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December 22 2010

10013795
John Berry

Divisional Vice President

Associate General Counsel
______

and Assistant Secretary Section

Securities and Benefits Ruk
Abbott Laboratories Puic
100 Abbott Park Road

AvaflabiDty
Dept 32L Bldg AP6A-2

Abbott Park IL 60064-6011

Re Abbott Laboratories

Dear Mr Berry

This is in regard to your letter dated December 21 2010 concerning the

shareholder proposal submitted by Andrew Rodriguez for inclusion in Abbotts proxy

materials for its upcoming annual meeting of security holders Your letter indicates that

the proponent has withdrawn the proposal and that Abbott therefore withdraws its

December 17 2010 request for no-action letter from the Division Because the matter is

now moot we will have no further comment

Sincerely

Matt McNair

Attorney-Adviser

cc Susan Hall

Counsel

People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals

501 Front St

Norfolk VA 23510



John Berry AbbOtt Laboalortes 847 938 35E

Dtvlslonal Vice President 100 AbbOtt P8rk Read 847 938 9492

Associate General Counsel Dept 321 Bldg APSA loha beytabbotccm
and Assistant Secretan Abbott Parc IL 60064.6011

Securities and Benef1t

December 21 2010

Via Email

shareholi1erprnjiusaIs.ccc.ov

Securities and Exchange commission

of Corporation linancc

Office o1ChicfCounel

IDol Street N.E

Washington D.C 20549

Re Abbott Laboratories Shareholder Iropusal Si.thmittcd by Andrew Rodriguez

.adies and Gentlemen

On December 17 2010 Abbott .ahoratories submitted request fur noaction letter to the

Division of Corporation Finance requesting that the StatFconcur with cur view that fur the

reasons stated in the request the shareholder proposal Ohe Prupusal submitted by Andrew

Rodriguez together with Susan Hall his authorized
representative the Proponent may

properly be omitted from the
proxy materials for Abbotts 2011 annual meeting of

shareholders

Abbott received an email dated December 202010 from Susan lall on behalfof Andrew

Rodriguez The email informed Abbott that the Proponent was withdrawing the Proposal

copy of the withdrawal email is eiiclosccl as Exhibit A_

Based on the withdrawal of the Proposal by the Piupanent Abhmt is hereby withdrawing the

reQueSt tar no-action letter copy of this letter is being provided to the Proponent

If the Stall has any questions or comments with respect to the tbrcgoing please contact ow at

847.938.3591 or Steven Scrogham at 84798.6 166 We may also be reached by thcsimnile

itt 847.939492 Susan Hall may be reached at 202.641 .0999 or via email at

shal lW5Dtgpmil.com

Thank you fur our attention to this matter

Very truly yours

onu Berry

Divisional Vice Prcsdent

Associate General Counsel

and Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc Susan 1. kill

do Stephanie Cornan
289$ Rowena Ave Suite 103

Los Angeles CA 90039

Abbott
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Abbott Laboratories No Action Letter dated 172010
Susan Hali to john.beny ahandy shareholderproposals 12/20120101244 PM

Cc iessicas stephan1ec kathyg

Histocy This message has been forwarded

Dear Mr Berry

We received your no action letter dated December 17 2010 seeking to omit the

shareholder proposal submitted to Abbott by Andrew Rodriguez Please be advised

that Mr Rodriguez is withdrawing the shareholder proposal dated November 2010

We have copied the SEC on this message so that that Staff can avoid unnecessarily

dedicating its resources to Abbotts application but will assume that you will notify the

Staff independently that Abbott is wIthdrawing its no action request

If you have any questions please contact me by return email or by telephone at

202-641-0999

Susan Hall



John Berry Abbott taboratódes 847 38 3591

Divisional Vice President ioo Abbott Padt Road 847 938 9492

Associate General Counsel Dept 32L Bldg APSA-2 johnbeny@abboit.com

and Assistant Secretary Abbott Park IL 6OQ4.6oi1

Securities and Benefits

December 17 2010

Via Email

Shareholder roposa1s@secnv

Securities and Exchange Commission

Division of Corporation Finance

Office of Chief Counsel

100 Street N.E

Washington 20549

Re Abbott LaboratoriesShareholder Proposal Submitted by Andrew

Rodriguez

Ladies and Gentlemen

On behalf of Abbott Laboratories and pursuant to Rule 4a-8j under the Securities

Exchange Act of 1934 hereby request confirmation that the Staff of the Securities

and Exchange Commission the Commission will not recommend enforcement

action ii in reliance on Rule 14a-8 we exclude proposal submitted by Andrew

Rodriguez together with Susan Hall his authon7ed representative the

ProponentD from the proxy materials for Abbotts 2011 annual shareholders

meeting which we expect to file in definitive form with the Commission on or about

