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UNITED STATES /
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549-0402

O (111 TR
I s March3,2008 |5 Q - 0339

Mary E. Bowler
Corporate Counsel and Assistant Secretary
E. 1. du Pont de Nemours and Company

DuPont Legal

1007 Market Street

Wilmington, DE 19898 .
& Bk iy 7%4

Re:  E.1 duPont de Nemours and Company Bostton) o, o
Incoming letter dated December 31, 2002 Bula Y8 - g

Dear Ms. Bowler: ' D Jos

This is in response to your letter dated December 31, 2002 concerning the
shareholder proposal submitted to DuPont by Thomas Gniewek. We also have received
letters from the proponent dated January 12, 2003 and January 25, 2003. 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 the
correspondence will also 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.

E%SE‘D ‘ Sincerely,
v S Foulin 7l lmnc
Wv\gﬁo\h\' Martin P. Dunn
Deputy Director
Enclosures
cc:  Thomas Gniewek

123 Norwood Circle
Camden, TN 38320




AT,

Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-3303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

December 31, 2002

VIA COURIER

Securities and Exchange Commission
Judiciary Plaza

450 Fifth Street, NW

Washington, DC 20549

Attention: Office of the Chief Counsel
Divisicn of Corporation Finance
Mail Stop 0402, Room 4012

E. 1. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY
PROXY STATEMENT—2003 ANNUAL MEETING

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This statement and the accompanying materials are submitted on behalf of
E. |. du Pont de Nemours and Company (‘DuPont’) pursuant to the provisicns of Rule 14a-8 of
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, In our opinion, the proposal submitted by
Mr. Thomas Gniewek may be omitted from DuPont's proxy statement for the reasons set forth in
the attached legal opinion. We request that the Staff not recommend anv enforcement action if
the proposal is so cmitted.

By copy of the statement and the attached opinion, Mr. Themas Gniewek is
being notifled of DuPont's intention to omit the proposal and suppomng statement from its proxy
materiai for the 2003 Annual Mesting.

If you have any questions regarding this matter or reguire ‘additional information,
please contact me at 302-774-5303 or Louise Lancaster at 302-774-7378.

Thank vou for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

Corporate Counsel and Assistant Secretary

lolon Mr. Thomas Gniewek
123 Norwood Circle
Camden, TN 38320

Louise Lancaster, DuPont
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December 31, 2002

E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company
1007 Market Street
Wilmington, Delaware 19898

2003 PROXY STATEMENT
SHAREHOLDER PROPOSAL

| am providing this opinicn in support of the position that
E. |. du Pont de Nemours and Company (“DuPont” or “Company”) may properly
omit from its 2003 Annual Meeting Proxy Statement the shareholder proposal
and supporting statement (“Proposal”) submitted by Thomas Gniewek
(“Proponent”). The Proposal is included at Exhibit “A”. The Proposal requests
that the Board of Directors prepare a report on the Company’s progress in
response to the Glass Ceiling Commission’s recommendations, including a
review of:

“(1) Steps Company has taken to use the Glass Ceiling
Commission Report and management’'s recommendations
flowing from it.

(2) Company-wide policies addressing leadership development,
employee mentoring, workforce diversity initiatives and
family friendly programs.

(3) Explanations of how executive compensation packages and
and performance evaluations integrate Company efforts in
breaking the glass ceiling.

(4) The top one hundred or one percent of Company wage
earners broken down by gender.”

Proponent submitted virtually the same proposal for inclusion in the
proxy materials for the 2000, 2001 and 2002 Annual Meetings. Copies of the
proposals submitted for these earlier years are also included at Exhibit "A”. The
supporting statements in all submissions describe in detail gender inequality in
the workplace and contain the following statement of Proponent’s ‘belief’:

,
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“‘We believe top management positions should more

closely reflect the people in the workforce and marketplace

if our company is going to remain competitive.”

For the reasons stated below, it is my opinion the Proposal may be
omitted from the proxy materials for the 2003 Annual Meeting under
Rule 14a-8(i)(3) because it is false and misleading.

Under Rule 14a-8(i)(3), a shareholder proposal may be omitted
from proxy materials if it is “contrary to any of the Commission’s proxy rules and
regulations, including Rule 14a-9, which prohibits inclusion in proxy materiais of
any statement which is “false or misleading with respect to any material fact.” In
his written correspondence to Company management, and through his
comments at the Company’s annual meetings, Proponent has clearly and
repeatedly demonstrated that he does not support the ‘belief articulated in his
Proposal. His statement of ‘belief is false, and is misleading to other
shareholders who receive the proxy materials and vote on his Proposal.

In a July 11, 2002 letter to DuPont's Chairman and Chief Executive
Officer, Charles Holliday, a copy of which is included at Exhibit “B”, Proponent
wrote “...1 firmly believe present discrimination based on diversity
goals/quotas/targets etc. (aka affirmative action) is unethical, immoral and
certainly unconstitutional. DuPont should address this problem.” Yet just three
months later, Proponent resubmitted the Proposal, calling for a management
team more representative of people in the workforce, and seeking a report
detailing the Company’s efforts to break the “glass ceiling”.

Proponent’s July 11 letter was the latest in a long line of statements
in direct contradiction to the Proposal. In fact, Proponent has never, either in
annual meeting comments made in connection with the Proposal or in
correspondence with the Company, voiced support for his Proposal. The
following excerpts from the transcripts of DuPont's annual meetings illustrate
Proponent's strong disagreement with the ‘belief stated in the Proposal.
Relevant pages from the annual meeting transcripts are included at Exhibit “C”".

2000: Mr. Gniewek related that his granddaughter called him and
said “Grandpa, | am going to vote against your proxy because preferences are
unfair and just wrong”. Proponent then noted that “...we ought to remember this
when we go on.”

001: Mr. Gniewek presented a list of business fallacies and

included “for business to succeed it must have diversity” and “for success
business must preferentially recruit for diversity ahead of fairness and all else.”




He also cited examples of companies recognized for outstandihg diversity and
noted that each had financial troubles. '

2002: Proponent made the following statement: “But we alse urge
DuPont to shun politically correct absurdities. Companies most praised by PC
activists for PC correctness are deep in PC do-do. Like Xerox, yeah, like Xerox
and Ford and more. PC platitudes like today a company must be diversified to
succeed are proven wrong and dangerous to business.”

Proponent has demonstrated unequivocally by his own words that
his ‘belief, as stated in the Proposal, is false.

An examination of Mr. Gniewek'’s earlier history of proxy proposals
also provides support for the Company’s argument that the Proposal is false and
misleading. Proponent submitted for inclusion in the 1997 Annual Meeting Proxy
Statement a proposal asking DuPont to “...make clear what procedures it will put
in place to end current discrimination against prospective and current employees.
This discrimination is the result of DuPont’'s improper administration of the
federally mandated affirmative action program, originally identified as a program
of preferences.” That proposal, included at Exhibit “A”, was omitted with the
concurrence of the SEC Staff. Mr. Gniewek attended DuPont’s 1997 annual
meeting and stated, “| support ending preferences, and as a result, some may
label me racist or sexist.” He also noted that affirmative action “...punishes
innocent youngsters today.” Relevant pages from the 1997 annual meeting
transcript are inciuded at Exhibit “C”.

Proponent next submitted for inclusion in the 1998 Annual Meeting
Proxy Statement a proposal asking the Company’s Board to “issue a public
policy committing the Company to a more diverse board” and seeking a report
summarizing efforts to increase the diversification of the Board of Directors,
Board search firms, and Board committees. That proposal was included in the
proxy statement, and a copy of the proposal is provided at Exhibit “A”. In his
remarks at the 1998 annual meeting, Mr. Gniewek stated that his “politically
incorrect proxies were rejected both by DuPont and the SEC” and that “...this
year | flipflopped.” During the same meeting, Mr. Gniewek noted that 80 percent
of CEOs “said diversity forced hiring and promotion of less qualified people” and
stated that he voted against his own proposal because ‘I think it is unfair and
probably unconstitutional, and | just think it's wonderful that 84 percent of the
shareholders agreed with that.” In conclusion, Proponent remarked that
“...political correctness needs to be changed. It's time to change that, and |
thank everybody for their negative vote on my proposal.” Relevant pages from
the 1998 annual meeting transcript are included at Exhibit “C”.
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Proponent resubmitted the board diversity proposal the next year,
and it was included in the Company’s 1989 Annuai Meeting Proxy Statement.
During a telephone conversation with the undersigned subsequent to
resubmission of the proposal Proponent had voted against, Mr. Gniewek advised
the undersigned that he had had a change of heart, and was supportive of his
proposal. Despite what Mr. Gniewek advised the undersigned, at the 1999
annual meeting he again spoke against the proposal noting, among other things,
that “...1 say quotas discriminate” and “...the proxy to me indicates a Board quite
wary of racism charges so that it tends to trample on the rights of others.”
Relevant pages from the 1999 annual meeting transcript are included at Exhibit
“‘C".

The foregoing history clearly establishes Proponent’s willingness to
use what he himself describes as “politically correct” proposals, containing
. statements in which he does NOT believe, to provide a forum for his
anti-affirmative action platform. The approach he has taken with the Proposal in
question is no different.

Proponent has submitted the Proposal, purportedly to advance an
objective in which he has demonstrated he does not believe, as a vehicle for
pursuing his own contradictory agenda. By his own words and actions,
Proponent has now provided an indisputable record in support of the Company’s
contention that the material submitted by Proponent for inclusion in the
Company’s 2003 proxy materials is false and misleading with respect to a
material fact—a stated objective of the Proposal itself——a management team
representative of the workplace and marketplace.

For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that, pursuant to Rule
14a-8(i)(3), DuPont may properly exclude the Proposal from its 2003 Annual
Meeting Proxy Statement.

Very truly yours,

Mary E/ Bowler
Corporate Counsel

attachments
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, 123 Norwood Circle
731 584 4886 ’ Camden, Tenn. 38320
. : October 8, 2002

E. I. DuPFont de Nemours & Co.
- Wilmington, Delaware 19898

Att: Corp. Secretary

“

Dear Ms. Lancaster,

. 3
Please include the enclosed proxy in the 2007 Annual
Meeting Proxy Statement.

_This proxy is ecsentlally a verbatim copy of my 2001
prox y statement.

My understanding is that since more than 20” of share-
holders voted for my proxy, it will be submitted to stock
holders without referral to the SEC.

Would-you please confirm whether or not my understanding
is correct and whether or not the proxy will be accepted?

Repeating from my submission letter of last year:

I make.no bones about it. I do not wish to involve the
SEC. I believe this early start will make it easier for all-
Your response will be apprec1ated.

Best,regards,




The term "glass ceiling" was first used -in a 1985 wWall
treet Journal article to describe an artificial barrier to
the advancement of women into corporate management
positions. Senator Robert Dole introduced the Glass Ceiling
Act, 2s part of Title II of the Civil Rights Act of
1901. President Bush signed the 1991 Civil Rights Act
estabklishing a bipartisan twenty-nine member Glass Ceiling
Commission. The Commission was charged with preparing
recommendations on the glass ceiling issue for the President
and corporate leaders. ‘
' In 1991, then Secretary of Labor Lynn Martin completed
the Glass Ceiling Initiative Report. Senator Dole praised
the report, "[this] confirm[s] what many of us have
suspected z2ll along - the existence of invisible, artificial
barriers blocking women and minorities from advancing up the
corporate ladder to management and executive level
positions" and "for this Senator, the issue boils down to
ensuring equal access and equal opportunity.” ,

Chairperson of the Glass Ceiling Commission Robert
‘Reich stated, " The glass ceiling is not orly an egregious
denial of social justice that affects two-thirds of the
population, but a serious economic problem that takes a huge
financial toll on American business." And "...we need to '
attract and retain the kest, most. flexible workers and
leaders available, for all levels of the organization."

