, and did it include any educaticnal,
any educational compensation?

Not that I'm aware of. What do you mean by
that?

I understand that Mr. Cullens left employment
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and, and directly attended dentistry school and
is now a licensed dentist.
Oh, I don't know. One of his, one of the things
he wanted to be able to do was go to dentistry
school. I didn't care. I mean, that's one
thing he did express, so yeah, I'm, I understood
he was going to 