March 15 201

We received notice on behalf of the Propirnent on November 11 2010 submitting

the proposal for consideration at our 2011 annual shareholder meeting The proposal

copy of which together with the supporting statement is attached as Exhzbt the

PETA ProposaI reads as fOl1OWs

RESOLVED to promote transparencyand minimize the use of animals the Board

is requested to issue an annual
report to shareholders disclosing the number and

species of all animals used in-house and at contract rLsearch laboratoiies the

number and species used for exphutly required tests the number and
species used

in basi research and development and the Companys plans to redu.e and phase

out animal testing

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8j have enclosed the PETA Proposal and provided the

following explanation of the grounds upon which we d.m omission of the PETA

PrOposal to be propet have also enclosed copy of all relevant correspondence

Abbott
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December 17 2010

______________ exchanged with the Proponent in..Exhi bit Pursuant to Rule 14a-8j copy of this

letter is being sent to notify the Proponent of our intention to omit the PEI Proposal

from our 2011 proxy materials

We believe that the PETA Proposal may be properly omitted from Abbotts 2011

proxy materials pursuant to Rule 4a-8 for the reasons set forth below

The PETA Proposal may be prOperly omitted froni Abbots proxy materials

under Rule 14i-8i1i because it is substantially duplicative ot proposal

previously submitted

Twung of Receipt ofPropo aLs We received the PETA Proposal via UPS at 10 23

in on November 11 2010 as confirmed by the UPS tracking information related to

the package copy of whith is set forth in Exhibit Prior to oui receipt of the PETA

Proposal we received proposal from the Humane Society of the United States the

FISUS Proposal via e-mail at 911 am also on November 11 2010 as confirmed

by the time stamp on the e-mail
containing the cover letter and shareholder proposal

copy of which is also set forth in Exhibit

The HSUS Proposal provkles as follows

RESOLVED the shareholders ol Abbott Laboratories hereby request the

Company tb

Amend the Companys Global Animal Welfare Policy to voluntarily

phase Out.research on chimpanzees and

create and post phase out schedule by December l.5 201 on the

Companys website with semi-annual progress updates

Abbott intends to include the HSIJS Proposal in its proxy materials for its 2011 annual

shareholders meeting and.intends.to omit the PETAProposal from such proxy

statement pursuant to Rule 4a-8i It on the grounds that it substantially duplicates

the HSUS Proposal which we received earlier in time than the PETA Proposal

Analysis of Substantial Duplication under Rule 14a-811J1 Rule l4a-8il

permits proposal to be cicluded from proxy statement the proposal

substantially duplicates another proposal previously submitted the company by

another proponent that will be included in the companys proxy materials for the same

meeting Rule 14a-8il is designed to prevent shareholder confusion ovei the

presence in single proxy statement of two or more proposals submitted by multiple

proponents acting independently of each other whith address the same issue in

different terms Tfduplicative oposals were submitted to and approved by

Abbott
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______
shareliolders the board of directors wOuld not have clear expression of shareholder

intent on the issue because of differences in the terms and scope of the proposals The
Staff has repeatedly taken the pOsition that proposals need not be identical to be

excludable under Rule 4a-8i1 .1 When analyzing whether proposals are

duplicative the Staff examines whether they have the same principal thrust or focus
If they do the will be treated as substantially duplicative cven it such proposals difler

as to precise terms and scope See Pacjfic Gas Electric company Feb 1993

The Staff has permitted exclusion under Rule 4a-8i II of proposal that had the

samc principal thrust and focus as prior proposal even whcre thc prior proposal was

narrower in scope or example in 4hbo Laboraioi icc Feb 2004 the Staff

permittcd cc.clusion of proposal as substantially duplicative of an earlier proposal

although the earlier proposal was morehmitcd in scope than the excluded proposal

The earlier proposaL requested only that the board of directors adopt apoiicy

prohibiting future stock option grants to senior exccutives while the excludcd

proposal requested that the board of directors replace the entire senior executive

compensation system with program placmg limitations on salary paid to the thief

txeeutive officer bonuses paid to senior exceutives long-temi equity compensation
for senior executives and severance payments to senior executives