- The stated vision of the Glazss Ceiling Commission is "z
national corporate leadership fully aware that shifting
demographics and economic restructuring make diversity at
management and decision making levels a prereqguisite for the
" long term success of the United States in domestic and
global market places." The report revealed that women made
up 47.5 percent of the total workforce and earned over half
of all Masters degrees, yet 95 per cent of senior-level
managers remain men. Women today earn about $.72Z for every
dollar earned by men.

- The Glass Ceiling Commission Report, released in 1995,
confirms inclusiveness in the workplace has a positive
impact on the bottom line. A 19983 study of the Standard and
Poor 500 companies revealed, "...firms that succeed in
shattering their own g¢glass ceiling racked up stock-market
records that were really two and cne half times better than
otherwise comparazble companies.

We believe top management positions should more closely
reflect the people in the workforce and marketplace if our
company is going to remain competitive.




RESOLVED: Stockholders reguest the Board of Directors
prepare a report, .at reasonable cost and excluding confidential
information, tc be made availakle to shareholders four months
from the date of the annual meeting on our progress in
response to the Glass Ce111ng eomm1551on s business recomen-
dations including a review of:

(1) Steps company has taken to use the Class Ceiling
Cocmmission Report and management's recommendations flowing
from it. : .

(2) Company-wide policies addressing leadership development,
employee mentoring, workforce diversity initiatives and
family friendly programs.

(3) Explanations of how executive compensation packages and
performance evaluations integrate company efforts in breaking
the glass ceiling. :

(4) The top one hundred or one pcrcent of company wage earners .
broken down by gender.




: , 123 Norwoed Circle
731 BR4 4886 Camden, Tenn. 38320
: October 12, 2001

E. I. DuPont de Nemours & Co.
Wilmington, Delaware 19898

Att: Corp. Secretary

Dear Ms. Lancaster,

2,
Please include the enclosed proxy in the 2001 Annual
Meeting Proxy Statement.

This proxy is essentially a verbatim copy of my 2000
proxy statement. ‘

My understanding is that since more than 3% of share-
holders voted for my proxy, it will be submitted to stock
holders without referral to the SEC.

Would yvou please confirm whether or not my understanding
is correct and whether or not the proxy will be accepted?

I make no bones about it. I do not wish to invoclve the
SEC. I believe this early start will make it easier
for 211. Your response will be appreciated.

Best regards,

/*} =
377;:W.9£;Wduﬁ;"

Tom Gnilgwek




The term "glass ceiling" was first used in a 1985 Wall
Street Journal article tc describe an artificial barrier to
the advancement of women into corporate management ‘
positions. Senator Robert Dole introduced the Glass Ceiling
Act, as part of Title II of the Civil Rights Act of
19%91. Fresident Eush signed the 1291 Civil Rights Act
establishing a bipartisan twenty-rnine member Glass Ceiling
Commission. The Commission was charged with preparing
recommendations on the glass ceiling issue for the President
and corporate leaders,

In 1991, then Secretary of Labor Lynn Martin completed
the Glass Ceiling Initiative Report. .Senator Dole praised
the report, "[this] confirm[s] what many of us have
suspected all along - the existence of invisible, artificial
barriers blocking women and mincrities from advancing up the
corpcrate ladder to management and executive level
positions" and "for this Senatcr, the issue boils down to
ensuring egual access and egual opportunity.”

Chairperson of the Glass Ceiling Commission Robert
Reich stated, " The glass ceiling is not only an egregious
denial of social justice that affects two-thirds of the
- population, but a seriocus economic preblem that takes a huge
financial toll on American business.” And "...we need to
attract and retain the best, most flexible workers and
leaders availatle, for all levels of the crganization."

, The stated vision of the Glass Ceiling Commission is "a
national corporate leadership fully aware that shifting
demographics and economic restructuring make diversity at
management and decision making levels a prerecuisite for the
long term success of the United States in domestic and
global market places." The report revealed that women mace
up 47.5 percent of the total workforce and earned over half
of all Masters cdegrees, yet S5 per cent cf senior-level
managers remain men. Women today earn about $.72 for every
dcllar earned by men.

The Glass Ceiling Commission Report, released in 1995,
confirms inclusiveness in the workplace has a positive
impact on the bhottom line. A 1993 study of the Standard and
Poor 500 companies revealed, "...firms that succeed in
shattering their own glass ceiling racked up stock-market
records that were really two and one half times bketter than
otherwise comparzble companies."

We believe top management positions should more closely
reflect the people in the workforce and marketplace if cur
company is going tc remain competitive.




RESCLVED: Stockholders recguest the Board of Directors
prepare a report, at reasonakle cost and excluding confidential
information, to be made availabkle to shareholders four months

from the date of the annual meeting on our progress in
response to the Glass Ceiling Commission's business recomen-
dations including 2 review of:

(1) Steps company‘has taken to use the Glass Ceiling
‘Commission Report and management's recommendations flowing
from it. '

(2) Company-wide policies addressing leadership development,
employee mentcring, workforce diversity initiatives and
family friendly programs.

(3) Explanations of how executive compensation packages and
performance evaluations integrate company efforts in kreaking
the glass ceiling.

(4) The top one hundred or one percent of company wage earner
broken down by gender. '




, 73 Norwood Circle
9C1 584 4886 . Camden, Tenn. 38320
October 12, 2000
E. I. DuPont ée Nemours & Co. .
Wilmington, Delaware 19898

Att: Corp. Secretary
Dear Ms. Lancaster,

Please include the enclosed proxy in the 2000 Annual
Meeting Proxy Statement.

This proxy is essentially a verbatim’ copy of my 1999
‘proxy statement.

My understanding is that since more than 3% of share-
holders voted for my proxy, it will be submitted to stock
holders without referral to the SEC. .

Would you please confirm whether or not my understanding
is correct and whether or not the proxy will be accepted?

I make no bones about it. I do not wish to involve the
SEC. I believe this early start will make it easier
for all. Your response will be appreciated.

Best regards,

E@EEWEH
acT - 7 2000




The term "glass ceiling" was first used in a 1985 Wall
Street Journal article to describe an artificial barrier to
the advancement of women into corporate management o
positions. Senator Robert Docle introduced the Glass Ceiling
Act, as part of Title II of the Civil Rights Act of ~
1991. President Bush signed the 1991 Civil Rights Act
establishing a bipartisan twenty-nine member Glass Ceiling
Commission. The Commission was charged with preparing ,
recommendations on the glass calllng igsue for the President
and corporate leaders. 1

In 1991, then Secretary of Labor Lynn Martin completed
the Glass Ceiling Initiative Report. Senator Dole praised
the repocrt, "[this] confirm[s] what many of us have
suspected all along - the existence of invisible, artificial
barriers blocking women and minorities from advancing up the
corporate ladder to management and executive level
positions" and "for this Senator, the issue boils down to
ensuring equal access and egual opportunity.

Chairperson of the Glass Ceiling Commission Robert
Reich stated, " The glass ceiling is not only an egregious
denial of social justice that affects two-thirds of the
population, but a serious economic problem that takes a huge
financial toll on American business.”" And "...we need to
attract and retain the best, most flexible workers and
leaders avallable, for all levels of the organization.

The stated vision of the Glass Ceiling Commission is "a
national corpcrate leadership fully aware that shifting
demographics and economic restrucfuring make diversity at
management and decision making. levels a preregquisite for the
long term success of the United States in domestic and
global market places." The report revealed that women made
up 47.5 percent of the total workforce and earned over half
of all Masters degrees, yet 95 per cent of senior-level
managers remain men. Women today earn about $ 72 for every
dollar earneéd by men.

The Glass Ceiling Commission Report, released in 1995,
.confirms inclusiveness in the workplace has a positive
impact on the bottom line. A 1993 study of the Standard and
Poor 500 companies revealed, "...firms that succeed in
shattering their own glass ceiling racked up stock-market
records that were really two and one half times better than
.otherwvise comparakle companies.”

We believe top management p031t10ns should more closely
reflect the pecople in the workfcrce and marxetplace 1f our
comoany is going to remain competltlve.




RESOLVED: Stockholders regquest the Board of Directors
prepare a report, at reasonable cost and excluding confidential
information, to be made available to shareholders four months
from the date of the annual meeting on our progress in
response to the Glass CEIlIDg Commission's business recomen-
dations including a review of: : :

(1) Steps company has taken to use the Glass Ceiling-
Commission Peport and management's recommendations flowing
from it.

(2) Company-wide policies addressing leadership development,(_
employee mentoring, workforce dlver51ty initiatives and
family friendly programs.

(3) Explanations of how executive compensation packages and
performance evaluations integrate comuany efforts in breaking
the glass callln

(4) The top one hundred or one percent of company wage earners
"broken down by gender.



123 Norwood Circle
801 584 4886 Camden, Tenn. 38320
- October 1, 1999

E.I. duPont de Neméufs S Co., Inc.
Wilmington, Delaware 19898

Att: Corp. Secretary

Dear Ms. Lancaster,

Please inélude the enclosed proxy for the annual
stockholders' meeting of 2000.

Please call if there are any questions.

Thank you. | 'F_‘

om Gnikwek



The term "glass ceiling" was first used in a 1985 Wall
Street Journal article to describe an artificial barrier to
the advancement of women into corporate management .
positions. Senator Robert Dole introduced the Glass Ceiling
Act, as part of Title II of the Civil Rights 2ct of )
1981. President Bush signed the 1991 Civil Rights Act
establishing a bipartisan twenty-nine member Glass Ceiling
Commission. The Commission was charged with preparing
recommendations on the glass ceiling issue for the Pre51dent
and corporate leaders.

In 1991, then Secretary of Labor Lynn Martin completed
the Glass Ceiling Initiative Report. Senator Dole praised
the report, "[this] confirm[s] what many of us have
suspected z2ll along - the existence of invisikle, artificial
barriers blocking women and minorities from advancing up the
corporate ladder to management and executive level
positions" and "for this Senator, the issue boils down to
ensuring equal access and equal opportunity.”

Chairperscn of the Glass Ceiling Commission Robert
Reich stated, "The glass ceiling is not only an egregious
denial of social justice that affects two-thirds of the
population, but a serious economic problem that takes a huge
financial toll on American business." And "...we need to
attract and retain the best, most flexible workers and
leaders available, for all levels of the organization."

The .stated visicn of the Glass Ceiling Commission is "a
national corporate leadership fully aware that shifting
demographics and economic restructuring make diversity at
managenent and decision making levels a prerequisite for the
long term success of the United States in domestic and
global market places." The report revealed that women made
up 47.5 percent of the total workforce and earned over half
of all Master degrees, yet 95 per cent of senior-level
managers remain men. Women today earn about $.72 for every
dollar earned by men.

The Glass Ceilling Commission Report, released in 1865,
confirms inclusiveness in the workplace has a positive
impact on the bottom line. A 1993 study of the Standard and
Poor 500 companies revealed, "...firms that succeed in
shattering their own glass ceiling racked up stock-market
records that were really two and one half times better than
otherwise comparable companies."

We believe top management positions should more closely
reflect the people in the workforce and marketplace if our
. company 1is going to remain competitive.




