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NOTICE OF EXEMPT SOLICITATION (VOLUNTARY) 

Prepared in the format of Rule 14a-103 

 

Name of the Registrant: Target Corporation 

Name of persons relying on exemption: National Legal and Policy Center 

Address of persons relying on exemption: 107 Park Washington Court, Falls Church, VA 22046 

 

Written materials are circulated to interested parties under guidelines related to Rule 14a-

6(g)(1) promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. Reporter of this notice does not 

beneficially own more than $5 million of securities in the Registrant company. Submission of this 

report to the Securities and Exchange Commission is not required of this shareholder (and in 

fact not permitted by the SEC) under the terms of the Rule. 

 

Notice of Independent Exempt Solicitation: This communication is a private, exempt 

solicitation being circulated independently by the National Legal and Policy Center (“NLPC”). 

It is not being filed with the SEC, pursuant to revised C&DI 126.06. This material is provided 

solely for your independent research and does not constitute a solicitation of authority to vote 

your proxy. Please DO NOT send us your proxy card; NLPC is not able to vote your proxies, 

nor does this communication contemplate such an event. NLPC urges shareholders to vote 

following the instructions provided on management’s proxy mailing. Statements reflecting 

characterizations, evaluations, or assessments of individuals or corporate conduct represent the 

opinion of NLPC based on the publicly documented record cited herein. The following 

information should not be construed as investment advice. 

 

Section 13(d) Non-Coordination: NLPC is acting unilaterally. This communication does not 

create, and is not intended to create, a “group” for purposes of Section 13(d) of the Exchange 

Act. NLPC does not seek any agreement, arrangement, or understanding regarding the voting or 

disposition of securities, nor will NLPC join in any such joint agreement if asked. Recipients 

are expected to make their own independent voting decisions. 

 

 
 

PROXY MEMORANDUM 

 

TO: Shareholders of Target Corporation 

 

RE: The case for voting AGAINST Item 7 on the 2026 Proxy Ballot ("Shareholder proposal 

requesting a report on reducing plastic microfiber shedding") 

 

PHOTO CREDITS APPEAR AT THE END OF THIS REPORT. 
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I. Introduction 

 

National Legal and Policy Center ("NLPC") urges shareholders of Target Corporation ("Target" 

or the "Company") to vote AGAINST Item 7 on the Company's 2026 Proxy Statement for the 

Annual Meeting scheduled for June 10, 2026 — a shareholder proposal (the “Proposal”) 

submitted by lead filer As You Sow that requests Target issue a report evaluating "whether 

opportunities to reduce microfiber pollution from its garments will strengthen long-term value 

and mitigate emerging material risks."1 

 

NLPC opposes this proposal for the reasons set forth in this memorandum: 

 

• the scientific premise on which it rests is contested and methodologically unstable; 
• the regulatory framework it anticipates is speculative; 
• the environmental case for singling out synthetic textile fibers is not supported by the 

peer-reviewed literature; and 
• the costs it would impose on Target and its suppliers arrive at a time of sustained 

financial underperformance that shareholders can scarcely afford. 
 

NLPC has challenged activist-driven environmental proposals at major corporations across the 

2025 and 2026 proxy seasons. At The Coca-Cola Company, Mondelez International, and The 

Home Depot, NLPC has filed proposals asking Boards to commission independent, scientifically 

rigorous evaluations of plastic packaging policies before deepening commitments derived from 

advocacy-organization frameworks rather than objective evidence.2 

 

The common thread across all of these engagements is the same principle that applies here: 

before a company adopts policies that impose costs on its operations, its suppliers, and its 

shareholders, those policies should be grounded in unbiased science, rigorous economics, and 

honest analysis of trade-offs. Item 7 fails all such tests. 

 

II. The Microplastics Health Narrative Rests on Contested Science 

 

The foundational premise of the Proposal is that microfibers from synthetic textiles pose a 

serious and demonstrated threat to human health. The Proposal's whereas clause cites "scientific 

research" linking microplastic exposure to cardiovascular disease, cancer, Parkinson's disease, 

and dementia, and states flatly that microfibers are found "in human brains." These claims are 

presented as settled fact. They are not. 

 

In January 2026, The Guardian published an investigative report that documented numerous 

high-profile studies which claimed to detect microplastics throughout the human body — 

including in brains, testes, placentas, and arteries — that have been "thrown into doubt by 

scientists who say the discoveries are probably the result of contamination and false positives."3 

The investigation identified seven such studies formally challenged in scientific journals, plus a 

separate analysis flagging 18 more that failed to properly account for the fact that certain human 

tissues generate chemical signals that mimic the signatures of common plastics. 
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One chemist characterized the scale of the methodological problems as "a bombshell." 

