UNITED STATES

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549-4561

DIVISION OF
CORPORATION FINANCE

February 17,2011

Charles K. Ruck

Latham & Watkins LLP

650 Town Center Drive, 20th Floor
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1925

Re:  Amgen Inc. -
Incoming letter dated January 10, 2011

Dear Mr. Ruck:

This is in response to your letters dated January 10, 2011 and January 21, 2011
concerning the shareholder proposal submitted to Amgen by William Steiner. We also
have received letters on the proponent’s behalf dated January 17, 2011, January 19, 2011,
and January 23, 2011. Our response is 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,

Gregory S. Belliston
Special Counsel

Enclosures

cc: J ohi_l Chevedden

** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***



February 17,2011

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance

Re:  Amgen Inc.
Incoming letter dated January 10, 2011

The first proposal relates to acting by written consent. The second proposal
relates to acting by written consent and includes an expanded supporting statement.

We are unable to concur in your view that Amgen may exclude the first proposal
under rules 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f). In this regard, we note that the proponent provided a
letter documenting the proponent’s ownership, and we are unable to conclude that Amgen
has met its burden of establishing that the letter is not from the record holder of the
proponent’s securities. Accordingly, we do not believe that Amgen may omit the first
proposal from its proxy materials in reliance on rules 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f).

» We are unable to concur in your view that Amgen may exclude the second
proposal under rules 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f). Under the specific circumstances described
in your letter, we are unable to concur in your view that the proponent was required to
provide additional documentary support evidencing that he satisfied the minimum
ownership requirement as of the date that he revised his proposal. Accordingly, we do
not believe that Amgen may omit the second proposal from its proxy materials in reliance
on rules 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f).

Sincerely,

Carmen Moncada-Terry
Special Counsel



DIVISION OF CORPORATION FINANCE
INFORMAL PROCEDURES REGARDING SHAREHOLDER PROPOSALS

- The Division of Corporation Finance believes that its responsibility with respect to
matters arising under Rule 14a-8 [17 CFR 240.14a-8], as with other matters under the proxy
rules, is to-aid those who must comply with the rule by offering informal advice and suggestions
~and to determine, initially, whether or not it may be appropriate in a particular matter to
recommend enforcement action to the Commission. In connection with a shareholder proposal
under Rule 14a-8, the Division’s staff considers the information furnished to it by the Company
in support of its intention to exclude the proposals from the Company’s proxy materials, as well
as any information furnished by the proponent or the proponent’s representative.

Although Rule 14a-8(k) does not require any communications from sharcholders to the
Commission’s staff, the staff will always consider information concerning alleged violations of
the statutes administered by the Commission, including argument as to whether or not activities
proposed to be taken would be violative of the statute or rule involved. The receipt by the staff
of such information, however, should not be construed as changing the staff’s informal
procedures and proxy review into a formal or adversary procedure.

It is important to note that the staff’s and Commission’s no-action responses to
Rule 14a-8(j) submissions reflect only informal views. The determinations reached in these no-
action letters do not and cannot adjudicate the merits of a company’s position with respect to the
proposal. Only a court such as a U.S. District Court can decide whether a company is obligated
to include shareholder proposals in its proxy materials. Accordingly a discretionary
determination not to recommend or take Commission enforcement action, does not preclude a
proponent, or any shareholder of a company, from pursuing any rights he or she ‘may have against
the company in court, should the management omit the proposal from the company’s proxy
material.



JOHN CHEVEDDEN

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

January 23, 2011

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

Washington, DC 20549

# 3 Rule 14a-8 Proposal
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)
Written Consent
William Steiner

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This further responds to the January 10, 2011 company request (supplemented) to avoid this
established rule 14a-8 proposal.

Notably the company failed to address two key issues in its January 21, 2100 letter:

1) The company did not claim that there is any “characteristic” issue with the 2011 broker letter
(attached) compared to the 2010 broker letter (attached). The company has not claimed that, in
retrospect, there is an issue with the 2010 broker letter. This is particularly important omission
because if this “characteristic” issue compared to the 2010 broker letter is not firmly established
the “independent” issue on line 4, page 3, of the company January 21, 2011 letter is entirely
moot.

2) The company refers to the Apache case which stated, “This ruling is narrow. This court does
not rule on what Chevedden had to submit to comply with rule 14a-8(b)(2).” That was another
way of saying that issuers should not cite this decision in no-action requests to the SEC.

In a new shaky and vague company claim, the company appears to claim that Mark Filiberto did
not write the “Jan 19 2011” date because the “Jan 19 2011” handwriting “is strikingly similar” to
handwriting in other letters that use all numbers for the month, day and year or dates that do not
abbreviate the month and then list the day of the month first.

This is to request that the Securities and Exchange Commission allow at least one version of the
resolution to stand and be voted upon in the 2011 proxy.

Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner
Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>
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DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date:_{/ ﬁ“— 2007

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the account of L«.,/J// iawm féw,wr ,
account numbEMA & OMB Memorandum M-07 fiéld-with National Financial Services Corp,

as ¢ ian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification
1[I iawm is and has been the beneficial ownerof 30 €
sharesof  Autavin [ne . ; having held at least two thousand dolars

worth of the abové mentioned security sincs the following date: o4, also having
held at least two thousand doliars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

Sincerely,

. \ bttt

Mark Filiberto,
President
DIJF Discount Brokers

1981 Marcus Avenue » Sulle Cit4 » Lake Success, NY 11042
516-328-2608  B0D-695-EASY  www.djfdis.com  Fax 516:328-2323



DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date; 21 %QZ GO0

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the accountof /A7) \ ‘ Lo S)S?mf/ ,
account numbetsMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-held with National Financial Services Cege 14—
as custodxan, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

m_Sdesnzr s and has been the beneficial owner of [10 O
sharesof A GEN  IN L ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: 7 |q | 9 , also having
held at least two thousand doliars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the corpany.

S{xlcerely,

“Wad \F Lol A

Mark Filiberto,
President _
DJF Discount Brokers

1981 Marcus Avenue o Suite ClI4 e Lake Success. NY (1042
516-328-2600 800-695-EASY www.djfdis.com  Fax 516 328-2323



Case 4:10-cv-00076 Document 21 Filed in TXSD on 03/10/10 Page 20f30

records. Apache’s records do not identify the beneficial owners of the shares held in the name of
Cede & Co. Chevedden argues that Rule 14a-8(b)(2) was satisfied by a letter from RTS, bis
“introducing broker.”” Id. Apache argues that Rule 14a-8(b)(2) required Chevedden to prove his
stock ownership by obtaining a confirming letter from the DTC or by becoming a registered owner
of the shares. Apache has moved for a declaratory judgment that it may exclude Chevedden’s
shareholder proposal from the proxy materials because he failed to do either. (Docket EntryNo. 11).
Chevedden has responded and asked for a declaratory judgment that his proposal met the Rule 14a-
8(b)(2) requirements. (Docket Entry No. 17).! Apache has replied. (Docket Entry No. 18).
Based on the motion, response, and reply; the record; and the applicable law, this court

grants Apache’s motion for declaratory judgment and denies Chevedden’s motion. The ruling is

narrow. This court does notrule on what Chevedden had to submit to comply with Rule 14a-8(b)(2).

The only ruling is that what Chevedden did submit within the deadline set under that rule did not
meet its requirements.

The reasons for this ruling are explained below.
L Background

A. Proof of Securities Ownership

It has been decades since publicly traded companies printed separate certificates for each
share, sold them separately to the individual investors, kept track of subsequent sales of the shares,
and maintained comprehensive lists identifying the shareholders, the number of the shares they beld,
and the duration of their ownership. Nor are securities certificates any longer traded directly by

brokers on exchanges, with the shares recorded in the brokers® “street pame” in a company’s

'At a hearing held on February 11, Chevedden objected to this court exercising personal jurisdiction over him. {(Docket
Entry No. 10). Apache filed a brief on that issue. (Docket Entry No. 12). In his brief on the merits, however,
Chevedden stated that he is no longer challenging personal jurisdiction. (Docket Entry No. I7).
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650 Town Center Drive, 20th Floor
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1925
Tel: +1.714.540.1235 Fax: +1.714.755.8280

www.lw.com
FIRM / AFFILIATE OFFICES
LATHAM&WATKINS AbuDhabi  Moscow
Barcelona Munich
Beijing New Jersey
Brussels New York
Chicago Orange County
Doha Paris
January 21.2011 Dubai Riyadh
’ Frankfurt Rome
Hamburg San Diego
Hong Kong San Francisco
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission Houston Shanghai
Division of Corporation Finance t°"‘:’" | z{"w" Valley
. os Angeles ingapore
Office of Chief Counsel Madrid Tokyo
100 F Street: N.E. Milan Washington, D.C.

Washington, D.C. 20549

Re:  Response to January 17, 2011 and January 20, 2011 Letters from John Chevedden
to the Staff Regarding Amgen Inc.’s January 10, 2011 Request for a No-Action
Ruling Pursuant to Rule 14a-8 Promulgated Under the Securities Exchange Act of
1934, as amended

Ladies and Gentlemen:

By letter dated January 10, 2011 (the “No-Action Request™), we requested, on behalf of
Amgen Inc., a Delaware corporation (the “Company”), confirmation that the staff (the “Staff”) of
the Division of Corporate Finance of the Securities and Exchange Commission (the
“Commission”) would not recommend enforcement action to the Commission if, in reliance on
Rule 14a-8 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, the Company omitted
stockholder proposals submitted by Mr. William Steiner (the “Proponent™), naming John
Chevedden as his designated representative, on September 24, 2010 (the “Proposal™) and
November 23, 2010 (the “New Proposal™) from the proxy materials for the Company’s 2011
Annual Meeting of Stockholders (the “2011 Proxy Materials”). The Company’s No-Action
Request is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Subsequent to the No Action Request, Mr. Chevedden
submitted two letters to the Staff dated January 17, 2011 (the “First Response Letter”) and
January 20, 2011 (the “Second Response Letter”).

As discussed in Section I1.A:1 of the No-Action Request, the relevant date for the
Proponent’s submission of the requisite proof of ownership under Rule 14a-8(b)(2) is the date of
the New Proposal and the Proponent has failed to supply such proof of ownership. Interestingly,
during the timeframe between the dates of the Proposal and the New Proposal, Mark Filiberto,
the signatory to the broker letter attached to the Proposal, severed ties with DJF Discount
Brokers (“DJE™). A letter attached to the Second Response Letter, signed by Mr. Filiberto in one
form of handwriting on behalf of R&R Planning Group LTD and dated with different
handwriting as of January 19, 2011 (the “R&R Letter”), indicates Mr. Filiberto served as
President of DJF only through November 15, 2010. Based on publicly available press releases,
Muriel Siebert & Co., Inc. acquired the retail brokerage accounts of the DJF Brokerage Division
of R&R Planning Group, Ltd. in October 2010 and “[wlith this transaction [R&R Planning
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Group LTD] exit[ed] the agency retail brokerage business.” Thus, Mr. Filiberto, in his capacity
at R&R Planning Group LTD, does not appear authorized or able to supply the Proponent’s
proof of ownership as of the date of the New Proposal because R&R Planning Group LTD no

- longer had a brokerage business as of such date. Any letter demonstrating the Proponent’s
requisite level of ownership as the date of the New Proposal presumably would need to come
from Muriel Siebert & Co. or one of its affiliated brokerages, or any other brokerage to which
the Proponent transferred his account subsequent to the aforementioned acquisition.

Furthermore, although the First Response Letter attempts to characterize the New
Proposal as a mere revision to the Proposal, it resorts to inapplicable policy arguments for
support, rather than addressing the fact that the New Proposal was materially different from the
Proposal. For example, the First Response Letter notes that a revision “can provide more
updated information for shareholders to consider in voting at the annual meeting.” However, the
New Proposal failed to update shareholders with information that became available after the date
of the Proposal. Instead, the New Proposal added statements concerning the Company which
were all known or could have readily been known to the Proponent as of the date of the Proposal.
In addition, the First Response Letter notes that a revision can also “provide corrections or
modifications which can then result in avoiding the no action process altogether....” The New
Proposal, however, did not contain any corrections or modifications and instead incorporated a
series of material additions to the supporting statement.

Notwithstanding the above, and as discussed in Section II.B of the No-Action Request,
even if the Staff disagrees that the relevant submission date was November 23, 2010, the
Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(b)(2) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Proponent
did not submit a sufficient written statement verifying that he held the requisite level of the
Company’s securities for at least one year as of the date the Proposal was submitted. In the
Second Response Letter, the Proponent argues that the Company did not provide him with timely
notification of 2 procedural deficiency pursuant to Rule 14a-8(f). However, Rule 14a-8(f) does
not require a company to provide notice of procedural deficiencies within 14 calendar days of
receiving a proposal “if the deficiency cannot be remedied . . .” In Section ILB of the No-Action
Request, the Company explained in detail the basis for its belief that the Proponent submitted
insufficient documentary support from the record holder of the Company’s shares—a deficiency
that cannot be remedied. The Second Response Letter provides additional support for the
Company’s conclusion:

e The R&R Letter, like the broker letters from DJF, appears to be a “form” signed
: by Mr. Filiberto and intended for submission to each of the several companies
challenging the veracity of broker letters from DJF. The letter is written in broad
terms and never specifically identifies or references the Company. Furthermore,
the handwriting used to fill in the date is strikingly similar to that of Mr.

! See, e.g., Muriel Siebert and Co. Buys Retail Accounts of DJF Discount Brokerage, at
http://www.tradingmarkets.com/news/stock-alert/sieb_muriel-siebert-and-co-buys-retail-accounts-of-djf-discount-
brokerage-1235161.html (October 16, 2010).
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Chevedden when compared to the handwriting samples provided in Exhibit B of
the No-Action Request.

e The R&R Letter was signed by Mr. Filiberto, who, as the Company discussed in
Section IL.B of the No-Action Request, is not independent from Mr. Chevedden.

e That the Proponent has failed to submit, as of the date of the New Proposal, any
proof of ownership from Muriel Siebert & Co. or one of its affiliated brokerages,
or any other brokerage to which the Proponent transferred his account subsequent
to the aforementioned acquisition, only bolsters the Company’s belief that the
Proponent has not continued to hold the requisite amount of Company securities
required by Rule 14a-8(b)(1).

The Company continues to be of the view that the Proposal and the New Proposal may be
excluded from the 2011 Proxy Materials under Rule 14a—8(b) and Rule 14a-8(f) for the reasons
set forth in the No-Action Letter and herein.

Pursuant to Staff Legal Bulletin 14D (November 7, 2008), the Company is transmitting
this letter by electronic mail to the Staff at shareholderproposals@sec.gov. The Company is also
sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Chevedden at the e-mail address he has provided and to Mr.
Steiner at the address provided.

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me
at (714) 540-1235 or by electronic mail at charles.ruck@}w.com or Andrea Robinson at
(805) 447-1000 or by electronic mail at robinson@amgen.com. Please acknowledge receipt of
this letter by return electronic mail. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
/.“ .—\M\- ( —— Uz’,‘ I

Charles K. Ruck
of Latham & Watkins LLP

cc:  John Chevedden
William Steiner
Andrea Robinson, Amgen Inc.
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650 Town Center Drive, 20th Floor
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Washington, D.C. 20549

Re:  Amgen Inc. — Notice of Intent to Omit Stockholder Proposal from Proxy
Materials Pursuant to Rule 14a-8 Promulgated under the Securitiés Exchange Act
of 1934, as Amended, and Request for No-Action Ruling

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Amgen Inc., a Delaware corporation (the “Company”), is filing this letter under
Rule 14a-8(j) under the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”),
to notify the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission™) of the Company’s
intention to exclude a stockholder proposal from the proxy materials for the Company’s 2011
Annual Meeting of Stockholders (the “2011 Proxy Materials™). Mr. William Steiner (the
“Proponent™), naming John Chevedden as his designated representative, submitted a stockholder
proposal on September 24, 2010 (the “Proposal™). Subsequently, the Proponent submitted a new
proposal on November 23, 2010 (the “New Proposal™). A copy of the Proponent’s letter, the
Proposal and the New Proposal, as well as related correspondence from and to Mr. Chevedden
and the Proponent, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

The Company respectfully requests that the Commission’s Division of Corporation
Finance staff (the “Staff”’) not recommend that enforcement action be taken by the Commission
against the Company if the Company excludes the Proposal and the New Proposal fromits
2011 Proxy Materials for the reasons set forth in detail below. :

Pursuant to Staff Legal Bulletin 14D (November 7, 2008), the Company is transmitting
‘this letter by electronic mail to the Staff at shareholderproposals@sec.gov. The Company is also
sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Chevedden at the e-mail address he has provided and to Mr.
Steiner at the address provided. Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j), this letter is being submitted not less
than 80 days before the Company intends to file its definitive 2011 Proxy Materials with the
Commission. - :
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L BACKGROUND

On September 24, 2010, the Company received the Proposal. The Proponent included a
. broker letter with the Proposal dated September 24, 2010 from DJF Discount Brokers (the “DJF
Letter”) and instructed that all future communications be directed to Mr. John Chevedden. As
described below, the Company believes the DJF Letter is of questionable veracity and, as such,
contains incurable defects.

On November 23, 2010, the Proponent submitted the New Proposal. The New Proposal
was not accompanied by documentation establishing that the Proponent had met the eligibility
requirements of Rule 14a-8(b)(1) as of the date the New Proposal was submitted. The Company
sent a deficiency letter to Mr. Chevedden on December 2, 2010 (the “Deficiency Letter”)
requesting a written statement from the record owner of the Proponent’s shares verifying that the
Proponent beneficially owned the requisite number of shares of the Company continuously for at
least one year prior to the date of submission of the New Proposal. The Deficiency Letter
advised the Proponent that such written statement must be submitted to the Company no later
than 14 calendar days from the date the Deficiency Letter was received. Mr. Chevedden has
failed to provide a broker letter establishing the Proponent’s ownership as of the submission of
the New Proposal and the 14 day period has long since expired.

IL GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION

A. Rule 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f) — The Proponent has Failed to Provide
Verification of Ownership of Company Shares as of the Submission Date

The Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(b)(2) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the
Proponent has not submitted a sufficient written statement verifying that he has held the requisite
level of the Company’s securities for at least one year as of the date he submitted the New

. Proposal.

1. The Relevant Submission Date is the Date of the New Proposal

Staff Legal Bulletin 14 unequivocally states that “if a company has received a timely
proposal and the shareholder makes revisions to the proposal before the company submits its no-
action request” then the company “may accept the shareholder’s revisions.” SLB 14, Section
E.2. (emphasis in original). By the Proponent’s own admission in correspondence and by the
handwritten words “November 23, 2010 Revision” across the New Proposal, the New Proposal
constitutes a revision of the Proposal. In accordance with Staff Legal Bulletin 14, the Company
could have chosen to disregard the New Proposal, but decided not to do so. As such, this Section
IT.A. focuses only on the legitimacy of the New Proposal.

Staff Legal Bulletin 14 contemplates the possibility that changes to an original proposal
are such that “the revised proposal is actually a different proposal from the original.” SLB 14,
Section E.2. In establishing the scope of the proposal to which changes can be made, Rule 14a-
8(a) is instructive: “the word ‘proposal’ as used in this section refers both to your proposal, and
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to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any)” (emphasis added). As
such, the resolution and supporting statement must be considered as a whole to determine
whether the Proponent’s changes to the Proposal are such that the New Proposal is actually a
different proposal from the original.

The supporting statement included in the New Proposal contains material changes to the
supporting statement included in the Proposal, significantly increasing the length and materially
changing the substance. The supporting statement to the Proposal was generic, without’
specificity as to the Company, except for the sentence referring to the Company stockholders’
vote on the same stockholder action by written consent proposal submitted for the Company’s
2010 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. In contrast, the supporting statement included in the New
Proposal includes the following new, specific references to the Company in support of the
Proponent’s resolution:

o the Corporate Library’s governance rating for the Company; |
e concerns regarding CEO benefits and stock ownership guidelines;
e the tenure and age of the Company s directors;

¢ the membership of the Company s Audit Committee Chair and Mr. Kevin Sharer, the
Company’s Chairman of the Board and Chief Executlve Officer, on other boards of
directors;

e allegations as to the conduct of Mr. Sharer at thc Company’s 2010 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders; and

¢ the accusations of improper conduct related to the sales of Aranesp®, a product
manufactured and sold by the Company.

We submit that these changes from the Proposal to the New Proposal are so material that
the New Proposal should be deemed to be a different proposal than the original and, therefore,
the relevant submission date is the date of the New Proposal.

: 2. The Proponent has failed to submit proof of owneréhip as of
November 23, 2010, the date he submitted the New Proposal ‘

Rule 14a-8(b)(1) mandates that in order to be eligible to submit a proposal, a stockholder
“must have continuously held at least $2,000, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be
voted on. the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date [the stockholder submits]
the proposal” (emphasis added). Rule 14a-8(b) outlines the method by which a stockholder that
is not a registered holder of the company’s shares can validate his or her requisite holdings for
the requisite period. The Proponent has failed to submit proof of ownership as of the date he
submitted the New Proposal in accordance with Rule 14a-8(b).
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Mr. Chevedden, on behalf of the Proponent, has attempted to rely on the DIF Letter dated
September 24, 2010, together with the representation on that date that the Proponent intends to
hold such shares through the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of Stockholders, to verify the
Proponent’s holdings as of the November 23, 2010 submission date of the New Proposal. The
Proponent’s September 24, 2010 statement that he intended to continue to hold his shares
through the date of the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of Stockholders is not sufficient to
demonstrate he has held $2,000 or 1% of the Company’s shares for one year as of the date he
submitted the New Proposal. A stockholder’s statement of intention to continue to hold his
shares until the stockholders’ meeting is an additional requirement, found in Rule 14a-

~ 8(b)(2)(ii)(C), that is separate from the requirement in Rule 14a-8(b) to prove his share
- ownership as of the date he submitted his proposal. As Section C.1.d. of Staff Legal Bulletin No.
14 makes clear, a proponent must include his separate statement of intention to continue to hold
his shares after the submission of his proposal “regardless of the method the shareholder uses to
prove that he or she continuously owned the securities for a period of one year as of the time the
shareholder submits the proposal.”

Moreover, in meeting his burden to prove his share ownership as of the date he submitted
his proposal, Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14 requires precision in the Proponent’s proof with respect
to the dates involved—Section C.l.c.(3). reads as follows:

“(3) If a shareholder submits his or her proposal to the company on June 1, does a
statement from the record holder verifying that the shareholder owned the -
securities continuously for one year as of May 30 of the same year demonstrate
sufficiently continuous ownership of the securities as of the time he or she submitted
the proposal?

“No. A shareholder must submit proof from the record holder that the shareholder
continuously owned the securities for a period of one year as of the time the shareholder
submits the proposal.”

Therefore, it follows that a broker letter dated September 24, 2010 is insufficient to verify’
that the Proponent continuously owned the Company’s securities for a period of one year as of -
November 23, 2010. The gap in time between submission of the Proposal with the DJF Letter on
September 24, 2010 and the submission of the New Proposal on November 23, 2010, without
any proof of ownership, cannot be closed without affirmative verification of the Proponent’s
share ownership as of the submission date of the New Proposal. Neither Mr. Chevedden nor the
Proponent has ever provided any evidence of the Proponent’s required share ownership as of the
November 23, 2010 submission date of the New Proposal.

B. Rule 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f) — The Proponent has Failed to Provide Su'fficient
Documentary Support From the Record Holder of the Company’s Shares

Even if the Staff disagrees that the relevant submission date is November 23, 2010, the
Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(b)(2) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Proponent
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has not submitted a sufficient written statement verifying that he has held the requisite level of
the Company’s securities for at least one year as of the date the Proposal was submitted. The
Proponent carries the burden of proving that he has satisfied the ownership requirements of
Rule 14a-8(b)(1). SLB 14, Section C.1.c. (. . . the sharcholder is responsible for proving his or
her eligibility to submit a proposal to the company.”). To carry this burden pursuant to Rule
14a-8(b)(2), the Staff requires the stockholder to submit an “affirmative written statement” that
“specifically verifies” that the stockholder owned the securities. SLB 14, Section C.1.c.2.

For the following reasons, the Company believes that, for plirposes of Rule 14a-8(b), the
DIJF Letter does not constitute an affirmative written statement from the record holder of the
Company’s shares that specifically verifies the Proponent’s ownership:

o The entity that issued the original form of ownership certificate—DJF Discount
- Brokers—no longer exists as an independent brokerage. As previously reported in

press releases,' Muriel Siebert & Co. acquired the retail brokerage accounts of DJF .
Discount Brokers on October 13, 2010 — between the September 24, 2010 date of the
DIJF Letter and the November 23, 2010 date of the New Proposal. As such, not only
is the Company unable to validate the contents of the DJF Letter, but the Proponent
has refused to provide evidence of ownership eligibility as of the date of the New
Proposal, subsequent to the acquisition of DJF Discount Brokers’ retall brokerage -
accounts.

* A careful inspection of the DJF Letter additionally reveals characteristics which has
caused the Company to further question its veracity. In particular, the DIF Letter, as
submitted, is a preprinted form that included handwritten changes that were not
initialed by the signatory (i.e., the typed word “Corp” had been stricken by hand and
the letters “LLC” were 1nserted by hand), thus leaving the Company without an
indication of whether DJF Discount Brokers, the Proponent or Mr. Chevedden
himself made the handwritten change.

o The handwriting used to populate the blanks included in the form is not consistent
throughout the DJF Letter. 'The handwriting used to insert numeral “24” in the date is
not consistent with the numerals written in the remainder of the document.
Specifically, the “2” does not match the handwriting used to write “2010” in the date
line and the “4” does not match the handwriting used to write “7/9/04” in the last
blank. Moreover, it is noted that the “24” and “Sept” inserted in the DJF Letter
matches the handwriting of Mr. Chevedden, the Proponent’s appointed representative.
The inconsistent handwriting suggests that Mr. Chevedden took a pre-signed, blank
“form” letter provided by DJF Discount Brokers at some unspecified date in the past
and filled in the relevant information before submitting the Proposal to the Company.