More rcccntly in Genci al Mowi toiporanon Mar 13 2008 the Staff permitted

exclusion of proposal that diffcred in terms and scope from the proposal that was
included in the proxy materials he mcludcd proposal requested that the board of

dircclors adopt and rcport on goals to reduce grccnhouse gas emissions based on
cuirent and emcrgmg technologies while the ccluded proposal rcqucsted th it

committce assess the steps the company as taking to meet governrnent-im posed

regulations relating to fuel economy and greenhouse gas emissions Although the

scope of theprGposals difThred the principal focus of reporting on the cOmpanys
plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions was the same

In Wyeth Jan 21 2005 proposal that the board of directors rcport on the effects and
risks 1mm the companys policy of limiting the availability of Wyeth products to

Canadian wholesalers was excludable as substantially duplicattvc ot prior proposal
that the board of dii ectors report on the feasibility of adopting policy that the

company not constrain the reimportationof prescription drugs The excluded

proposal request for report on Wyeth existing policy ol
limiting asailability of

products to Cairidi in wholesakr did not directly ovcrlip with thc report requested by
the included proposal Although dillcrrng in scope the principal thrust of both

proposals reviewing and reporting on the risk and public perception of the company
relating to its policies on the reimportation of drugs was the same

Abbott
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_____________
In addition in Wal-Mart Stores Inc Apr 2002 the Staff permitted exclusion of

proposal requesting report on gender equality in the companys workforce as

substantially duplicative of prior proposal requesting report on affirmative action

policies addressing racial and ethnic diversity as well as gender The excluded

proposal requested report on monitoring practices while the prior proposal sought

description of how the company publicize4 its affirmative action policies to suppliers

Although the scope of and specific ormation requested by the excluded proposal

differed from the prior proposal the principal locus of improving the companys

diversity practices was similar enough for the excluded proposal to be considered

substantially duplicative

See also JP Morgan Chase Co Mar 52007 permitting exclusion of proposal

requesting that 50% of all equity compensation awarded to senior executives be

performance-based as substantially duplicative of prior proposal requestmg that

significant portion of iestricted stock and stock unit grants to senior executives be

performance-based Siebel Systems Inc Apr 15 2003 permitting ecIuaon of

proposal requesting that significant portion of sentoi executive stock option grants be

performance-based as substantially duphLative of prior proposal that all stock-related

compensation plans include performance hurdle and Centei oi Energy Cop
Feb 27 1995 permittmg exclusion of proposals requesting that cecutive

compensation be fro7en management size and executive compensation be reduced

and bonuses be eliminated and annual salaries be frozen..and bonuses be eliminated

as duplicative of
prior proposal rcquestrng that ceilings be placed on executives

compensation compensation be tied to the company futute performance and awards

of bonuses and stock options cease

Circumstances where the Staff has denied exclusion based on Rule 4a 8i1 are

distinguishable from Abbotts
present rtuation For example in Chevion Mar 24

2009 the Staff did not concur that proposal requesting report on the policies and

procedures that guide Chevrons assessment of host country laws and regulations with

respect to their adequacy to protect human health the environment and the companys
reputation was duplicative of

prior proposal that requested report on the criteria for

investment in continued operations in and withdiawal from specific countries where

the principal locus of the
prior proposal was on human rights as opposed to either the

environment or public health That is very different situation from the current

situation where bOth the PETA Proposal and the FISUS PropOsal are principally

focused on animal welfare in the context of testing of Abbotts products

In PacIc Ga Electric company Feb 992 the Staff performed the

substantially duplicative analysis with
respect to separate proposals requesting that

non-salary compensation of management shOuld be tied to performance

Abbot
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indicators ceilings should be placed on future total compensation of officth-s and

directors thercby reducing their compcnsation total compensation of the chief

executive officer should be tied to the Companys performancc and compensation

of the board of directors should be paid in common stock The SEC determined that

proposal was excludable as substantially duplicative of proposal.s and2
permitting proposal to be excluded if either proposal or proposal is included in