Independent scientists interviewed warned that "faulty evidence on the level of microplastics in 

humans could lead to misguided regulations and policies, which is dangerous." 

 

The specific study most prominently cited to support the claim that microplastics accumulate in 

human brains was published in Nature Medicine in 2024. That study was the subject of a formal 

"Matters Arising" published in the same journal in November 2025, which identified "limited 

contamination controls and lack of validation steps" as factors that "may affect the reliability of 

the reported concentrations."4 

 

The primary analytical technique — pyrolysis gas chromatography-mass spectrometry — has 

been identified by independent chemists as prone to false positives in brain tissue because brain 

fat produces the same chemical signature as polyethylene, the most commonly reported plastic in 

the brain studies. 

 

The "microplastics in human brains" finding that the Proposal cites in its footnote 6 is precisely 

the research that the peer-reviewed scientific community now challenges. Shareholders should 

understand that the health crisis narrative driving Item 7 is built on a foundation that is 

considerably more uncertain than the Proposal represents. 

 

III. The Measurement Methodology for Microfiber Shedding is Unstandardized and 

Unreliable 

 

Even setting aside the contested health claims, the microfiber shedding research that underlies 

the Proposal suffers from a second foundational problem: there is no accepted standardized 

methodology for measuring it. 

 

A 2024 systematic literature review 

published in Environmental Science & 

Technology — the same peer-reviewed 

journal that published the most widely cited 

lifecycle analysis supporting the 

environmental case for plastic packaging — 

examined microfiber pollution from knit 

textile fabrics and found that "the absence of 

standardized procedures to assess microfiber 

pollution released during laundering, 

alongside textile complexities, has caused 

incomparability and inconsistency between 

published methodologies, data formats, and 

presentation of findings."5 The researchers 

called explicitly for "more systematic studies to assess the relationship between individual textile 

parameters and their influence on microfiber shedding" before policy commitments are adopted. 

 

The practical consequence of this methodological inconsistency is that published results on 

microfiber shedding rates differ by orders of magnitude. Allen et al.'s systematic review 



 4 

documented that measured shedding from similar garments ranges from 120 to 728,289 particles 

per wash cycle — a difference of more than 6,000-fold — depending on the measurement 

approach used.6 There is, as the Environmental Science & Technology review concluded, "not a 

clear consensus within the literature on the effect of polymers on microfiber shedding," and "a 

clear conclusion on which polymers release fewest microfibers cannot be drawn due to differing 

sources of fabrics or the myriad of parameters that were altered between assessed studies." 

 

A company cannot set meaningful, accountable targets for reducing microfiber shedding in a 

measurement environment this uncertain — and shareholders should be skeptical of a proposal 

that treats this literature as settled enough to warrant a Board-level report and target-setting 

exercise. 

 

A March 2026 study published in Analytical Methods by researchers at the University of 

Michigan identifies a still more fundamental problem with the microplastics measurement 

literature: the standard laboratory safety equipment that researchers use to prevent contamination 

is itself a contamination source. 

 

The study found that nitrile and latex gloves — 

worn as a quality control measure in virtually all 

microplastics research — deposit residues called 

stearates onto filters, microscope slides, and other 

laboratory substrates during routine sample 

handling, generating an average of approximately 

2,000 false positives per square millimeter of 

surface area.7 

 

Stearates are soap-like salt compounds used in 

glove manufacturing. They share both the chemical 

structure and the visual appearance of microplastics 

closely enough that standard spectroscopic identification techniques misclassify them as plastic 

particles. The researchers tested seven types of gloves across the most common identification 

techniques in use in the field and found the problem widespread. The senior author of the study 

observed that "we may be overestimating microplastics, but there should be none." 

 

Taken together with the documented absence of standardized shedding measurement protocols 

and the active scientific challenge to the brain microplastics studies on which the Proposal relies, 

this finding means that the quantitative foundation of the microfiber health and pollution crisis 

narrative rests on three compounding layers of methodological uncertainty: contested organ-level 

detection results, incomparable shedding measurements across studies, and now a pervasive 

laboratory contamination source embedded in routine research practice. 

 

Shareholders asked to approve a report premised on this body of science as settled and actionable 

deserve to understand how far it is from either. 