! See, e.g., http://www.thestreet.com/story/ 10887554/muriel-siebert-amp-co-inc-acquires-retail-accounts-of-djf-
discount-brokerage-a-division-of-rampr-planning-group-ltd.htmi. Although the cited press release refers to the
acquisition of the retail brokerage accounts of “DJF Discount Brokerage,” the Company has reason to believe the
reference is to the same DJF Discount Brokers that supplied the DIF Letter, as both DJF Discount Brokerage (in the
press release) and DJF Discount Brokers (on its letterhead) are referred to as Lake Success, NY-based businesses.
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¢ Recent proposals submitted by stockholders naming Mr. Chevedden as their
- designated representative demonstrate a similar pattern of using form letters from
DJF Discount Brokers containing inconsistent handwriting. See, e.g., Bristol-Myers
Squibb Company (December 30, 2010), American Express (December 17, 2010),
- Verizon Communications, Inc. (December 17, 2010). These precedent broker letters
are attached hereto as Exhibit B for reference.

e Mr. Mark Filiberto’s signature on the DJF Letter renders it unreliable because the

DJF Letter was not submitted by a person independent from the Proponent.
Rule 14a-8(b), before it was rewritten in a more “plain English” format, required that
the proof of share ownership be submitted by a record owner or “an independent third
party.” See Rule 14a-8(b) (1997). The Commission’s 1998 amendments to Rule 14a-
8 were not intended to change this part of Rule 14a-8. See Securities Exchange Act
Release No. 40018, n.13 (May 21, 1998) (“Unless specifically indicated otherwise,
none of these revisions [to recast Rule 14a-8 into a more plain English format] are

. intended to signal a change in our current interpretations.”). Mr. Filiberto submitted a
stockholder proposal to the Company for the Company’s 2009 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders in his own name and appointed Mr. Chevedden as his representative,
and thus is not independent from Mr. Chevedden. Finally, in addition to the fact that

* the Proponent supplied a pre-typed and apparently pre-signed, fill-in-the-blank form
as proof of ownership, the presence of handwriting belonging to Mr. Chevedden, who
is clearly not independent from the Proponent as his designated representative,
renders the DJF Letter unreliable as proof of the Proponent’s ownership.

Considering these factors as a whole, the Proponent’s submission of the DJF Letter does
not satisfy the Proponent’s burden to submit an affirmative statement specifically verifying the
Proponent’s ownership of the Company’s shares as required by Rule 142-8(b)(2). The question
of a baseline standard for valid broker letters was recently addressed by Judge Lee H. Rosenthal

- of the United States District Court, Southern District of Texas. In Apache v. Chevedden, Judge
Rosenthal noted that an expansive reading of what qualifies as a valid broker letter under
Rule 14a-8(b)(2) would “require companies to accept any letter purporting to come from an
introducing broker, that names a DTC participating member with a position in the company,
regardless of whether the broker was registered or the letter raised questions.” Apache, 696 F.
Supp. 2d 723, 740 (emphasis in original). Judge Rosenthal went on to state that such
interpretation would require a stockholder “to obtain a letter from a self-described ‘introducing
broker,” even if . . . there are valid reasons to believe the letter is unreliable as ev1dence of the
shareholder’s eligibility.” Id.

In this instance, when considered together with the letters received by several other
companies during the same timeframe (see Exhibit B), no reasonable jury could conclude that
the DJF Letter constitutes reliable evidence of the Proponent’s eligibility. Accordingly, the
Proponent has not specifically verified that he has held the requisite level of the Company s
securities for at least one year as of the date the Proposal was submitted.
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C. Rule 14a-8(b)(1) and 14a-8(f)(2) — The Proponent has Failed to Hold the
Company’s Securities Through the Date of the Company’s Annual Meeting
of Stockholders .

The Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(b)(1) and Rule 14a-8(f)(2) because the
Proponent has failed to hold at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the Company’s securities
entitled to be voted on the Proposal through the date of the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of

~ Stockholders.

The Commission has long emphasized that stockholder proposals should not be used “to
achieve personal ends which are not necessarily in the common interest of the issuers’
securityholders generally.” Exchange Act Release No. 34-4385 (November 5, 1984). In 1976,
the Commission began to require that the proponent of a stockholder proposal “own a voting

. security at the time he submits his proposal and he must continue to own that security through
the date on which the meeting is held.” Exchange Act Release No. 34-12999 (November 22, -
1976). At this time, the Commission also provided for a two-year exclusion “penalty” for
violation of the holding requirement, noting that, “[t]he purpose of this latter provision is to
assure that the proponent will maintain an investment interest in the issuer through the meeting
date.” Id. At present, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires a stockholder to continuously hold “at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at
the meeting for at least one year by the date [the stockholder] submit[s] the proposal. [The
stockholder] must continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting.”

The Company has concluded that the Proponent has failed to hold at least $2,000 in
market value, or 1%, of the Company’s securities entitled to vote on the Proposal through the
date of the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. On November 23, 2010, the
Proponent submitted the New Proposal. The Company requested that the Proponent demonstrate
his continued ownership of the requisite level of Company securities in support of the New
Proposal on multiple occasions, as evidenced by the correspondence attached hereto as
Exhibit A, but the Proponent has failed to respond with any such evidence.

The Proponent’s inability or unwillingness to provide an updated broker letter in support
of the New Proposal led the Company to conclude that the Proponent has failed to continue to
hold the requisite amount of Company securities, particularly in light of the Company’s previous -
interaction with the Proponent, and renders the Proponent ineligible to include the Proposal or
the New Proposal in the 2011 Proxy Materials. In 2009, the Proponent submitted a proposal
with ownership verification on November 18, 2009 and a new proposal without ownership
-verification on November 26, 2009. In response to the new proposal, the Company responded
with a message substantially similar to that sent to the Proponent in response to the New
Proposal. However, in response to the Company’s correspondence in 2009, the Proponent
provided an updated broker letter on December 11, 2009. Correspondence from 2009 is attached
hereto as Exhibit C. As a result of the questionable veracity of the DJF Letter as described above
and the Proponent’s refusal to provide a broker letter in November or December 2010, the
Proponent has failed to demonstrate that he continues to hold at least $2,000 in market value, or
1%, of the Company’s shares. '
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As described above, stock ownership has been viewed as a guard against the potential
abuses of Rule 14a-8 throughout the evolution of the rule. Without ownership and holding
requirements, and the ability to verify such requirements with a degree of certainty, proponents
are free to promote their self-motivated agenda without regard for any “economic stake or
investment interest in the corporation.” Certainly a rule without enforcement eviscerates the
purpose of the rule. This is especially true in the current instance where the Company has
described in detail “valid reasons to believe the letter is unreliable as evidence of the
shareholder’s eligibility.”

II. CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing analysis, the Company hereby respectfully requests that the
Staff confirm that it will not recommend enforcement action if the Proposal and the New
Proposal are excluded from the Company’s 2011 Proxy Materials. We would be happy to
provide any additional information and answer any questions that the Staff may have regarding
this submission.

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me
at (714) 540-1235 or by electronic mail at charles.ruck@lw.com. Please acknowledge receipt of
this letter by retumn electronic mail. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles K. Ruck
of Latham & Watkins LLP

cc:  John Chevedden
William Steiner
Andrea Robinson, Amgen Inc.



. EXHIBIT A

(attached)



Willism Steiner

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Mr. Kevin W, Sharer
Chairman of the Board
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)

1 Amgen Center Dr
Thousand Oaks CA 91320

Dear Mr. Sharer,

1 submit my attached Rule 14a-8 proposal in support of the long-term performance of our
company. My proposal is for the next aunval shareholder meeting. I intend to meet Rule 14a-8
requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock value until after the date
of the respective sharehokier meeting. My submitted format, with the shareholder-supplied
emphasis, is intended to be used for definitive proxy publication. This is my proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the company and fo act on
my behalf regarding this Ruie 14a-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming -
shareholder meeting before, during and after the forthcoming shareholder meeting. Please direct
all future commnmnications regarding my rule 142-8 proposal to John Chevedden

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
to facilitate prompt and verifiable communications, Please identify this proposal as my praposal
exclusively.

This letter does not cover proposals that are not rule 14a-8 proposals, This letter does not grant
the power to vole,

Your consideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of

the long-term performance of our company. Please acknowledge receipt of my proposal
promptly by email to *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **

Smcerely, |
‘L /'“%— A@A«/" ?A 7 / 2.0/0
Date /-

William Steiner

ce:
Andrea Robinson <robmson@amgen com>
FX: 805 447-1010°

FX: 805-499-6751



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, September 24, 2010]

3 [Number to be assigned by the company] — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as
may be necessary to permit written consent by shareholders entitled to cast the minimum number
of votes that would be necessary to authorize the action at a meeting at which all shareholders
entitled to vote thereon were present and voting (to the fullest extent permitted by law).

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a means shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle. A study by Harvard professor Paul
Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-empowering governance features, including
restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written consent, are significantly related to reduced
shareholder value.

We gave 63%-support to this proposal topic at our 2010 annual meeting.

The merit of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvement in our company’s 2010 reported corporate governance
status.

Please encourage our board to respond positively to this proposal to enable shareholder action by
- written consent — Yes on 3. [Number to be assigned by the company.}]

Notes: :
William Steiner, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** sponsored this proposal.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added):
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
+ the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported;
» the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered,
» the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
« the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition. -

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please acknowledge this proposal promptly by email ~ »+ Fisma & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *+



DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date: 2. Y &:QZ O/

To whom it may concern:

As infroducing broker for the accountof __ {4/} i\ i ke Sé‘f’//‘/ v >
account numbemMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-1diekd w1th National Financial Services Cesgr -
as custodwn, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

am_ Stz is and has been the beneficial owner of {10 O
sharesof__ AmGEN IV ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: 7 {4 | o4 , also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

-

ancerely,

“UYad \F2 Ml S

Mark Filiberto,
President

DIJF Discount Brokers |

1981 Marcus Avenue * Suite Cli4 o Lake Success, NY 11042
516-328-2600  800-695-EASY  www.difdis.com  Fax 516 328-2323



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *+*
To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal Revision (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

Please sce the attached Rule 14a-8 Proposal Revision.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



William Steiner

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Mr. Kevin W, Sharer
Chairman of the Board
Ampgen Inc. (AMGN) DVE o

1 Dr NDVEN BER Z'S, =L O REVILIDN

Thousand Oaks CA 91320

Dear Mr. Sharer,

I submit my attacked Rule l4a-8puoposdinsnppanofthelong4ermperformanceufmnr
company. My proposal isforth_enmamxua[shareholdwmgeﬁng. I intend to meet Rule 14a-8

oﬁhemechveslmeholdermeebng. s\imﬂtmdﬁn-mat,withﬁwmnrelmlder-snpplied
exaphasis, is inteaded to be nsed for definitive proxy publication. This is ray proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the compy and to act on
my behalf regarding this Rule 142-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming
s!mehuldermeﬁngbme,dmngandaﬁerﬂwﬁmhmmingshndmldumaing. Please direct
all futute commnnications reparding my rule 14a-8 bronosal tn Yohe Chemadidan

e+ F|SMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

mﬁcilhala;repromptandvmiﬁablecommuniéaﬁoiw. Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

This Jetter does not cover proposals that are not ruls 14a-8 proposals, This letter does not grant
the power to vote.

Your considerstion and the oonsidcration of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of
ﬂmhng-mmper.ﬁ»mamofomomnpany. Please acknowledge receipt of my proposai
promptly by emailder s\ 5 OMB Memorandum M-07-16 #++

Sincerely, . .
N4 L(/,‘f/c_ /QQM;—- 7 b/:tz/ 2070

Williara Steiner

co: '

Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>
FX: 805 447-1010

FX: 805.499-6751



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, September 24, 2010, November 23, 2010 Revision]
3% — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as
may be necessary to permit written consent by shareholders entitled to cast the minimum number
of votes that would be necessary to authorize the action at a meeting at which all sharcholders
entitled to vote thereon were present and voting (fo the fullest extent permitted by law).

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is 2 means shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle. A study by Harvard professor Paul
Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-empowering governance features, including
restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written consent, are significantly related to reduced
shareholder value.

We gave 63%-support to this proposal topic at our 2010 annual meeting,.

The metit of this Shareholder Action by Writteﬁ Conseni proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvement in our company’s reported corporate governance and
management status:

The Corporate Library www.thecorporatelibrary.com, an independent investment research firm,
rated our company “D” with “High Governance Risk” and “High Concern™ in Executive Pay —
$15 million for CEO Kevin Sharer. Discretion was used in determining 2009 cash incentives for
our named executive officers (NEO). NEO equity grants were sized to approach the 75th
percentile of Peer Group values.

There was a low CEO ownership guideline of 5-times base salary (instead of 10-times),
executive perks such as personal corporate jet use, free financial planning and the potential of
large golden-parachutes.

Six directors had long-tenures of 11 to 23-years, three of whom were age 71 to 74. As tenure
increases independence declines. These long-tenure directors held 8 of 20 seats on our most -
important board committees. Rebecca Henderson, a relatively new director, was already
attracting more negative votes than most of our directors and did not own stock after one-year.

Our Audit Committee Chair Frank Biondi served on four boards and Mr. Sharer served on three
boards — overextension concerns. Finally, our board did not have an independent Lead Director.

Mr. Sharer allowed no questions at our 2010 annual meeting when the election of directors and
auditors were introduced for voting. Mr. Sharer boasted that he held 85% of proxies and would
not even allow our audit firm to answer a question.

Amgen was accused by New York and other states of illegal kickbacks to promote sales of its
anemia drug Aranesp. Meanwhile a study found certain patients who received Aranesp had about
twice the risk of stroke. The lawsuit also said that Amgen invited doctors to weekend retreats,
paid for their food and lodging and gave them extra payments as “advisers.” Amgen revenue fell
as Aranesp and Epogen dropped for the fourth straight year after being linked to heart attacks.

Please encourage our board to respond positively to this proposal to help improve our company’s
governance and performance: Shareholder Action by Written Consent — Yes on 3.*



Notes:
William Steiner, * FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **  sponsored this proposal.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal.
*Number to be ﬁssigned by the company.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added): '
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
« the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported:;
» the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially faise or
misleading, may be disputed or countered;
= the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
» the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
sharehoider proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such. _
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please acknowledge this proposal promptly by email Fisma & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *+



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 02, 2010 1:52 PM
To: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **

Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW

Subject: Amgen Rule 14a-8 Proposal
Attachments: document2010-12-02-133842.pdf

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

Please find attached a letter in response to your second Rule 14a-8 proposal.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel



Andrea A; Robinson
Associae General Counsel

Amgen

Une Amgea Center Drive
Thousand Odky, CA $1320:1799
805447, 1000

Dipect Diak: $05.447 4734

Fax 805 499.67%}

Famull- robinson@amgen. com

December 2, 2010

BY UNITED PARCEL SERVICE AND BY EMAIL
John Chevedden

** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Re:  Rule 14a-8 Proposal
Dear Mr. Chevedden:

We are in receipt of a second Rule 14a-8 praposal submitted by Mr. William Steiner for
inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2011 proxy statement. This notice is to inform you that Mr. Steiner’s
submission fails to meet certain procedural requirements under Rule 14a-8 promulgated under
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”), by the Securities and
Exchange Commission (“SEC”). Mr. Steiner has an opportunity to cure the deficiencies as
described below.

Rule 14a-8(c) under the Exchange Act provides that each stockholder may submit no
more than one proposal for a particular stockholders’ meeting. Mr. Steiner submitted a proposal
titled “Shareholder Action by Written Consent” dated September 17, 2010 (the “September
Proposal”) and submitted a second proposal titled “Shareholder Action by Written Consent”™ on
November 23, 2010 (the “November Proposal™) in violation of this rule. There are differences in
the wording of the two proposals. In order to remedy this procedural defect, Mr, Steiner must
revise the submission to include only one proposal. If it is Mr. Steiner’s intention to replace the ‘
September Proposal with the November Proposal, Mr. Steiner must inform the company that he
is withdrawing the September Proposal.

In addition, if Mr. Steiner’s intention is to replace the September Proposal with the
November Proposal, Mr. Steiner must establish eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8
at the time the November Proposal was submitted. Mr. Steiner provided a statement from DJF
Discount Brokers dated September 24, 2010, which supported the September Proposal.
However, Mr. Steiner has not provided an updated statement (j.e., dated on or after November
23. 2010) establishing his eligibility to submit the November Proposal. In order to submita
proposal, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires the stockholder to have continuously held at least $2,000 in
market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the
meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits the proposal. Rule 14a-8(b)(2)
requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written statement from the “record™



Mr. John Chevedden
December 2, 2010
Page 2

holder of the securities (usvally a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time the proposal was
submitted, the stockholder continuously held the shares for at least one year, or (2) a copy of a
Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form 5, or amendments to those
documents or updated forms, filed with the SEC reflecting ownership of the shares as of or
before the one-year eligibility period.

If Mr. Steiner wishes to withdraw the November Proposal, no additional verification of
Mr. Steiner’s ownership of Amgen securities is required.

This letier constitutes the company’s notification to the stockholder proponent of the
procedural deficiencies in the submission pursuant to the requirements of Rule 14a-8(f). Dueto
the deficiencies outlined above, the company will exclude one or both of the September Proposal
and the November Proposal from the upcoming proxy statement unless the deficiencies are cured
and Mr. Steiner follows the procedures set forth in Rule 14a-8(f)(1). The response murst be
postmarked or transmitted electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive
this notice. Accordingly, if no response curing the deficiencies is postmarked or transmitted
electronically within 14 calendar days, or the response does not actually cure the deficiencies, the
company will exclude one or both of the September Proposal and the November Proposal from
the proxy materials. A copy of Rule 14a-8 has been included with this letter for further
clarification.

Although the proposals may not be included in the proxy statement unless the
deficiencies are cured, we do appreciate your interest in the company’s policies. Additionally,
even if the procedural defects are cured, the company reserves the right to exclude your
proposals on other grounds specified in Rule 14a-8, We are always open to a conversation about
our practices and we welcome you to contact us if you have further inquiries. All such inquiries
and any further responses concerning this matter should be directed to the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Andrea A. Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

cc: William Steiner (via United Parcel Service)



Rule 14a-8 -- Proposals of Security Holders

This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder's proposal in its proxy statement
and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual or special meeting of
shareholders. In summary, in order to have your shareholder proposal included on a company's proxy
card, and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement, you, must be eligible
and follow certaln procedures. Under a few specific circumstances, the company is permitted to
exclude your proposal, but only after submitting its reasons to the Commission. We structured this
section in a question-and- answer forimat so that it is easler to understand. The references to "you”
are to a shareholder seeking to submit the proposal.

a. Question 1: What is a proposal? A shareholder proposal is your recommendation or
requirement that the company and/or its board of directors take action, which you intend to
present. at a meeting of the company’s shareholders. Your proposal should state as clearly as
possible the course of action that you believe the company should follow. If your proposal is
placed on the company’s proxy card, the company must also provide in the form of proxy
means for shareholders to specify by boxes a choice between approval or disapproval, or
abstention. Unless otherwise indicated, the word "proposal” as used in this section refers both
to your proposal, and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any).

b. Question 2: Who is eligible to submit a proposal, and how do I demonstrate to the company
that I am eligible? :

1.

In order to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to be voted on the
proposal at the meeting for at ieast one year by the date you submit the proposal. You
must continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting.

If you are the registered holder of your securities, which means that your name
appears in the company's records as a shareholder, the company can verify your
eligtbility on its own, although you will still have to provide the company with a written
statement that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the
meeting of sharehoiders. However, if like many shareholders you are not a registered
holder, the company likely does not know that you are a shareholder, or how many
shares you own. In this case, at the time you submit your proposal, you must prove
your eligibility to the company in one of two ways:

i.  The first way Is to submit to the company a written statement from the
"record" holder of your securities {usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at
the time you submitted your proposal, you continuously held the securities for
at least one year. You must aiso include your own written statement that you
intend to continue to hoid the securities through the date of the meeting of
shareholders; or

il.  The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed a Schedule
. 13D, Schedule 136G, Form 3, Form 4 andfor Form 5, or amendments to those
documents or updated forms, reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or
before the date on which the one-year eligibility period begins. If you have
filed one of these documents with the SEC, you may demonstrate your
eligibility by submitting to the company:

A. A copy of the schedule and/or form, and any subsequent amendments
reporting a change in your ownership level;

B. Your written statement that you continuously held the required
number of shares for the one-year period as of the date of the
statement; and



€. Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the
shares through the date-of the company's annual or special meeting.

¢. Question 3: How mapy proposals may 1 submit: Each shareholder may submit no more than
one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders' meeting.

d. Question 4: How long can my proposal be? The proposal, including any accompanying
supporting statement, may not exceed 500 words.

e. Question 5: What is the deadline for submitting a proposal?

1. If you are submitting your proposal for the company’s annual meeting, you can in
most cases find the deadline in last year’s proxy statement. However, If the company
did not hold an annual meeting last year, or has changed the date of its meeting for
this year more than 30 days from last year’s meeting, you can usualty find the
deadline in one of the company's quarterly reports on Form 10-Q, or in sharehoider
reports of investment companies under Rule 270.30d-1 of this chapter of the
Investment Company Act of 1940. In order to avoid controversy, shareholders should
submit their proposals by means, including electronic means, that permit them to
prove the date of delivery.

2. The deadline is caiculated in the following manner if the proposal Is submitted for a
regularly scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company's
principal executive offices not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the
company's proxy statement released to shareholders in connection with the previous
year's annual meeting. However, if the company did not hold an annual meeting the
previous year, or if the date of this year's annual meeting has been changed by more
than 30 days from the date of the previous year’s meeting, then the deadline is a
reasonable time before the company begins to print and send its proxy materials.

3. If you are submitting your prapdsal for a meeting of shareholders other than a
regularly scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the
company begins to print and send Its proxy materials.

f. ~ Question 6: What if I fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements explained in
answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

1. The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the
problem, and you have faited adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of
receiving your proposal, the company must notify you in writing of any procedural or
eligibility deficiencies, as well as of the time frame for your response. Your response
must be postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no fater than 14 days from the
date you received the company’s notification. A company need not provide you such
notice of a deficiency if the deficlency cannot be remedied, such as if you fail to submit
a proposal by the company's properly determined deadline. If the company intends to
exclude the proposal, it will fater have to make a submission under Rule 14a-8 and
provide you with a copy under Question 10 below, Rule 14a-8(j).

2. If you fail in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date
of the meeting of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to exdude all of
your proposals from its proxy materials for any meeting held in the following two
calendar years.

g. Question 7: Who has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that my proposal
can be excluded? Except as otherwise noted, the burden is on the company to demonstrate
that it is entitled to exclude a proposal,

h. Question 8: Must 1 appear personally at the shareholders’ meeting to present the proposal?

2



1. Either you, or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the
proposal on your behalf, must attend the meeting to present the proposal. Whether
you attend the meeting yourseif or send a qualified representative to the meeting in
your place, you should make sure that you, or your representative, follow the proper
state law pracedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal.

2. If the company holds it shareholder meeting in whale or in part via electronic media,
and the company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such
media, then you may appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the
meeting to appear in person.

3. If you or your qualified representative fall to appear and present the proposal, without
good cause, the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its
proxy materials for any meetings held in the following two calendar years.

. Question 9: If 1 have complied with the procedural requirements, on what other bases may a
company rely to exclude my proposal?

1. Improper under state law: If the proposal is not a proper subject for action by
shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company's organization;

Note to paragraph (1)(1)

Depending on the subject matter, some proposals are not considered proper under
state law if they would be binding on the company if approved by shareholders. In aur
experience, most proposats that are cast as recommendations or requests that the
board of directors take specified action are proper under state law. Accordingly, we will
assume that a proposal drafted as a recormmendation or suggestion is proper unless
the company demonstrates otherwise.

~— FEva

2. Violation of law: If the proposal would, if implemented, cause the company to violate
any state, federal, or foreign law to which it is subject;

Note to paragfaph (i}2)

Note to paragraph {I){2): We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion
of 2 proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the
foreign law could result in a wolation of any state or federal law.

3. Violation of proxy rules: If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of
the Commission’s proxy rules, including Rule 14a-3, which prohibits materially false or
misleading statements in proxy soliciting materials; -

4. Personal grievance; special interest: If the proposal refates 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;



5. Relevance: If the proposal relates o operations which account for less than 5 percent
of the company's total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less
than 5 percent of its net earning sand gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is
not otherwise significantly related to the company's business;

6. Absence of power/authority: If the company would lack the power or authority to
implement the proposal;

7. Management functions: If the proposal deals with a matter relating to the company's
ordinary business operations;

8. Relates to election: If the proposal relates to a nomination or an election for
membership on the company's board of directors or analogous governing body or a
procedure for such nomination or efection;

9. Conflicts with company's proposal: If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the
company's own proposais to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting.

s vy raty o L AW Y N o bres e

Note to paragraph (i)(9)

Note to paragraph (i)(9): A company's submission to the Commission under this
section should specify the points of conflict with the company's proposal.