the Companys proxy statement but concluded that proposals and were not

excludable because the principal thrust of those proposals reduction and
Imposition

of ceihngs on total compensation in the case of proposal and dircetot compensation

in the case of pioposal were not substantially duplicative of the principal focus of

proposal linking non-salary compensation of management to certain performance

standards Just as the proposals that thi Staff deemed duplicative all were intended to

causc Pacific Gas Llcctnc to place lizmts on executive compensation both the

PETA Proposat.and the HSUS Proposal are intended to cause Abbott to place limits on

animal testing

The principal thrust of the PETA for Abbott to reduce and phase.out

animal testing Similarly thi principal thrust of thc 1-ISUS Proposal is to phase out

research on animals chimpanzees in particular Both proposals and supporting

statements describe animal suffering assert that animal testing raises ethical issues and

suggest animal testing is epensivc and thai
using

non-animal
testing vill reduce costs

The PETA Proposal is substantially duplicatic of the BSLJS Proposal because

although the HSUS Proposal is directed at single species both proposals whether in

their respective resolutions recitals or supporting statements address the alleged pain
and abuse suffered by animals in animal-based testing and argue that Abbott should

play role in stopping such animal use and voluntanly phase out aspects of animal

research he PL Proposal and the FISUS Proposal can both be characteri7ed as

animal welfare
proposals Abbotts shaieholdcrs should not be required to vote on two

separate animal testing resolutions submitted by dii krent proponents acting

independentl.y of each other

comparable Substantiality AalyjjidØiRulel4a_8ffl.J2 The analysis that

substantially does not mean exactly the same for the purposes of Rule 4a-8i iis
supportcd by the staffs interpretations of substantially under Ruic 4a-8i 12
which permits the exclusion of shareholdcr proposal dealing with

substantial1y the

same subject matter as another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously
included in thc companys proxy materials ithm the preceding calendar years For

examplc in Abbott Lahoiatoi zes Jan 272010 the Staff allowccl Abbott to cxclude

proposal encouraging Abbott to increase transparency around the use of animals in

research and product testing by including information on Abbottts animal use and its

efforts to reduce and replace animal use.in the.annual Global Citizenship Report based

Abbott
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on the fact that proposal included in previous years proxy statement sought
comnitment to using only non-animal methods for testing And in Abbott
Laboratories Feb 2007 and Abbott Laboratories Feb 28 2006 the Staff

permitted exclusions of animal weltire proposals based on animal welfare proposals
that were included in prior proxy statements Although the excluded proposals were
not exactly the same as previous proposal the Staff concurred thit the new proposals
involved the same substantive concern animal testing as the previous proposal and
therefore that all dealt with substantially the same subject matter

See also Bristol-Myers Squibb Co Feb 1996 permitting exclusion of
Proposal

recommending that the board of directors form acomrnittee to formulate an
educational plan to inform women of the possible abortifacient abortion-causing
effects of any of the companys prodtict because it dealt with

substantially the same
subject matter as prior proposals asking the company to refrain from

giving charitable
contributions to organizations that perform abortions Procter Gamble Co ill
31 2009 perimttmgexclusion of proposal requesting report on the feasibility of
cndmg animal testing within five ytars because it raised substantially the same subject
matter as proposal that had requested report on the company compliance with its

animal testing policy another that had re4usted an end to animal testing and third

that requested the adoption of animal welfare standards Pfize Inc Feb 25 2008
permitting exclusion of

proposal requesting report on actions taken to corrcet
violationsot the Animal Welfare Act as impileating substantially the same subject
matter as prior proposals includid in Pfizer proxy statements

requesting rcports
discussing the teasibthty of amending the companys animal welfare policy or the

adoption ok policy statement committing to use in Vt/Jo tests as replacements tor

animal-based tets Wyeth Veb 15 2008 pci mitting c\clusion of proposal
requesting areportdescribing the rationale and policies relating thereto for increased
export of animal

experimentation to countries with lower animal vel fare standards on
the grounds that it dealt with

substantially the came subject matter as prior proposals
requesting the adoption of an animal weifarepolicyanci acomrnitmeiit to usecertain
in tiro tests Dow Joze Co Inc Dec 17 2004 permitting exclusion of
proposal requesting that the company publish in its proxy materials information

rclating to its
process of donations to particular nonprofit organization as it dealt

with
substantially the same subject matter as prior proposal requesting an

explanation of the
procedures governingall charitable donations Saks Inc Mar

2004 permitting cxdusion of
proposal requesting th board of directors to

implement code of conduct based on international Labor Organization standards
establish an independeiit monitoring process and annually report on adherence to such
code as it dealt with

substantially the.same subject matter nsa prior proposal
requesting report on the companys vendor labor standards and compliancemechanismSquibb Co Feb 11 2004 permitting exclusion of