RESOLVED: Stockholders request the Board of Directors
prepare a report, at reasonable cost and excluding confidential
information, to be made available to shareholders four months
from the date of the annual meeting on our progress in
response to the Glass Ceiling Commission's business recomen-
dations -including a review of:

(1) Steps company has taken to use the Glass Ceiling
Commission Report and management's recommendations flowing
from it. '

(2) Company-wide poliéies addressing leadership development,
employee mentoring, workforce diversity initiatives and
family friendly programs.

(3) Explanations of how executive compensation packages and
performance evaluations integrate company efforts in breaking
the glass ceiling.

(4) The top one hundred or one percent of company Wage earners
broken down by gender.
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. 123 Norwoecd Circle
901 584 488% Camden, Tenn. 38320 .
September 29, 1998

E. I. DuPont de Nemours & Co.
Wilmington, Delaware 19898

Att: Corp. Secretary
Dear Ms. Lancaster,

Please include the enclesed proxy in the 1999 Annual
Meeting Proxy Statement. )

This proxy is essentially a verbatim copy of my 1998
proxy statement with a few additional pertinent notes.

My understanding is that since more than 3% of share-
holders voted for my proxy, it will be submitted to stock
holders without referral to the SEC. I also understand -that
adding a few notes which bear directly upon the proxy by
contributing updated pertinent information is permissible.

Would you please confirm whether or not my understanding
is correct and whether or nct the proxy will be accepted?

I make no bones about it. I do not wish to involve the
SEC. If it is necessary to remove scme or all the notes, I
will do so. I believe this early start will make it easier
for all. Your response will be appreciated.

I believe my count of Africa-Americans and women is
accurate, but if not, I would appreciate your providing me
with the correct numbers.

Best regards,

/25:/ %Z&auobé

S

Tom Gniewek




"WHEREAS shareholders believe that our board cf
directors needs to be more representative of shareholders
and reflect a diverse workforce and population so our -
company can remain competitive and,

Recently the Investor Responsibility Research Center
reported inclusiveness at senior management and board
levels was only 9% within Fortune 500 companies.

If we are to successfully compete in the increasingly
diverse global marketplace of the future, we must select the
best people regardless of race, gender, religion, or
physical challenge.

We believe a more diverse board with its wider range of
perspectives would improve the guality of corporate decision-
making. We reguest our corpcration to enlarge its search for
gualified board members including minorities and women.

The recent proxy of W.R.Grace states their Board...
"recognizes that its composition should reflect the global
nature of the ccmpany's operation and the diversity of its
workforce. The Board zlso recognizes that it is in a unigue
position to 'set the tone at the top' and to demonstrate its
belief that diversity makes good business sense."

Though Dupont has two women and one African American
on its board, we do believe this is inadeguate to provide
the necessary diversity for Dupont to effectively compete
in the future. :

We reguest that the Board promptly tzke steps to
include additional minorities and women candidates for
nominations to the Board starting in 1998¥and thereafter.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the shareholders reguest:

The Board issue a policy publicly committing the
company to a more diverse board, a program of steps, and the
timeline to move further in that direction.

The Board make available an annual report starting in
199§13ummarizing_efforts to encourage and increase the
diversification of: : :

* our Board of Directors

*our Board search firms ‘

*31l Beard of Directors committees."




Stockholders' Statement

Strong support for this proxXy was shown at the 19S8
annual meeting when 8.4% of 55706 voting stockholders cast
their ballots for the proxy, °1.6% against.

Responding to stockholder guestions Chairman Krel szid
the company has no guotas for increasing diversity of rank
and 2 file employees. Mr. Krol explained that the comgany
has set its "own targets internally" and is "ahead of the
curve" in meeting these targets.

Subsequent tc the meeting it was learned that the
"target" is to reduce the percentage of white males on the
payroll while increasing that of minorities and women with a
"target" percentage to be met by 2005. Employees have been
so notified. v

Yet the Board oppeses this proxy which in effect
reguests that the board be held toc the same standards anad
"targets" as all other employees. Mr. Krol also said all
individual Board members unanimously voted their shares
against this proxy. This position of the Board collectively
and individually is inconsistent with its stated policy and
is unfalr to other employees.

The proxy respectfully reguests the Board "..'to set
the tone at the top' and to demonstrate its belief that
diversity makes good business sense." This is a worthy
"target." -

By voting in favor, stockholders can help meet this
target. Individual Board members can set an example by
voting in faveor. '

Please vote for this proxy.




123 Norwood Circle
8901 584 4886 : Camden, Tenn. 38320
Octcber 1, 1997

E.I. duPFont de Nemours & Co.
Wilmington, Delaware 19898
Att. Corp. Secretary

Dear Ms. lancaster,

Please include the enclosed proxy in the 1998 Annual
Meeting Proxy Statement.
Thank vou.

Bést regards,

Tom Grtiewek




"WHEREAS shareholders believe that our board of
directors needs to be more representative of shareholders
and reflect z diverse workforce and population so our
company can remain competitive andg,

Recently the Investor Responsibility Research Center
reported inclusiveness at senior management and board
levels was only 9% within Fortune 500 companies.

If we are to successfully compete in the increasingly
diverse global marketplace of the future, we must select the
best people regardless of race, gender, religion, or
physical challenge.

We -believe a more diverse board with its wider range of
perspectives would improve the guality of corporate decision-
making. We reguest our corporation to enlarge its search for
gualified board members including minorities and women.

The recent proxy of W.R.Grace states their Foard...
"recognizes that its composition should reflect the global
nature of the company's operation and the diversity of its
workforce. The Board also recognizes that it is in a unique-
position to 'set the tone at the top' and to demonstrate its
belief that diversity makes good business sense."

Though Dupont has two women and cone African American
on its board, we do believe this is inadequate to provide
the necessary diversity for Dupont to effectively compete
in the future. ’

We reguest that the Board promptly take steps to
include additional minorities and women candidates for
nominations to the Board starting in 1968 and thereafter.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the shareholders request:

The Board issue a policy publicly committing the
company to a more diverse board, a program of steps, and the
timeline to move further in that direction.

The Board make available an annuzl report starting in
1998 summarizing efforts to encourage and increase the
diversification of:

* our Board of Directors

*our Board search firms

*all Board of Directors committees."
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' . 123 Norwood Circle
901 584 4885 Camden, Tenn 38320
o November 6, 1996

E.I. duPont de Nemours, Inc.
Wilmington, Delaware

Gentlepersoné}

Please inciude the attached proxy in the 1996 annual report.

Please contact me if You have any questions.

Tﬁank fou,
7—' o

Tom Gnfewex
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RESQLVED- Dupont should make clear what procedures it
witl put in place to end current discrimination against
prospective and current employees. This discrimination is )
the result of Dupont's improper administration of the. i
federally mandated affirmative action program, originally
identified as a program of preferences.
The procedures should be gquickly put in place and
widely publicized to all employees, the public, and
the shareholders.

NOTE- "The vote to and preferential treatment was not a
vote to end diversity but a vote to stop using diversity as
am excuse for discrimination." Ward Connerly(paraphrase)

Mr. Connerly is the chairman of the committee which

placed a proposition to end discriminatory preferential _

treatment on the November 5, 1996 California ballot. The
proposition passed by a iarge margin.

The courts and the public are calling for an end to
discrimin=tory, unconstitutional preferential programs.
Government an?2 business should respond by doinz so.

T S e G T > Ty S T " T —— S — . — " O o ——— S T T D e s o T o T T i S T T . s T . T — — — . ——— ——
i e . T e . . e e T . e e s v et . e o . — T Lt -t . S . . = S S A T S e - ——— . —— —— —— - —

Note- According te historic records, the program currently
known as affirmative action was origimnally proposed &s .a
limited program of preferences. This was the name given to
this program by Daniel Patrick Moynihan; then a Labor Dept.
employee, currently US Senator from NY.

Well into the legislative and political discussion of
Moynihan's proposal,the term affirmative action was unused
LBJohnson- knew Americanrs would not accept unconstitutional
laws of- preferences and for polltlcal purposes renamed it
affirmative action. This term is misleading and incorrect.

The  proper term of Preferences ig uséd in this proxy.
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123 Norwood Circle

731 584 4886 Camden, Tenn. 38320
July 11, 2002 RECEIVED
CEC Holliday : | ©JUL 15 2002
Dupont Co.
Dear Mr. Holliday, CHAIRMAN'S OFFICE

I have read the 7/9/02 WSJournal article by Carol
Hymowitz giving your ideas on business ethics.

Thank you and congratulations.

At the last annual meeting I said, "Please stick with
honest accounting.”

You may recall that after the meeting we talked
briefly and I repeated my idea that Dupont should not cave
in to unethical tort lawyers. :

In effect, your answer was, "We will not cave and we
will succeed. We must use only ethical, legal procedures
which means it will take longer. We won't use their tactics."

I instantaneously agreed because T understood what you
meant. Here's why.

When I graduated college in 1954 demand for engineers
was sky high. Several companies T interviewed made rather
gaudy offers. Dupont was level-headed and I still recall the
recruiter saying Dupont's intention was to hire good people
for the long term- 30 years or more- who would contribute to
the company cver the 1long term.

That, plus the company had as solid reputation with the
blue collar workers of my home town, 2 miles from the Ilion NY
Remington Arms plant. My Dad signed on there shortly after
Pearl Harbor when the small domestic heating concern for
which he worked was knocked out by WWII needs. He had had a
variety of jobs and said Dupont treated people right.

My experience with Dupont- supervision and management
always promoted high ethics and never suggested I do
anything improper.

As my years. with Dupont 1ncreased, I often served as
mentor to new hires and summer student "temps".

I found myself telling them- Dupont intends to be a
good neighbor and will not throw its weight around.

As far as my experience goes, Dupont obeys the letter
of the law even if it believes some laws are misguided and
not in the best interest of the community or company. In
that case, we work to get the law changed in a legal way.

But I also have knowledge and direct experience with
many times when Dupont goes beycnd the letter of the law
because it is the right thing to .do.

Likewise, I firmly bkelieve present discrimination hkased :
on diversity goals/quotas/targets etc. (aka affirmative o
action) is unethical, immoral and certainly unconstltutlonal.
Dupont should address this problem.
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' 1 appreciaté vour thouchts.

2 | ~MR. HORGAN: Is that enforced by & third

3 party? | |

4 MR. HOLLIDAY: 1It's enforced by DuPont.

5 Any othe; comments?

5 The next iltem.

7 MS. LANCASTER: Proposal number 6 is

8 submitted by Tom Grniewek and‘requests'the Bﬁard'to

9 report on the company's progress on the Glass Ceiling
10 : Commissioﬁ}s recommendation on work force diversity.
i1 The proposal begins on page 25 of the proxy statement.
12 | The resclution included in that propcsal is before_t@e
13 meeting
14 MR. HOLLIDAY: Number 2.

15 - MR. GNIEWEK: Tom Gniewek, a retiree.

16 ‘ : Ms. Lancaster,‘befofe you start timing me,
17 a comment. Happy bi:thday to all of us. Yesterday I
18 went out to the Hagley Mﬁseum and leazrned = little bit
19 more about our company. I urge you all to do it.
20 Perhaps in future meetings ycu can publiéize this to
21 our retirees and other pecple returning to the
22 meeting. It's well worth the trip. Okay..
23 My wife ‘and I thank all DuPonters for the
24 good job they have done in this economic downturn.

-~ W _
' ' WILCOX & FETZER LTD. '
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DuPont to shun politically correct absurdities.
_Companies most praised by PC activists for PC

correctness are deep in PC do-do, like Xerox, vyeah,

P

»

like Xerox and Ford and more. PC platitudes like

"today a company must be diversifiied toc succeed axre

proven wrong and dangerous to.business.