\
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10. Substantially implemented: If the company has already substantially implemented the
proposal;

11. Duplication: If the proposal substaﬁtially duplicates another proposal previously
submitted to the company by another proponent that will be included in the company’s
proxy materials for the same meeting;

12, Resubmissions: If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter as
another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the
company's proxy matetials within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may
exclude it from it5 proxy materials for any meeting held within 3 calendar years of the
last time it was included if the proposat recelved:

i.  Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar
years;

fi.  Less than 6% of the vote con its last submission to shareholders if proposed
twice previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; or

ii..  Less than 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed
three times or more previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

13. Specific amount of dividends: If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or
stock dividends. .

J.  Question 10: What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude my proposal?

1, If the company intends to exclude a proposal from its proxy materials, it must file its
reasons with the Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it files its
definitive proxy statement and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must

4



simultaneously provide you with a copy of its submission. The Commission staff may
permit the company to make its submission later than 80 days before the company
files its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy, if the company demonstrates
good cause for missing the deadtine.

2. The company must file six paper copies of the following:

i The proposal;

.  An explanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the proposal,
which should, if possible, refer to the most recent applicable authority, such as
prior Division letters issued under the rule; and |

iii. A supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of
state or foreign law.

k. Question 11: May I submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the company's
arguments?

Yes, you may submit a response, but it is not required. You should try to submit any response
to us, with a copy to the company, as soon as possible after the company makes its
submission. This way, the Commission staff will have time to consider fully your submission
before it issues its response. You should submit six paper copies of your response.

1. Question 12: If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy matenals what
information about me must & include along with the proposal itseif?

1. The company's pmxy statement must include your name and address, as well as the

2.

number of the company's voting securities that you hold. However, instead of
providing that information, the company may instead include a statement that it will
provide the information to shareholders promptly upon receiving an oral or written
request.

The company Is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting
statement.

m. Question 13: What can I do If the company includes in its proxy statement reasons why it
believes shareholders shouid not vote in favor of my proposal, and I disagree with some of its
statements?

1.

3.

The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes
shareholders should vote against your proposal. The company is allowed to make
arguments reflecting Its own point of view, just as you may express your own point of
view in your proposal’s supporting statement.

However, if you believe that the company's opposition to your proposal contains
materially false or misleading statements that may violate our anti- fraud rule, Rule
14a-9, you should promptly send to the Commission staff and the company a letter
explaining the reasons for your view, along with a copy of the company's statements
opposing your proposal. To the extent possible, your letter should include specific
factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company's claims. Time
permitting, you may wish to try to work out your differences wnth the company by
yourself before contacting the Commission staff.

We require the company to send you a copy of its statements opposing your proposal
before it sends its proxy materials, so that you may bring to our attention any
materially false or misieading statements, under the following timeframes:

3



If our no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or
supporting statement as a condition to requiring the company to include it in
its proxy materials, then the company must provide you with a copy of its
opposition statements no later than 5 calendar days after the company
receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

In ali other cases, the company must provide you with a copy of its opposition
statements no later than 30 calendar days before its files definitive copies of
its proxy statement and form of proxy under Rule i4a-6.



From:  *=FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Friday, December 03, 2010 3:00 PM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN),

Dear Ms. Robinson, The “enclosure” with the company December 2, 2010 letter is not consistent
with the letter. The enclosure of Rule 14a-8 — Proposals of Security Holders refers to making a
“revision.” However the enclosure does not state that such revision constitutes two proposals.
Will the company withdraw the enclosure in order to have a consistent letter.

Sincerely, '

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Sent: Friday, December 03, 2010 3:45 PM
*+ E[BMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **

Subject: RE: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN),

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

The enclosure, which is a courtesy copy of Rule 14a-8, specifies in Question 3, page 2, that “Each shareholder may
submit no more than one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders’ meeting.” The only “revision” discussed
in these rules is a “revision” under Question 13 thereto which is limited to revisions required by the Securities and
Exchange Commission as a result of a no-action response from the Securities and Exchange Commission requiring a
stockholder proponent to revise a stockholder proposal or supporting statement as a condition to requiring the
company to include it in its proxy materials.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Date: December 6, 2010 6:44:25 PM PST

To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson(@amgen.com>

Subject: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson, The company December 3, 2010 message to explain the
December 3, 2010 request is not clear.

. The company December 3, 2010 message appears to claim that under one type of
“revision,” 1 Original + 1 Revision = 1 Proposal. Then with another type of revision,
1 Original + 1 Revision = 2 Proposals.

The company seems to have a rationale that does not make sense. Please explain.
Sincerely, '

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Tuesdav. December 07. 2010 6:15 PM

To: ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW _

Subject: Follow up to December 2, 2010 Response to Mr. Chevedden - Rule 14-8 Proposals (AMGN)

Subject: Rule 14-8 Proposals (AMGN)
Dear Mf. Chevedden,

On December 2, 2010, we notified you, on behalf of Mr. William Steiner, that Amgen had received two Rule 14a-8
proposals submitted by Mr. Steiner for inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2011 proxy statement and that your submissions failed
to meet certain procedural requirements under Rule 14a-8.

Our notice was very clear -- due to the deficiencies in your submissions, the Company will proceed to exclude the second’
proposal submitted by Mr. Steiner unless the deficiencies are cured no later than 14 calendar days from the date you
received the December 2, 2010 letter.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Sent: Monday, December 13, 2010 7:18 PM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Subject: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN),

Dear Ms. Robinson, The company already accepted Mr. Steiner's broker letter and his commitment
to continue to own his stock until after the annual meeting. The company December 7, 2010
message is merely repetition — not the clarification requested on December 6, 2010. The company
seems to pretend to not understand the concept of a revision.

Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2010 5:33 PM

To: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Cce: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW

Subject: RE: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN)

Dear Mr. Chevedded,

We are in receipt of your communication below. Pursuant to our various correspondence to you, on behalf of Mr.
William Steiner, we merely request confirmation that Mr. Steiner withdraws one of his two submitted Rule 14a2-8
proposals as the two submissions failed to meet certain procedural requirements under Rule 14a-8.

As we have still not received such confirmation, the Company will proceed to exclude the second proposal submitted by
Mr. Steiner unless the deficiencies are cured no later than 14 calendar days from the date you received the December 2,
2010 letter.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



From: » FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2010 8:03 AM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW ‘

Subject: Re: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN) ,

Dear Ms. Robinson, If you have any information whatsoever from rule 14a-8 or a related Staff

Legal Bulletin, that a revision is considered to be two proposals by the Securities and Exchange
Commission, please forward it to me in a timely manner so that a valid basis for the company
request can be clarified.

John Chevedden



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2010 8:44 PM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Subject: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Unclear Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN),

Dear Ms. Robinson, This is to confirm that the revised proposal is intended for annual meeting
proxy. Given the unclear company request, if there is an unforeseen valid procedural reason for the
revised proposal not to qualify, then the original proposal is intended for the annual proxy.

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Friday, December 17, 2010 6:35 PM

To: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW '

Subject: RE: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Unclear Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN) ,

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

We intend to exclude Mr. Steiner's proposal unless you provide an updated broker statement reflecting Mr. Steiner’s
continuous ownership of at least $2,000, or 1%, of Amgen common stock. Rule 14a-8(b)(2) requires Mr. Steiner to
represent that he has held and intends to continue to hold his Amgen securities through the date of the meeting of
stockholders and we believe that Mr. Steiner has not satisfied this condition.

On November 13, 2010, we received Mr. Steiner's new proposal seeking to amend the contents of the original proposal.
We have repeatedly requested that you provide an updated broker letter confirming requisite ownership levels by Mr.
Steiner of Amgen securities. You have refused to provide such verification and we find it curious that in prior years, you
have promptly complied with our request with an updated broker letter upon submission of a second proposal. We have
no choice but to consider this failure to demonstrate continued ownership as an incurable deficiency.

The brokerage issuing the original form of certificate, DJF Discount Brokers, no longer exists as an independent
brokerage and we are accordingly unable to verify the contents. Further, the original form of certificate is of dubious
validity - a pre-printed form populated by handwriting inconsistent with the signature and containing changes to the form
that were not initialed by the signatory.

Please provide an updated broker statement reflecting Mr. Steiner's continuous ownership of at least $2,000, or 1%, of
Amgen common stock. If you do not we intend to exclude Mr. Steiner’s proposal.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *+*
Date: December 21, 2010 10:51:14 PM PST

To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW™ <robinson en.com™>
Subject: Broker Letter (AMGN)

~ Dear Ms. Robinson, The December 17, 2010 message is not understood. If it is in
good faith the company appears to be waiving the 14-day rule on providing a broker

letter. Please explain whether the company is waiving the 14-day rule on providing a
broker letter.

John Chevedden-
cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2010 5:29 PM
To: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW

" Subject: RE: Broker Letter (AMGN)

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

The Company is not waiving the 14-day rule requiring a shareholder to provide a broker letter. The Company
considers your failure to provide updated proof of ownership to be indicative of an incurable deficiency. Staff
Legal Bulletin 14 does not require the Company to provide notice of an incurable deficiency — we simply did so
to provide you with an opportunity to demonstrate otherwise.

If you believe that Mr. Steiner has continued to hold the requisite level of Company securities at all times since
the date of Mr. Steiner’s original proposal, please provide us with evidence of such ownership as of the date of

Mr. Steiner’s second proposal, as we have previously requested within 14 days of receiving Mr. Steiner's
second proposal. v

As previously stated in our correspondence, based on the responses we have received to date, we have no

choice but to treat your failure to supply proof of continued ownership as an incurable deficiency and intend to
exclude Mr. Steiner’s proposals. ’

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



EXHIBIT B

(attached)
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To whom it may concemn:

DISCOUNT BROKERS

As introducing broker for the account of /%C'K’/,? Z‘M j é(/ﬂ,&c N
account nathEEIMA & OMB Memorandum M-Q7 lild-with National Financial Services Cesg & &4—

as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification
#7713 and hes been the beneficial ownerof _Z 220
shares of_Br/sh| Meyens Syusbe (1Y) ; having held at least two thousand dollars

worth of the above mentioned security since the following date;
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.
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Mark Filiberto,
President
DIF Discount Brokers

Post-it® Fax Note 7671
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1981 Marcus Avenuce © Suite ClH4 « Lake Success, NY HO42

516-328-2600  800-695-EASY  www.d|idis.com

Fax 516-328-2323
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DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date:_JA\ O efopert 2070

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the account of %‘f"ﬂ/? L’—é’é 5 ét’//z.cz_ ,
2cCoUnt NUIRBEISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-4seid with National Financial Services Cege~ (- -4¢—
as custodian, DJi Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

< i:gzg vty S&einrsis and bas been the beneficial owner of 2 000
shares of_ Ameviccn Express €o - (AxP) ; baving held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date:_§/22/ 75, also having

held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

-

Sincerely,

Wt \FELL o>

Mark Filiberto,

President

DJF Discount Brokers Post-it® Fax Note 7671 DA, oy o];?aﬁim*
kel Sebw et Fomgobn Lbturd e
Co./Dept. Go.
Phone # ' ~+FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16***
Fax#?—-’z“‘(O'D/Sf Fax # l

1981 Marcus Avenue » Suite ClI4 » Lake Success. NY 11042
516-328-2600  800-695-FASY www.djldis.com  Fax 516-328-2323



.

ey

18/15/2818 18:48 *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *+* "PAGE  81/01

- . &)

. s i
'.'

* - N
S aeTal

DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date: v, cjtygt F0/0

To whom it may concerp:

As introducing broker for the account of %‘L’W’? Z‘ﬁé \5- Errnec
account number, ', held with National Financial Services Cesge~ -4

as custodian, DIJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification
Skespwris anc%y been the beneficial ownerof _/J 4 7
shares of Jewia.n Communieions Tac.; having held at least two thousand dollars

worth of the above mentioned secusity since the following date: ¥ /0 /o2 , also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year priot to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

“er

Sincerely,

Yt \ ol trecdo

Mark Filiberto,

President

DJF Discount Brokers
Postit FaxNote  7a71 [Baie,, = TEACw
Tohhy Low)ge h/e‘:v— Hme\:bl» n Ch (3774 JJr.\
Co/Dept. 7 Go.
Phons ¥ : ***HFISMA & OMB Memorandl.Jm M'-07-1 6***
Fax¥ g 5 3—6F8~ L0 | |

1981 Marcus Avenue ® Suite ;’CIM e pake Success. NY 11042
516-328-2600 800 -695-EASY ‘f\’vww.dlfdis.com Fax 516-328-2323
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(attached)



From: o+ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Cec: "Schlossberg, Mark - LAW" <mschloss@amgen.com>
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson, .

Please see the attached Rule 14a-8 Proposal.
Sincerely,

~ John Chevedden

cc: ,

William Steiner



William Steiner

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Rule 14a-8 Proponent since the 1980s

Mr. Kevin W. Sharer
Chairman of the Board
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320

Dear Mr. Sharer,

I submit my attached Rule 14a-8 proposal in support of the long-term performance of our
company. My proposal is for the next annual shareholder meeting. I intend to meet Rule 14a-8
requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock value until after the date
of the respective shareholder meeting. My submitted format, with the shareholder-supplied
emphasis, is intended to be used for definitive proxy publication. This is my proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the company and to act on
my behalf regarding this Rule 14a-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming
shareholder meeting before, during and after the forthcoming shareholder meeting. Please direct
all future communications regarding my rule 14a-8 proposal to John Chevedden

*+% FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
to facilitate prompt and verifiable communications. Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

Your consideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of
the long-term performance of our company. Please acknowledge receipt of my proposal
promptly by email to *+* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **

Smcerely,

M Yo 101173009

Wllham Steiner Date

cc: David J. Scott

Corporate Secretary

T: 805 447-1000

F: 805 447-1010 (Law Department)

Mark Schlossberg <mschloss@amgen.com>
Associate General Counsel

T: 805-447-0820

F: 805-499-6751

Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen. com>
Associate General Counsel

PH: (805) 447-4734



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, November 12, 2009]

3 [Number to be assigned by the company] — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as may
be necessary to permit shareholders to act by the written consent of a majority of our shares
outstanding.

- Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a mechanism shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle.

Limitations on shareholders' rights to act by written consent are considered takeover defenses
because they may impede the ability of a bidder to succeed in completing a profitable transaction
for us or in obtaining control of the board that could result in a higher stock price. Although it is
not necessarily anticipated that a bidder will materialize, that very possibility presents a powerful
incentive for improved management of our company.

A study by Harvard professor Paul Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-
empowering governance features, including restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written
consent, are significantly correlated to a reduction in shareholder value.

The merits of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvements in our company’s 2009 reported corporate governance
status:

The Corporate Library www.thecorporatelibrary.com, an independent investment research firm,
rated our company “D” with “High Governance Risk” and “Very High Concern” in Executive
Pay — $14 million for Kevin Sharer. The Corporate Library said adjusting executive incentive
plans due to the conditions of the economy did not benefit shareholders and executive equity
awards vested without performance measures. '

Our following directors served on 7 boards rated “D” or “F” by The Corporate Library:

Kevin Sharer, Chevron (CVX) and Northrop Grumman (NOC); Frank Herringer, Charles Schwab
(SCHW); Frank Biondi, Cablevision Systems (CVC) and Hasbro (HAS); Leonard Schaeffer,
Allergan (AGN) and Vance Coffman, Deere (DE). Vance Coffman was designated a “Flagged
(Problem) Director” by The Corporate Library due to his audit committee chairmanship at
Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMY) when Bristol-Myers settled a SEC suit alleging substantial
accounting fraud. Furthermore Vance Coffman was assigned to our audit and nomination
committees.

We had no shareholder right to cumulative voting, act by written consent, an independent
chairman or a lead director.

Amgen was accused by New York and other states of illegal kickbacks to promote sales of its
anemia drug Aranesp. Meanwhile a study found certain patients who received Aranesp had about
twice the risk of stroke. The lawsuit also said that Amgen invited doctors to weekend retreats,
paid for their food and lodging and gave them extra payments as “advisers.”

The above concerns shows there is need for improvement. Please encourage our board to respond
positively to this proposal to enable shareholder action by written consent — Yes on 3. [Number to
be assigned by the company]



Notes:
William Steiner, *+% FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ** sponsored this proposal.

The above format is requested for publication without re-editing, re-formatting or elimination of
text, including beginning and concluding text, unless prior agreement is reached. Itis
respectfully requested that the final definitive proxy formatting of this proposal be professionally
proofread before it is published to ensure that the integrity and readability of the original
submitted format is replicated in the proxy materials. Please advise in advance if the company
thinks there is any typographical question.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal. In the interest of clarity and to
avoid confusion the title of this and each other ballot item is requested to be consistent
throughout all the proxy materials.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added):
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
- the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported,
» the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered;
» the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
- the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such. '
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please acknowledge this proposal promptly by email ~ «+ FismA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *++



————— Original Message----- ,
From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [mailto:robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2009 7:46 PM

P& FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: Rule l4a-8 Proposal

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

We are in receipt of the proposal.. Please see the attached response letter.



Andrea A. Robinson
Associate General Counsel

AMGEN

Amigen
One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Ozks; CA 91320:1799
805: 447.1000
Direct Dial: 805.447.4734
Fax:805.499:6751
E-mail: robinson@amgen.com
November 13, 2009
VIA OVERNIGHT COURIER
John Chevedden

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Re:  Rule 142-8 Proposal
Dear Mz. Chevedden:

We are in receipt of the Rule 14a-8 proposal submitted by Mr. William Steiner for
inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2010 proxy statement. This notice is to inform you that Mr. Steiner
has not estabhshed ehglblhty to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8 promulgated under the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act™), by the Securities and
Exchange Commission (“SEC”) Mr. Steiner has an opportunity to cure the deficiency as
described below.

In order to submit:a proposal, Rule 14a-8(b) requires the stockholder to have
continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to
be voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits
the proposal. Rule 14a-8(b)(2) requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written
statement from the “recor ” holder of the securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at
the time the proposal was 'submitted, the stockholder continuously held the shares for at least one
year, or (2) a copy of a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form S, or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, filed with the Securities Exchange
Commission reflecting ownership of the shares as of or before the one-year eligibility period.

We have not received verification that Mr. Steiner owns the requisite number of Amgen
" securities, in accordance with Rule 14a-8. In order to cure this deficiency and comply with rule
14a-8(b), we must receive proper written evidence demonstrating that Mr. Steiner meets the
continuous share ownership requiremerit of Rule 14a-8(b) as described above.

This letter constitutes the company’s notification to the stockholder proponent of the
procedural deficiency in the proposal pursuant to the requirements of Rule 14a-8(f). Due to the
deficiency outlined above the company will exclude the proposal from the upcoming proxy
statement unless the deficiency is cured and you follow the procedures set forth in Rule 14a-
8(H)(1). The response must be postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no later than 14
calendar days from the date you receive this notice. Accordingly, if no response curing the



~ John Chevedden
November 13, 2009
Page 2

deﬁciency is postmarked or transmitted electronically within 14 calendar days or the response
does not actually cure the deficiency, the company will exclude the proposal from the proxy
materials. A copy of Rule 14a-8 has been included with this letter for further clarification. '

Although the proposal will not be included in the proxy statement unless the deficiency is
cured, we do appreciate your interest in the company’s policies. Additionally, even if the
procedural defect is cured, the company reserves the right to exclude your proposal on other
grounds specified in Rule 14a-8. We are always open to a conversation about our practices and
we welcome you to contact us if you have further inquiries. All such inquiries and any further
responses concerning this matter should be directed to the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Afidres A R’obmsoné< ‘

Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

cc: William Steiner (via UPS Overnight Courier)



Rule 14a-8 -- Proposals of Security Holders

This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder's proposal in its proxy statement
and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual or special meeting of
shareholders. In summary; in order to have your shareholder proposal included on a company's proxy
card, and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement, you must be eligible
and follow certain procedures. Under a few specific circumstances, the company is permitted to
exclude your proposal, but only after submitting its reasons to the Commission. We structured this
section in a question-and- answer format so that it is easier to understand. The references to "you"
are to a shareholder seeking to submit the proposal.

a.

Question 1: What is a proposal? A shareholder proposal is your recommendatlon or
requirement that the company and/or its board of directors take action, which you intend to
present at a meetmg of the company's shareholders. Your proposal should state as clearly as
possible the course of action that you believe the company should follow. If your proposal is
placed on-the company's proxy-card, the company must also provide in the form of proxy
means for shareholders to specify by boxes a choice between approval or disapproval, or
abstention. Unless otherwise indicated, the word "proposal™ as used in this section refers both
to your proposal, and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any).

Question 2: Who is eligible to.submit a proposal, and how do T demonstrate to the company
that I am eligible?

In order to.be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to be voted on the
proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal. You
must ‘continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting.

If you are the registered hoider of your securities, which means that your name
appears in the company’s records as a shareholder, the company can verify your
eligibility on its-own, although you will still have to provide the company with a written
statement that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the
meeting of shareholders. However, if like many shareholders you are not a registered
holder, the company likely does not know that you are a shareholder, or how many
shares you own. In this case, at the time you submit your proposal, you must prove
your eligibility to the company in one of two ways:

i.  The first way is to submit to the company a written statement from the
"record” holder of your securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at
the time you submitted your proposal, you continuously held the securities for
at least one year. You must also include your own written statement that you
intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of
shareholders; or

ii. Thesecond way to prove ownership.applies only if you have filed a Schedule
13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and/or Form 5, or amendments to those
documents or updated forms, reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or
before the date on which the one-year eligibility period begins. If you have
filed one of these documents with the SEC, you may demonstrate your
eligibility by submitting to the company:

A. A copy of the schedule and/or form, and any subsequent amendments
reporting a change in your ownership level;



f.

B. Your written statement that you .cont'inuously held the required
number of shares for the one-year period as of the date of the
statement; and

C. Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the
shares through the date of the company's annual or special meeting.

Question 3: How many proposals may I submit: Each shareholder may submit no more than
one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders’ meeting.

Question 4: How long-can my proposal be? The proposal, including any accompanying
supporting statement, may not exceed 500 words.

Question 5: What 'is the deadline for submitting a proposal?

1.

If you are stibmitting your proposal for the company's-annual meeting, you can in
maost cases find the deadline in last year's proxy statement. However, if the company
did not hold an annual meeting last year, or has changed the date of its meeting for
this year more than 30 days from last year's meeting, you can usually find the
deadline in:one of the company's quarterly reports-on Form 10- Q or 10-QSB, or in
shareholder reports.of investrnent companies under Rule 30d-1 of the Investment
Company Act of 1940. [Editor's note: This section was redesignated as Rule 30e-1.
See 66 FR 3734, 3759, Jan. 16, 2001.] In order to avoid controversy, shareholders
should submit their proposals by means, including electronic means, that permit them
to prove the date of delivery.

The deadline is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for a
regularly scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company's
principal executive offices not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the
company's proxy statement released to shareholders in connection with the previous
year's annual meeting. However, if the company did not hold an annual meeting the
previous year, or if the date of this year's annual meeting has been changed by more
than 30 days from the date of the previous year's meeting, then the deadline is a
reasonable time before the company begins to print and send its proxy materials.

If you are submitting your proposal for a meeting of shareholders other than a
regulatly scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the -
company begins to print and send its proxy materials.

Question 6: What if I fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements explained in
answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the
problem, and you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of
receiving your proposal, the company must notify you in writing of any procedural or
eligibility deficiencies, as well as of the time frame for your response. Your response
must be postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no later than 14 days from the
date you received the company’s notification. A company need not provide you such
notice of adeficiency if the deficiency cannot be remedied, such as if you fail to submit
a proposal by the .company's properly determined deadline. If the company intends to
exclude the proposal, it will later have to make a submission under Rule 14a-8 and
provide you with a copy under Question 10 below, Rule 14a-8(j).



2. ‘Ifyoufail'in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date
of the meeting of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to exclude all of
your proposals from its proxy materials for any meeting held in the following two
calendar years.

g. Question 7: Who has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that my proposal
can be excluded? Except as otherwise noted, the burden is on the company to demonstrate
that it is entitled to exclude a proposal.

h. Question 8: Must I appear personally at the shareholders' meeting to present the proposal?

1. Either you, or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the
proposal on your behalf, must attend the meeting to present the proposal. Whether
you attendthe meeting yourself or send a qualified representative to the meeting in
your place; you should make sure that you, or your representative, follow the proper
state law procedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal.

2. If the company holds it shareholder meeting in whole or in part via electronic media,
andthe company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such
media, then you may appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the
meeting to appear in person.

3. If you or your qualified representative fail to appear and present the proposal, without '
good cause, the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its
proxy materials for any meetings held in the following two calendar years.

i. Question 9: If I have complied with the procedural requirements, on what other bases may a
company rely to-exclude my proposal?

1. Improper under state law: If the proposal is not a proper subject for action by
shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company’s organization;

Not to paragraph (i)(1)

Depending on the subject matter, some proposals are not considered proper under
state law if they would be binding on the company-if approved by shareholders. In our
experience, most proposals that are cast as recommendations or requests that the
board of directors take specified action are proper under state law. Accordingly, we will
assume that a proposal drafted as.a recommendation or-suggéstion is proper unless
the company demonstrates otherwise.

2. Violation of law: If the proposal would, if implemented, cause the company to violate
any state, federal, or foreign law to which it is subject;

N

Not to paragraph {(i)(2)

Note to paragraph (i)(2): We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion
of a proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the
foreign law could result in a violation of any state or federal law.