 

Notably Target's Board of Directors, in its opposition to Item 7, reaches the same conclusion: 

"Pollution stemming from microfiber plastics from textiles remains an emerging field of 
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scientific study, characterized by evolving research, inconsistent measurement approaches, and 

the absence of widely accepted regulatory or voluntary standards applicable across the apparel 

value chain." 

 

The Board is correct, and shareholders should vote accordingly. 

 

IV. Natural Fibers Shed Comparably to Synthetic Fibers — Undermining the Proposal's 

Premise 

 

The Proposal frames microfiber pollution as a "synthetic plastic fiber" problem, citing the fact 

that synthetic fibers represent 63 percent of global fiber production and that 500,000 tons of 

plastic microfibers enter the oceans annually from textiles. The implicit thesis is that switching 

from synthetic to natural fiber apparel would address the problem. The peer-reviewed literature 

does not support this premise. 

 

A 2021 study published in PLOS ONE by researchers from the Ocean Wise Conservation 

Association — an organization whose institutional mission is environmental protection — 

evaluated microfiber release from 37 different consumer apparel textile samples, including both 

synthetic and natural fibers, across five consecutive domestic laundry cycles.8 

 

The findings were striking: cotton and wool textiles shed comparable amounts of microfibers to 

many synthetic samples, releasing an average of 165 milligrams per kilogram of textile per wash 

— in the same range as polyester. The researchers concluded that "cotton and wool textiles also 

shed large amounts of microfibers," a finding that directly challenges the implicit assumption 

that replacing synthetic garments with natural alternatives solves the pollution problem. 

 

A critical distinction is that cotton and wool microfibers are biodegradable, while synthetic 

microfibers are not. This is a genuine and meaningful difference. 

 

But it also undercuts the framing of the Proposal, which treats the textile microfiber problem as 

primarily a matter of synthetic fiber volume rather than end-of-life degradation — a more 

complex question that does not resolve cleanly into a "reduce synthetic fiber shedding" mandate 

of the kind requested by Item 7.9 

 

Furthermore, fabric construction, yarn structure, and washing machine type have been shown to 

influence shedding rates as significantly as fiber composition — with some research 

documenting that fabric construction variables produce a greater than 850-fold difference in 

shedding rates among garments of the same fiber type.10 A report focused narrowly on synthetic 

fiber shedding targets would not capture the full complexity of the variable drivers of microfiber 

pollution. 

 

V. The Ocean Plastic Pollution Problem Is a Waste Management Problem, Not a 

Production Problem 

 

The Proposal invokes the ocean microplastics crisis as a primary justification for Target to take 

action on synthetic fiber shedding. A decade of peer-reviewed scientific research on the actual 
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geographic sources of ocean plastic pollution — a body of evidence that has grown considerably 

more detailed and more consistent in its findings since Jambeck et al.'s foundational 2015 study 

in Science — makes clear that this framing significantly overstates the impact that apparel 

decisions by a U.S. retailer would have on global marine microplastic levels. 

 

Jambeck et al. established in 2015 that the vast majority of plastic entering the world's oceans 

originates from countries with inadequate waste management infrastructure, principally in Asia 

and sub-Saharan Africa, and that the United States — where Target operates all of its stores — 

was estimated to rank approximately 20th globally in mismanaged plastic waste inputs to the 

ocean.11 

 

In 2021, Meijer et al. published the most 

comprehensive riverine plastic emissions 

model to date in Science Advances, finding 

that more than 1,000 rivers account for 

approximately 80 percent of global riverine 

plastic emissions into the ocean, concentrated 

overwhelmingly in Asia and Africa, with the 

Pasig River in the Philippines identified as 

the single most polluting river in the world.12 

 

A 2023 study published in Environmental 

Science and Technology Letters, modeling 

country-specific riverine plastic contributions across 161 countries, confirmed that India, China, 

and Indonesia are the top three contributors to riverine plastic outflows, and that population, 

plastic waste generation, and the Human Development Index — not production volumes in high-

income countries — are the dominant factors determining how much plastic reaches the ocean 

from any given nation.13 

 

A 2024 study published in Marine Pollution Bulletin by Fuentes et al., based on the first 

comprehensive empirical assessment of plastic pollution in the Philippines, confirmed that the 

country ranks first globally for riverine plastic emissions, driven by the widespread use of small-

quantity single-use packaging, open landfill leakage, and the absence of the kind of waste 

collection infrastructure that prevents plastic from entering waterways in the first place.14 

 