The previous speaker had a point about our
board coﬁpoéition. vSuppose a white male jerk said,
There aré‘tgo many black femzles running DuPont.

Actually Ford's boss, Nasser, said, "There are too

many middle-age, white, Anglo Saxon males running

Ford." So he dumpe& fairness for diversity
discrimination guotas. Ford is losing money. Morale
has'tankedl Lawsuits fly.

What have you said?‘ "The company has made

continuing progress in recruiting, hiring, promoting
white women and people of color." That's youxr
response to my proxy. Exactly what Ford said, but in

double talk.

Rank-and-file see through this. - No
exaggeration. I am increasingly approached by unhappy
employees. Lest your high position shield you, we ars

W
¢ ‘ . _
WILCOX & FETZER LTD. .

Registered Professional Reporters
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" filed hundreds of

Some meetings

back I said, appeasing RBENLATE lawyers was as useless
2s appeasing Hitler bécause it's not about BENLATE,
paiht lead, slavery, asbestos or reparations, it's
about tort distorticn and hitting on American
business Former Attorﬁey GCeneral Thormberg
understands. He wrote about DuPont's try to be fair
while caving into threatened lawsuits. Ask DuPont.

When word spread of DuPont's generosity, trial lawyers

uilts. Each settlement brought more

-4

n

lawsuits. DuPont has jeoined the ranks of compapies
who decided enough, to sﬁick'to their guns when tﬁey
believe they are right. |

What took so long to stand for justice?
Once paid, blackmail lives fbrever.' Diversgity
discrimination and tort &i;tortion, both PC

absurdities and both wrong. What is DuPont doing

about it? And, please, no political platitudes, PC

MR. HOLLIDAY: Mr. Gniewek, we are

1

determined to have the workplace where sveryone has an

equal opportunity to develop, grow and achieve. Ve
value diversity in this company throughout. And

that'!'s our policy.

w
(\/ A :
WILCOX & FETZER LTD.

Registered Professional Reporters
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2001 ANNUAL MEETING OF STOCKHOLDERS
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The Playvhouse Theatre

Wilmington, Delaware

WILCOX & FETZER : .
1330 King Street - Wilmington, Delaware 19801
' (302) 655—0477 '

WILCOX & FETZERLTD.
Regi_s_tered Professional Repgr{ers
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proposal on ratification of the independent accountants
is on page 22 of the proxy statement, and the resolution
included in that proposal is now before the meeting.

i)
O
L‘i
=
=l

'DAY: Are there any comments on

(No response.)

¥
1
)]

LANCASTER: Propdsél number 3 is
submitted by Mrs. Evelyn Davis and requests that the
company not solicit political contributions for a
specific political party. The proposal 1is on page 23‘of

the proxy statement and the resolution included in that

-

proposal 1is before the meeting. : o \
. - o/
MR. HOLLIDAY: Ms. Davis called and said,

she would not be able to attend today. She was 1ill. We

4

send her our best. And would anybody like, care to

comment on her proposal?
(No response.)
MS. LANCASTER: The next proposal 1is

mas Gniewek and requests the board to

O

submitted by Th

report on the company's progress on the Glass Ceiling

P
Commission's recommendztion on workforce diversity. The
proposal tegins on page 24 of the proxy statement, and
the resolution included in that .proposal is before the
meeting. _ ’ ‘ o
'WILCOX & FETZER LTD.

Registered Professional Reporters
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MR. HOLLIDAY: Mr. Gniewek, would vou care

to comment?

MR. GNIEWEK: Yes, thank vyou. Tom Gniewek.

True/false, yes/no cuestions about business, new economy,

information ege and diversity.

Cost of energy no longer matters. False.

Equal extremists insist we will neverAneedv
more power plants.

If you would like to respond true or false,
Mr. Holiday.

MR. HOLLIDAY: Why don't you 5o ahead and
finish all your guestions and then I will respond.

MR. GNIEWEK: 2ll right. <Califormnia,
computers' birth placs, proved them wfohg. Computers use

ten percent of America's limited electric enercy.

Profits aren't necessary. We have
eliminated business cycles. For business to succeed it
must have diversity. For success business must

preferentially recruit for diversity ahead of fairness

and all else.

‘And now on to some companies cited for

-~

outstanding diversity are Coca-Cola, AT&T, and especially
=

Xerox, but all have financial troubles, zand all are past

or present targets of women and minorities charging

WILCOX & FETZER LTD.

Registered Professional Reporters
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Now, ‘wouldn't you think lawyers suing over
lead paint would use some of their billions for paint

1its proceed. Most who believe their

[

e the s

o

§--

removal wh

'kids at risk would strip pzint themselves, not wait for

lawyers.
I suggested that in my Women and Minorities
class to mostly minority students and minority teachers.

I was stridently told racist and greedy landlords and

makers must be punished. Dialogue was impossible.

'g
93}
[S
]
t

Must not we conclude the purpose of lawyers
and parents is to exploit kids and prime money from paint
‘makers.

Now, & good company like Dow Corning have
been wrecked by lawyers. Our Benlate law bills %re 1.3
billionAand ccuntihg, so DuPont stopped‘producing
something‘that benefited all.

How big a fhreat to‘society and DuPont, Mr
Holiday,/are these lawyers and what 1is to be done?

Now, lead lawyers, genetic food bashers an
equzl extremists are genetic triplets. The extremists
push for ové;seas‘technology'transfer, which means
exporting American Jjobs.

There are many grumbling about DuPont's

N T
(X
WILCOX & FETZERLTD.

Registered Professional Reporters
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business performance. Not 1I. I szid, I hope vou know
what you are doing. I say, respond to local -- to loyeal
emplovees and stockholders, not speculators. Use c¢ood

science to reject financial tricks, gainfully employ as
many as possible. Please, be a good neighbor and pay

rational dividends.

Now, paraphrasing Churchill he said, "A

If he staggers, support him. If he falls, uplift him.

t—

f he errs, make cofreétions. But i1f he proves
incompetent, he must be promptly pole axed."

I think he talked straight. Thank you, Mr.
Holidéy, and I would éppreciate yoﬁr addressing some of
my cdmments. |

MR. HOLLIDAY: Thank you for your comments,
sir,

Opposite vour actusal proposél, leu_me
stfess that we believe diversity improves_ihe
productivity of our. company, makes us stronger. We
strongly support putting the best psople in every
position .throughout dur company, and we believe we are
performing-today because of}that.

I wil

}—

not comment on your thoughts about

lawyers. ‘ '

\\ ' ' “‘?&?“ | ,)"
_ A X

WILCOX & FETZER LTD.
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1 independent accountants is on page 17 of the proxy
2 statement, and the resolution included in that proposal

3 is before the meeting.

4 : ~ MR. HOLLIDAY: Are there any comments?

5 ' (No response.)

6 | | MR. HOLLIDAY: Nextvresélutioﬁ.

7 : ’ , MS. LANCASTER: Proposal Number 3 is

8 subhitLed by Mrs. Evelyﬁ Davis and reguests that the
S company not ask employees to contfibute to a specific

10 | political party. The proposal is on page 18 of the proxy

11 statement, and the resolution iﬁcluded in that prdposal
12 | is before the meeting.

13 | | MR. HOLLIDAY: Ms. Davis I don't believe is
14 with us today} and we would be open for -- she called ang
15 said she couldn't make it. She is thinking about us

16 toéay,:though,,l know. |

17 .  Would anyone like to comment on this

18 proposal?

18 | ‘_ (No responsé.)

20 | “¢RJ HOLTIDAY: Thank you.

21 o MS. LANCASTER: The next pfopoéal is

22 Submitted by Thomés.Gniewek and reguests the Board to

23 report on the company's progress on the Glass CeilingA

24 Commission's recommendations on work fbrce'diversity.

K D | .
— PO _ J
: : : WILCOX & FETZERLTD. )
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1 The proposal begins on page 19 of the proxy statement,

2 and the resolution included in that proposal is before

3 the meeting.

a o MR. HOLLIDAY: Mr. Gniewek, would you like
5 | to comment please.

6 | MR. GNIEWEK: Yes. Before I start, I again
7 reéuest that I be provided with a copy of the traﬁsc:ipt
8 of my remarks. Appreciate ybuf sending 1t on.

9 " 2And will the Board members who voted for my

10 proposal please raise your hand? Not. one.

11 I would like to ask a few questions. Is it

12 legal to discriminatecby~gender or race when hiring or

v
}—
W

promeoting, and does DuPont so discriminate?
14 | - I would like to ask this in the form of a
15 guestion and your comments on it, please.. Would vyou like

16 me to reread that?

17 | | MR.‘HQLLIDAY: Yes, please reread it.

18 o : MR. GNIEWEK: OQOkay. Is it legal to

19 | discriminate by gegdef or. :ace_When‘ﬁiring or promoting
20 and does DuPont engage in- such practice?

21 ‘MR.-HOLLIDAY:. We do not discriminate.

22 o | MR. GNIEWEK: Okay. Is it legal to employ

' 23 preferences or quotas or numerical diversity guotas in
. . 24 hiring or promoting and does DuPont do so?
i ' ‘
- — W J
’ ' , [X

WILCOX & FETZERLTD.
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MR. HOLLIDAY: I can't speak to the

legality. I am not an attorney. But DuPont does not do
3 | that.

4 MR. GNIEWEK: You-do not employ guotas or
5 preferences? ' |
I | MR. HOLLIDAY: No, we don't, sir.
7 : ' MR. GNIEWEK: Is’it'proéér £o use gender or
8 'racial goals, as opposed to guotas, goals or targets when
o hiring or promoting and does Dngnt have such goals or.

10 targets?

11 MR, HOLLIDAY: I think mavbe the best way

12 to answer your guestion wéuld be with what our policy ié.
éa E 13 We believé a diverse work force is very

14 important to our Competiti&e advantaée,'diverse from

15 | every déscription you'cogld imagine,.different‘ways of

_16 thinkihg, different gender, differeﬁt‘races. We work

17 very hard to make sure we have diversity across:our\whdle

18 | company and we have worked very hard fo make sure

18 everyone is treated with dignity and res‘éct.

20 . . MR. GNIEWEK: I would like pérhéps just a

‘ 21 little clarification. What is‘a>préference or guota or

22 diVersity?‘ Znd what is a goal or & target? And is theie

23 any difference between those terms? |

24 | MR.. HOLiIDAY: I'd almost have to refer to

- — W J
. ) 64
WILCOX & FETZERLTD. )
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the dictionary to be sure I was answering it properly.

But we do not have goals, guotas, targets. We do
encourage,divérsity across our @oﬁpany, and we are very
proud of it that.

MR. GNIEWEK: You cannot or yéu do not draw
a dist;nctién_at this time, a difference between thése

terms?
MR. HOLLIDAY: No.
MR. GNIEWEK: Is there a difference? It

does seem like sometimes 1t depends on what the

definition of "is" is.
A recent six-page employee survey -- excuse
me -- to, guote, assess communications effectiveness also

asked employées about theii geﬁder, ethnicity, age and
more personal ihformatioﬁ} Is.that legal or ethical?

MR. HOLLIDAY: I think it is legal and
etﬁical. Of course, an employee doesn't have to fill out
portions 1f they don't want to.