10.

11.

12,

Violation of proxy-rules: If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of
the Commission’s proxy rules, including Rule 14a-9, which prohibits materially false or
misleading statements in proxy soliciting materials;

Personal grievance; special interest: 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, orto further a personal interest; which is not
shared by the other shareholders at large;

Relevance:: If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than 5 percent
of the company's total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less
than 5 percent of its net earning sand gross sales for its most récent fiscal year, and is
not otherwise significantly related to the company's business;

Absence of power/authority: If the company would lack the power or authority to
implement the proposal;

Management functions: If the proposal deals with a matter relating to the company's
ordinary business operations;

Relates to election: If the proposal relates to an election for membership on the
company's board of directors or analogous governing body;

Conflicts with company's proposal: If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the
company's own proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting.

Note to paragraph (i)(9)

Note to paragraph (i){9): A company's submission to the Commission under this
section should specify the points of conflict with the company’s proposal.

Substantially implemented: If the company has already substantially implemented the
proposal;

Duplication: If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously
submitted to the company: by another proponent that will be included in the company's
proxy materials for the same meeting;

Resubmissions: If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter as
another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the
company's iproxy materials within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may
exclude it from its proxy materials for any meeting held within 3 caleéndar years of the
last time it-was included if the proposal received:

i. Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar
years;



ji. Less than 6% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed
twice previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; or

ili. Lessthan 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed
three times or more previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

13. Specific amount of dividends: If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or

stock dividends.

j. Question 10: What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude my proposal?

1.

If the company intends to exclude a proposal from its proxy materials, it must file its
reasons with the Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it files its
definitive proxy statement and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must
simultaneously provide you with-a copy of its submission. The Commission staff may

permit the company to make its submission later than-80 days before the company

files its definitive proxy. statement and form of proxy, if the company demonstrates
good cause for missing the deadline.

2. The company must file six paper copies.of the following:

i. The proposal;

ii.  Anexplanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the proposal,
which should, if possible, refer to the most recent applicable authority, such as
prior Division letters issued under the rule; and

jii. A supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of
state or foreign law.

k. Question 11: May I submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the company's
arguments?

Yes, you may submit a response, but it is not required. You should try to subrmit any response
to us, with a copy to the company, as soon as possible after the company makes its
submission. This way, the Commission staff will have time to consider fully your submission
before it issues its response. You should submit six paper copies of your response.

I. Question 12: If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy materials, what
information about me must it include along with the proposal itself?

1. The company's proxy statement must include your name and address, as well as the

number of the company's voting securities that you hold. However, instead of
providing that information, the company may instead include a statement that it will
provide the information to shareholders promptly upon receiving an oral or written

request.

The company is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting
statement. ,



m. Question 13: What can I do if the company includes inits proxy statement reasons why it
believes shareholders should not vote in favor of my proposal, and I disagree with some of its
statements?

1. The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes
shareholders should vote against your proposal. The company is allowed to make
arguments reflecting its own point of view, just-as you may express your own point of
view in your proposal's supporting statement.

2. However, if you believe that the company’s opposition to your proposal contains
materially false or misléading statements that may violate our anti- fraud rule, Rule
143-9, you should promptly send to the Commission staff and the company a letter
explaining the reasons for your view, along with a copy of the company’s statements
opposing your proposal. To the extent possible, your letter should include specific
factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company's claims. Time
permitting, you may wish to try to work out your differences with the company by
yourself before contacting the Commission staff.

3. We require the company to send you a copy of its statements opposing your proposal |
before it sends its proxy materials, so that you may bring to our attention any
materially false or misleading statements, under the following timeframes:

i.  If our-no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or
supporting statement as a condition to requiring the company to include it in
its proxy materials, then the company must provide you with a copy of its
opposition statements no later than 5 calendar days after the company
receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

\

ii. In all other cases, the company must provide you with a copy of its opposition
statements-no later than 30 calendar days before its files definitive copies of
its proxy statement and form of proxy under Rule 14a-6.



From: =% FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2009 8:36 AM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Cc: Schlossberg, Mark - LAW

Subject: Rule 14a-8 Broker Letter-(AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

Please see the attached broker letter. Please advise this week whether there are now any rule 14a-8
open items.

Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date: [QNWM’W‘ Zood

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the account of {4/ :///am S CCroun
account numbesMA & OMB Memorandum M-07hedd*with National Financial Services Corp.
as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

‘a Les is and has been the beneficial owner of _3 ¢ Q)

sharesof Bm&EN /N C- ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: Zov 4, also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

Sincerely,

A 2o

Mark Filiberto,
President
DJF Discount Brokers

Postdt* FaxNote 7671 [Bale )3 7 aTEeL >
Te : -
OMYGA ﬂo‘l'&c-—\ Fror?}_;k‘ C‘\evdiu\

Co./Dept. - Co.
Phone #

Phone #
*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

g es - 419475 1 [ |

198! Marcus Avenue » Sulte Cil4 = Lake Success, NY 11042
516-328-2600  800-695-EASY www.djidis.com  Fax 516-328-2323



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Thursday, November 26, 2009 7:14 PM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW
Cc: Schlossberg, Mark - LAW
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson, . :

Please see the attached Rule 1l4a-8 Proposal.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc:

William Steiner



William Steiner

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Rule 14a-8 Proponent since the 1980s

Mr. Kevin W. Sharer

Chairman of the Board
Amgen Inc. (AMGN) _ ' N DEMEEKR 2L, 2009

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320

Dear Mr. Sharer,

I submit my attached Rule 14a-8 proposal in support of the long-term performance of our
company. My proposal is for the next annual shareholder meeting. I intend to meet Rule 14a-8
requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock value until after the date
of the respective shareholder meeting. My submitted format, with the shareholder-supplied
emphasis, is intended to be used for definitive proxy publication. This is my proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the company and to act on
my behalf regarding this Rule 14a-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming
shareholder meeting before, during and after the forthcoming shareholder meeting. Please direct
all future communications regarding mv rule 14a-8 oronosal to John Chevedden

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

to facilitate prompt and verifiable communications. Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

Your consideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of
the long-term performance of our company. Please acknowledge receipt of my proposal

promptly by email to *+% FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sincerely, ‘

w,(/ééz\ AW [ 0|17 10009
William Steiner Date

cc: David J. Scott

Corporate Secretary

T: 805 447-1000

F: 805 447-1010 (Law Department)

Mark Schlossberg <mschloss@amgen.com>
Associate General Counsel

T: 805-447-0820

F: 805-499-6751 :
Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>
Associate General Counsel

PH: (805) 447-4734



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, November 12, 2009, November 26, 2009]

3 [Number to be assigned by the company] ~ Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as may
be necessary to permit shareholders to act by the written consent of a majority of our shares
outstanding to the extent permitted by law.

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a mechanism shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle. Limitations on shareholders’ rights to
act by written consent are considered takeover defenses because they may impede the ability of a
bidder to succeed in completing a profitable transaction for us or in obtaining control of the board
that could result in a higher stock price. Although it is not necessarily anticipated that a bidder
will materialize, that very possibility presents a powerful incentive for improved management of
our company.

A study by Harvard professor Paul Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-
empowering governance features, including restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written
consent, are significantly correlated to a reduction in shareholder value,

The merit of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvement in our company’s 2009 reported corporate governance
status:

The Corporate Library www.thecorporatelibrary.com, an independent investnient research firm,
rated our company “D” with “High Governance Risk” and “Very High Concern” in Executive
Pay — $14 million for CEO Kevin Sharer. The Corporate Library said adjusting executive
incentives due to the conditions of the economy did not benefit shareholders and that executive
equity awards became vested without performance measures.

Our following directors served on 7 boards rated “D” or “F” by The Corporate Library:

Kevin Sharer, Chevron (CVX) and Northrop Grumman (NOC); Frank Herringer, Charles Schwab
(SCHW), Frank Biondi, Cablevision Systems (CVC) and Hasbro (HAS); Leonard Schaeffer,
Allergan (AGN) and Vance Coffman, Deere (DE). Vance Coffman was designated a “Flagged
(Problem) Director” by The Corporate Library due to his audit committee chairmanship at
Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMY) when Bristol-Myers settled a SEC suit alleging substantial
accounting fraud. Furthermore Vance Coffman was assigned to our audit and nomination
committees.

We had no shareholder right to cumulative voting, an independent chairman or a lead director.

Amgen was accused by New York and other states of illegal kickbacks to promote sales of its
anemia drug Aranesp. Meanwhile a study found certain patients who received Aranesp had about
twice the risk of stroke. The lawsuit also said that Amgen invited doctors to weekend retreats,
paid for their food and lodging and gave them extra payments as “advisers.”

The above concerns shows there is need for improvement. Please encourage our board to respond
positively to this proposal to enable shareholder action by written consent — Yes on 3. [Number to
be assigned by the company]




Notes:
William Steiner, *+ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ** sponsored this proposal.

The above format is requested for publication without re-editing, re-formatting or elimination of
text, including beginning and concluding text, unless prior agreement is reached. It is
respectfully requested that the finat definitive proxy formatting of this proposal be professionally
proofread before it is published to ensure that the integrity and readability of the original
submitted format is replicated in the proxy materials. Please advise in advance if the company
thinks there is any typographical question.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal. In the interest of clarity and to
avoid confusion the title of this and each other ballot item is requested to be consistent
throughout all the proxy materials. ‘

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added):
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies fo exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
* the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported;
* the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered; -
» the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
* the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please acknowledge this proposal promptly by email *+% FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: ‘Tuesday, December 01, 2009 10:33 AM

To: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW

Subject: November 26 and November 12 Amgen Stockholder Proposals
Attachments: Rule 14a-8.pdf

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

We are in receipt of a second Rule 14a-8 proposal submitted by Mr. William Steiner for inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2010
proxy statement. This notice is to inform you that Mr. Steiner's submission fails to meet certain procedural requirements
under Rule 14a-8 promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”), by the
Securities and Exchange Commission (*SEC”). Mr. Steiner has an opportunity to cure the deficiencies as described
below. :

Rule 14a-8(c) under the Exchange Act provides that each stockholder may submit no more than one proposal for a
particular stockholders’ meeting. Mr. Steiner submitted a proposal titled “Shareholder Action by Written Consent” on
November 12, 2009 (the “November 12 Proposal®) and submitted a second proposal titled “Shareholder Action by Written
Consent” on November 26, 2009 (the “November 26 Proposal®) in violation of this rule. There are differences in the
wording of the two proposals. In order to remedy this procedural defect, Mr. Steiner must revise the submission to include
only one proposal. If it is Mr. Steiner’s intention to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November 26 Proposal,
Mr. Steiner must inform the company that he is withdrawing the November 12 Proposal.

In addition, if Mr. Steiner’s intention is to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November 26 Proposal, Mr. Steiner
must establish eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8 at the time the November 26 Proposal was submitted. Mr.
Steiner provided a statement from DJF Discount Brokers dated November 18, 2008, which supported the November 12
proposal. However, Mr. Steiner has not provided an updated statement (i.e., dated on or after November 26, 2009)
establishing his eligibility to submit the November 26 Proposal. In order to submit a proposal, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires
the stockholder to have continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to
be voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits the proposal. Rule 14a-
8(b)(2) requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written statement from the “record” holder of the securities
(usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time the proposal was submitted, the stockholder continuously held the
shares for at least one year, or (2) a copy of a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form 5, or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, filed with the SEC reflecting ownership of the shares as of or before
the one-year eligibility period.

If Mr. Steiner wishes to withdraw the November 26 Proposal, no additional verification of Mr. Steiner's ownership of
Amgen securities is required.

This email constitutes the company’s notification to the stockholder proponent of the procedural deficiencies in the
submission pursuant to the requirements of Rule 14a-8(f). Due to the deficiencies outlined above, the company will
exclude one or both of the November 12 Proposal and the November 26 Proposal from the upcoming proxy statement
unless the deficiencies are cured and Mr. Steiner follows the procedures set forth in Rule 14a-8(f)(1). The response must
be postmarked or transmitted electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive this notice.
Accordingly, if no response curing the deficiencies is postmarked or transmitted electronically within 14 calendar days, or
the response does not actually cure the deficiencies, the company will exclude one or both of the November 12 Proposal
and the November 26 Proposal from the proxy materials. A copy of Rule 14a-8 has been inciuded with this letter for
further clarification. '

Although the proposals may not be included in the proxy statement unless the deficiencies are cured, we do appreciate
your interest in the company’s policies. Additionally, even if the procedural defects are cured, the company reserves the
right to exclude your proposals on other grounds specified in Rule 14a-8. We are always open to a conversation about
our practices and we welcome you to contact us if you have further inquiries. All such inquiries and any further responses
concerning this matter should be directed to the undersigned.



If you have any further inquiries or responses concerning this matter, please direct your correspondence to me. | can be
reached at the Company'’s principal offices at One Amgen Center Drive, MS 28-5-C, Thousand Oaks, California 91320-
1799 or via email at robinson@amgen.com.

Sincerely,
Andrea A. Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel

cc: Mf. William Steiner (via U.S. Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested)



Rule 14a-8. Shareholder proposals.

This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder's proposal in its proxy
statement and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual
or special meeting of shareholders. In summary, in order to have your shareholder proposal
included on a company’s proxy card, and included along with any supporting statement in
its proxy statement, you must be eligible and follow certain procedures, Under a few specific
circumstances, the company is permitted to exclude your proposal, but only after submitting
its reasons to the Commission. We structured this section in a question-and-answer format
so that it Is easier to understand. The references to “you” are to a shareholder seeking to
submit the proposal.

(a) Question 1: What is a praposal?

A shareholder proposal is your recommendation or requirement that the company and/or its
board of directors take action, which you intend to present at a meeting of the company's
shareholders. Your proposal should state as clearly as possible the course of action that you
believe the company should follow. If your proposal is placed on the company's proxy card,
the company must also provide in the form of proxy means for shareholders to specify by
boxes a choice between approval or disapproval, or abstention. Unless otherwise indicated,
the word “proposal” as used in this section refers both to your proposal, and to your
corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any). ’

(b) Question 2: Who is eligible to submit a proposal, and how do I demonstrate to
the company that I am eligible?

(1) In order to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to be voted on the
proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal. You must
continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting,

(2) If you are the registered holder of your securities, which means that your name appears
in the company's records as a shareholder, the company can verify your eligibility on its
own, although you will still have to provide the company with a written statement that you
intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of shareholders.
However, if like many shareholders you are not a registered holder, the company likely does
not know that you are a shareholder, or how many shares you own. In this case, at the time
you submit your proposal, you must prove your eligibility to the company in one of two
ways:

(i) The first way is to submit to the company a written statement from the “record” holder
of your securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time you submitted your
proposal, you continuously held the securities for at least one year, You must also Include
your own written statement that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the
date of the meeting of shareholders; or

(i) The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed a Schedule 13D,
Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and/or Form 5, or amendments to those documents or
updated forms, reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or before the date on which
the one-year eligibility period begins. If you have filed one of these documents with the
SEC, you may demanstrate your eligibility by submitting to the company:

(A) A copy of the schedule and/or form, and any subsequent amendments reporting a
change in your ownership level;



(B) Your written statement that you continuously held the required number of shares for the
one-year period as of the date of the statement; and ‘

(C) Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the shares through the
date of the company's annual or special meeting.

(c) Question 3: How many proposals may I submit?

Each shareholder may submit no more than one proposal to a company for a particular
shareholders' meeting.

(d) Question 4: How long can my proposal be?

The proposal, including any accompanying supporting statement, may not exceed 500
words,

(e) Question 5: What is the deadiine for submitting a proposal?

(1) If you are submitting your proposal for the company's annual meeting, you can in most
cases find the deadline in last year's proxy statement. However, If the company did not hold
an annual meeting last year, or has changed the date of its meeting for this year more than
30 days from last year’s meeting, you can usually find the deadline Iin one of the company’s
quarterly reports on Form 10-Q or 10-QSB, or in shareholder reports of investment
companies under Rule 30d~-1 under the Investment Company Act of 1940. In order to avoid
controversy, shareholders should submit thelr proposals by means, including electronic
means, that permit them to prove the date of delivery.

(2) The deadline is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for a
regularly scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company’s
principal executive offices not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the company’s
proxy statement released to shareholders in connection with the previous year's annual
meeting. However, If the company did not hold an annual meeting the previous year, or if
the date of this year's annual meeting has been changed by more than 30 days from the
date of the previous year's meeting, then the deadline is a reasonable time before the
company begins to print and mail its proxy materials.

(3) If you are submitting your proposal for a meeting of shareholders other than a regularly
scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the company begins to
print and mail its proxy rmaterials.

{f) Question 6: What if Ifail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural
requirements explained in answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

(1) The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the
problem, -and you have failed adeguately to correct it. Within 14 ‘calendar days of receiving
your proposal, the company must notify you In writing of any procedural or eligibility
deficiencies, as well as of the time frame for your response. Your response must be
postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no later than 14 days from the date you received
the company's notification, A company need not provide you such notice of a deficiency if
the deficiency cannot be remedied, such as if you fail to submit a proposal by the company’s
properly determined deadline, If the company intends to exclude the proposal, it will later
have to make a submission under Rule 14a-8 and provide you with a copy under Question
10 below, Rule 14a2-8(j).



(2) If you fail in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date of
the meeting of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to exclude all of your
proposals from its proxy materials for any meeting held in the following two calendar years.

{9) Question 7: Who has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that
my proposal can be excluded?

Except as otherwise noted, the burden is on the company to demonstrate that it is entitled
to exclude: a proposal.

(h) Question 8: Must I appear personally at the shareholders’' meeting to present
the proposal?

(1) Either you, or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the
proposal on your behalf, must attend the meeting to present the proposal. Whether you
attend the meeting yourself or send a qualified representative to the meeting in your place,
you should make sure that you, or your representative, follow the proper state law
procedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal.

(2) If the company holds its shareholder meeting in whole or in part via electronic media,
and the company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such
media, then you may appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the meeting
to appear'i’n person,

(3) If you or your gualified representatxve fail to appear and present the proposal, without
good cause, the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its proxy
materials for any meetings held in the followmg two calendar yeatrs,

" (i) Question 9: If I have complied with the procedural requrrements, on what

other hases may a company rely to exclude my proposal?

(1) Improper under state law: If the proposal Is not a proper subject for action by
shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company’s organization;

Note to paragraph (i}(1): Depending on the subject matter, some proposals are not
considered proper under state law If they would be binding on the company if approved by
shareholders, In our experience, most proposals that are cast as recommendations or
requests that the board of directors take specified action are proper under state law.
Accordingly, we will assume that a proposal drafted as a recommendation or suggestion is
proper unless the company demonstrates otherwise.

(2) Violation of law: If the proposal would, If implemented, cause the company to violate
any state, federal, or foreign law to which it’is subject;

Note to paragraph (i)(2): We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion of a
proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law If compliance with the foreign law
would result in a violation-of any state or federal law,

(3) Violation of proxy rules: If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any-of the
Commission's proxy rules, including Rule 14a-9, which prohibits materially false or
misleading statements In proxy soliciting materials,

(4) Personal grievance; special interest: If the proposal relates to the redress of a personal
claim or grlevance 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;

(5) Relevance: If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than 5 percent of
the company’s total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less than 5
percent of its net earnings and gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is not
otherwise significantly related to the company's business;

(6) Absence of power/authority: If the company would lack the power or authority to
implement the proposal;

(7) Management functions: If the proposal deals with a matter relating to the company's
ordinary business operations;

(8) Relates to election: If the proposal relates to an election for membership on the
company's board of directors or analogous governing body;

(9) Conflicts with company's proposal; If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the
company's own proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting;

Note to paragraph (i)(9): A company's submission to the Commission under this section
should specify the points of confilct with the company's proposal.

(10) Substantially implemented: If the company has already substantially implemented the

- proposal;

(11) Duplication: If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously
submitted to the company by another proponent that will be included in the company's
proxy materials for the same meeting;

(12) Resubmissions: If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter as
another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the company's
proxy materials within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may exclude it from its
proxy materials for any meeting held within 3 calendar years of the last time it was included
if the proposal received:

(i) Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar years;

(ii) Less than 6% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed twice
previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; or

(iii) Less than 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed three
times or more previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

(13) Specific amount of dividends: If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or
stock dividends.

{j) Question 10: What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude
my proposal?

(1) If the company intends to exclude a proposal from its proxy materials, it must file'its
reasons with the Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it files its definitive
proxy statement and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must simultaneously
provide you with a copy of its submission. The Commission staff may permit the company to
make its submission later than 80 days before the company files its definitive proxy
statement and form of proxy, if the company demonstrates good cause for missing the



deadline.
(2) The company must file six paper copies of the following:
(i) The proposal; '

{ii} An explanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the propbsal, which
should, if possible, refer to the most recent applicable authority, such as prior Division
letters issued under the rule; and

{iii) A supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of state or
foreign law,

(k) Questioni 11: May I submit my own statement to the Commission responding to
the company's arguments?

Yes, you may submit a response, but it is hot required. You should try to submit any
response to us, with a copy to the company, as soon as possible after the company makes
its submission. This way, the Commission staff will have time to consider fully your,
submission before It Issues its response. You should submit six paper coples of your
response. .

(1) Question 12: If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy
materials, what information about me must it include along with the proposal
itself?

(1) The company's proxy statement must Include your name and address, as well as the
number of the company's voting securities that you hold. However, instead of providing that
information, the company may instead include a statement that it will provide the
information to shareholders promptly upon recelving an oral or written request.

(2) The company is not responsible for the contents of your propesal or supporting
statement.

{m) Question 13: What can I do if the company includes in its proxy statement
reasons why it believes shareholders should not vote in faver of my proposal, and
I disagree with some of its statements?

(1) The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes
shareholders should vote against your proposal. The company is allowed to make
arguments reflecting its own point of view, just as you may express your own point of view
in your proposal's supperting statement,

(2) However, If you believe that the company's opposition to your proposal contains
materially false or misleading statements that may violate our anti-fraud rule, Rule 14a-8,
you should promptly send to the Commission staff and the company a letter explaining the
reasons for your view, along with a copy of the company's statements opposing your
proposal. To the extent possible, your letter:should inciude specific factual information
demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company's claims. Time permitting, you may wish to
try to work out your differences with the company by yourself before contacting the
Commission staff, ’

(3) We require the company to send you a copy of its statements opposing your proposal
before it mails its proxy materials, so that you may bring to our atténtion any materlally
false or misleading statements, under the following timeframes:



(i) If our no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or
supporting statement as a condition to requiring the company to include it in Its proxy
materials, then the company must provide you with a copy-of its apposition statements no
later than 5 calendar days after the company receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

(i) In ali other cases, the company must provide you with a copy of its opposition
statements no later than 30 calendar days before its files definitive copies of its proxy
statement and form of proxy under Rule 14a-6,



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Date: December 1, 2009 9:31:00 PM PST

To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Cc: "Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW" <gghio@amgen.com>
Subject: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson, 7

The November 26, 2009 text is the one proposal intended for rule 14a-8 publication.
Please advise on December 2, 2009 if there are now any rule 14a-8 open items.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: " Friday, December 04, 2009 1:48 PM

To: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW

Subject: RE: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

In my December 1, 2009 email to you, it was noted:

“In addition, if Mr. Steiner's intention is to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November 26 Proposal, Mr. Steiner
must establish eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8 at the time the November 26 Proposal was submitted. Mr.
Steiner provided a statement from DJF Discount Brokers dated November 18, 2009, which supported the November 12
proposal. However, Mr. Steiner has not provided an updated statement (i.e., dated on or after November 26, 2009)
establishing his eligibility to submit the November 26 Proposal. In order to submit a proposal, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires
the stockholder to have continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to
be voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits the proposal. Rule 14a-
8(b)(2) requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written statement from the “record” holder of the securities
(usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time the proposal was submitted, the stockholder continuously held the
shares for at least one year, or (2) a copy of a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form 5, or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, filed with the SEC reflecting ownership of the shares as of or before
the one-year eligibility period.”

Therefore, we respectfully request that, if Mr. Steiner would like to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November
26 Proposal, Mr. Steiner provide an updated establishing his eligibility to submit the November 26 Proposal. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



From: ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 3:16 PM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Cc: shareholderproposals@sec.gov

Subject: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Ms. Andrea Robinson
Associate General Counsel
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320
(805) 447-4734

Dear Ms. Robinson,

The company December 4, 2009 request is not logical in requesting two identical broker letters
(except for the signature dates on the letters). The rule 14a-8 text submitted on November 26, 2009
contained no retraction of Mr. William Steiner’s recent written commitment of:

“I intend to meet Rule 14a-8 requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock
value until after the date of the respective [2010] shareholder meeting.” Please let me know on
December 7, 2009 whether there is or is not any further clarification or requirement in the view of
the company.

Sincerely,
John Chevedden

cc:
Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission

William Steiner



From: *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2009 11: 37 AM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Subject: Re William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

We are forwarding this attached second broker letter as a totally unnecessary accommodation to the
company. Please advise Monday whether there are now any rule 14a-8 open items.

John Chevedden

cc:

William Steiner

Ms. Andrea Robinson
Associate General Counsel
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)
One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320
(805) 447-4734

Dear Ms. Robinson,

The company December 4, 2009 request is not logical in requesting two identical broker letters
(except for the signature dates on the letters). The rule 14a-8 text submitted on November 26, 2009
contained no retraction of Mr. William Steiner’s recent written commitment of:

“I intend to meet Rule 14a-8 requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock
value until after the date of the respective [2010] shareholder meeting.” Please let me know on
December 7, 2009 whether there is or is not any further clarification or requirement in the view of
the company.