Most recently, a 2025 study published in the Journal of Environmental Management by 

researchers at the University of California Santa Barbara's Benioff Ocean Science Laboratory 

collected on-the-ground river plastic data from sites across Mexico, Jamaica, Panama, Ecuador, 

Kenya, Vietnam, Thailand, and Indonesia over a three-year period — representing one of the 

largest empirical datasets ever assembled on riverine plastic pollution.15 The study found that the 

rivers with the highest plastic pollution rates were uniformly in developing economies, and that 

the most effective interventions were those that improved waste management and collection 

infrastructure at the local level — including the finding that Indonesia's informal recycling 

network, which creates economic value for plastic materials, results in less recyclable plastic 

reaching waterways than in countries without such systems. 
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The study's lead author observed that "there's been a lot of modeling about how much plastic is 

moving from land to ocean, but we didn't have good on-the-ground data about what kinds of 

plastic are showing up, or why." The data consistently indicated across four continents that the 

problem is rooted in waste management systems, not in the fiber composition of garments sold at 

retail in the United States. 

 

What this accumulating body of evidence makes clear is that the environmental problem the 

Proposal purports to address is overwhelmingly a waste management and infrastructure problem 

in the developing world. 

 

Microfibers shed during consumer laundry in the United States flow through wastewater 

treatment systems that, according to existing research, remove between 70 and 99 percent of 

microfibers before discharge.16 The net contribution of U.S. residential laundry to ocean 

microplastic levels is a fraction of the gross shedding figures that Item 7 cites — and the fraction 

that does reach waterways does so in a country that ranks approximately 20th in ocean plastic 

inputs to begin with. 

 

Mandating Target to issue a report on synthetic fiber shedding targets, on the premise that this 

will meaningfully address the ocean microplastics crisis, requires shareholders to accept a chain 

of assumptions that a decade of peer-reviewed science has consistently failed to support. 

Shareholders should not be asked to accept those assumptions without scrutiny. 

 

VI. The Financial Context Does Not Support Additional Voluntary Compliance Burdens 

 

The Proposal asks Target to evaluate and potentially commit to reducing synthetic microfiber 

shedding across its garment supply chain. Any such commitment would require supplier 

engagement, material assessment, testing protocols, redesign investments, and potentially a shift 

toward alternative materials that are more expensive or less technically suitable for the 

performance apparel categories where synthetic fibers currently dominate. These costs would 

arrive at a Company navigating a period of sustained financial underperformance. 

 

For full-year fiscal 2025, Target reported that full-

year operating income declined 8.1 percent to $5.1 

billion from $5.6 billion the prior year.17 Full-year 

GAAP earnings per share fell to $8.13 from $8.86, 

while adjusted EPS came in at $7.57 — more than 

a dollar below the prior year. Comparable store 

sales declined throughout the year. The Company 

cited tariff costs, higher markdowns, purchase 

order cancellation costs, and the deleveraging 

impact of lower sales volumes as the primary 

drivers of margin compression.18 

 

Target's first quarter 2026 earnings results were not yet available at the time this report was 

published; the figures cited reflect the most recently completed fiscal year. 
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In this environment, voluntarily adopting microfiber shedding targets would mean layering 

additional supply chain compliance costs onto a business that is already absorbing significant 

external cost pressures. 

 

Shareholders should ask whether the Proposal would strengthen long-term value, as its resolved 

clause claims, or whether it would add scientifically uncertain, operationally complex, and 

financially material obligations onto a Company that is already struggling to restore earnings 

growth. 

 

VII. The Proposal's Own Citations Undermine Its Case 

 

The Proposal is notable not only for the weakness of its scientific claims, but for the sources it 

relies upon to make those assertions. Footnote 1 of the Proposal — cited as the primary 

evidentiary basis for the claim that plastic "threatens the world's oceans, wildlife, and human 

health, representing a growing market and regulatory risk" — is the WWF report "Plastics: The 

Costs to Society, the Environment, and the Economy," published in 2021.19 

 

NLPC has identified this report in its 2026 proxy season filings as a leading example of 

advocacy-driven research that overstates the environmental costs of plastics while understating 

or ignoring the costs and trade-offs of alternatives.20 

 

The WWF report was produced by an organization whose stated mission is environmental 

advocacy. It does not apply full lifecycle analysis. It does not weigh the environmental costs of 

alternative materials against those of the plastics it criticizes. It presents the case against plastic 

comprehensively and the case for alternatives selectively. It is an advocacy-oriented report rather 

than a neutral scientific assessment, and it is the foundational citation for the crisis framing on 

which Item 7 is built. 