Abbott
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proposal requesting that the board review pricing and marketing policies and prepare

report on how the company would respond to pressure to increase access to

prescription drugs because it dealt with substantially the same subject matter as prior

proposal requesting the creation and implementation of policy of price restraint on

pharmaceutical products

IL The PETA Proposal may be properly omitted underRule 14a-8i3 and Rule

14a-9 as it is materially false and misleading

Rule l4a-8i3 under the Exchange Act permits registrant to omit proposal and

any statement in support thereof from its proxy statement arid the form of proxy

If the proposal or supporting statement is
contrary to any of the Commissions

proxy rules mLludlng Rule 4a-9 which prohibits materially false or misleading
statements in proxy soliciting materials

In addition Note to Rulc 14a-9 states that material which directly or indirtctly

impugns character integrity or personal reputation or directly or indirectly makes
charges concerning improper illegal or immoral conduct or associations without

factual foundation may be misleading

his irnportant.tonote that unLike the otherbases for exclusion underRule l.4a-8

Rule 14a-8i3 explicitly refers to the supporting statement as basis for exclusion

The Commissionhas clarified the grounds for exclusion tinder Rule 14a-8i3 in

Staff Legal Bulletin No 1413 Sept 14 2004 the 2004 Bulletin In relevant part
the 2004 Bulletin states that Rule 4a-8z3 may be used to exclude or modify
statement of The type descrlbLd in Noti to Rule 4a-9 as well as when the

company demonstrates objectively that factual statement is materially talse or

misleading and/or where substantial portions of the supporting statement are

irrelevant to consideration of the stibject matter of the proposal

fhe PLI proposal is materially false and misleading in that footnote of the

supporting statement provides link to an inflammatory video allegedly showing
mistreatment of animals This video was not taken at Abbott facility The video

shows alleged activities taking place at laboratory that is not related to Abbott and
with which Abbott does not do business Although th footnote states that there have
been no undercover investigations at Abbottfaeiuitie it refers to an unidentified

contract testing laboratory implying without factual support that the laboratory is

one that Abbott has contracted with to perform Abbott research which is false The
supporting statement does not refer to any evidence that animals used in testing Abbott

products are abused the way the videopurports or that there is any connection between
the laboratory in the video and Abbott The video is therefore irrelevant to

Abbott
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________________
consideration on animal testing by Abbott The suppong statement impugns Abbott

through innucndo that attempts to link Abbott to purported abusc of animals that are

not related to Abbotts research Footnote is clearly meant to imply that improper

conduct is occurring at Abbott or facilities contracted by Abbott The PETA Proposal

is false and misleading by implying that the approval of the .PETA Proposal would

impact the treatment of animals in the laboratory shown in the video over which

Abbott has no control

The PETA video ite1f is misleading because it repeatedly accompanies ambiguous

images with negativcly slanted dscriptions that viewer IS no position to verify

For example the video asserts that workers routinely spray confined dogs and cats

with bleach other chemicals and watcr The accompanying video shows workcrs

cleaning the cages It is not possible ioetell from this video image whether chemicals

were being sprayed but that is the unsupported implication of the film The video also

asserts that
supervisor

and workcr who ha no formal
veterinary medical training

giveexpired sedatives to dogs and cats but there is no attempt to provide any evidence

of the background of the workers whether formal training is required or typical for

their positions or whether the alleged scclatives were in fact expircd Similarly the

video
states without any mcans of viewer vcrificatton that rabbits received rio

treatment for specific condition and that cats are lcft burned and temporarily blinded

These unsubstantiated ci aims are misleading and therefore the video containing these

claims should not be linkedby the supporting statmenL

he Staff has prciously excluded Cntire proposals based on Note to Rulc 14a-9

See Delrüit Edison Company March 1983 permitting exclusion of proposal
where the tenor of th proposal taken as whole was that the company had done

something improper oi illegal and was to be restrained from doing so in the future