Sincerely,
John Chevedden

cc:
Office of Chief Counsel



Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission

William Steiner
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DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date:_j ! ﬁL‘— 200%

To whom it may concemn:

As introducing broker for the account of /A/ v/, / 1aw f Etrper—
account ntitberMA & OMB Memorandum M-07Higld“with National Financial Services Corp.
as custodian, DIF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

ravm is and has been the beneficial ownerof _ 30 €
shares of i _Inc . ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security ﬁ'om at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

Sincerely,

ik (st

Mark Filiberto,
President
DJF Discount Brokers

1981 Marcus Avenue » Suite Cil4 » Lake Success. NY 11042
516-328-2600  800-695-EASY www.djfdis.com  Fax 516-328-2323



From: ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Sent: Friday, December 11, 2009 11:40 AM

To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Subject: Re: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

The November 26, 2009 text is the only text intended for the definitive proxy. Please advise on
Monday whether there are now any rule 14a-8 open items.

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



JOHN CHEVEDDEN

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

January 19, 2011

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

Washington, DC 20549

# 2 Rule 14a-8 Proposal
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)
Writtem Consent
William Steiner

Ladies and Gentlemen:
This further responds to the January 10, 2011 request to avoid this rule 14a-8 proposal.

The company is in violation of rule 14a-8 if it wishes to avoid this proposal on the procedural
issue of “characteristics” of a broker letter. The company failed to properly notify the proponent
of any procedural issue within the 14-days of the submittal of the original of this proposal on
September 24, 2010 which was accompanied by the broker letter. According to the company
exhibits the company did not even acknowledge the September 24, 2010 rule 14a-8 proposal
within 14-days of its submittal.

Having remained silent the company now demands relief after nearly 4-months. The company is
asking for the equivalent of a proponent submitting a rule 14a-8 proposal 4-months late and
expecting its inclusion in the proxy to be upheld.

Rule 14a-8 states (emphasis added):
f. Question 6: What if | fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements
explained in answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the
problem, and you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of
receiving your proposal, the company must notify you in writing of any procedural
or eligibility deficiencies, as well as of the time frame for your response.

The broker letter was prepared under the supervision of Mark Filiberto who signed the letter.
Attached is a confirming letter from Mark Filiberto, President, DJF Discount Brokers from
September 1992 untit November 15, 2010. Mark Filiberto reviewed and approved the 2011
broker letters that have his signature for Amgen and for other companies.

The company did not claim that there is any “characteristic” issue with the 2011 broker letter
(attached) as compared to the 2010 broker letter (attached).



The company refers to the Apache case which stated, “This ruling is narrow. This court does not
rule on what Chevedden had to submit to comply with rule 14a-8(b)(2).” That was another way
of saying that issuers should not cite this decision in no-action requests to the SEC.

This is to request that the Securities and Exchange Commission allow the revised resolution to
stand and be voted upon in the 2011 proxy.

Sincerely,

ohn Chevedden

cc: William Steiner
Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>



R&R Planning Group LTD
1981 Marcus Avenue, Suite Cll1l4
lL.ake Success, NY 11042

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

Washington, DC 20549

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Each of the DJF Discount Brokers letters for Mr. William Steiner’s 2011 rule
14a-8 proposals were prepared under my supervision and signature. I reviewed
each letter and confirmed each was accurate before authorizing Mr. Steiner or
his representative to use each letter.

Sincerely,

WM Qc?‘éé/é'mfo Taem 12 20//

Mark Filiberto
President, DJF Discount Brokers from September 1992 until November 15,
2010

. Mark Filiberto
R&R Planning Group LTD



DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date; }! ﬂL‘- 2"006

To whom it may con¢ern:

As introducing broker for the account of [2{ ] / / 18w J}f-f/n//‘ .

account nurb&MA & OMB Memorandum M-07 hield-with National Financial Services Corp.
as custodlan, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

avn is and has been the beneficial ownerof 30 ¢
shares ot‘ L nec. ; having held at teast two thousand dollars
worth of the abov& mentioned security since the following date: o4, also having

held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year priot to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

Sincerely,

Mark Filiberto,
President
DJF Discount Brokers

198) Marcus Avenue » Sulte Cit4 » Lake Success, NY 11042
5(6-328-2600  B00-695-EASY www.djfdiscom  Fax516-328.2323



DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date; 2.9 %QZ JOI0

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the accountof __ {4/ ) \ i Lem Sé‘k’lﬂ c
account numbaEMA & OMB Memorandum M-07; feld with National Financial Services Coge (-0
as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

[i2:]]iam St€esmner  is and has been the beneficial owner of 110 O
sharesof fAmbiEn) N L ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: 7 |& l o4 , also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

L3

y

s

anoexely,

U4k Nl lic Jy

Mark Filiberto,
President

DJF Discount Brokers

1981 Marcus Avenue o Suoite ClI4 o Lake Suecess. NY 11042
516-328-2600  800-695-EASY www.djfdis.com  Fax 516 328-2323



Case 4:10-cv-00076 Document 21 Filed in TXSD on 03/10/10 Page 2 0f 30

records. Apache’s records do not identify the beneficial owners of the shares held m the name of
Cede & Co. Chevedden argues that Rule 14a-8(b)(2) was satisfied by a letter from RTS, his
“introducing broker.” Id. Apache argues that Rule 14a-8(b)(2) required Chevedden to prove his
stock ownership by obtaining a confirming letter from the DTC or by becoming a registered owner
of the shares. Apache has moved for a declaratory judgment that it may exclude Chevedden’s
shareholder proposal from the proxy materials because he failed to do either. (Docket Eniry No. 1 1).
Chevedden has responded and asked for a declaratory judgment that his proposal met the Rule 14a-
8(b)(2) requirements. (Docket Entry No. 17).! Apache has replied. (Docket Entry No. 18).
Based on the motion, response, and reply; the record; and the applicable law, this court

granis Apache’s motion for declaratory judgment and denies Chevedden’s motion. The ruling is

narrow. This court does notzule on what Cheveddenhad to submit to comply with Rule 14a-8(b)(2).

The only ruling is that what Chevedden did submit within the deadline set under that rule did not
meet its requiremeqts.

The reasons for this ruling are explained below.
L Background

A, Proof of Securities Ownership

Tt has been decades since publicly traded companies printed separate certificates for each
share, sold them separately to the individual investors, kept track of subsequent sales of the shares,
and maintained comprehensive lists identifying the shareholders, the number of the shares they held,
and the duration of their ownership. Nor are securities certificates any longer traded directly by

brokers on exchanges, with the shares recorded in the brokers’ “street name” in a company’s

1At a hearing held on February 11, Chevedden objected to this court exercising personal jurisdiction over him. {Docket
Entry No. 10). Apache filed a brief on that issue. {Docket Entry No. 12). In his brief on the merits, however,
Chevedden stated that he is no longer challenging personal jurisdiction. (Docket Entry No. 17).

: 2



JOHN CHEVEDDEN

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

January 17, 2011

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

‘Washington, DC 20549

# 1 Rule 14a-8 Proposal
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)
Written Consent

- William Steiner

Ladies and Gentlemen:
This further responds to the January 10, 2011 request to avoid this rule 14a-8 proposal.

Rule 14a-8 has two key requirements, first:

“In order to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least $2,000 in
market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the
meeting for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal. You must continue to hold
those securities through the date of the meeting.”

And second:
“Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the shares through the date of

the company's annual or special meeting.”

The company argument is addressed to a scenario where a proponent withdraws his original
proposal and then submits a revision of it during the following month,

It does not make sense to impose a revision penalty on a rule 14a-8 proposal continuously before
the company. A revision can prov1de more updated information for shareholders to consider in
voting at the annual meeting. A revision can also provide corrections or modifications which can
then result in avoiding the no action process altogether and save the company the effort of the no
action process. There is no good reason to discourage revisions.

With the use of revisions companies have the benefit of advance notice of rule 14a-8 proposals.
It is inconsistent for companies to ask for a penalty in return for a benefit received.

On the other hand companies make frequent use of even untimely revisions in submitting
management opposition statements to proponents. Companies even receive automatic waivers
for their late revisions in regard to the rule 14a-8 requirement to give proponents 30-days
advance notice of management opposition statements.

Revisions, or the root of the word revision, is mentioned 50-times in Rule 14a-8 and the
associated Staff Legal Bulletins 14 through 14E. Yet there is not one notation that a revision
triggers a requirement for a second broker letter.



This is to request that the Securities and Exchange Commission allow the revised resolution to
stand and be voted upon in the 2011 proxy.

Sincerely,

ohn Chevedden

cc: William Steiner
Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, September 24, 2010, November 23, 2010 Revision]
3* — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as
may be necessary to permit written consent by shareholders entitled to cast the minimum number
of votes that would be necessary to authorize the action at a meeting at which all shareholders
entitled to vote thereon were present and voting (to the fullest extent permitted by law).

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a means shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle. A study by Harvard professor Paul
Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-empowering governance features, including
restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written consent, are significantly related to reduced
shareholder value.

We gave 63%-support to this proposal topic at our 2010 annual meeting.

The merit of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvement in our company’s reported corporate governance and
management status: ’

The Corporate Library www.thecorporatelibrary.com, an independent investment research firm,
rated our company “D” with “High Governance Risk™ and “High Concern” in Executive Pay —
$15 million for CEO Kevin Sharer. Discretion was used in determining 2009 cash incentives for
our named executive officers (NEO). NEO equity grants were sized to approach the 75th
percentile of Peer Group values.

There was a low CEO ownership guideline of 5-times base salary (instead of 10-times),
executive perks such as personal corporate jet use, free financial planning and the potential of
large golden-parachutes.

Six directors had long-tenures of 11 to 23-years, three of whom were age 71 to 74. As tenure
increases independence declines. These long-tenure directors held 8 of 20 seats on our most
important board committees. Rebecca Henderson, a relatively new director, was already
attracting more negative votes than most of our directors and did not own stock after one-year.

Our Audit Committee Chair Frank Biondi served on four boards and Mr. Sharer served on three
boards — overextension concerns. Finally, our board did not have an independent Lead Director.

M. Sharer allowed no questions at our 2010 annual meeting when the election of directors and
auditors were introduced for voting. Mr, Sharer boasted that he held 85% of proxies and would
not even allow our audit firm to answer a question.

Amgen was accused by New York and other states of illegal kickbacks to promote sales of its
anemia drug Aranesp. Meanwhile a study found certain patients who received Aranesp had about
twice the risk of stroke. The lawsuit also said that Amgen invited doctors to weekend retreats,
paid for their food and lodging and gave them extra payments as “advisers.” Amgen revenue fell
as Aranesp and Epogen dropped for the fourth straight year after being linked to heart attacks.

Please encourage our board to respond positively to this proposal to help improve our company’s
governance and performance: Shareholder Action by Written Consent — Yes on 3.*
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Washington, D.C. 20549

Re:  Amgen Inc. — Notice of Intent to Omit Stockholder Proposal from Proxy
Materials Pursuant to Rule 14a-8 Promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934, as Amended, and Request for No-Action Ruling

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Amgen Inc., a Delaware corporation (the “Company™), is filing this letter under
Rule 14a-8(j) under the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”),
to notify the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission”) of the Company’s
intention to exclude a stockholder proposal from the proxy materials for the Company’s 2011
Annual Meeting of Stockholders (the “2011 Proxy Materials™). Mr. William Steiner (the
“Proponent”), naming John Chevedden as his designated representative, submitted a stockholder
proposal on September 24, 2010 (the “Proposal”). Subsequently, the Proponent submitted a new
proposal on November 23, 2010 (the “New Proposal™). A copy of the Proponent’s letter, the
Proposal and the New Proposal, as well as related correspondence from and to Mr. Chevedden
and the Proponent, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

The Company respectfully requests that the Commission’s Division of Corporation
Finance staff (the “Staff”’) not recommend that enforcement action be taken by the Commission
against the Company if the Company excludes the Proposal and the New Proposal from its
2011 Proxy Materials for the reasons set forth in detail below.

Pursuant to Staff Legal Bulletin 14D (November 7, 2008), the Company is transmitting
this letter by electronic mail to the Staff at shareholderproposals@sec.gov. The Company is also
sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Chevedden at the e-mail address he has provided and to Mr.
Steiner at the address provided. Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j), this letter is being submitted not less
than 80 days before the Company intends to file its definitive 2011 Proxy Materials with the
Commission.
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L. BACKGROUND

On September 24, 2010, the Company received the Proposal. The Proponent included a
broker letter with the Proposal dated September 24, 2010 from DJF Discount Brokers (the “DJF
Letter”) and instructed that all future communications be directed to Mr. John Chevedden. As
described below, the Company believes the DJF Letter is of questionable veracity and, as such,
contains incurable defects.

On November 23, 2010, the Proponent submitted the New Proposal. The New Proposal
was not accompanied by documentation establishing that the Proponent had met the eligibility
requirements of Rule 14a-8(b)(1) as of the date the New Proposal was submitted. The Company
sent a deficiency letter to Mr. Chevedden on December 2, 2010 (the “Deficiency Letter”)
requesting a written statement from the record owner of the Proponent’s shares verifying that the
Proponent beneficially owned the requisite number of shares of the Company continuously for at
least one year prior to the date of submission of the New Proposal. The Deficiency Letter
advised the Proponent that such written statement must be submitted to the Company no later
than 14 calendar days from the date the Deficiency Letter was received. Mr. Chevedden has
failed to provide a broker letter establishing the Proponent’s ownership as of the submission of
the New Proposal and the 14 day period has long since expired.

IL. GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION

A. Rule 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f) — The Proponent has Failed to Provide
Verification of Ownership of Company Shares as of the Submission Date

The Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(b)(2) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the
Proponent has not submitted a sufficient written statement verifying that he has held the requisite
level of the Company’s securities for at least one year as of the date he submitted the New
Proposal.

1. The Relevant Submission Date is the Date of the New Proposal

Staff Legal Bulletin 14 unequivocally states that “if a company has received a timely
proposal and the shareholder makes revisions to the proposal before the company submits its no-
action request” then the company “may accept the shareholder’s revisions.” SLB 14, Section
E.2. (emphasis in original). By the Proponent’s own admission in correspondence and by the
handwritten words “November 23, 2010 Revision” across the New Proposal, the New Proposal
constitutes a revision of the Proposal. In accordance with Staff Legal Bulletin 14, the Company
could have chosen to disregard the New Proposal, but decided not to do so. As such, this Section
I1.A. focuses only on the legitimacy of the New Proposal.

Staff Legal Bulletin 14 contemplates the possibility that changes to an original proposal
are such that “the revised proposal is actually a different proposal from the original.” SLB 14,
Section E.2. In establishing the scope of the proposal to which changes can be made, Rule 14a-
8(a) is instructive: “the word ‘proposal’ as used in this section refers both to your proposal, and
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to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any)” (emphasis added). As
such, the resolution and supporting statement must be considered as a whole to determine
whether the Proponent’s changes to the Proposal are such that the New Proposal is actually a
different proposal from the original.

The supporting statement included in the New Proposal contains material changes to the
supporting statement included in the Proposal, significantly increasing the length and materially
changing the substance. The supporting statement to the Proposal was generic, without
specificity as to the Company, except for the sentence referring to the Company stockholders’
vote on the same stockholder action by written consent proposal submitted for the Company’s
2010 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. In contrast, the supporting statement included in the New
Proposal includes the following new, specific references to the Company in support of the
Proponent’s resolution:

the Corporate Library’s governance rating for the Company;
e concerns regarding CEO benefits and stock ownership guidelines;
e the tenure and age of the Company’s directors;

e the membership of the Company’s Audit Committee Chair and Mr. Kevin Sharer, the
Company’s Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer, on other boards of
directors;

e allegations as to the conduct of Mr. Sharer at the Company’s 2010 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders; and

e the accusations of improper conduct related to the sales of Aranesp®, a product
manufactured and sold by the Company.

We submit that these changes from the Proposal to the New Proposal are so material that
the New Proposal should be deemed to be a different proposal than the original and, therefore,
the relevant submission date is the date of the New Proposal.

2. The Proponent has failed to submit proof of ownership as of
November 23, 2010, the date he submitted the New Proposal

Rule 14a-8(b)(1) mandates that in order to be eligible to submit a proposal, a stockholder
“must have continuously held at least $2,000, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be
voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date [the stockholder submits]
the proposal” (emphasis added). Rule 14a-8(b) outlines the method by which a stockholder that
is not a registered holder of the company’s shares can validate his or her requisite holdings for
the requisite period. The Proponent has failed to submit proof of ownership as of the date he
submitted the New Proposal in accordance with Rule 14a-8(b).
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Mr. Chevedden, on behalf of the Proponent, has attempted to rely on the DJF Letter dated
September 24, 2010, together with the representation on that date that the Proponent intends to
hold such shares through the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of Stockholders, to verify the
Proponent’s holdings as of the November 23, 2010 submission date of the New Proposal. The
Proponent’s September 24, 2010 statement that he intended to continue to hold his shares
through the date of the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of Stockholders is not sufficient to
demonstrate he has held $2,000 or 1% of the Company’s shares for one year as of the date he
submitted the New Proposal. A stockholder’s statement of intention to continue to hold his
shares until the stockholders’ meeting is an additional requirement, found in Rule 14a-
8(b)(2)(ii)(C), that is separate from the requirement in Rule 14a-8(b) to prove his share
ownership as of the date he submitted his proposal. As Section C.l.d. of Staff Legal Bulletin No.
14 makes clear, a proponent must include his separate statement of intention to continue to hold
his shares after the submission of his proposal “regardless of the method the shareholder uses to
prove that he or she continuously owned the securities for a period of one year as of the time the
shareholder submits the proposal.”

Moreover, in meeting his burden to prove his share ownership as of the date he submitted
his proposal, Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14 requires precision in the Proponent’s proof with respect
to the dates involved—Section C.l.c.(3). reads as follows:

“(3) If a shareholder submits his or her proposal to the company on June 1, does a
statement from the record holder verifying that the shareholder owned the
securities continuously for one year as of May 30 of the same year demonstrate
sufficiently continuous ownership of the securities as of the time he or she submitted
the proposal?

“No. A shareholder must submit proof from the record holder that the shareholder
continuously owned the securities for a period of one year as of the time the shareholder
submits the proposal.”

Therefore, it follows that a broker letter dated September 24, 2010 is insufficient to verify
that the Proponent continuously owned the Company’s securities for a period of one year as of
November 23, 2010. The gap in time between submission of the Proposal with the DJF Letter on
September 24, 2010 and the submission of the New Proposal on November 23, 2010, without
any proof of ownership, cannot be closed without affirmative verification of the Proponent’s
share ownership as of the submission date of the New Proposal. Neither Mr. Chevedden nor the
Proponent has ever provided any evidence of the Proponent’s required share ownership as of the
November 23,2010 submission date of the New Proposal.

B. Rule 14a-8(b) and 14a-8(f) — The Proponent has Failed to Provide Su’fficient
Documentary Support From the Record Holder of the Company’s Shares

Even if the Staff disagrees that the relevant submission date is November 23, 2010, the
Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(b)(2) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Proponent



U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
Division of Corporation Finance

January 10, 2011

Page 5

LATHAM&WATKINSue

has not submitted a sufficient written statement verifying that he has held the requisite level of
the Company’s securities for at least one year as of the date the Proposal was submitted. The
Proponent carries the burden of proving that he has satisfied the ownership requirements of
Rule 14a-8(b)(1). SLB 14, Section C.1.c. (... the shareholder is responsible for proving his or
her eligibility to submit a proposal to the company.”). To carry this burden pursuant to Rule
14a-8(b)(2), the Staff requires the stockholder to submit an “affirmative written statement” that
“specifically verifies” that the stockholder owned the securities. SLB 14, Section C.1.c.2.

For the following reasons, the Company believes that, for purposes of Rule 14a-8(b), the
DJF Letter does not constitute an affirmative written statement from the record holder of the
Company’s shares that specifically verifies the Proponent’s ownership:

o The entity that issued the original form of ownership certificate—DJF Discount
Brokers—no longer exists as an independent brokerage. As previously reported in
press releases,' Muriel Siebert & Co. acquired the retail brokerage accounts of DJF
Discount Brokers on October 13, 2010 — between the September 24, 2010 date of the
DJF Letter and the November 23, 2010 date of the New Proposal. As such, not only
is the Company unable to validate the contents of the DJF Letter, but the Proponent
has refused to provide evidence of ownership eligibility as of the date of the New
Proposal, subsequent to the acquisition of DJF Discount Brokers’ retail brokerage
accounts.

o A careful inspection of the DJF Letter additionally reveals characteristics which has
caused the Company to further question its veracity. In particular, the DJF Letter, as
submitted, is a preprinted form that included handwritten changes that were not
initialed by the signatory (i.e., the typed word “Corp” had been stricken by hand and
the letters “LLC” were inserted by hand), thus leaving the Company without an
indication of whether DJF Discount Brokers, the Proponent or Mr. Chevedden
himself made the handwritten change.

e The handwriting used to populate the blanks included in the form is not consistent
throughout the DJF Letter. 'The handwriting used to insert numeral “24” in the date is
not consistent with the numerals written in the remainder of the document.
Specifically, the “2” does not match the handwriting used to write “2010” in the date
line and the “4” does not match the handwriting used to write “7/9/04” in the last
blank. Moreover, it is noted that the “24” and “Sept” inserted in the DJF Letter
matches the handwriting of Mr. Chevedden, the Proponent’s appointed representative.
The inconsistent handwriting suggests that Mr. Chevedden took a pre-signed, blank
“form” letter provided by DJF Discount Brokers at some unspecified date in the past
and filled in the relevant information before submitting the Proposal to the Company.

! See, e.g., http://www.thestreet.com/story/10887554/muriel-siebert-amp-co-inc-acquires-retail-accounts-of-djf-
discount-brokerage-a-division-of-rampr-planning-group-ltd.html. Although the cited press release refers to the
acquisition of the retail brokerage accounts of “DJF Discount Brokerage,” the Company has reason to believe the
reference is to the same DJF Discount Brokers that supplied the DJF Letter, as both DJF Discount Brokerage (in the
press release) and DJF Discount Brokers (on its letterhead) are referred to as Lake Success, NY-based businesses.
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¢ Recent proposals submitted by stockholders naming Mr. Chevedden as their
designated representative demonstrate a similar pattern of using form letters from
DJF Discount Brokers containing inconsistent handwriting. See, e.g., Bristol-Myers
Squibb Company (December 30, 2010), American Express (December 17, 2010),
Verizon Communications, Inc. (December 17, 2010). These precedent broker letters
are attached hereto as Exhibit B for reference.

e Mr. Mark Filiberto’s signature on the DJF Letter renders it unreliable because the
DJF Letter was not submitted by a person independent from the Proponent.
Rule 14a-8(b), before it was rewritten in a more “plain English” format, required that
the proof of share ownership be submitted by a record owner or “an independent third
party.” See Rule 14a-8(b) (1997). The Commission’s 1998 amendments to Rule 14a-
8 were not intended to change this part of Rule 14a-8. See Securities Exchange Act
Release No. 40018, n.13 (May 21, 1998) (“Unless specifically indicated otherwise,
none of these revisions [to recast Rule 14a-8 into a more plain English format] are
intended to signal a change in our current interpretations.”). Mr. Filiberto submitted a
stockholder proposal to the Company for the Company’s 2009 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders in his own name and appointed Mr. Chevedden as his representative,
and thus is not independent from Mr. Chevedden. Finally, in addition to the fact that
the Proponent supplied a pre-typed and apparently pre-signed, fill-in-the-blank form
as proof of ownership, the presence of handwriting belonging to Mr. Chevedden, who
is clearly not independent from the Proponent as his designated representative,
renders the DJF Letter unreliable as proof of the Proponent’s ownership.

Considering these factors as a whole, the Proponent’s submission of the DJF Letter does
not satisfy the Proponent’s burden to submit an affirmative statement specifically verifying the
Proponent’s ownership of the Company’s shares as required by Rule 14a-8(b)(2). The question
of a baseline standard for valid broker letters was recently addressed by Judge Lee H. Rosenthal
of the United States District Court, Southern District of Texas. In Apache v. Chevedden, Judge
Rosenthal noted that an expansive reading of what qualifies as a valid broker letter under
Rule 14a-8(b)(2) would “require companies to accept any letter purporting to come from an
introducing broker, that names a DTC participating member with a position in the company,
regardless of whether the broker was registered or the letter raised questions.” Apache, 696 F.
Supp. 2d 723, 740 (emphasis in original). Judge Rosenthal went on to state that such
interpretation would require a stockholder “to obtain a letter from a self-described ‘introducing
broker,” even if . . . there are valid reasons to believe the letter is unreliable as evidence of the
shareholder’s eligibility.” Id.

In this instance, when considered together with the letters received by several other
companies during the same timeframe (see Exhibit B), no reasonable jury could conclude that
the DJF Letter constitutes reliable evidence of the Proponent’s eligibility. Accordingly, the
Proponent has not specifically verified that he has held the requisite level of the Company’s
securities for at least one year as of the date the Proposal was submitted.
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C. Rule 14a-8(b)(1) and 14a-8(f)(2) — The Proponent has Failed to Hold the
Company’s Securities Through the Date of the Company’s Annual Meeting
of Stockholders

The Proposal may be excluded under Rule 14a-8(b)(1) and Rule 14a-8(f)(2) because the
Proponent has failed to hold at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the Company’s securities

entitled to be voted on the Proposal through the date of the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders.