MR. GNIEWEK: A1l right. What was the
purpose of this? Was it to be used for hiring or
promcting by some standards, preferenceé, goals, targets,
diversity standards? : - |

MR. HOLLIDAY: No. As I described in my
talk, we are gqing throuéh a‘period of profound change,

- — W —
. 8. v )
' WILCOX & FETZERLTD. :
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and we are sampling our people around the world in many

ways tTo understand their issues. That was just one more
mechanism for doing that.
MR. GNIEWEK: It does seem to me to

infringe upon privacy.

| And, incidentally, only seven ethnic‘goalé
-- groups were listed. ’Why were sd.many'others left out,
such_as JewiSh Americans, Arab_Americans, Northern
Eu:opeans, Eastern Europeans? It would seem that it

would need to be more inclusive..

he

o
]

MR. HOLLIDAY: I can'i speak to that.
peopie devisipg the survey fhought'that was best.
MR? GNIEWEK: .Weil,‘it seems there should
be none or all to me. |
fhe compahy evaluates the financial
effects, good and bad, of programs such as safety and-Six

nis for your diversity program? I am

ct

Sigma. Does it do
'sayihg apparently we have one.
| MR. HOLLIDAY: Yes. We do constantly work
with each one of our units to understand how they are
using diversity,effectively in theif unit. |
MR. GNIEWEK} Can vou give us any,éommeJt

or how we are doing? Have you measured & financial

effect or morale effect?

\ W _J
- (V4 .
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MR.,HOLLIbAY: No
measure on financial or morale.
the individual.leader in the pl
MR. GNIEWEK: Tha
incidéntally, my
énd>this is a‘trué story. 'My g
'she said, "Grandpa, I am‘going
because preferenqes are unfair
locock, it gives vyou
2nd she said, "I cou

can't, he can have the job."

So it 1is a true s

up .

MR. GNIEWEK: Yes

end of the .time, that's why I'm

(a1

general commeéent later, I would

business. Thank you very much.
MR. HOLLIDAY: Th

comments on this proposal?

to remember this when we go on.
. MR. HOLLIDAY: Mr.

at the end of your time period,

(No‘

MR..

response.)

HOLLIDAY:

\

, we don't have avdirect

It is more judgment on

ace.

T is subjective.  Okay.
granddaughter called me --
randdauéhter called me and
to vote against your proxy
and jﬁst wrong." And I
an advantage over your

1d beat him easy. if I
tory and I think we ought’

Cniewek, you are about

Hh

if you could kind of wrap.
, I know I am about at the
there. But I do have a
eppreciate, on the generzal

ank you. Are there other

WILCOX & FETZER LTD.
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MS. LANCASTER: Proposal No. 5 is submitted
by the International Brothérood of Teamsters General Fund
and reguests the Compensation Committee members be
independent. The proposal begins on page 20 of the proxy
statement and the resolution included in that p;oposal 1s
before the meeting.

MR. HOLLIDAY: is there someone here to
introduce this proposal? Are there comments on the
proposal?

MS. LANCASTER: Proposal No. 6 is submitted
by Thomas Gniewek and reguests the Board to commit to a
more diverse Board and report to sfockholders on its
efforts in that regard. The proposal begins on page 21
of the proxy statement and the resolution included in
tﬂat proposal is before the meeting.

MR. HOLLIDAY: Mr. Gniewek, would you care -
to commént?

MR. GNIEWEK: Before we start, can I ask
where is Mr. Gilbert? I didn't see him here today.

MR. HQLLIDAY: I don't believe he's hefe.

I believe he's ill today.

MR. GNIEWEK: I'm sorry to hear that.

Okay. All right.

Tom Gniewek, first housekeeping, then

_ W ,

N
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guestions supporting my proxy. Are we speakers being

recorded?

MS. LANCASTER: Yes, you are. There's a

transcript made of the meeting.

1 right. Diversity

J—t

MR. GNIEWEK: A

preferences, guotas, discriminations are synonymous in my

talk. Misses Lancaster and Bowler suggested proxy
withdrawal saying the board leads in diversity; But its
talk and acts don't match. Quotas aren't discussed and

the Board seems to have one standard for itself, another
" for others.

Catalyst, a women's gtoup, sayg the Boards
recruit a woman, claim diversity, end then stops. And
your proxy says we've one or more women, and stops.
Catalyst neailed it. The ladies also ask, What's
diversity to me? It's population quotas. The Boaxrd
should be halfrwomen, eight percent Hispanics and so on.
People séy such quoﬁas would mean discrimination and I
say guotas discriminate. Today discrimination is guotas.

They ask what the Board should do. Talk
plain. Ii diversity means gender and skin color are the
prime qualifications, say so. And vote for my proxy;

Now, guestions: What's diversity to

DuPont? What does it mean to DuPont?

- W %
— - (\ ‘
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MR. HOLLIDAY: BAs I said in my opening

comments, we want a fair and open playing field for
everyone where everyone 1is valued.equally based on the
merit they bring. We are creating an atmosphere that
does that where we value diverse points of view that
comes from race, gender and other backgrounds. And we
have a poclicy and approach at the board level and
throughout‘our organization that we foster'that.

MR. GNIEWEK: 211 right. DuPont told
enployees of quotas with fewer white males by 2005. Is
that discrimination? ' Does it have a negative éffect on
bﬁsiness or morale?

MR. HOLLIDAY: ‘We,do not have any gquotas in
this Company.

MR. GNIEWEK: But there is a plan fo reach
certain quotas, goals?

MR. HQLLIDAY: We are constantiy -—- let me
see 1f I can clarify. We ére constantly striving
inérease the diversity of thought in our entire
organization. Sc we are seeking to bring in the very
best people we can. And I'm confident that will include
more diversity in the future than 1t has in the past.
‘But we do not heave specific quotas around doing theat.

MR. GNIEWEK: Would you silently answer --

A W _—
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excuse me. Mr. Krol said DuPont's ahead of the diversity
curve. Would vou explain that, please?

MR. HOLLIDAY: We are leaders in fostering
thet kind oI environment. Fundamentally we have an’
ethical eénvironment in our company. I believe that‘s
what Jack was refeiring‘to when he made that comment last
year. |

MR, GNIEWEK:. What is the diversity curve
more specifically? Can you help me on that?

MR. HOLLIDAY: That is creating this work
environment where everybody feels comfortable and highly
valued 1n what they're doing.

MR. GNIEWEK: Procter & Gamble has
diseriminatory quotas saying by 2005, the same year, 40
percent of brand managers must be women. How about
DuPont?

‘MR. HOLLIDAY: We have no such gquotas.

MR. GNIEWEK: All right. Silently answer
true or false. Meles are 50 percent of'the population,
89 percent of the prisoners, proving sexism?’ Blacks are
12 percent of the population, 40 percent are prisoners.
Racism? Jews, three percent of the population, zre 29
percent of Harvard students. Is Harvafd antiChriétian?

Probably we all answered false.

~ W
. . . ' “
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Now, think, the Board isn't 50 percent

women, 12 percent black and so on. So 1is it failr to say
it's sexist, racist or antiSemitic? Comment on that?

MR. HOLLIDAY: This 1s not really relevant
to the pfoposal before the Board and meeting &t this
Time.

AMR.‘GNIEWEK: I'm sorry to hear that vyou
feel that way about it becéuse we do not have that
diversity on the Board.

Lincoln said behavior can be guided but
human nature can't be changed. Defying this government
qudtas mandate multi-culturalism,‘instead of one, many.
And people and nations explode. Kosove, Littleton,
-Ireland, many examples. But Americans pledge to one
nation, from maﬁy one, with all cultures respected within
a common culture and 1t works. Now diversity demagogles
demand scrapping success for multiculture chaos and
boards seem sometimes to appease them. Comment?

MR. HOLLIDAY: I don't think I can add
anymore. I've said very clearly what our policy 1is.

Mr. Gniewek, we do have a two-minute time limit. - If you

N

could finish up fairly soon, I'd appreciate it, si

[

MR. GNIEWEK: Yes, I will. Thank vyou.
Your proxy targets, in response to my statément, women,
— - WF /
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color for recruits. This

Hh

blacks and others o©
discriminating against all others?

MR. HOLLIDAY: Mr. Gniewek, we very mubh
appreciate your point of view and respect very much vour
right to do it. I think commenting on every one of these
statements are not particularly valuable to the total
meeting.

MR. GNIEWEK:. A1l right. I'm also sorry
that you choose not to comment and that I think 1t does
make the point of my proxy.

I have two other questions. The proxy to
me  indicates a Boardvquite wary of racism charges so that
it tends to trample on the rights of others. If you have

not read the proxy, you might read it and see that that's

so. And it should at least be addressed differently, I
hope. Comment?

MR. HOLLIDAY: There's no racism on our
Board and we do nét trample on the rights of others in
any way.

vMR. GNIEWEK: I'm going to reread that‘
proxy but it is tending to be misleading, I believe.

May I ask now would the Board members who
voted for my proxy which calls for ﬁore divérsity which

the Company supports, may I ask the Board members who

o

WILCOX & FETZER LTD.

Registered Professional Reporters




[y

[R)

/

\
voted for my proxy to please raise their hand?
Thank you very much, sir. And I appreciate
the opportunity to speak.
Thank you. Are there other
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comments on

Montgomery County, Maryland.
to attend this wonderful meeting as usual
speaker's comments were

fellow shareholders.
I hope we all get a copy of that interesting

work that he's done.

that what we look for in our Board is leadership, not

MR. HOLLIDAY:

Chairman, Brook Lee,
came up from Washington
you

proposal?
Mr.

this

MR. LEE:
-

with all of
The last

xcellent.
In contrast, I'd just like to emphasize

Whether it be all

diversity. We look for leadership.
women o©or mostly men or mostly black or mostly Spanish,
some day it Will be immaterial in this country. What we
is leadership and we don't care a whole lot for this

want
word "diversity" because that word in i1tself for business

9 work i1s meaningless.
: ‘Thank you,

0
MR. HOLLIDAY: Thank you.

Other comments?

sir.

a ballo

21
IT you still have

22

Ly

MS. LANCASTER:

time.

23
please turn it in at this

The votes on any ballot

24
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And that's the message. Thank you very much.i
CHAIRMAN KﬁOLf' Thank you.very much, Mr. Gilbert.
Ahd.now we will'proceed to propqsal Number 6
submitted -- I'm sorry ——.Number 5, submitted by Tom
GnieWek. He requests the Board commit fo a more diverse
boafd and repértqfo the stockholders on its eﬁforts in

that regard. The proposai begins on page 20 and thet

‘resolution is now before the meeting.

Mr. Gniewek, would you care to comment?'-

MR. GNIEWEK: Yes. Some houéekee?ing first.
W;iting to'the_SEC, company lawyers-écéused me of
falsehoods in impugning the-integrity and the character of.
the board membeérs. That's sad. And I want to reaffirm my
long held respéct‘for'the Company'and its board.

CHAIRMAN KROL: Thank you.

1

. MR. GNIEWEK: I've also read the vbting secrecy

. statement from Mr. Gilbert's proposal, some ‘voting
~analysis is docne. Do you do other analyses, say, how

employees vote as a group on these?

CEAIRMAN KROL: No. The votihg. is completely
confidential and as you know, much of the stock is held in
streel name anyway.

‘MR. GNIEWEK: vRight. I noticé in Mr. Gilbert's
proposal, he breaks out the number of stockhdlders that

voted for his proposal.
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CHAIRMAN KROL: Well, that we do know, I mean in

down -into any kind of

=
[
t

sggregate. But we don't brea
gfdups or people that have less than 100 shares, and that
kind of thing.'

MR, GNIE”EK: May I ask you how you voted on my
proposal?' But if you prefer‘npf to, I undefstand,

CHAIRMAN KROL: I prefer not to.