See also The Swiss Heivella Pund inc April 200 lI.permitting exclusiOn of

proposal that implied that the directors of lurid had violated or may choose to

violate their fiduciary duty thereby impugning the character integrity and personal

reputation of the directors

In addition the Staff has often found thin company can.omit certain portilons of

shareholdcr proposals and
supporting statunents that contain false and misleading

statements See e.g Convergys Corporation Feb 2003.and The Boeing Company
Feb.26 2003

The current situation is distinguishable from that in Coach inc Aug 2009
becausc the link provided in the supporting statement submitted to Abbott more

egregiously attempts to connect Abbott to the actiOns shown in the video presentation

In the supporting statement submitted to Coach the cross reference to PETA video

Abbott
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John Beny AbbottLaboratones 847 938 3591

Divisional Vke Preskient IQO AbbOtt Paii Road 847 38 942
Associate General Counsel Dept 32L BdAF6A-2
and Assistant Secreuuy Abbott PatK IL 8C064-60i

Securities and Benefits

was set forth in free-standing third paragraph of the supporting statement following

two paragraphs that generally described how fur is produced. The first three

paragraphs of the supporting statement for the Coach proposal did not even mention

Coach at all Thereforc it was clearer that the video in question did not reflect

Coachs practices In eontrast.thc first two paragraphs of the supporting statement

submitted by the Proponent discuss Abbott specifically Footnote 6appears following

the end of th sceond paragiaph of the supporting statement It recitts that

undercover investigation has bien undertaken at an Abbott ticility though recent

atrocities uncovered in contract testing laboratory can be viewed at

http I/origin www peta orgIt\/vicleos/an1malexpcrnnentationI599609S360Ol aspx

flie very structure of this sentence making reference to contract testing laboratory

shortly following rcfuence to an Abbott facility is designed to suggest in

dehbcrately misleading fashion that Abbott has
relationship with the t..ontract testing

laboratory and its practices this misleading effort to imply that Abbott is connected

the testing practic.s of the contract laboratory is compounded by the fact that the

footnote appe irs at the end of two paragraphs specifically discussing Abbott

Accordingly it is my opinion that the PCi Proposal may be excluded from our 2011

Proxy pursuant to Rule i4a-8i3 and Rule 14a-9 Alternatively ifthe Staff doesnot

permitexcluton of the entire PETA Proposal on this grounds it is my opinion that

footnote to the suppottmg statement may be ecctudcd from our 2011 Proxy pursuant

to Rule 14a-8i3 and Rule 14a-9

HL Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons request your.conflrrnation that the Staff will hot

recommend anyenforcement action to the.Cotnmissioriif the PETA Proposal is

omitted from Abbotfs 2011 proxy matei ials To thc cxtent that the rcasons sct forth in

this letter are based on matters of law pursuant to Rule 4a-8i2Xiu this letter also

constitutes anof counsel of the undersigned as an attorney licensed and

admitted tOpractice in the State of Illinois

Thbott
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If the Staff has any questions with respca to the foregoing or if for any reason the

Staff does not agree that we may omit the PETA Proposal from our 20.11 proxy

materials please contact me at 847.938.3591 or Steven Scrogham at 847.938.6166

We may also be reached by facsimile at 847938.9492 and would appreciate it if you

would send your response to us by tiicsimile to that number The Proponents

authort7ed representative Susan Hall ma be reached by facsimile at 202 641 0999

or by c-mail at SHall3450@gmail.com

Very truly yours

pL
John.A Berry

Divisional Vice President

Securities and Benefits

Domestic Legal Operations

Enclosures

cc Andrew Rodriguez

do Susan HaflCounsel

do Stephanie Corrigan

2898 Rowena Avenue

Suite 103

Los Angeles CA

Abbott
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November 2010

Laura Schumacher

Secretary

Abbott Laboratories

100 Abbott Park Rd
Abbott Park IL 60064

Re Shareholder Resolution lbr Inclusion in the 20.11 Proxy Materials

Dear Ms Schumacher

Attached tO this letter is Shareholder Proposal sponsored by Andrew Rodriguez

and submitted for mclusion in the proxy materials br the 2011 annual meeting

Also enLiosed is letter frcm Mr Rodriguez dcslgn4rng me as his authorized

representative along with his brokers letter certifying to ownership of stock

If you need any further information please do not hesitate to contact me can be

reached at Susan HaIls do Stephanie Corrigan 2898 Rowena Ave Suite 103
Los Angeles CA 90039 by telephone at 202 641-0999 or e-mail at