The Commission has long emphasized that stockholder proposals should not be used “to
achieve personal ends which are not necessarily in the common interest of the issuers’
securityholders generally.” Exchange Act Release No. 34-4385 (November 5, 1984). In 1976,
the Commission began to require that the proponent of a stockholder proposal “own a voting
security at the time he submits his proposal and he must continue to own that security through
the date on which the meeting is held.” Exchange Act Release No. 34-12999 (November 22,
1976). At this time, the Commission also provided for a two-year exclusion “penalty” for
violation of the holding requirement, noting that, “[t]he purpose of this latter provision is to
assure that the proponent will maintain an investment interest in the issuer through the meeting
date.” Id. At present, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires a stockholder to continuously hold “at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at
the meeting for at least one year by the date [the stockholder] submit[s] the proposal. [The
stockholder] must continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting.”

The Company has concluded that the Proponent has failed to hold at least $2,000 in
market value, or 1%, of the Company’s securities entitled to vote on the Proposal through the
date of the Company’s 2011 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. On November 23, 2010, the
Proponent submitted the New Proposal. The Company requested that the Proponent demonstrate
his continued ownership of the requisite level of Company securities in support of the New
Proposal on multiple occasions, as evidenced by the correspondence attached hereto as
Exhibit A, but the Proponent has failed to respond with any such evidence.

The Proponent’s inability or unwillingness to provide an updated broker letter in support
of the New Proposal led the Company to conclude that the Proponent has failed to continue to
hold the requisite amount of Company securities, particularly in light of the Company’s previous
interaction with the Proponent, and renders the Proponent ineligible to include the Proposal or
the New Proposal in the 2011 Proxy Materials. In 2009, the Proponent submitted a proposal
with ownership verification on November 18, 2009 and a new proposal without ownership
verification on November 26, 2009. In response to the new proposal, the Company responded
with a message substantially similar to that sent to the Proponent in response to the New
Proposal. However, in response to the Company’s correspondence in 2009, the Proponent
provided an updated broker letter on December 11, 2009. Correspondence from 2009 is attached
hereto as Exhibit C. As a result of the questionable veracity of the DJF Letter as described above
and the Proponent’s refusal to provide a broker letter in November or December 2010, the
Proponent has failed to demonstrate that he continues to hold at least $2,000 in market value, or
1%, of the Company’s shares.
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As described above, stock ownership has been viewed as a guard against the potential
abuses of Rule 14a-8 throughout the evolution of the rule. Without ownership and holding
requirements, and the ability to verify such requirements with a degree of certainty, proponents
are free to promote their self-motivated agenda without regard for any “economic stake or
investment interest in the corporation.” Certainly a rule without enforcement eviscerates the
purpose of the rule. This is especially true in the current instance where the Company has
described in detail “valid reasons to believe the letter is unreliable as evidence of the
sharcholder’s eligibility.”

III. CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing analysis, the Company hereby respectfully requests that the
Staff confirm that it will not recommend enforcement action if the Proposal and the New
Proposal are excluded from the Company’s 2011 Proxy Materials. We would be happy to
provide any additional information and answer any questions that the Staff may have regarding
this submission.

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me
at (714) 540-1235 or by electronic mail at charles.ruck@lw.com. Please acknowledge receipt of
this letter by return electronic mail. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

C U

Charles K. Ruck
of Latham & Watkins LLP

cc: John Chevedden
William Steiner
Andrea Robinson, Amgen Inc.



EXHIBIT A

(attached)



William Steiner

***  FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Mr. Kevin W, Sharer
Chairman of the Board
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)

1 Amgen Center Dr
Thousand Qaks CA 91320

Dear Mr, Sharer,

I submit my attached Rule 14a-8 proposal in support of the long-term performance of our
company. My proposal is for the next annval shareholder meeting. I intend to mest Rule 14a-8
requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock value until after the date
of the respective shareholder meeting. My submitted format, with the sharcholdes-supplied
emphasis, is intended to be used for definifive proxy publication. This is my proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 142-8 proposal to the compeany and to act on
my behalf regarding this Rule 14a-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming
shareholder meeting before, during and after the forthcoming shareholder meeting. Please direci
alt future communications regarding my rule 14a-8 proposal to John Chevedden

**  EFISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
to facilitate prompt and verifiable communications, Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

This letter does not cover proposals that are not rule 14a-8 proposals, This letter does not grant
the power to vote.

Your consideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of

the long-term performance of our company. Please acknowledge receipt of my proposal
prompily by emailto  « FisvmA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *+

Smcerely,
\L /f/%— A@ﬂ«/’"’ ? A'j / 2070
Date /

William Steiner

ce:

Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>
FX: 805 447-1010

FX: 805-499-6751



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, September 24, 2010]

3 [Number to be assigned by the company| — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOILVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as
may be necessary to permit written consent by shareholders entitled to cast the minimum number
of votes that would be necessary to authorize the action at a meeting at which all shareholders
entitled to vote thereon were present and voting (to the fullest extent permitted by law).

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a means shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle. A study by Harvard professor Paul
Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-empowering governance features, including
restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written consent, are significantly related to reduced
shareholder value.

We gave 63%-support to this proposal topic at our 2010 annual meeting.
The merit of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvement in our company’s 2010 reported corporate governance

status.

Please encourage our board to respond positively to this proposal to enable shareholder action by
written consent — Yes on 3. [Number to be assigned by the company.]

Notes:
Wilttarfi $te#enB Memorandum M-07-16 ***, ** FISMA & OMB Memorandspomsiiregl this proposal.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added):
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
» the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported;
» the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered;
» the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
+ the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please acknowledge this proposal promptly by email [Fisma & oMB Memorandum M-07-16'. *+



DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date; 2 ) I

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the accountof __ [ A7) \ ‘ Loom S)Sem.(r’ ,
account numbeISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-3dheld with National Financial Services Cosg -
as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

am SEe, 7 is and has been the beneficial ownerof (10 O
sharesof A bGEN 1IN L ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: 7 |4 [ o4 , also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

;!l

i

Sinc.erely,

Y \Fbodoe Ao

Mark Filiberto,
President
DIF Discount Brokers

1981 Marcus Avenue ¢ Suite ClI4 o Lake Success. NY 11042
316-328-2600  800-695-EASY  www.djldis.com  Fax 516 328-2323



=% FISMA & GWBmMéMorandum M-07-16 **, ** FISMA & OMB Mémorandum M-07-16 ***
To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal Revision (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

Please see the attached Rule 14a-8 Proposal Revision.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



William Steiner

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Mr. Kevin W, Sharer
Chairman of the Board

Amgen Inc. (AMGN) NODVEMBER 2.%, 2010 REVILION
1 Amgen Center Dr !

Thousand Oaks CA 91320

Dear Mr. Sharer,

I submit my attached Rule 14a-8 proposal in support of the long-term performance of our
company. My proposal is for the next annual sharcholder meeting. I intend to meet Rule 14a-8

- requirements inclnding the continuous ownership of the required stock value until after the date
of the respective shareholder meeting. My submiited format, with the sharcholder-supplied
emphasis, is intended to be used for definitive proxy publication. This is my proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the compeny and to act on
my behalf regarding this Rule 14e-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming
shareholder meeting before, duting and afier the forthcoming shareholder meeting. Pleass direct
all future commnnications regarding my rule 14a-8 proposal to Johm Chevedden

**x - FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16  ***
to facilitate prompt and verifiable communications. Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

This letter does not cover proposals that are not ruls 14a-8 proposals, This letter does not grant
the power to vote.

Your consideration and the mmMm of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of

the long-term performance of our company. Please acknowledge receipt of n1y proposal
promptly by email fasyva & oMB Memorandum M-07-16 * *

Sincerely,
g LI S 72 fcto

William Steiner

ce:

Andrea Robinson <tobinson@amgen.com>
FX: 805 447-1010°

FX: 805-499-6751



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, September 24, 2010, November 23, 2010 Revision]
3% — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as
may be necessary to permit written consent by shareholders entitled to cast the minimum number
of votes that would be necessary to authorize the action at a meeting at which all shareholders
entitled to vote thereon were present and voting (to the fullest extent permitted by law).

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a means shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle. A study by Harvard professor Paul
Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-empowering governance features, including

restrictions on sharcholder ability to act by written consent, are significantly related to reduced
shareholder value.

We gave 63%-support to this proposal topic at our 2010 annual meeting.

The merit of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in

the context of the need for improvement in our company’s reported corporate governance and
management status:

The Corporate Library www.thecorporatelibrary.com, an independent investment research firm,
rated our company “D” with “High Governance Risk” and “High Concern” in Executive Pay —
$15 million for CEO Kevin Sharer. Discretion was used in determining 2009 cash incentives for

our named executive officers (NEO). NEO equity grants were sized to approach the 75th
percentile of Peer Group values.

There was a low CEO ownership guideline of 5-times base salary (instead of 10-times),

executive perks such as personal corporate jet use, free financial planning and the potential of
large golden-parachutes.

Six directors had long-tenures of 11 to 23-years, three of whom were age 71 to 74. As tenure
increases independence declines. These long-tenure directors held 8 of 20 seats on our most
important board commitiees. Rebecca Henderson, a relatively new director, was already
attracting more negative votes than most of our directors and did not own stock after one-year.

QOur Audit Committee Chair Frank Biondi served on four boards and Mr. Sharer served on three
boards — overextension concerns. Finally, our board did not have an independent Lead Director.

Mr. Sharer allowed no questions at our 2010 annual meeting when the election of directors and
auditors were introduced for voting. Mr. Sharer boasted that he held 85% of proxies and would
not even allow our audit firm to answer a question.

Amgen was accused by New York and other states of illegal kickbacks to promote sales of its
anemia drug Aranesp. Meanwhile a study found certain patients who received Aranesp had about
twice the risk of stroke. The lawsuit also said that Amgen invited doctors to weekend retreats,
paid for their food and lodging and gave them extra payments as “advisers.” Amgen revenue fell
as Aranesp and Epogen dropped for the fourth straight year after being linked to heart attacks.

Please encourage our board to respond positively to this proposal to help improve our company’s
governance and performance: Shareholder Action by Written Consent — Yes on 3.*



Notes:
Willhiam/Steines,Memorandum M-07-16 ** ** FISMA & OMB Memorspoinsonedy this proposal.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal.
*Number to be assigned by the company.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added): '
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
« the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported;
« the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered;
» the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
* the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please acknowledge this proposali promptlysbycemgilddum M-07-16 * *+ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 02, 2010 1:52 PM
o+ FISMAT@ODMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: Amgen Rule 14a-8 Proposal
Attachments: document2010-12-02-133842.pdf

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

Please find attached a letter in response to your second Rule 14a-8 proposal.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel



Andrea A, Robinson
Assotiate General Counsel

Amngen

One Ampen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320:1799
BOS5.447. 1000

Direct Diak 805 447 4744

Fax S05 499.675)

E-mail robinson@amgen com

December 2, 2010

BY UNITED PARCEL SERVICE AND BY EMAIL

John Chevedden

***  FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Re:  Rule 14a-8 Proposal

Dear Mr. Chevedden:

We are in receipt of a second Rule 14a-8 proposal submitted by Mr. William Steiner for
inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2011 proxy statement. This notice is to inform you that Mr. Steiner’s
submission fails to meet certain procedural requirements under Rule 14a-8 promulgated under
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”), by the Securities and
Exchange Commission ("SEC™). Mr. Steiner has an opportunity to cure the deficiencies as
described below.

Rulde 14a-8(c) under the Exchange Act provides that each stockholder may submit no
more than one proposal for a particular stockhoiders” meeting. Mr. Steiner submitted a proposal
titled “Shareholder Action by Written Consent™ dated September 17, 2010 (the “September
Proposal™) and submitted a second proposal titled “Shareholder Action by Written Consent™ on
November 23, 2010 (the “November Proposal™) in violation of this rule. There are differences in
the wording of the two proposals. In order to remedy this procedural defect, Mr, Steiner must
revise the submission to include only one proposal. If it is Mr. Steiner’s intention to replace the
September Proposal with the November Proposal, Mr. Steiner must inform the company that he
is withdrawing the September Proposal.

In addition, it Mr. Steiner’s intention is to replace the September Proposal with the
November Proposal, Mr. Steiner must establish eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8
at the time the November Proposal was submitted. Mr. Steiner provided a statement from DJF
Discount Brokers dated September 24, 2010, which supported the September Proposal.
However, Mr. Steiner has not provided an updated statement (i.e., dated on or after November
23.2010) establishing his eligibility to submit the November Proposal. In order to submit a
proposal, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires the stockholder to have continuously held at least $2.000 in
market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the
meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits the proposal. Rule 14a-8(b)(2)
requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written statement from the “record”



Mr. John Chevedden
December 2, 2010
Page 2

holder of the sccurities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time the proposal was
submitted, the stockholder continuously held the shares {or at least one year, or (2) a copy of a
Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form 5, or amendments to those
documents or updated forms, filed with the SEC reflecting ownership of the shares as of or
before the one-year eligibility period.

If Mr. Steiner wishes to withdraw the November Proposal, no additional verification of
Mr. Steiner’s ownership of Amgen securities is required.

This letter constitutes the company’s notification to the stockholder proponent of the
procedural deficiencies in the submission pursuant to the requirements of Rule 14a-8(f). Due to
the deficiencies outlined above, the company will exclude one or both of the September Proposal
and the November Proposal from the upcoming proxy statement unless the deficiencies are cured
and Mr. Steiner follows the procedures set forth in Rule 14a-8(f)(1). The response must be
postmarked or transmitted electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive
this notice. Accordingly, if no response curing the deficiencies is postmarked or transmitted
electronically within 14 calendar days. or the response does not actually cure the deficiencies, the
company will exclude one or both of the September Proposal and the November Proposal from
the proxy materials. A copy of Rule 14a-8 has been included with this letter for further
clarification.

Although the proposals may not be included in the proxy statement unless the
deficiencies are cured, we do appreciate your interest in the company’s policies. Additionally,
even if the procedural defects are cured, the company reserves the right to exclude your
proposals on other grounds specified in Rule 14a-8. We are always open to a conversation about
our practices and we welcome you to contact us if you have further inquiries. All such inquiries
and any further responses concerning this matter should be directed to the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Cotnte, S

Andrea A. Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

cc: William Steiner (via United Parcel Service)



Rule 14a-8 -- Proposals of Security Holders

This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder's proposal in its proxy statement
and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual or special meeting of
shareholders. In summary, in order to have your shareholder proposal included on a company's proxy
card, and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement, you must be eligible
and follow certain procedures. Under a few specific circumstances, the company is permitted to
exclude your proposal, but only after submitting its reasons to the Commission. We structured this
section in a question-and- answer format so that it is easier to understand. The references to "you”
are to a shareholder seeking to submit the proposal.

a. Question 1: What is a proposal? A shareholder proposal is your recommendation or
requirement that the company and/or its board of directors take action, which you intend to
present at a meeting of the company's shareholders. Your proposal should state as clearly as
possible the course of acticn that you believe the company should follow. If your proposal is
placed on the company’s proxy card, the company must also provide in the form of proxy
means for shareholders to specify by boxes a choice between approval or disapproval, or
abstention. Unless otherwise indicated, the word "proposal” as used in this section refers both
to your proposal, and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any).

b. Question 2: Who is eligible to submit a proposal, and how do I demonstrate to the company
that 1 am eligible?

1.

in order to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuousily heid at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to be voted on the
proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal. You
must continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting.

If you are the registered holder of your securities, which means that your name
appears in the company's records as a shareholder, the company can verify your
eligibility on its own, although you will still have to provide the company with a written
statement that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the
meeting of shareholders. However, if like many shareholders you are not a registered
holder, the company likely does not know that you are a shareholder, or how many
shares you own. In this case, at the time you submit your proposal, you must prove
your eligibility to the company in one of two ways:

i, The first way is to submit to the company a written statement from the
“record" holder of your securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at
the time you submitted your proposal, you continuously held the securities for
at least one year. You must also include your own written statement that you
intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of
sharehoiders; or

il.  The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed a Schedule
13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and/or Form 5, or amendments to those
documents or updated forms, reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or
before the date on which the one-year eligibility period begins. If you have
filed one of these documents with the SEC, you may demonstrate your
eligibility by submitting to the company:

A. A copy of the schedule and/or form, and any subseguent amendments
reporting a change in your ownership level;

B. Your written statement that you continuously held the required
number of shares for the oneé-year period as of the date of the
statement; and



C. Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the
shares through the date of the company's annual or special meeting.

¢. Question 3: How many proposals may 1 submit: Each shareholder may submit no more than
one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders' meeting.

d. Question 4: How long can my proposal be? The proposal, including any accompanying
supporting statement, may not exceed 500 words.

€. Question 5: What is the deadiine for submitting a proposal?

1.

If you are submitting your proposal for the company's annual meeting, you can in
most cases find the deadline in last year's proxy statement. However, If the company
did not hold an annual meeting last year, or has changed the date of its meeting for
this year more than 30 days from last year's meeting, you can usually find the
deadline in one of the company's quarterly reports on Form _10-0, or in shareholder
reports of investment companies under Rule 270,30d-1 of this chapter of the
Investment Company Act of 1940. In order to avoid controversy, shareholders should
submit their proposals by means, including electronic means, that permit them to
prove the date of delivery.

The deadline is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for a
regularly scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company's
principal executive offices not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the
company's proxy statement released to shareholders in connection with the previous
year's annual meeting. However, if the company did not hold an annual meeting the
previous year, or if the date of this year's annual meeting has been changed by more
than 30 days from the date of the previous year's meeting, then the deadline is a
reasonable time before the company begins to print and send its proxy materials.

If you are submitting your proposal for a meeting of shareholders other than a
regularly scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the
company begins to print and send its proxy materials.

f. ~ Question 6: What if I fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements explained in
answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

1.

The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the
problem, and you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of
receiving your proposal, the company must notify you in writing of any procedural or
eligibility deficiencies, as well as of the time frame for your response. Your response
must be postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no later than 14 days from the
date you received the company's notification. A company need not provide you such
notice of a deficiency if the deficiency cannot be remedied, such as if you fail to submit
a proposal by the company's properly determined deadline. If the company intends to
exclude the proposal, it will later have to make a submission under Rule 14a-8 and
provide you with a copy under Question 10 below, Rule 14a-8(j).

If you fail in your promise to hoid the reguired number of securities through the date
of the meeting of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to exclude all of
your proposals from its proxy materials for any meeting heid in the following two
calendar years.

Question 7: Who has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that my proposal

can be excluded? Except as otherwise noted, the burden is on the company to demonstrate
that it is entitled to exclude a proposal,

h. Question 8: Must 1 appear personally at the shareholders’ meeting to present the proposal?

p

<



Either you, or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the
proposal on your behalf, must attend the meeting to present the proposal. Whether
you attend the meeting yourseif or send a qualified representative to the meeting in
your place, you should make sure that you, or your representative, follow the proper
state law procedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal.

If the company holds it shareholder meeting in whole or in part via electronic media,
and the company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such
media, then you may appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the
meeting to appear in person.

If you or your qualified representative fail to appear and present the proposal, without
good cause, the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its
proxy materials for any meetings held in the following two calendar years.

. Question 9: If I have complied with the procedural reguirements, on what other bases may a
company rely to exclude my proposal?

1.

Improper under state law: If the proposal is not a proper subject for action by
shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company’s organization;

Note to paragraph (i)}(1)

Depending on the subject matter, some proposals are not considered proper under
state law if they would be binding on the company if approved by shareholders. In our
experience, most proposals that are cast as recommendations or requests that the
board of directors take specified action are proper under state law. Accordingly, we will
assume that a proposal drafted as a recommendation or suggestion is proper unless
the company demonstrates otherwise.

Violation of law: If the proposal would, if implemented, cause the company to violate
any state, federal, or foreign law to which it is subject;

Note to paragraph (i)(2)

Note to paragraph {(i){2): We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion
of a proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the
foreign law could result in a violation of any state or federal law.

Violation of proxy rules: If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of
the Commission's proxy rules, including Rule 14a-93, which prohibits matenally false or
misleading statements in proxy soliciting materials;

Personal grievance; special interest: 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;

‘w3



5. Relevance: If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than S percent
of the company's total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for fess
than 5 percent of its net earning sand gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is
not otherwise significantly related to the company's business;

6. Absence of power/authority: If the company would lack the power or authority to
implement the proposal; .

7. Management functions: If the proposal deals with a matter relating to the company's
ordinary business operations;

8. Relates to election: If the proposal relates to a nomination or an election for
membership on the company's board of directors or analogous governing body or a
procedure for such nomination or election;

9. Conflicts with company's proposal: If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the
company's own proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting.

Note to paragraph (i)(9)

Note to paragraph (i)(9): A company's submission to the Commission under this
section should specify the points of conflict with the company's proposal.

10. Substantially implemented: If the company has already substantially implemented the

proposal;

11. Duplication: If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously
submitted to the company by another proponent that will be included in the company's
proxy materials for the same meeting;

12, Resubmissions: If the proposal deals with substantiaily the same subject matter as

another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the

company's proxy materials within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may
exclude it from its proxy materials for any meeting held within 3 calendar years of the
last time it was included if the proposal received:

i Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar
years,;

fi.  Less than 6% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed
twice previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; or

ifi. Less than 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed
three times or more previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

13. Specific amount of dividends: If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or
stock dividends. :

j.  Question 10: What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude my proposal?

1. If the company intends to exclude a proposal from its proxy materials, it must file its
reasons with the Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it files its
definitive proxy statement and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must

4



simultaneously provide you with a copy of its submission. The Commission staff may
permit the company to make its submission later than 80 days before the company
files its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy, if the company demonstrates
good cause for missing the deadline.

2. The company must file six paper copies of the following:

R The proposal;

it. An explanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the proposal,
which should, if possible, refer to the most recent applicable authority, such as
prior Division letters issued under the rule; and \

fil. A supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of
state or foreign law.

k. Question 11: May I submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the company's
arguments?

Yes, you may submit a response, but it is not required. You shouid try to submit any response
to us, with a copy to the company, as soon as possible after the company makes its
submission. This way, the Commission staff will have time to consider fully your submission
before it issues its response. You should submit six paper copies of your response.

. Question 12: If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy matenals, what
information about me must it include along with the proposal itself?

1.

2.

The company's proxy statement must include your name and address, as well as the
number of the company's voting securities that you hold, However, instead of
providing that information, the company may instead include a statement that it will
provide the information to shareholders promptly upon receiving an oral or written
request.

The company is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting
staternent.

m. Question 13: What can I do if the company includes in its proxy statement reasons why it
believes shareholders should not vote in favor of my proposal, and I disagree with some of its
statements?

1.

The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes
shareholders should vote against your propasal. The company is allowed to make
arguments reflecting its own point of view, just as you may express your own point of
view in your proposal’s supporting statement.

However, if you believe that the company's opposition to your proposal contains
materially false or misleading statements that may violate our anti- fraud rule, Rule
14a-9, you should promptly send to the Commission staff and the company a letter
explaining the reasons for your view, along with a copy of the company's statements
opposing your proposal. To the extent possible, your letter should include specific
factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company's claims. Time
permitting, you may wish to try to work out your differences thh the company by
yourself before contacting the Commission staff.

We require the company to send you a copy of its statements opposing your proposal
before it sends its proxy materials, so that you may bring to our attention any
materially false or misieading statements, under the following timeframes:

S



If our no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or
supporting statement as a condition to requiring the company to include it in
its proxy materials, then the company must provide you with a copy of its
opposition statements no ater than 5 calendar days after the company
receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

In all other cases, the company must provide you with a copy of its opposition
statements no later than 30 calendar days before its files definitive copies of
its proxy statement and form of proxy under Rule 14a-6.



ok FISMA & ORI@MSmorandum M-07-16 *+*, *+ FISMA & OMB Methorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Friday, December 03, 2010 3:00 PM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN),

Dear Ms. Robinson, The “enclosure” with the company December 2, 2010 letter is not consistent
with the letter. The enclosure of Rule 14a-8 — Proposals of Security Holders refers to making a
“revision.” However the enclosure does not state that such revision constitutes two proposals.
Will the company withdraw the enclosure in order to have a consistent letter.

Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Sent: Friday, December 03, 2010 3:45 PM
morandum M-Jez6' **, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Subject: RE: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN),

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

The enclosure, which is a courtesy copy of Rule 14a-8, specifies in Question 3, page 2, that “Each shareholder may
submit no more than one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders” meeting.” The only “revision” discussed
in these rules is a “revision” under Question 13 thereto which is limited to revisions required by the Securities and
Exchange Commission as a result of a no-action response from the Securities and Exchange Commission requiring a
stockholder proponent to revise a stockholder proposal or supporting statement as a condition to requiring the
company to include it in its proxy materials.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel



o+ FISMABDBMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
Date: December 6, 2010 6:44:25 PM PST
To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Subject: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson, The company December 3, 2010 message to explain the
December 3, 2010 request is not clear.

 The company December 3, 2010 message appears to claim that under one type of
“revision,” 1 Original + 1 Revision = 1 Proposal. Then with another type of revision,
1 Original + 1 Revision = 2 Proposals.
The company seems to have a rationale that does not make sense. Please explain.
Sincerely,
John Chevedden
cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com}

Sent: Tuesday, December 07, 2010 6:15 PM

To: ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW

Subject: Follow up to December 2, 2010 Response to Mr. Chevedden -- Rule 14-8 Proposals (AMGN)

Subject: Rule 14-8 Proposals (AMGN)

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

On December 2, 2010, we notified you, on behalf of Mr. William Steiner, that Amgen had received two Rule 14a-8

proposals submitted by Mr. Steiner for inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2011 proxy statement and that your submissions failed
to meet certain procedural requirements under Rule 14a-8.