MR. GNIEWEK: I understand that too.

’CHAIRMAN KROL: Okay. ' I voted with the board.

MR. GNIEWEK: I want to thank you for recordihg this
conversation and fér'agreeing to‘provide me with a written
transcfipt. I'appreciaté that; it helps me.

And I also want to mention that the term originally
preferences has been relabeled as affirmative aﬁtion; and
then relabeled as diversity, so I'll use the three
interchahgeably.in my few comments.

And now concerning my proposal advocating
preferences for increasing board diversity, my pdlitically
incorrect proxies'were rejected both by DuPont and the
SEC. Thereby, shareholders do not get a vote.

This‘year I i;ipflopﬁed. . DuPont rejecﬁed advocating
&iversity and the SEC overruled, so shareholders havé
vofed.

Points: The SEC seemed biased in favor of political

correctness. And, twg, it seems that Washington,
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‘attracting and promoting people of color and white women.

corporations and small activist groups are the ones that

most push preferences. For instance, the IRCC, an

activist group, reports that DuPont in 'S$7 committed to,

quote, sharply increase emplovee diversity, and told the

activists that, quote, more progress must be made in

Is this true, and did DuPont report this sort of

information alsc to its employees as well as the

‘activists, and does it apply to the board?

CHAIRMAN KROL: Well, the answerbto your quesfibn is
fhat 6Ur beLief is thét 2 more diverse group will -end up
giving you betﬁer results and particularly today. I mean,
we're a very global company and we want represeﬁtation
from all parts of the wofld as well-as from minority
groups, women and so oﬁ. So the answer‘is yes.

As fzar as the board is concerned, I think the board

has a record of a diverse board now for a long periocd of

time. As a matter of fact, if you look at the board today,

3

five out of the nine directors would fall into that

category; Women; someone from Europe; someone from Asia;
wé have an African-American on the board.. And so the
answer 1is yes.

éut-it stems from our fundamental be;iéf that
diverse thinking will get you better results.

MR. GNIEWEK: CEOs were privately polled, and 80
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41
of thém said diversity'fbrced hiring and promotion
qualified people. This would seem;to spawn .
divisiveness. Is this érué—at'DﬁPont?

CHATRMAN KROL: We look for the best people. We

hire the best people and we try to retain the best people.

© We are not compromising our standards.

MR. GNIEWEK: 58 percent of those CEOs said abolish
preferences. Do you agree or disagree?
CHAIRMAN KROL: ‘No. I think that what we ought to be

doing is we ought to be looking for diverse management

teams, diverse work groups and a diverse board, for the

"reasons that I stated earlier.

‘MR, GNIEWEK: I'd like to address a guestion to Mr.
rimmer.

Mrl Biimmer, DuPont says that your membership prdves,
quote, the diversity‘objeéts of this proposal are already
being‘met. Do you  agree aﬁd, if not, what needs doing?i Fo&
instance, should 50 percent of-the board be Women, and
perhaps you would not mind telling us how you voted your
;hares. | | -

CHAIRMAN KROL: Mr. Gniewek, I think the response'gf
the Board on the resolution includes all of us, including
Mr. Brimmer énd all members of the Board; so 1 think you
have your‘aﬂswer there. -

MR. GNIEWEK: Okéy. A roundtable of ex-Defense
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Department Secretaries. said diversity is hurting the
military. -Cne said that no white male can be promoted

without the approval of the Defehse'Secrétary. Does DuPont

have similar rules?

CHAIRMAN KROL: No. But we do look for the best
people, and we are trying to become a much more diverse
organization.

MR. GNILWEK: Okay. Compiainingiabout costly
government reports, an-Exxon seCretafy said he felt
coérced,‘and that he must always be aware of. quotas.
Government doesn't call thémkquotas, said he, but is this

DuPont's experience?

CHAIRMAN XROL: No. I mean, we set our own targets

internally. I don't feel any pressure, I don't think Mr.

Holliday feels any pressure from the government. I think
we're zhead of the curve. : |

MR. GNIEWEK:- A1l right.' Exxon defends preferences -
because to do otherwise, gucte, woﬁld subject‘the company
to decertifica;ion as a goVernmenf contractor.. Is thié a
factor in our busineés?-

CHATRMEN KROL: Tt is not. As I said, we're ahead
0of the Cur&e so we don't worry abbut that kind of thing;

| MR.VQNIEWEK: Rether .good to‘hear, I, guess.

If I may take a couplé of extra moments, I'd like to

pass along a couple compliments.
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One 1is, as a retiree, the more I see of comparable

plans, the more I appreciate the 401-K plan that DuPont

has set pp, and the way 1t's administered, I appreciate
that:. I do wonder if perhaps there 1s any thought being
give to supplying current employees, especially the

youngsters, with & chance to participate in Roth IRAs

through this plan.

CHAIRMAEN KROL: Well, thank you very much for your
commenfﬂ ahd the answer to that is that we.are looking at
how do we expand the 401-K to help our younger emﬁloyeeé fe]
yes, we aie looking at things like that. But thank you for
your comments.

MR. GNIEWEK: 'One‘final thing, please. Last year, and
this year to some extent, some attendees have beat pretty'
hard and heavy on Miés Lancaster, and no one said much. And
I know some pebple éfe tough and rough,»well, but I have

been -in contact with Miss Lancaster over a few years. She's

vtough, but she's a lady, and I appreciate the way she treats.

me. _ ' ’ ‘ -

CHAIRMAN KRQOL: Would you like to lead the round of

applause for that?

s

{2

prlause.)
. SECRETARY LANCASTER: Thank you, Tom.

CHAIRMAN KROL: We'll have to give that to our General

Counsel. He screens all that stuff.




N

17

18

.19
20
21

22

24

25

7

yand'letters which "I would‘like'te,~youiknow, show that

this is not something we're just talking about, but we

have evidence, and I'd like to give these to you, Mr.

—

Krol. 1I've been told that I can't approach the stage,
don't know wby I can't do tnat,'I just have pileces of
paper with signatures of people opposed'to the’mine.
Would it belekay if I came up -- ‘

CHAIRMAN KROL: Well, I think, Howard, would you do
us a favor and pick those up? Howerdis wqfking hard
today. |

. MR. MARKS: Yeah. THank you Very-much.’

CHAIRMAN KROL: Mr. Marks, tﬁenk you very much_for

your comments. ’

'MR. MARKS: Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN KROL: Appreciate those,‘ Number four. <Can I

get number four, and then we'll come right to you; okay?
Mr. Gniewek.

MR. GNIEWEK: I wvoted agalnst.my prop051tlon

- Number 5. I did it because I think it's: unfalr and

probably unconstitutional, and I just think it's wonderful
that 94 ‘percent of the shareholders agreed with that. It
seems that Americans, when they re glven a chance to vote on
a fairly worded propesal, are- against preferences

And I wouldn't say unfair preferences because that's

redundant, but political correctness needs to be changed.
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It’é time to change that, and I thank everybody fof‘their |

negative vote on my proposal;, |
CHRIRMAN 'KROL: Thank you, Mr. Gniewek.

‘Now, sir, your name please?

MR. LEE: E. Brooke Lee, Washingteon, D.C. We thank

&}

vou for your praise of our -director, Andrew Brimmer. I'd

like to gquickly underscore his great work the last few

- years as chairmen cf the D.C. Control Board. My-

qualificatioh for mék;ng these comments‘is that I'm the

only caucasian male to ever fun against Merion Barry for

mayor of Waéhington, and obviously he won. ‘
Andy financially has ;ebuilt your nation's ;apital

e

with his great care and expertise, and I just want to

point out to all my fellow shareholders who already know

‘this, that Aﬁdy thereby has saved the capital of the

world, Washington, D.C., and wevthank_yOu, Andy.

(Applause.)

CHAIRMAN KROL: Very good. Number three. .

MR. FLICKINGER: Yes. My name‘is Jim Flickinger,
and I'm Vice president of the IBDW,‘and~aléo presidént‘of
the Wa?nesboro Local in Waynesbb:o,<Virginia. This is -
actually for Mr. Holliday.

" In the-recént Fdrtune Magazine recently published in
January, it waé printed, and_DuPonf was not among the top

100 companies in the country to work for. In a recent
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the United States cooperating in this area of the
world.

MR. KROL: We are not paying aﬁy
attention to it. We are moving right ahead.

MR. SMITH: Okay. The other just
added point I would like to make 1s that there is
some confusién on the economic model‘in this area.
You, pefhaps, have heard of the expression of the
Asian tigers. And these economiéé are collapsing.
In fact, they are really doomed. And not really
because of thé cheap labor that’s involved there, but

these countries do not have a strategic machine tool

'designed sector.

CHAIRMAN WOOLARD: Mr. Smith, your
time is up now. We will have to move on. We
understand your point. If you want to add to that...

MR. KROL: I will just make one
comment to that. When we go into a country, we go
into the country to create jobs and to help the
people to grow and better their lives there. . So I
think that, you know, we afe on the right track.

MR. SMITE: Thank you.

CEAIRMAN WOOLARD: No. 2.

MR. GNIEWEK: DuPont rejected my proxy
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requesting an end to unfair preferences. One reason
given was: "It would subject the company to
decertification as a government contractor."

%4 Does fhe company support preferences
j5 to‘get contracts? I can pause briefly or I can go on
6 to the next guestion.

7 CHAIRMAN WOOLARD: We can respond to
- your question in many ways, and the main way is we

9 want to give every person in this company the
10 opportupity to progress. ‘We don’t have quotas‘for
:ll anything, to get contracts or anything. But we do
12. want to give everyone in the company every

13 opportunity to progress. Thét’s our affirmative

14‘ action plan.

15 MR. GNIEWEK: I support ending

16 préferences. And as a result, some may label me

17 racist or sexist.

18 Does the company regard péople who

19 oppose preferences in that vein?

20 : MR. KROL: No. Let me respond to

21 that. We try to hire the best people, develop the
22 best people, promocte the best people and give people
23 opporﬁunity. I mean, that’s bas;cally our approach.
24 | | MR. GNIEWEK: Okay. David Brinkley
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asked the attorney general: "Quotas are illegal but.
we have them. Business says we must have this
minority or that to keep governments off our backs.
What s the answer? He ducked."

Does DuPont have quotas for this
reason?

MR. KROL; I won’t repeat what I
said. I will just add this. That we do believe that
for businesses to be as good as they can, that a
diversity of opinion, a diversity éf people are
reguired. We are a global company, so we have in our
company people from Asia in the leadership, we have
them from South Americéf Europe. So we view
diversity as a good thing from a business standpoint.

MR. GNIEWEK: All right.

DuPont 1s signatory tb some recent ads
entitled Reaffirming Affirmative Action, and past
history is cited as one of the reasons. But I don’t
see how we can duck the fact that i1t punishes
innocent youngsters today. Should we be involved in
this business in that manner with those ads?

MR. KROL: I will repeat what I said;

We believe that diversity is, a good thing for our

business. And so, from that standpoint, we do
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support that.

CHAIRMAN WOOLARD: Those ads are about
education. Encouraging people to get éducafion. And
that does not puhish anyone, that helps everyone.

MR. GNIEWEK: Well, my point is
preferences, of course.

The ads imply support by academia in-*

Business Executive, but recent polls say professors

support ending preferences by 64 to 27 percent, and
over 80 percent of the executives say preferences
require hiring less gqualified people.

Were you aware of that? Did you

participate in that poll?

MR. KROL: We did not participate in
the.poll. And I want to come back to the point that
you were making on the affirmative action and our
signature. As Ed said, this is a program that
provides scholarships to needy people so that they
can get educations, move ahead, participate in
business.