SHail3450@mnnajLcom

PeTA
PEOPLE FOR THE ETHICAL

TREATMENT OF ANIMALS

501 FRONT ST

NORFOLK VA 23510

75 7-622-PE TA

757-622-0457 FAX
Inlo@peta.org

2898 ROWENA AVE. iO3
LOS ANGELES CA 90039

323-644-PETA

323-644-2753 FAX

Very truly yours

L_
SusanL Hall

Counsel

Enclosures

SLHIpc

PETA ORG

RECEVED

Li SCHJMfCHER



November 82010

Laura Schumacher

Secretary

Abbott Laboratories

100 Abbott Park Rd
Abbott Park IL 60064

Re Shareholder Resolution for Inclusion in the 2011 Proxy Materials

Dear Ms Schumachec

Attached to this letter Is Shareholder Proposal submitted for Inclusion in the proxy statement

for Abbott Laboratories 2011 annual meeting Also enclosed Is letter horn my brokerage finn

certifying toy ownership of stock have held these shares continuously for more than one

year and intend to hold theni through and Including the date of the 2011 annual meeting of

shareholders

Please communicate with my authorized representative Susan Hall Esq ifyou need any

further information Ms Hall can be reached at Susan Hall c/a Stephanie Corrigan 2898

Rowena Ave Suite 103 Los Angeles CA 90039 by telephone at 202 641-0999 or by e-mail

at SHall34SOtThnmail.com

Very tnily yours

drew Rodriguez

Enclosures

cc Susan Hall Esq



Mcer
OSi2I4.p.m IOa.2010

MERCER
MARSH MERCER KROLL
GUY CARPSNIER cIJVERWYMA$

ReterendrNHmbesjMB Memorandum MQ716
Novembcr9 20 10

Mr Andrew Rcddgu

FSMA 0MB Memorandum MO716

Dc Mr Rodriguez

We aro writing to you concerning your account with the Abbott Laboratories Stock
Retirement Plan 1an
Please refer to the table below which details your shores of Abbott Laboratories Stock by
the period beginning November 8.2009 through November 82010 per your request

Description Market Value Shares

Opening Balance as of 11/8/2009 $40694.53 $789.725
Dividends

Sl.342.64 26.123

GaWI.oss -877.64 0.000

Closing_Balance as of 11/08/2010 $4115933 815.848

In addition our records indicate that for the priod beginning November 82009 through
November 82010 no distributions or withdrawals were processed in your Abbott

Laboratories Stock PuncL

If you have any additional questions or require furlin.r ifonnaIion please contaci one of
our Customer Service Representatives at 1-800-232-7648

Sincerely

Defined Contribution Plan Services

PR1jwsjep

522814



TRANSPARENCY IN ANIMAL RESEARCH

RESOLVED to promote transparency and minimize the use of animals the Board is

requested to issue an annual report to shareholders disclosing the number and species of all

animals used in-house and at contract research laboratories the number and species used for

explicitly required tests the number and species used in basic research and development and

the Companys plans to reduce and phase out animal testing

Supparuing Statement

Our Company has posted on its website its goals for environmental protection and even

acknowledges the importance of transparency in its code of conduct.2 However Abbotts

website contains
very little information concerning its accomplishments in the reduction and

replacement of animals used for research and regulatory
testin

even though our Company
acknowledges that such testing involves serious ethical issues Multi-national companies
such as Shell4 and Novo Nordisk5 disclose animal use numbers and publicize their efforts to

incorporate replacement methods

Abbott develops pharmaceuticals for humans and has responsibility to use the most

scientifically rigorous human-relevant methods available Animals used in laboratory

experiments experience pain fear and stress They spend their lives in unnatural settings

caged and deprived of companionship and subjected to painful experiments Undercover

investigations have exposed atrocities even in accredited institutions and filmed footage

shows animals being beaten and otherwise tormented and abused.6

Our Company has an ethical and fiscal obligation to ensure that minimum number of

animals are used and that the best science possible is employed in the development of

products Given the fact that 92% of drugs deemed safe and effective when tested in animals

fail when tested in humans and that of the remaining 8% half are later relabeled or

withdrawn due to unanticipated severe adverse effects there is clear scientific imperative
for improving how our Companys products are tested.7