Our notice was very clear -- due to the deficiencies in your submissions, the Company will proceed to exclude the second

proposal submitted by Mr. Steiner unless the deficiencies are cured no later than 14 calendar days from the date you
received the December 2, 2010 letter.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



wx FISMA & ORM®MMmorandum M-07-16 *+* = FISMA & OMB Methorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Monday, December 13, 2010 7:18 PM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Subject: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN) ,

Dear Ms. Robinson, The company already accepted Mr. Steiner's broker letter and his commitment
to continue to own his stock until after the annual meeting. The company December 7, 2010
message is merely repetition — not the clarification requested on December 6, 2010. The company

seems to pretend to not understand the concept of a revision.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden
cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2010 5:33 PM
=+ FISMAT®OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **, ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: RE: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN) |

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

We are in receipt of your communication below. Pursuant to our various correspondence to you, on behalf of Mr.
William Steiner, we merely request confirmation that Mr. Steiner withdraws one of his two submitted Rule 143-8
proposals as the two submissions failed to meet certain procedural requirements under Rule 14a-8.

As we have still not received such confirmation, the Company will proceed to exclude the second proposal submitted by

Mr. Steiner unless the deficiencies are cured no later than 14 calendar days from the date you received the December 2,
2010 letter.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



*+ FISMA & GRBIMIEmorandum M-07-16 *** *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2010 8:03 AM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW ’

Subject: Re: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN),

Dear Ms. Robinson, If you have any information whatsoever from rule 14a-8 or a related Staff
Legal Bulletin, that a revision is considered to be two proposals by the Securities and Exchange

Commission, please forward it to me in a timely manner so that a valid basis for the company
request can be clarified.

John Chevedden



= FISMA & F0BWemorandum M-07-16 **, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2010 8:44 PM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW

Subject: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Unclear Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN) ,

Dear Ms. Robinson, This is to confirm that the revised proposal is intended for annual meeting
proxy. Given the unclear company request, if there is an unforeseen valid procedural reason for the

revised proposal not to qualify, then the original proposal is intended for the annual proxy.
John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Friday, December 17, 2010 6:35 PM
w+ FISMA@DMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** *+* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: RE: One Rule 14a-8 Proposal and Unclear Request for Two Broker Letters (AMGN)

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

We intend to exclude Mr. Steiner's proposal unless you provide an updated broker statement reflecting Mr. Steiner’s
continuous ownership of at least $2,000, or 1%, of Amgen common stock. Rule 14a-8(b)(2) requires Mr. Steiner to
represent that he has held and intends to continue to hold his Amgen securities through the date of the meeting of
stockholders and we believe that Mr. Steiner has not satisfied this condition.

On November 13, 2010, we received Mr. Steiner's new proposal seeking to amend the contents of the original proposal.
We have repeatedly requested that you provide an updated broker letter confirming requisite ownership levels by Mr.
Steiner of Amgen securities. You have refused to provide such verification and we find it curious that in prior years, you

have promptly complied with our request with an updated broker letter upon submission of a second proposal. We have
no choice but to consider this failure to demonstrate continued ownership as an incurable deficiency.

The brokerage issuing the original form of certificate, DJF Discount Brokers, no ionger exists as an independent

brokerage and we are accordingly unable to verify the contents. Further, the original form of certificate is of dubious

validity - a pre-printed form populated by handwriting inconsistent with the signature and containing changes to the form
that were not initialed by the signatory.

Please provide an updated broker statement reflecting Mr. Steiner's continuous ownership of at least $2,000, or 1%, of
Amgen common stock. If you do not we intend to exclude Mr. Steiner's proposal.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



o« FISMA & dRomEmorandum M-07-16 ***, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
Date: December 21, 2010 10:51:14 PM PST
To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Subject: Broker Letter (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson, The December 17, 2010 message is not understood. If it is in
good faith the company appears to be waiving the 14-day rule on providing a broker

letter. Please explain whether the company is waiving the 14-day rule on providing a
broker letter.

John Chevedden
cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2010 5:29 PM

=+ FISMA®DMB Memorandum M-07-16 ** ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: RE: Broker Letter (AMGN)

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

The Company is not waiving the 14-day rule requiring a shareholder to provide a broker letter. The Company
considers your failure to provide updated proof of ownership to be indicative of an incurable deficiency. Staff
Legal Bulletin 14 does not require the Company to provide notice of an incurable deficiency — we simply did so
to provide you with an opportunity to demonstrate otherwise.

If you believe that Mr. Steiner has continued to hold the requisite level of Company securities at all times since
the date of Mr. Steiner’s original proposal, please provide us with evidence of such ownership as of the date of

Mr. Steiner’s second proposal, as we have previously requested within 14 days of receiving Mr. Steiner's
second proposal.

As previously stated in our correspondence, based on the responses we have received to date, we have no

choice but to treat your failure to supply proof of continued ownership as an incurable deficiency and intend to
exclude Mr. Steiner's proposals. '

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



EXHIBIT B

(attached)
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DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date: [d V) clopgt F0/0

To whom it may concem:

As introducing broker for the account of /&fﬁf? E‘M J é([/zz/e. ;
account numbesMA & OMB Memorandum M-07 hgldwith National Financial Services Cesge~ & 4
as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

1 e nn erty SéxiperTs and has been the beneficial owner of _ 3 200

shares of @v/sr]| Meyers Stuibe (RMY) ; having held at least two thousand dollars

worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: :
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

~e

S{nccrcly,

“AV st W

¢_, also having

Mark Filiberto,

President

DIJF Discount Brokers
Postit*FaxNote 7671 [ _ _  “TESL»
i So "\l“t VOV'- Frmv.“tm (&wda//cn
CoJDapt. Co.
Phane ¥ ! Erl‘gﬁA & OMB Memorandum M-
Fax“éoq’g??’ézl7 Fax #

1981 Marcus Avenue * Sulle CH4 » Lake Success, NY HO492

316-328-1600  800-695-EASY

www.d|fdis.com

Fax §16-328-2323

7-16 ***




2

DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date: Zd\_ d clopert F0/0

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the account of K‘fﬁl? f"é’é 5 &‘//L&C. R
account nUmMbESMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-Jeeld with National Financial Services Cega & &
as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

I enn ety SExyn s and has been the beneficial owner of _RO00D
shares of Amevicem Express Co - (AxP) : having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: /2 S, also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

Sincerely,

UVt L e l>

Mark Filiberto,

President

DIJF Discount Brokers Post-it® Fax Note 7671 [Pate, [ hghs®
" er | Sl gebn Cheued e
Co./Dept. Go.
Phone # =+HEISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16*+
Fxig)2 -¢q4p - 0[35 _|re¥ |

1981 Marcus Avenue ¢ Suile ClI4 » Lake Success, NY (1012
316-328-2600  800-695-FEASY  www.dildis.com  Fax 516-328-2323



18/15/2818 18:48 ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** : PAGE 91/91

’.‘ :

DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date: [\ (O clomert 2070

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the account of /Z‘L’W’? t‘"&"ﬁ; 5 éz’/ LA,
account number . held with National Financial Services Comge~ (- 44—

as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification
S&erpwris and(u been the bencficial ownerof /{2 7
Shares Of [ewi2om (rmmanictions Tac. having held at least two thousand dollars

worth of the above mentioned security since the following date:_¥ //0 /-0 , also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year priot to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

e

Sincerely,

Vit \Fltrecdo

Mark Filiberto,

President

DJFE Discount Brokers
Postits FaxNote 7671 [Dai,, == TEALw
Toh"v Lo e hrebewr |00 0 éL'CVf-’d"\
CoJ/Dept. 7 Co.
Prone # ***EISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16***
Fax#qbea,.(’qé_ Z.-Oé%_ Fax # l

1981 Marcus Avenue * Suite Cli4 « Lake Success. NY 11042
516-328-2600  8D0-695-£EASY .www.d,fdis.com Fax 516-328-2323



EXHIBIT C

(attached)



w FISMA BB Memorandum M-07-16 *, ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Cc: "Schlossberg, Mark - LAW" <mschloss@amgen.com>
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

Please see the attached Rule 14a-8 Proposal.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc:

William Steiner



William Steiner
**x - FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** *** EFISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Rule 14a-8 Proponent since the 1980s

Mr. Kevin W. Sharer
Chairman of the Board
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320

Dear Mr. Sharer,

I submit my attached Rule 14a-8 proposal in support of the long-term performance of our
company. My proposal is for the next annual shareholder meeting. Iintend to meet Rule 14a-8
requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock value until after the date
of the respective shareholder meeting. My submitted format, with the shareholder-supplied
emphasis, is intended to be used for definitive proxy publication. This is my proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the company and to act on
my behalf regarding this Rule 14a-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming
shareholder meeting before, during and after the forthcoming shareholder meeting. Please direct
all future communications regarding my rule 14a-8 proposal to John Chevedden

***  FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** *** EFISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
to facilitate prompt and verifiable communications. Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

Your consideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of
the long-term performance of our company. Please acknowledge receipt of my proposal
promptéy by emmiletiorandum M-07-16 =, =+ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *+*

Sincerely, ‘
w/ﬂk/jw [D|i7';oo¢f
William Steiner Date

cc: David J. Scott

Corporate Secretary

T: 805 447-1000

F: 805 447-1010 (Law Department)

Mark Schiossberg <mschloss@amgen.com>
Associate General Counsel

T: 805-447-0820

F: 805-499-6751 :
Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>
Associate General Counsel

PH: (805) 447-4734



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, November 12, 2009]

3 [Number to be assigned by the company] — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as may
be necessary to permit shareholders to act by the written consent of a majority of our shares
outstanding.

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a mechanism shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle.

Limitations on shareholders' rights to act by written consent are considered takeover defenses
because they may impede the ability of a bidder to succeed in completing a profitable transaction
for us or in obtaining control of the board that could result in a higher stock price. Although it is
not necessarily anticipated that a bidder will materialize, that very possibility presents a powerful
incentive for improved management of our company.

A study by Harvard professor Paul Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-
empowering governance features, including restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written
consent, are significantly correlated to a reduction in shareholder value.

The merits of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvements in our company’s 2009 reported corporate governance
status:

The Corporate Library www.thecorporatelibrary.com, an independent investment research firm,
rated our company “D” with “High Governance Risk” and “Very High Concern” in Executive
Pay — $14 million for Kevin Sharer. The Corporate Library said adjusting executive incentive
plans due to the conditions of the economy did not benefit sharcholders and executive equity
awards vested without performance measures.

Our following directors served on 7 boards rated “D” or “F” by The Corporate Library:

Kevin Sharer, Chevron (CVX) and Northrop Grumman (NOC); Frank Herringer, Charles Schwab
(SCHW); Frank Biondi, Cablevision Systems (CVC) and Hasbro (HAS); Leonard Schaeffer,
Allergan (AGN) and Vance Coffman, Deere (DE). Vance Coffman was designated a “Flagged
(Problem) Director” by The Corporate Library due to his audit committee chairmanship at
Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMY) when Bristol-Myers settled a SEC suit alleging substantial
accounting fraud. Furthermore Vance Coffman was assigned to our audit and nomination
committees.

We had no shareholder right to cumulative voting, act by written consent, an independent
chairman or a lead director.

Amgen was accused by New York and other states of illegal kickbacks to promote sales of its
anemia drug Aranesp. Meanwhile a study found certain patients who received Aranesp had about
twice the risk of stroke. The lawsuit also said that Amgen invited doctors to weekend retreats,
paid for their food and lodging and gave them extra payments as “advisers.”

The above concerns shows there is need for improvement. Please encourage our board to respond
positively to this proposal to enable shareholder action by written consent — Yes on 3. [Number to
be assigned by the company]



Notes:
Wiltarn S1€I0O/B Memorandum M-07-16 *, #* FISMA & OMB Memorandipomsoresl this proposal.

The above format is requested for publication without re-editing, re-formatting or elimination of
text, including beginning and concluding text, unless prior agreement is reached. Itis
respectfully requested that the final definitive proxy formatting of this proposal be professionally
proofread before it is published to ensure that the integrity and readability of the original
submitted format is replicated in the proxy materials. Please advise in advance if the company
thinks there is any typographical question.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal. In the interest of clarity and to
avoid confusion the title of this and each other ballot item is requested to be consistent
throughout all the proxy materials.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added):
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
» the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported;
» the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered;
* the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
- the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual
meeting. Please aCknOWledge thlS pl‘oposal promptly by email** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***



————— Original Message-----
From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [mailto:robinson@amgen.coml]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2009 7:46 PM
Viemorandi® M-07-16  ***, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: Rule l4a-8 Proposal

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

We are in receipt of the proposal. Please see the attached response letter.



Andrea A. Robinson
Associate General Counsel

AMGEN

Amgen

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320-1799
805.447.1000

Direct Dial: 805.447.4734

Fax: 805.499.6751

E-mail: robinson@amgen.com

November 13, 2009

VIA OVERNIGHT COURIER
John Chevedden

*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Re:  Rule 14a-8 Proposal

Dear Mr. Chevedden:

We are in receipt of the Rule 14a-8 proposal submitted by Mr. William Steiner for
inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2010 proxy statement. This notice is to inform you that Mr. Steiner
has not established eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8 promulgated under the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”), by the Securities and
Exchange Commission (“SEC”). Mr. Steiner has an opportunity to cure the deficiency as
described below.

In order to submit a proposal, Rule 14a-8(b) requires the stockholder to have
continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to
be voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits
the proposal. Rule 14a-8(b)(2) requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written
statement from the “record” holder of the securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at
the time the proposal was submitted, the stockholder continuously held the shares for at least one
year, or (2) a copy of a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form 5, or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, filed with the Securities Exchange
Commission reflecting ownership of the shares as of or before the one-year eligibility period.

We have not received verification that Mr. Steiner owns the requisite number of Amgen
securities, in accordance with Rule 14a-8. In order to cure this deficiency and comply with rule
14a-8(b), we must receive proper written evidence demonstrating that Mr. Steiner meets the
continuous share ownership requirement of Rule 14a-8(b) as described above.

This letter constitutes the company’s notification to the stockholder proponent of the
procedural deficiency in the proposal pursuant to the requirements of Rule 14a-8(f). Due to the
deficiency outlined above, the company will exclude the proposal from the upcoming proxy
statement unless the deficiency is cured and you follow the procedures set forth in Rule 14a-
8(f)(1). The response must be postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no later than 14
calendar days from the date you receive this notice. Accordingly, if no response curing the



John Chevedden
November 13, 2009
Page 2

deficiency is postmarked or transmitted electronically within 14 calendar days or the response
does not actually cure the deficiency, the company will exclude the proposal from the proxy
materials. A copy of Rule 14a-8 has been included with this letter for further clarification.

Although the proposal will not be included in the proxy statement unless the deficiency is
cured, we do appreciate your interest in the company’s policies. Additionally, even if the
procedural defect is cured, the company reserves the right to exclude your proposal on other
grounds specified in Rule 14a-8. We are always open to a conversation about our practices and
we welcome you to contact us if you have further inquiries. All such inquiries and any further
responses concerning this matter should be directed to the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Afidrea A. Robmsorxéi

Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

cc: William Steiner (via UPS Overnight Courier)



Rule 14a-8 -- Proposals of Security Holders

This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder's proposal in its proxy statement
and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual or special meeting of
shareholders. In summary, in order to have your shareholder proposal included on a company's proxy
card, and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement, you must be eligible
and follow certain procedures. Under a few specific circumstances, the company is permitted to
exclude your proposal, but only after submitting its reasons to the Commission, We structured this
section in a question-and- answer format so that it is easier to understand. The references to "you"
are to a shareholder seeking to submit the proposal.

a. Question 1: What is a proposal? A shareholder proposal is your recommendation or
requirement that the company and/or its board of directors take action, which you intend to
present at a meeting of the company's shareholders. Your proposal should state as clearly as
possible the course of action that you believe the company should follow. If your proposal is
placed on the company's proxy card, the company must also provide in the form of proxy
means for shareholders to specify by boxes a choice between approval or disapproval, or
abstention. Unless otherwise indicated, the word "proposal" as used in this section refers both
to your proposal, and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any).

b. Question 2: Who is eligible to submit a proposal, and how do I demonstrate to the company
that I am eligible?

1. In order to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to be voted on the
proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal. You
must continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting.

2. If you are the registered holder of your securities, which means that your name
appears in the company’s records as a shareholder, the company can verify your
eligibility on its own, although you will still have to provide the company with a written
statement that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the
meeting of shareholders. However, if like many shareholders you are not a registered
holder, the company likely does not know that you are a shareholder, or how many
shares you own. In this case, at the time you submit your proposal, you must prove
your eligibility to the company in one of two ways:

i The first way is to submit to the company a written statement from the
"record" holder of your securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at
the time you submitted your proposal, you continuously held the securities for
at least one year. You must also include your own written statement that you
intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of
shareholders; or

ii. The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed a Schedule
13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and/or Form 5, or amendments to those
documents or updated forms, reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or
before the date on which the one-year eligibility period begins. If you have
filed one of these documents with the SEC, you may demonstrate your
eligibility by submitting to the company:

A. A copy of the schedule and/or form, and any subsequent amendments
reporting a change in your ownership level;



T

B. Your written statement that you continuously held the required
number of shares for the one-year period as of the date of the
statement; and

C. Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the
shares through the date of the company's annual or special meeting.

Question 3: How many proposals may I submit: Each shareholder may submit no more than
one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders' meeting.

Question 4: How long can my proposal be? The proposal, including any accompanying
supporting statement, may not exceed 500 words.

Question 5: What is the deadline for submitting a proposal?

1.

If you are submitting your proposal for the company's annual meeting, you can in
most cases find the deadline in last year's proxy statement. However, if the company
did not hold an annual meeting last year, or has changed the date of its meeting for
this year more than 30 days from last year's meeting, you can usually find the
deadline in one of the company's quarterly reports on Form 10- Q or 10-QSB, or in
shareholder reports of investment companies under Rule 30d-1 of the Investment
Company Act of 1940. [Editor's note: This section was redesignated as Rule 30e-1.
See 66 FR 3734, 3759, Jan. 16, 2001.] In order to avoid controversy, shareholders
should submit their proposals by means, including electronic means, that permit them
to prove the date of delivery.

The deadline is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for a
regularly scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company's
principal executive offices not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the
company's proxy statement released to shareholders in connection with the previous
year's annual meeting. However, if the company did not hold an annual meeting the
previous year, or if the date of this year's annual meeting has been changed by more
than 30 days from the date of the previous year's meeting, then the deadline is a
reasonable time before the company begins to print and send its proxy materials,

If you are submitting your proposal for a meeting of shareholders other than a
regularly scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the
company begins to print and send its proxy materials.

Question 6: What if I fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements explained in
answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the
problem, and you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of
receiving your proposal, the company must notify you in writing of any procedural or
eligibility deficiencies, as well as of the time frame for your response. Your response
must be postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no later than 14 days from the
date you received the company's notification. A company need not provide you such
notice of a deficiency if the deficiency cannot be remedied, such as if you fail to submit
a proposal by the company's properly determined deadline. If the company intends to
exclude the proposal, it will later have to make a submission under Rule 14a-8 and
provide you with a copy under Question 10 below, Rule 14a-8(j).



2. If you fail in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date
of the meeting of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to exclude all of
your proposals from its proxy materials for any meeting held in the following two
calendar years.

g. Question 7: Who has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that my proposal
can be excluded? Except as otherwise noted, the burden is on the company to demonstrate
that it is entitled to exclude a proposal.

h. Question 8: Must I appear personally at the shareholders' meeting to present the proposal?

1. Either you, or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the
proposal on your behalf, must attend the meeting to present the proposal. Whether
you attend the meeting yourself or send a qualified representative to the meeting Iin
your place, you should make sure that you, or your representative, follow the proper
state law procedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal.

2. If the company holds it shareholder meeting in whole or in part via electronic media,
and the company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such
media, then you may appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the
meeting to appear in person.

3. If you or your qualified representative fail to appear and present the proposal, without
good cause, the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its
proxy materials for any meetings held in the following two calendar years.

i. Question 9: If I have complied with the procedural requirements, on what other bases may a
company rely to exclude my proposal?

1. Improper under state law: If the proposal is not a proper subject for action by
shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company's organization;

Not to paragraph (i)(1)

Depending on the subject matter, some proposals are not considered proper under
state law if they would be binding on the company if approved by shareholders. In our
experience, most proposals that are cast as recommendations or requests that the
board of directors take specified action are proper under state law. Accordingly, we will
assume that a proposal drafted as a recommendation or suggestion is proper uniess
the company demonstrates otherwise.

2. Violation of law: If the proposal would, if implemented, cause the company to violate
any state, federal, or foreign law to which it is subject;

Not to paragraph (i)(2)

Note to paragraph (i)(2): We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion
of a proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the
foreign law could result in a violation of any state or federal law.




10.

11.

12.

Violation of proxy rules: If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of
the Commission's proxy rules, including Rule 14a-9, which prohibits materially false or
misleading statements in proxy soliciting materials;

Personal grievance; special interest: 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;

Relevance: If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than 5 percent
of the company's total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less
than 5 percent of its net earning sand gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is
not otherwise significantly related to the company's business;

Absence of power/authority: If the company would lack the power or authority to
implement the proposal;

Management functions: If the proposal deals with a matter relating to the company's
ordinary business operations;

Relates to election: If the proposal relates to an election for membership on the
company's board of directors or analogous governing body;

Conflicts with company's proposal: If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the
company's own proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting.

Note to paragraph (i)(9)

Note to paragraph (i)(9): A company's submission to the Commission under this
section should specify the points of conflict with the company's proposal.

Substantially implemented: If the company has already substantially implemented the
proposal;

Duplication: If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously
submitted to the company by another proponent that will be included in the company's
proxy materials for the same meeting;

Resubmissions: If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter as
another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the
company's proxy materials within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may
exclude it from its proxy materials for any meeting held within 3 calendar years of the
last time it was included if the proposal received:

i.  Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar
years;



ii. Less than 6% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed
twice previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; or

iii. Less than 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed
three times or more previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

13. Specific amount of dividends: If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or
stock dividends.

j.  Question 10: What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude my proposal?

1. If the company intends to exclude a proposal from its proxy materials, it must file its
reasons with the Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it files its
definitive proxy statement and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must
simultaneously provide you with a copy of its submission. The Commission staff may
permit the company to make its submission later than 80 days before the company
files its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy, if the company demonstrates
good cause for missing the deadline.

2. The company must file six paper copies of the following:
i.  The proposal;

ii. An explanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the proposal,
which should, if possible, refer to the most recent applicable authority, such as
prior Division letters issued under the rule; and

iii. A supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matters of
state or foreign law.

k. Question 11: May I submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the company's
arguments?

Yes, you may submit a response, but it is not required. You should try to submit any response
to us, with a copy to the company, as soon as possible after the company makes its
submission. This way, the Commission staff will have time to consider fully your submission
before it issues its response. You should submit six paper copies of your response.

. Question 12: If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy materials, what
information about me must it include along with the proposal itself?

1. The company's proxy statement must include your name and address, as well as the
number of the company's voting securities that you hold. However, instead of
providing that information, the company may instead include a statement that it will
provide the information to shareholders promptly upon receiving an oral or written

request.

2. The company is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting
statement.



m. Question 13: What can I do if the company includes in its proxy statement reasons why it
believes shareholders should not vote in favor of my proposal, and I disagree with some of its
statements?

1. The company may elect to include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes
shareholders should vote against your proposal. The company is allowed to make
arguments reflecting its own point of view, just as you may express your own point of
view in your proposal's supporting statement.

2. However, if you believe that the company's opposition to your proposal contains
materially false or misleading statements that may violate our anti- fraud rule, Rule
14a-9, you should promptly send to the Commission staff and the company a letter
explaining the reasons for your view, along with a copy of the company's statements
opposing your proposal. To the extent possible, your letter should include specific
factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company's claims. Time
permitting, you may wish to try to work out your differences with the company by
yourself before contacting the Commission staff.

3. We require the company to send you a copy of its statements opposing your proposal
before it sends its proxy materials, so that you may bring to our attention any
materially false or misleading statements, under the following timeframes:

i. If our no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or
supporting statement as a condition to requiring the company to include it in
its proxy materials, then the company must provide you with a copy of its
opposition statements no later than 5 calendar days after the company
receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

ii. In all other cases, the company must provide you with a copy of its opposition
statements no later than 30 calendar days before its files definitive copies of
its proxy statement and form of proxy under Rule 14a-6.



#+ FISMA BFOMWE Memorandum M-07-16 xxk xxk - EFISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16  ***
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2009 8:36 AM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW
Cc: Schlossberg, Mark - LAW
Subject: Rule 14a-8 Broker Letter-(AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

Please see the attached broker letter. Please advise this week whether there are now any rule 14a-8
open items.

Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



DISCOUNT BROKERS

Date: ZQNWMIII/’ 200?