MR. GNIEWEK: Okay. California voters
approved Proposition 209 to end prefegénces,and

courts upheld it.

Does DuPont agree to its principles?
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MR. KROL: Once again, I will repeat
what I said. We believe in diversity. We believe
that’s good for business. -

MR. GNIEWEK: BHave you had a chance to
read that?

MR. KROL: I have not.

MR. GNIEWEK: I will leave copies, if
that will be all right.

Senator Moynihan pushed for nonguota
preferences but soon lamented saying quotés did
indeed result because "Government has the power to
coerce and does coerce."

Does government oversight coerce
DuPont?

MR. KROL: No.

MR. GNIEWEK: Okay. DuPont has "a
formal policy that ties part‘of manager’s pay to
advancement of women."

Ié that a form of coercion?

MR. KROL: ©No. I say again no. . What
we are trying to do is get diversity inéo the work
force. And so we are trying to develop many kinds of
people, women, people of color, people from Asia, as

I said, South America to be part of our team.

: % %At i &
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MR. GNIEWEK: Recent lawsuits ruled
reverse discrimination illegal.

Is DuPont involved in any such
lawsuits at the ?resent time?

MR. KROL: No, not‘that I know of.

MR. GNIEWEK: Okay. Preferences based
on statistical disparity studies -- you could call
them quotas =--- have been ruled illegal.

Does DuPont have any such studies?

MR. KROL: No.

MR. GNIEWEK: Referring to the Conoco
charge of racism against DuPont employees. Are
employees so charged presumed to be innocent?

MR. KROL: Yes.

MR. GNIEWEK: Okay.

MR. KROL: I say they are all presumed
innocent until we find by investigation that it’s
otherwise.

MR. GNIEWEK: I would hope so. I just
ask the guestion. 1It’s interesting. Based on some
of my observations, I wondered what your answers
would be and, of course, we all make our own
judgments. But I am finished with that. I thank you

very much for your time, but I would like to make
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about two comments.

One is you see preferences such as
some people got preferences in handling the
microphone here, which is unfair to the rest of us.

A coﬁment there.

MR. KROL: Thank you for your comment.

MR. GNIEWEK: And I want to thank you
for a great year, and I want to end with saving -- I
am a former employee. I want to end by saying the
grapevine is always ahead of the formal
announcements. And for many years when we heard
there was an announcement coming about benefits, the
response was, oh, boy, I wonder what is going to
happen this time. And lately it’s been oh, oh, I
wonder what’s going to happen to us this time? So I
think it‘’s time to get us back in balance a little
bit again, and I hoée you would consider that.

MR. KROL: Thank vyou.

CHAIRMAN WOOLARD: No. 4.

MR. LEE: If I may, there is one point
that has been left out so far. The briéht future
which Jack Krol and you have painted is very plegsaht
to all of us shareholders. However, no oné has

mentioned guickly this important subject of the year
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EXHIBIT A-1b

Below is an excerpt from my July 29, 1999 letter to
editor. It was published in local papers and several active
and retired DuPonters commented favorably and agreed with my
views. As I recall, no one disagreed. It was clear they
support diversity without diversity dliscrimin!ition.

EXCERPT

Dear Editor,

after I spoke at Dupont's stocholders' meeting, Chairman
Holliday asked for comments. Responding, another sharehollier
said this about my statements:

"The last speaker's comments were excpllent...I'd just
like to emphasize that what we look for in our Board is
leadership, not diversity. We 1look for leadership and we
don't care a whole lot for this word "diversity" because
that word in itself for business work is meaningless." Other
stockholders vigorously applauded. . e

The remark of the stockholder praising my talk and the
supportive applause by the audience is a strong message for
management. ....

After the meeting, several shareholding employees and
retirees approached me to express agreement .and support for
my statement. They thanked me for speaking up.

Tom Gniewek

This is further evidence that shareholders understang
and approve of my supporting my proxy advocating diversity
but opposing all discrimination, including diversity
discriminatiion, in working to achieve that goal.

None said the proxy or my statements were misleading,
false or inconsistent. _

The Board often says it values shareholder input.

There is strong and growing support for the proxy and a
healthy discussion of its goal and how to reach it. T would
hope the Board values this.

Instead, DuPont requests exclusion thus denying input by
shareholders and isolating the Board from their shareholders.

The proxy should bve included in the 2002 annual meeting.

The entire letter is in the D&E envelope; Exhibit C-3.

See also 1999 annual meeting transcript, pages 21-27;
DuPont's Exhibit C included in DuPont's letter. See
especially page 27.




ABSTRACT

As Dupont's 12/31/02 letter sthtes(p. 1;9,1) the proxy
simply requests a report on the Company's progress in
response to the Glass Ceiling Commission's recommendations.
(See any 1998 through 2002 proxy in DuPont's Exhibit A)

In my opinion DuPont's request for exclusion should be
denied. The proxy should be included. It boils down to:

1- Tnclusion gives all stockholders inpWtt on this topic;
exclusion deprives them of this opportunity.

The steady increase in stockholder approval supports
this conclusion. An estimated 21 to 40% of shareholders
voted 20.4% of shares in favor in 2002.(see next page)

The board often says shareholder input is valuable.

2- Reiterating, the proxy requests a report. This is
not unreasonable.

3- DuPont Legal mistakenly contends proxy should be
excluded because of false misleading staements "in proxy
materials" plus inconsistency and non support.

In discussions with DuPont Legal over the years I've
repeatedly explained I strongly support diversity while
simultaneously strongly opposing achieving diversity by
discriminating against individuals or groups. In short, I
support diversity while opposing "diversity discrimination."

My statements consistently reflect this and are not
misleading, false, inconsistent, or non-supportive.

For whatever reason, DuPont Legal is unwilling or
unable to acknowledge this distinction thereby confusing
fairness with inconsistency.

By contrast Mr. Krol, former CEQ,immediately understood
and accepted the fairness of my position and statements. For
more detail, see my enclosed Discussion Envelope(D) and
p. 97 of 1997 meeting transcript in DuPont's Exhibit C.

Additionally none of this material is "proxy material" or
"in proxy materials" despite DuPnt's ohlique implication to
the contrary. This is true of most examples chosen by DuPont.

This alone should rule for inclusion in my opinion.

4- DuPont, without comment or otrjection, accepted the
proxy every year starting in 1999. Exclusion was requested
in 1998 for some of the reasons in the 12/31/02 letter. SEC
denied exclusion. See Exhibits B-1 to B-4 in D&E envelope.

Now, DuPont again requests exclusion. This is a flip-flop
breathtaking in audacity and magnitude; unexplainable and
indefensible. Tt's certainly inconsistent and prohably even
false and misleading.

Notes: "DISCUSSION ENVELOPE (D)" has detailed discussion.
Many of DuPont's examples are repetitive. Several are
irrelevant, in my opinion. Nonetheless, they are addressed.
See enclosed "DISCUSSTON AND EXHIBITS ENVELOPE (DSE)", -
Filing proxies is not my vocation or avocation. 2s a
retiree with 37 years' service my perspective of company
matters is enhanced. My respect for all DuPonters is sincere
and consistent. But neither T nor Dupont is perfect. Neither
of those two statements is false or misleading and neither
is inconsistent with the other.
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AN APT METAPHOR

I'm a registered Democr!it who voted for Republican Bush. I
may have a change of heart, "flip flop" and vote for the
Democrgt in 2004. :

Based on DuPont Legal's letter, they would Charge I make
false, misleading statements and am inconsistent. Thigt
incomprehensibly twists truth and logic into grotesque shages.

No false or misleading stBtements have been malle. I rejfict
the inconsistency label. My behavior is consistent with
trying to do my duty as a responsible American citizen.

Ferhaps an uptight narrow fixation to exclude the proxy
has beclouded DuPont's judgement.




DISCUSSION

The proxy should be in the 2003 meeting stlitement.

Since 1998 when 8.4% of stockholders voted 6.0% of
shares in favor support has steadily increased.By 2002 an
estimatelt 20.9 to 42.0% of stockholders voted 20.4% of
shares for. Exhibit A-1 attached.

After the SEC ruled against excluslion for the 1998
meeting DuPont accepted proxies from 1999 to 2002 without
comment or objection and did not cite rule 14a-2 as basis
for exclusion. Exhibits B-1 through B-4 in "Details and
Exhibits Envelope(D&E)" Proxies are essentially identical.

Now DuPont again inexplicably requests exclusion. Thiis
seems strangely peculiar given the large increase in share-
holder support in 2002.

Further on page 2 DuPont now incorrectly cites rule
14a-9 which prohibits inclusion of false or misleading
statements "in proxy materials" as reason for exclusion. The
record is clear. Proponent has certainly never included
false or misleading information "in proxy materials" nor for
that matter in any other context.

Consider one of the first examples cited which DuPont
apparently believes supports their allegation that proxy is
false and misleading.

.On page 2 DuPont correctly quotes me relating my grand-
daughter, 2Aspen, saying, "Granpa, I'm going to vote against
your proxy because preferences are unfair and just wrong."

My first reaction upon reading this was mild disbelief
and wonder followed by a touch of bemusement. I thought,

"After all, it's what she said! It's indisputakle fact!
Is it now false and misleading to state facts?!"

Further, this fact has never been "in proxy materials.”

I also helieve the information irrelevant in this case.

How can anyone agree this fact supports the false and
misleading allegation? or even that it's relevant?

Even worse, DuPont guotes part of a following sentence,
"...and we ought to remember this as we go on." The sentence
in full- "So it is a true story and we ought to remember
this as we go on."

It's no secret others as well as Aspen vote against.
Surely a civil acknowledgement that viewpoints of all deserve
our respect is appropriate.

How can anyone agree any of this supports the false and
misleading allegation? or even that it's relevant?

I asked. Aspen will again vote against, given the chance.
This is not false or misleading nor "in proxy materials".

Bt the same time, please note .example is representative
of tone and tenor of other DuPont examples which are likewise
without merit. o

For any interested, details of the Granpa/Granddaughter
"disagreement" are in D&E Envelope, ExhibitC-<3 .

During past years there have been several discussions

between myself and DuPont Legal. On 12/30 and 31/02 Ms.Bowler

and Ms. Tancaster teleprhone. A 1long(45+? minute) discussion
ensued. Both repeaetedly expressed puzzlement with some of
my. statements which they obviously considered inconsistency,
That's apparent from the 12/31/02 letter.




They also inguired if I had any concerns other than
those of the proxy and if it might be possible to mutually
agree to withdraw the proxy.

We've discussed the issues often over the years. I seem
incapable of explaining to DuPont Legal thtit T am as strong
in support of diversity as I am in opposition to achieving
diversity by discriminating against any person or group.

In short, diversity without diversity discrimination.

This is fair and just, not inconsistent or misleading.

Ry contrast Mr. Krol, former CEO, recognized and accepted
this as fair and ethical.

DuPont's letter(p.3,%3) quotes me in a manner tending to
misiead. In the following only the unlierlined first sentence,
a partial quote lifted out of context, was cited by DuPont,.

Mr Gniewek- I support ending preferences. And as a result
some may label me racist or sexist.

Does the Company regard people who oppose preferences
in that vein?

Mr Krol- No. Let me explain...

See p.97 of 1997 meeting transcript; DuPont Exhibit C.
Likewise in other examples DuPont consistently and
incorrectly mistakes fairness and willingness to present all

sides as false misleading inconsistency.