Our Company should consider the recent report published by the National Academy of

Sciences National Research Council That report states that recent scientific advances can

transfonn toxicity testing from system based on whole-animal testing to one founded

btto//www.abbott.com/globallurl/contentJen USI4O.3535lgeneral content/General Content 00061 .htin

2bttp//www.abbott.com/elobpl/url/content/en VS/40.4040general content/Genaral Content 002$Lhtm

3httmIfwww.abbott.com/global/url/contentfenUS/40.15.2020/geneml content/General Content 00268
him

4hfto/lwww.shellcom/home/conent/envjmnment society/environment/roduc stewardship/animal testing

hItpJ/www.novonordisk.coni/science/bioethics/animpl ethicsasp

6No undercover investigation has been undertaken at an Abbott facility though recent atrocities uncovered
in contract testing laboratory can be viewed at http//origin.www.peta.oreJtv/yjdeos/anjmal

exnerimentation/5996O536Q01.asnx

Abbotts animal welfare policy is referenced in footnote Although Abbotts policy extols the virtues of

reducing animal use there is no transparency in tenns of measuring its success
7FDA Commissioner http//www.fdaitov/NewsEvents/Speecbes/ucm053539 him



primarily on in vitro methods.8 These approaches wifi improve efficiency with
cost cutting increased speed greater predictivity to humans and reduced animal use and

suffering

Given the above our Company should disclose its use of animals and concretely
outline the implementation of alternatives that will safely and effectively address human health
risks We urge shareholders to vote in favor of this socially and ethkally important public
policy proposal

1Toxiciiy Testing in the 21 Century Vision anda Strategy NRC 2007
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StevenL Scroghamn

Counsel

November 12 2010

Abbott Lab atoiiŁs

Oourffla and Bontdits

DOpL 032L Bldg AP6A2
100 AbbottPa4çRod

Abbott Park IL 60084-8011

Via Federal Express

Ms Susan Hall

do Stephanie Corrigan

2898 Rowena Avenue1 Suite 103
Los Angeles CA 90039

Dear Ms .Hall

This letter acknowledges receipt of the shareholder proposal submitted by youon behalf of Mr Andrew Rodriguez who has designated you his authorized
representative and instructed that we direct alt communications to your attentionOur 20.11 Annual Meeting of.Shareholders Is currently scheduled to be held on
Friday April29 2011

Abbott has not yet reviewed theproposal to determine if it complies with all ofthe requirements for shareholder proposals found in Rules 14a-8 and 14a-9under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and reserves the rightto take
appropriate action under suth rulŁsjf It does not

Please tot me know if you should h.aveany qUestions Thank yoU

Very truly yours

Steven Scrogham

cc JOhn Berry Abbott

Andrew Rcdrk1u7

FISMA 0MB Memorandum MO715
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E-mail

847 938-8166

847938-9492
Steve croghameabbott corn
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E-mail time-stamp for Proposal submitted by

The Humane Society of the United States

From Jennlfer Bolt olhumaneetyor
To 4aura.sdwrnadwOabbotcom
Dato 11/1212010 0911 PM
Subject Shareholder Prapoeal

Dear Ms Schumather

Attached you will find cover letter from The Humane Society of the United States HSUS
shareholder proposal submitted for inclusion In the proxy statement for the 2011 annual

meeting and letter from The HSUS brokerage firm Deutsche Bank confirming ownership of

73 shares of Abbott Laboratories common stock

These documents will also be arriving today via UPS overnight and via fax

Please confirm receipt of this email Thank you very much

Sincerely

Jennifer

Jennifer Ball

Project Manager Chimps Deaeve Better

ibaflhumanesodMv.cm

301.2583042 1301.258.7760

The Humane Society of the United States

21001 street NW Washington DC 20037

humanesacioty.om

loitLOur Email List Facebook Twitter

WTHE HUMANE SOCIETY
OPThI UHUID STATIS

HSUS Aesocn Cov t.eU ov2OlOpd HSUS tcdhclds cthmmBToULboodei44ov2mftpd1

AtMI ShneRes edtwHSUS44ov201ap