 

Footnote 6 of the Proposal, cited to support the claim that "microfibers are even found in human 

brains," links to the UNM Health Sciences Center news article on the 2024 Nature Medicine 

study — the same study that has since been formally challenged in a published Matters Arising 

in the same journal for inadequate contamination controls, and whose findings have been called 

into serious doubt by The Guardian's January 2026 investigation of the broader microplastics-in-

humans literature. 

 

The Proposal's claim linking microplastics to cancer, Parkinson's disease, and dementia cites not 

a peer-reviewed study, but instead a university communications article promoting Duke's 

research program — a telling illustration of the evidentiary standard on which the proponent’s 

health crisis narrative is built. Shareholders should compare the footnoted support references by 

the proponents to what is cited in this report – the differences in gravitas between the two should 

be evident. 

 

Item 7 asks Target's Board to commission a report grounded in science that the scientific 

community questions and even challenges. Shareholders deserve to know this before they vote. 

 

 



 9 

VIII. Conclusion 

 

National Legal and Policy Center urges shareholders of Target Corporation to vote AGAINST 

Item 7 at the June 10, 2026 Annual Meeting. 

 

As You Sow's proposal to require a report on reducing plastic microfiber shedding rests on a 

health crisis narrative that is under serious scientific challenge, cites measurements that suffer 

from a documented absence of standardized methodology, implies that synthetic fibers are 

uniquely responsible for a pollution problem that natural fibers contribute to comparably, and 

assumes that U.S. apparel decisions will meaningfully reduce ocean microplastic levels despite 

the geographic evidence that the primary sources of ocean plastic are in Asia and Africa. 

 

It arrives at a time when Target's operating income, earnings per share, and comparable sales are 

all under pressure, imposing additional voluntary compliance costs that shareholders have not 

been given reason to believe are scientifically justified. 

 

Target's Board of Directors, in its opposition to Item 7, correctly identifies the microfiber field as 

characterized by "evolving research, inconsistent measurement approaches, and the absence of 

widely accepted regulatory or voluntary standards." NLPC agrees with that assessment. 

 

The appropriate response to an evolving and contested body of science is not to issue a report 

that treats activist-driven assumptions as a baseline for target-setting — it is to wait for the 

science to mature to the point where commitments can be grounded in verifiable, reproducible, 

and policy-relevant evidence. 

 

Therefore, National Legal and Policy Center urges shareholders of Target Corporation to vote 

AGAINST Item 7 on Page 90 of the 2026 Proxy Statement. 
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THE FOREGOING INFORMATION MAY BE DISSEMINATED TO SHAREHOLDERS VIA 

TELEPHONE, U.S. MAIL, E-MAIL, CERTAIN WEBSITES AND CERTAIN SOCIAL 

MEDIA VENUES, AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED AS INVESTMENT ADVICE OR 

AS A SOLICITATION OF AUTHORITY TO VOTE YOUR PROXY. 

 

THE COST OF DISSEMINATING THE FOREGOING INFORMATION TO 

SHAREHOLDERS IS BEING BORNE ENTIRELY BY THE FILERS. 

 

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN HAS BEEN PREPARED FROM SOURCES 

BELIEVED RELIABLE BUT IS NOT GUARANTEED BY US AS TO ITS TIMELINESS OR 

ACCURACY, AND IS NOT A COMPLETE SUMMARY OR STATEMENT OF ALL 

AVAILABLE DATA. STATEMENTS REFLECTING CHARACTERIZATIONS, 

EVALUATIONS, OR ASSESSMENTS OF INDIVIDUALS OR CORPORATE CONDUCT 

REPRESENT THE OPINION OF THE NATIONAL LEGAL AND POLICY CENTER BASED 

ON THE PUBLICLY DOCUMENTED RECORD CITED HEREIN. THIS PIECE IS FOR 

INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES. 

 

PROXY CARDS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED BY US. PLEASE DO NOT SEND YOUR 

PROXY TO US. TO VOTE YOUR PROXY, PLEASE FOLLOW THE INSTRUCTIONS 

ON YOUR PROXY CARD. 

 

For questions regarding National Legal and Policy Center’s opposition to Item 7 on Target 

Corporation’s 2026 Proxy Statement, please contact Paul Chesser, director of NLPC’s Corporate 

Integrity Project, via email at pchesser@nlpc.org. 
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