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the account of W/l / 184w S Ceroun

account numbEEMA & OMB Memorandum M-07; Held-with National Financial Services Corp.
as custodian, DJF Discount Brokers hereby ceruﬁes that as of the date of this certification

Uilliam Shermen is and has been the beneficial owner of _3 0 O
sharesof #M&GEN [N C- ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the above mentioned security since the following date: also having
held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

—T

Sincerely,

SN AT

Mark Filiberto,
President
DJF Discount Brokers

Post-it* Fax Note 7671 [Pae ) x g fRhe>
Te ; -
° Prdives Robinson [PTey € hevedden

Co./Dept. Co.

Phone # Phone #

FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

P ges . 4490751 [

*

*

198! Marcus Avenue » Suite Cil4 = Lake Success, NY 11042
516-328-2600 800-695-EASY  www.djfdis.com  Fax 516-328-2323



* FITOA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Thursday, November 26, 2009 7:14 PM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW
Cc: Schlossberg, Mark - LAW
Subject: Rule 1l4a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

Please see the attached Rule 1l4a-8 Proposal.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc:

William Steiner



William Steiner
*+  FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **, ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *=*

Rule 14a-8 Proponent since the 1980s

Mr. Kevin W. Sharer

Chairman of the Board
Amgen Inc. (AMGN) NIWEMFLKR 2L, 2007

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320

Dear Mr. Sharer,

I submit my attached Rule 14a-8 proposal in support of the long-term performance of our
company. My proposal is for the next annual shareholder meeting. I intend to meet Rule 14a-8
requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock value until after the date
of the respective shareholder meeting. My submitted format, with the shareholder-supplied
emphasis, is intended to be used for definitive proxy publication. This is my proxy for John
Chevedden and/or his designee to forward this Rule 14a-8 proposal to the company and to act on
my behalf regarding this Rule 14a-8 proposal, and/or modification of it, for the forthcoming
shareholder meeting before, during and after the forthcoming shareholder meeting. Please direct
all future communications regarding my rule 14a-8 proposal to John Chevedden

*** - FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** *** EFISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

to facilitate prompt and verifiable communications. Please identify this proposal as my proposal
exclusively.

Your consideration and the consideration of the Board of Directors is appreciated in support of
the long-term performance of our company. Please acknowledge receipt of my proposal
promptly by email to »* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Sincerely, ‘
(Dbl e 10]17]5004
William Steiner Date

cc: David J. Scott

Corporate Secretary

T: 805 447-1000

F: 805 447-1010 (Law Department)

Mark Schiossberg <mschloss@amgen.com>
Associate General Counsel

T: 805-447-0820

F: 805-499-6751 :
Andrea Robinson <robinson@amgen.com>
Associate General Counsel

PH: (805) 447-4734



[AMGN: Rule 14a-8 Proposal, November 12, 2009, November 26, 2009]

3 [Number to be assigned by the company] — Shareholder Action by Written Consent
RESOLVED, Shareholders hereby request that our board of directors undertake such steps as may
be necessary to permit shareholders to act by the written consent of a majority of our shares
outstanding to the extent permitted by law.

Taking action by written consent in lieu of a meeting is a mechanism shareholders can use to raise
important matters outside the normal annual meeting cycle. Limitations on sharcholders’ rights to
act by written consent are considered takeover defenses because they may impede the ability of a
bidder to succeed in completing a profitable transaction for us or in obtaining control of the board
that could result in a higher stock price. Although it is not necessarily anticipated that a bidder
will materialize, that very possibility presents a powerful incentive for improved management of
our company.

A study by Harvard professor Paul Gompers supports the concept that shareholder dis-
empowering governance features, including restrictions on shareholder ability to act by written
consent, are significantly correlated to a reduction in shareholder value.

The merit of this Shareholder Action by Written Consent proposal should also be considered in
the context of the need for improvement in our company’s 2009 reported corporate governance
status:

The Corporate Library www.thecorporatelibrary.com, an independent investment research firm,
rated our company “D” with “High Governance Risk™ and “Very High Concern™ in Executive
Pay — $14 million for CEO Kevin Sharer. The Corporate Library said adjusting executive
incentives due to the conditions of the economy did not benefit shareholders and that executive
equity awards became vested without performance measures.

Our following directors served on 7 boards rated “D” or “F” by The Corporate Library:

Kevin Sharer, Chevron (CVX) and Northrop Grumman (NOC); Frank Herringer, Charles Schwab
(SCHW); Frank Biondi, Cablevision Systems (CVC) and Hasbro (HAS); Leonard Schaeffer,
Allergan (AGN) and Vance Coffman, Deere (DE). Vance Coffman was designated a “Flagged
(Problem) Director” by The Corporate Library due to his audit committee chairmanship at
Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMY) when Bristol-Myers settled a SEC suit alleging substantial
accounting fraud. Furthermore Vance Coffman was assigned to our audit and nomination
committees.

We had no shareholder right to cumulative voting, an independent chairman or a lead director.

Amgen was accused by New York and other states of illegal kickbacks to promote sales of its
anemia drug Aranesp. Meanwhile a study found certain patients who received Aranesp had about
twice the risk of stroke. The lawsuit also said that Amgen invited doctors to weekend retreats,
paid for their food and lodging and gave them extra payments as “advisers.”

The above concerns shows there is need for improvement. Please encourage our board to respond
positively to this proposal to enable shareholder action by written consent — Yes on 3. [Number to
be assigned by the company]|




Notes:
William S3gI0eRE Memorandum M-07-16 *+ ** FISMA & OMB Memorandipomsaresl this proposal.

The above format is requested for publication without re-editing, re-formatting or elimination of
text, including beginning and concluding text, unless prior agreement is reached. Itis
respectfully requested that the final definitive proxy formatting of this proposal be professionally
proofread before it is published to ensure that the integrity and readability of the original
submitted format is replicated in the proxy materials. Please advise in advance if the company
thinks there is any typographical question.

Please note that the title of the proposal is part of the proposal. In the interest of clarity and to
avoid confusion the title of this and each other ballot item is requested to be consistent
throughout all the proxy materials.

This proposal is believed to conform with Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B (CF), September 15,
2004 including (emphasis added):
Accordingly, going forward, we believe that it would not be appropriate for
companies to exclude supporting statement language and/or an entire proposal in
reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3) in the following circumstances:
* the company objects to factual assertions because they are not supported;
« the company objects to factual assertions that, while not materially false or
misleading, may be disputed or countered;
« the company objects to factual assertions because those assertions may be
interpreted by shareholders in a manner that is unfavorable to the company, its
directors, or its officers; and/or
» the company objects to statements because they represent the opinion of the
shareholder proponent or a referenced source, but the statements are not
identified specifically as such.
We believe that it is appropriate under rule 14a-8 for companies to address
these objections in their statements of opposition.

See also: Sun Microsystems, Inc. (July 21, 2005).
Stock will be held until after the annual meeting and the proposal will be presented at the annual

meeting. Please acknowledge this proposal-prompily, Byigm@ibrandum v-07-16 xkx w0k FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 10:33 AM
o FIFMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **, *** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: November 26 and November 12 Amgen Stockholder Proposals
Attachments: Rule 14a-8.pdf

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

We are in receipt of a second Rule 14a-8 proposal submitted by Mr. William Steiner for inclusion in Amgen Inc.’s 2010
proxy statement. This notice is to inform you that Mr. Steiner’s submission fails to meet certain procedural requirements
under Rule 14a-8 promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act’), by the
Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”). Mr. Steiner has an opportunity to cure the deficiencies as described
below.

Rule 14a-8(c) under the Exchange Act provides that each stockholder may submit no more than one proposal for a
particular stockholders’ meeting. Mr. Steiner submitted a proposal titled “Shareholder Action by Written Consent” on
November 12, 2009 (the “November 12 Proposal”) and submitted a second proposal titled “Shareholder Action by Written
Consent” on November 26, 2009 (the “November 26 Proposal”) in violation of this rule. There are differences in the
wording of the two proposals. In order to remedy this procedural defect, Mr. Steiner must revise the submission to include
only one proposal. Ifitis Mr. Steiner’s intention to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November 26 Proposal,
Mr. Steiner must inform the company that he is withdrawing the November 12 Proposal.

in addition, if Mr. Steiner’s intention is to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November 26 Proposal, Mr. Steiner
must establish eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8 at the time the November 26 Proposal was submitted. Mr.
Steiner provided a statement from DJF Discount Brokers dated November 18, 2009, which supported the November 12
proposal. However, Mr. Steiner has not provided an updated statement (i.e., dated on or after November 26, 2009)
establishing his eligibility to submit the November 26 Proposal. In order to submit a proposal, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires
the stockholder to have continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to
be voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits the proposal. Rule 14a-
8(b)(2) requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written statement from the “record” holder of the securities
(usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time the proposal was submitted, the stockholder continuously held the
shares for at least one year, or (2) a copy of a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form 5, or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, filed with the SEC reflecting ownership of the shares as of or before
the one-year eligibility period.

If Mr. Steiner wishes to withdraw the November 26 Proposal, no additional verification of Mr. Steiner’s ownership of
Amgen securities is required.

This email constitutes the company’s notification to the stockholder proponent of the procedural deficiencies in the
submission pursuant to the requirements of Rule 14a-8(f). Due to the deficiencies outlined above, the company will
exclude one or both of the November 12 Proposal and the November 26 Proposal from the upcoming proxy statement
unless the deficiencies are cured and Mr. Steiner follows the procedures set forth in Rule 14a-8(f)(1). The response must
be postmarked or transmitted electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive this notice.
Accordingly, if no response curing the deficiencies is postmarked or transmitted electronically within 14 calendar days, or
the response does not actually cure the deficiencies, the company will exciude one or both of the November 12 Proposal
and the November 26 Proposal from the proxy materials. A copy of Rule 14a-8 has been included with this letter for
further clarification.

Although the proposals may not be included in the proxy statement unless the deficiencies are cured, we do appreciate
your interest in the company'’s policies. Additionally, even if the procedural defects are cured, the company reserves the
right to exclude your proposals on other grounds specified in Rule 14a-8. We are always open to a conversation about
our practices and we welcome you to contact us if you have further inquiries. All such inquiries and any further responses
concerning this matter should be directed to the undersigned.



If you have any further inquiries or responses concerning this matter, please direct your correspondence to me. | can be
reached at the Company'’s principal offices at One Amgen Center Drive, MS 28-5-C, Thousand Oaks, California 91320-
1799 or via email at robinson@amgen.com.

Sincerely,
Andrea A. Robinson
Assistant Secretary and Associate General Counsel

cc: Mr. William Steiner (via U.S. Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested)



Rule 14a-8. Shareholder proposals.

This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder's proposal in its proxy
statement and identify the proposal in its form of proxy when the company holds an annual
or special meeting of shareholders. In summary, in order to have your shareholder proposal
included on a company's proxy card, and included along with any supporting statement in
its proxy statement, you must be eligible and follow certain procedures, Under a few specific
circumstances, the company is permitted to exclude your proposal, but only after submitting
its reasons to the Commission. We structured this section in a question-and-answer format
so that it Is easier to understand. The references to “you” are to a shareholder seeking to
submit the proposal.

(a) Question 1: What is a proposal?

A shareholder proposal is your recommendation or requirement that the company and/or its
board of directors take action, which you intend to present at a meeting of the company's
shareholders. Your proposal should state as clearly as possible the course of action that you
believe the company should follow. If your proposal is placed on the company's proxy card,
the company must also provide in the form of proxy means for shareholders to specify by
boxes a choice between approval or disapproval, or abstention. Unless otherwise indicated,
the word “proposal” as used in this section refers both to your proposal, and to your
corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if any).

(b) Question 2: Who Is eligible to submit a proposal, and how do I demonstrate to
the company that I am eligible?

(1) In order to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least
$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company's securities entitled to be voted on the
proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date you submit the proposal. You must
continue to hold those securities through the date of the meeting.

(2) If you are the registered holder of your securities, which means that your name appears
in the company's records as a shareholder, the company can verify your eligibility on its
own, although you will still have to provide the company with a written statement that you
intend to continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of shareholders,
However, if like many shareholders you are not a registered holder, the company likely does
not know that you are a shareholder, or how many shares you own. In this case, at the time
you submit your proposal, you must prove your eligibility to the company In one of two
ways:

(i) The first way is to submit to the company a written statement from the “record” holider
of your securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time you submitted your
proposal, you continuously held the securities for at least one year. You must also include

your own written statement that you intend to continue to hold the securities through the

date of the meeting of shareholders; or

(ii) The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed a Schedule 13D,
Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and/or Form 5, or amendments to those documents or
updated forms, reflecting your ownership of the shares as of or before the date on which
the one-year eligibility period begins. If you have filed one of these documents with the
SEC, you may demonstrate your eligibility by submitting to the company:

(A) A copy of the schedule and/or form, and any subsequent amendments reporting a
change in your ownership level;



(B) Your written statement that you continuously held the required number of shares for the
one-year period as of the date of the statement; and

(C) Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the shares through the
date of the company's annual or special meeting.

(c) Question 3: How many proposals may I submit?

Each shareholder may submit no more than one proposal to a company for a particular
shareholders' meeting.

(d) Question 4: How long can my proposal be?

The proposal, including any accompanying supporting statement, may not exceed 500
words,

(e) Question 5: What is the deadline for submitting a proposal?

(1) If you are submitting your proposal for the company's annual meeting, you can in most
cases find the deadline In last year's proxy statement. However, If the company did not hold
an annual meeting last year, or has changed the date of its meeting for this year more than
30 days from last year's meeting, you can usually find the deadline in one of the company's
quarterly reports on Form 10-Q or 10-QSB, or in sharehoclder reports of investment
companies under Rule 30d-1 under the Investment Company Act of 1940. In order to avoid
controversy, shareholders should submit their proposals by means, including electronic
means, that permit them to prove the date of delivery.

(2) The deadline is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for a
regularly scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company's
principal executive offices not less than 120 calendar days before the date of the company's
proxy statement released to shareholders in connection with the previous year's annual
meeting. However, If the company did not hold an annual meeting the previous year, or If
the date of this year's annual meeting has been changed by more than 30 days from the
date of the previous year's meeting, then the deadline is a reasonable time before the
company begins to print and mail its proxy materials.

(3) If you are submitting your proposal for a meeting of shareholders other than a regularly
scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the company begins to
print and mail its proxy materials.

(f) Question 6: What if I fail to follow one of the eligibility or procedural
requirements explained in answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this section?

(1) The company may exclude your proposal, but only after it has notified you of the
problem, and you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of receiving
your proposal, the company must notify you In writing of any procedural or eligibility
deficiencies, as well as of the time frame for your response. Your response must be
postmarked, or transmitted electronically, no later than 14 days from the date you received
the company's notification. A company need not provide you such notice of a deficiency if
the deficiency cannot be remedied, such as if you fail to submit a proposal by the company's
properly determined deadline, If the company intends to exclude the proposal, it will later
have to make a submission under Rule 14a-8 and provide you with a copy under Question
10 below, Rule 14a-8(j).



(2) If you fail in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date of
the meeting of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to exclude all of your
proposals from its proxy materials for any meeting held in the following two calendar years.

(g) Question 7: Who has the burden of persuading the Commission or its staff that
my proposal can be excluded?

Except as otherwise noted, the burden is on the company to demonstrate that it is entitled
to exclude a proposal.

(h) Question 8: Must I appear personally at the shareholders' meeting to present
the proposal?

(1) Either you, or your representative who is qualified under state law to present the
proposal on your behalf, must attend the meeting to present the proposal. Whether you
attend the meeting yourself or send a qualified representative to the meeting in your place,
you should make sure that you, or your representative, follow the proper state law
procedures for attending the meeting and/or presenting your proposal,

(2) If the company holds its shareholder meeting in whole or in part via electronic media,
and the company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such
media, then you may appear through electronic media rather than traveling to the meeting
to appear in person,

(3) If you or your qualified representative fail to appear and present the proposal, without
good cause, the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its proxy
materials for any meetings held in the following two calendar years.

(i) Question 9: If I have complied with the procedural requirements, on what
other bases may a company rely to exclude my proposal?

(1) Improper under state law: If the proposal is not a proper subject for action by
shareholders under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company's organization;

Note to paragraph (i)(1): Depending on the subject matter, some proposals are not
considered proper under state law If they would be binding on the company If approved by
shareholders. In our experience, most proposals that are cast as recommendations or
requests that the board of directors take specified action are proper under state law.
Accordingly, we will assume that a proposal drafted as a recommendation or suggestion is
proper unless the company demonstrates otherwlse.

(2) Violation of law: If the proposal would, if implemented, cause the company to violate
any state, federal, or foreign law to which it is subject;

Note to paragraph (i)(2): We will not apply this basis for exclusion to permit exclusion of a
proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the foreign law
would result in a violation of any state or federal law.

(3) Violation of proxy rules: If the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of the
Commission's proxy rules, including Rule 14a-9, which prohibits materially false or
misleading statements in proxy soliciting materials;

(4) Personal grievance; special interest: 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;

(5) Relevance: If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than 5 percent of
the company's total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less than 5
percent of its net earnings and gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is not
otherwise significantly related to the company's business;

(6) Absence of power/authority: If the company would lack the power or authority to
implement the proposal;

(7) Management functions: If the proposal deals with a matter relating to the company's
ordinary business operations;

(8) Relates to election: If the proposal relates to an election for membership on the
company's board of directors or analogous governing body;

(9) Confiicts with company's proposal: If the proposal directly conflicts with one of the
company's own proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting;

Note to paragraph (i)(9): A company's submission to the Commission under this section
should specify the points of conflict with the company's proposal.

(10) Substantially implemented: If the company has already substantially implemented the
proposal;

(11) Duplication: If the proposal substantially duplicates another proposal previously
submitted to the company by another proponent that will be included in the company's
proxy materials for the same meeting;

(12) Resubmissions: If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter as
another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously Included in the company's
proxy materlals within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may exclude it from its
proxy materials for any meeting held within 3 calendar years of the last time it was included
If the proposal received:

(I) Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar years;

(i) Less than 6% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed twice
previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; or

(iii) Less than 10% of the vote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed three
times or more previously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

(13) Specific amount of dividends: If the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or
stock dividends.

(j) Question 10: What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclude
my proposal?

(1) If the company intends to exclude a proposal from its proxy materials, it must file its
reasons with the Commission no later than 80 calendar days before it files its definitive
proxy statement and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must simultaneously
provide you with a copy of its submission. The Commission staff may permit the company to
make its submission later than 80 days before the company files its definitive proxy
statement and form of proxy, if the company demonstrates good cause for missing the



deadline.
(2) The company must file six paper copies of the following:
(i) The proposal;

(il) An explanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the proposal, which
should, if possible, refer to the most recent applicable authority, such as prior Division
letters issued under the rule; and

(iii) A supporting opinion of counsel when such reasons are based on matfers of state or
foreign law.

(k) Question 11: May I submit my own statement to the Commission responding to
the company's arguments?

Yes, you may submit a response, but it is not required. You should try to submit any
response to us, with a copy to the company, as soon as possible after the company makes
its submission, This way, the Commission staff will have time to consider fully your
submission before it issues its response. You should submit six paper copies of your
response,

(1) Question 12: If the company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy
materials, what information about me must it include along with the proposal
itself?

(1) The company's proxy statement must Include your name and address, as well as the
number of the company's voting securities that you hold. However, instead of providing that
information, the company may instead include a statement that it will provide the
information to shareholders promptly upon receiving an oral or written request,

(2) The company is not responsible for the contents of your proposal or supporting
statement.

(m) Question 13: What can I do if the company includes in its proxy statement
reasons why it believes shareholders should not vote in favor of my proposal, and
I disagree with some of its statements?

(1) The company may elect to Include in its proxy statement reasons why it believes
shareholders should vote against your proposal. The company is allowed to make
arguments reflecting its own point of view, just as you may express your own point of view
in your proposal's supporting statement.

(2) However, if you belleve that the company's opposition to your proposal contains
materially false or misleading statements that may violate our anti-fraud rule, Rule 14a-9,
you should promptly send to the Commission staff and the company a letter explaining the
reasons for your view, along with a copy of the company's statements opposing your
proposal, To the extent possible, your letter should include specific factual information
demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company's claims, Time permitting, you may wish to
try to work out your differences with the company by yourself before contacting the
Commission staff,

(3) We require the company to send you a copy of its statements opposing your proposal
before it mails its proxy materlals, so that you may bring to our attention any materially
false or misleading statements, under the following timeframes:



(i) If our no-action response requires that you make revisions to your proposal or
supporting statement as a condition to requiring the company to include it in Its proxy
materials, then the company must provide you with a copy of Its opposition statements no
later than 5 calendar days after the company receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

(i) In all other cases, the company must provide you with a copy of its opposition
statements no later than 30 calendar days before its files definitive copies of its proxy
statement and form of proxy under Rule 14a-6.



=+ FISMEE@EMB Memorandum M-07-16 xrk k- FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16  ***
Date: December 1, 2009 9:31:00 PM PST
To: "Robinson, Andrea - LAW" <robinson@amgen.com>
Cec: "Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW" <gghio@amgen.com>
Subject: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

The November 26, 2009 text is the one proposal intended for rule 14a-8 publication.
Please advise on December 2, 2009 if there are now any rule 14a-8 open items.
Sincerely,

John Chevedden

cc: William Steiner



From: Robinson, Andrea - LAW [robinson@amgen.com]

Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 1:48 PM

=T RISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***, ** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 **
Cc: Ghio, Gabrielle - LAW
Subject: RE: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Mr. Chevedden,

In my December 1, 2009 email to you, it was noted:

“In addition, if Mr. Steiner’s intention is to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November 26 Proposal, Mr. Steiner
must establish eligibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8 at the time the November 26 Proposal was submitted. Mr.
Steiner provided a statement from DJF Discount Brokers dated November 18, 2009, which supported the November 12
proposal. However, Mr. Steiner has not provided an updated statement (i.e., dated on or after November 26, 2009)
establishing his eligibility to submit the November 26 Proposal. In order to submit a proposal, Rule 14a-8(b)(1) requires
the stockholder to have continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitied to
be voted on the proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date the stockholder submits the proposal. Rule 14a-
8(b)(2) requires, among other things, the submission of (1) a written statement from the “record” holder of the securities
(usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time the proposal was submitted, the stockholder continuously held the
shares for at least one year, or (2) a copy of a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 and or Form 5, or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, filed with the SEC reflecting ownership of the shares as of or before
the one-year eligibility period.”

Therefore, we respectfully request that, if Mr. Steiner would like to replace the November 12 Proposal with the November
26 Proposal, Mr. Steiner provide an updated establishing his eligibility to submit the November 26 Proposal. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Andrea Robinson



= FISMAr@IMIB Memorandum M-07-16 **, *+ FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 3:16 PM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW
Cc: shareholderproposals@sec.gov
Subject: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Ms. Andrea Robinson
Associate General Counsel
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320
(805) 447-4734

Dear Ms. Robinson,

The company December 4, 2009 request is not logical in requesting two identical broker letters
(except for the signature dates on the letters). The rule 14a-8 text submitted on November 26, 2009
contained no retraction of Mr. William Steiner’s recent written commitment of:

“I intend to meet Rule 14a-8 requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock
value until after the date of the respective [2010] shareholder meeting.” Please let me know on
December 7, 2009 whether there is or is not any further clarification or requirement in the view of
the company.

Sincerely,
John Chevedden

cc:

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission

William Steiner



w FISIFR@MOMB Memorandum M-07-16 wrx xkk - FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16  ***
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2009 11:37 AM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW ’
Subject: Re William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,

We are forwarding this attached second broker letter as a totally unnecessary accommodation to the

company. Please advise Monday whether there are now any rule 14a-8 open items.
John Chevedden

cc:
William Steiner

Ms. Andrea Robinson
Associate General Counsel
Amgen Inc. (AMGN)

One Amgen Center Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320
(805) 447-4734

Dear Ms. Robinson,

The company December 4, 2009 request is not logical in requesting two identical broker letters
(except for the signature dates on the letters). The rule 14a-8 text submitted on November 26, 2009
contained no retraction of Mr. William Steiner’s recent written commitment of:

“I intend to meet Rule 14a-8 requirements including the continuous ownership of the required stock
value until after the date of the respective [2010] shareholder meeting.” Please let me know on
December 7, 2009 whether there is or is not any further clarification or requirement in the view of
the company.

Sincerely,
John Chevedden

cc:
Office of Chief Counsel



Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission

William Steiner



DISCOU NT BROKERS

pate:_|/ ﬂL‘- 2006

To whom it may concern:

As introducing broker for the account of W ! / / 1am y btiner”
account numbesMA & OMB Memorandum M-07,deeld-with National Financial Services Corp.
as custodnan, DJF Discount Brokers hereby certifies that as of the date of this certification

>

1avn is and has been the beneficial ownerof __ 3¢ ©
shares of v Inc . ; having held at least two thousand dollars
worth of the abov& mentioned security since the following date: o4, also having

held at least two thousand dollars worth of the above mentioned security from at least one
year prior to the date the proposal was submitted to the company.

Sincerely,

b \Flltact

Mark Filiberto,
President
DIJF Discount Brokers

1981 Marcus Avenue * Sulte Cll4 » Lake Success. NY 11042
516-328-2600 800-695-EASY www.djidis.com  Fax 516-328-2323



w+ F1SMEROWE Memorandum M-07-16 wrx xkk - FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16  ***
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2009 11:40 AM
To: Robinson, Andrea - LAW
Subject: Re: William Steiner Rule 14a-8 Proposal (AMGN)

Dear Ms. Robinson,
The November 26, 2009 text is the only text intended for the definitive proxy. Please advise on
Monday whether there are now any rule 14a-8 open items.

John Chevedden
cc: William Steiner