There is no justification for exclusion based on DuPont
Legal's false perception that my support for diversity linked
with.opposition to "diversity discrimination” is misleading,
false, or inconsistent.

Because examples are repetitive and often irrelevant,
they are discussed elsewhere. See D&E envelope.

On page 3 of their letter DuPont correctly quotes me
saying I "flip-flopped" and voted against my proposal. T
also said when my first proxy was rejected that "shareholders
do not get a chance to vote." See 1998 transcript, page 39.

As indicated in DuPont's letter, we've had several con-
versations on these matters. Regrettably, T concluded a
flip flop was necessary to ¢give shareholders a voice. This
proved to be the case. Both versions of the proxy support my
core belief in diversity without diversity discrimination.

DuPont takes unwarranted liberty presuming they can
read my mind and divine my "belief". DuPont got it wrong.

On page 4 NDuPont correctly recalls a phone conversation
when I said I had had a change of heart. Ms. Rowler may also
recall my saying that my daughter was the major influence
for my change. She told me my proxy was a good one and T was
wrong to vote against. As a result I've since voted for.

I 4id not tell Ms. Rowler so she could not know that my
daughter agrees diversity without diversity discrimination
is essential and it is important to speak out on this aspect.
This is supportive and consistent. It's not misleading.

Many of DuPont's examples are repetitive. Several are
irrelevant, in my opinion. To address each in this section
would h»e wasteful redundancy. Nonetheless they are addressed.
See enclosed "DISCUSSION AND EXHIBITS ENVELOPE (D&E)".

(2)




Reiterating, DuPont's request for exclusion should bhe
denied. The proxy should be included. Tt boils down to:

1- Inclusion gives all stockholders input on this topic;
exclusion deprives them of this opportunity.

The steady increase in stockholder approval supports
this conclusion. An estimated 21 to 40% of shareholders
voted 20.4% of shares in favor in 2002.

The board says shareholder input is wvaluable.

2- The proxy requests a report. This is reasonable.

3- DuPont Legal's contention that the proxy should be
excluded because of false, misleading and inconsistent
statements in proxy materials is wrong.

31most all material DuPont cites has never bheen in proxy
materials. Further, none are misleading false or inconsistent.

DuPont confuses inconsistency with fairness.

I support diversity and oppose diversity discrimination.
My statements uphold that position. They cannot be construed
as false, misleading or inconsistent.

TuPont says, "Inconsistency!” It's not. Tt's fairness.

4- DuPont, without comment or objection, accepted this
proxy every year starting in 1999, The SEC denied exclusion
in 1998,

Now, DuPont again requests exclusion. This is a flip-flop
breathtaking in audacity and magnitude; unexplainable and
indefensitle. TIt's certainly inconsistent and probably even
false and misleading.

5- DuPont's reasons for exclusion have been shown to be
without merit.

6- The proxy should be included.
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EXHIBIT A-1b

Below is an excerpt from my July 29, 1999 1letter to
editor. It was published in local papers and several active
and retired DuPonters commented favorably and agreed with my
views. As I recall, no one disagreed. It was clear they
support diversity without diversity dl'iscrimintition.

EXCERPT

Dear Editor,

After I spoke at Dupont's stocholders' meeting, Chairman
Holliday asked for comments. Responding, another sharehollier
said this about my statements:

"The last speaker's comments were exc'¥llent...I'd just
like to emphasize that what we look for in our Board is
leadership, not diversity. We look for leadership and we
don't care a whole lot for this word "diversity" because
that word in itself for business work is meaningless.'" Other
stockholders v1gorously applauded. e

The remark of the stockholder pra151ng my talk and the
supportive applause by the audience is a strong message for
management. ....

After the meeting, several shareholding employees and
retirees approached me to express agreement and support for
my statement. They thanked me for speaking up.

Tom Gniewek

This is further evidence that shareholders understand
and approve of my supporting my proxy advocating diversity
but opposing all discrimination, including diversity
discriminatiion, in working to achieve that goal.

None said the proxy or my statements were misleading,
false or inconsistent.

The Board often says it values shareholder input.

There is strong and growing support for the proxy and a
healthy discussion of its goal and how to reach it. T would
hope the Board values this.

Instead, DuPont reguests exclusion thus denying input hy
shareholders an® isolating the Board from their shareholders.

The proxy should be included in the 2003 annual meeting.

The entire letter is in the D&E envelope; Exhibit C-3.

See also 1999 annual meetlng transcript, pages 21-27;
DuPont's Exhibit C included in DuPont's letter. See
especially page 27. -




LOYISE BRUCE LANCASTER
Secretary of the Company
and Corporate Counsel

l DuPont Legal

Room 8042 DuPont Building
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EXHH%!T A-2Lb

June 12, 1998

Mr. Thomas T. Gniewek, Jr.

123 Norwood Circle
Camden, Tennessee

Dear Gniewek:

The tabulation of votes on resolutions presented at DuPont’s 1998 Annual
Meeting has been finalized.

On your proposal on board composition:
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proposal; 50,284,063 shares or 6.0% were voted for.
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QUPKD,

Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-5303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

Mr. Thomas T. Gniewek, Jr.
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, TN 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Meeting has been finalized.

On your proposal on board com
/\ 23223 ]
A 12 696,579,951 shates or#4-8% of the votes were cast against the proposal;

L | 97

% g 38,023,5A/lﬁlares .6% Were voted for.
& a1 00 7{,5 SN Mo i 1998 /Lnu)#”‘é
/ 47,191 stockholders or 89.3% of those voting voted against the proposal,
(}’7% 5,650 stockholders or 10.7% voted for.

position:

4708 G4 i 1975 ey

Shares abstaining were 14, 970 817 and broker non-votes were
189,241,199.

b G217 6IS~ Very truly yours,

. : Assistar;t Secretary
o ¥ o o




Q.
Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898

Tel. (302) 774-5303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

EX%L@@;T A“%ﬁ June 7, 2000

Mr. Thomas Gniewek
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, TN 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

The tabulation of votes on resolutions presented at DuPont’s 2000 Annual
Meeting has been finalized:

On your proposal on employment matters:

605,063,406 shares or 91.6% of the votes were cast against the proposal,
55,804,847 shares or 8.4% were voted for.

44,952 stockholders or 91.4% of those voting voted against the proposal,
4,208 stockholders or 8.6% voted for.

Shares abstaining were 30,877,740 and broker non-votes were

a&de«i

Very truly yours,

Mary E. Bowl
Assistant Secretary and
Corporate Counsel

MEB:msm

Votetabulation-Gniewek \Q : W’ W




QUPOND,

Mary E. Bowier
DuPont Legal

1007 Market Street
Wilmington, DE 19898

;:;.((330022))777743:-55310736 EQH-) B ,T / ; -3

June 12, 2002

Joect
&/ i /02’

Mr. Thomas Gniewek
123 Norwood Circle

Camden, TN 38320
Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Now that the vote tébulation on resolutions presented at DuPont's 2002 Annual
Meeting has been finalized, | want to provide you with information on the final vote.

On your proposal on employment matters:

» 480,356,177 shares or 79.6% of thé votes were czast against the proposal;
123,215,685 shares or 20.4% were voted for.

¢ Shares abstaining were 22,942,195 and broker non-votes were 149,085,413,

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the transcript from the 2002 Annual Meeting.
Very truly yours,
Mary E. Bowler

Corporate Counsel and
Assistant Secretary

Enc.
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Mary E. Bowler EX Hi BIT 8 "'/
DuPont Legal :

Wilmington, DE 19898

Tel. (302) 774-5303

Fax, (302) 773-5176

February 17, 1999

Mr. Thomas Gniewek
123 Norwood Circle
Camden, TN 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Your proposal on board composition will be included in the Company’s proxy
statement for action at the 1999 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. In accordance with
regulations of the Securities and Exchange Commission, enclosed for your information is the
Company's statement in opposition to the proposal. This statement will be included in the
Company’s proxy material which we expect to file with the Securities and Exchange
Commission on March 13, 1999,

| remain interested in continuing our dialogue about this issue. Please call
me on 1-800-224-4480 (extension 774-5303) at your convenience.

{ look forward to talking with you again soon.

Very truly yours,

Assistant Secretary

MEB:msm

Enclosure
$90217¢

cc: Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
Room 3206 - Mail Stop 3.3
Securities and Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20549




Exmer B-2

TP,

Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-5303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

February 28, 2000

Thomas J. Gniewek, Jr.
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Per our conversation, your proposal on employment matters will be
included in the Company’s proxy statement for action at the 2000 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders. In accordance with regulations of the Securities and Exchange
Commission, enclosed for your information is the Company’s statement in opposition to
the proposal. This statement will be included in the Company’s proxy material which we
expect to file with the Securities and Exchange Commission on March 17, 2000.

As we discussed, I will arrange to have two tickets to the Annual Meeting
set aside for you at the information desk.

-1 look forward to seeing you on April 26.
Sincerely,

W

Mary E. B
Corporate
Assistant Secretary

- MEB:msm

Attachment

cc: Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
Room 3206-Mail Stop 3-3
Securities and Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Street, N.'W.
Washington, DC 20549

R




QUPmD,
Mary E. Bowler EX HBIT 8 —3

DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-3303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

February 19, 2001

Thomas J. Gniewek, Jr.
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Your proposal on employment matters will be included in the Company’s proxy
statement for action at the 2001 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. In accordance with
regulations of the Securities and Exchange Commission, enclosed for your information is
the Company’s statement in opposition to the proposal. This statement will be included
in the Company’s proxy material which we expect to file with the Securities and
Exchange Commission on March 21, 2001.

Please let me know if you with to have two tickets to the Annual Meeting set
aside for you at the information desk.

I look forward to seeing you on April 25.

/é / ol. : Sincerely,

71_,,-50_0# o@ am /’LO‘fJ

ouch. Pﬁi‘ \ngz & Mary E. Bdyller
gz{:; oL

! e Corporate Counsel
L oLo ,o-@cf/w to ad Assistant Secretary

Attachment The Q—S’ O\

cc:  Office of Chief Counsel /T \\‘7\ na\
Division of Corporation Fmance /ﬁ,w\/ L/ \y
Room 3206-Mail Stop 3- oy

Securities and Exchange Commlss1on ¢ o

450 Fifth Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20549
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Mr. Thomas Gniewek
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek;

Your proposal on employment matters will be included in the
Company’s proxy statement for action at the 2002 Annual Meeting of
Shareholders. In accordance with regulations of the Securities and Exchange
Commission, enclosed for your information is the Company’s statement in
opposition to the proposal. This statement will be included in the Company’s
proxy material which we expect to file with the Securities and Exchange
Commission on March 21, 2002.

Very truly yours,

e
Mary E. Bowlgr

Corporate Counsel and
Assistant Secretary

enclosure \}Joﬁé oLl A 44/«0“ .
cc.  Office of Chief Counsel SN W &.ﬁ/xﬂﬂ%’ufi Yo

Division of Corporation Finance ,(,/L
Room 3206—Mail Stop 3-3 pbersy ‘Eﬁm
Securities and Exchange Commission

450 Fifth Street, NW

Washington, DC 20549
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DuPont's 1llitter, p.1;%4 Concrning the matter of my
letter to CEO Holliday. See DuPont's exhibit R.

Exhibit C-1

In the Holliday letter(% 4) T note the talk between
myself and Mr. Holliday after the meeting. I considerell the
conversiition personal as I did the letter blit thlis is no
longer so. It is a good thing presenting an opportunity to
add perinent informlition.

In the 2002 meeting I said to Mr Holliday, "..I am
increasingly approached by unhappy employees. Lest your high
position shield you, we are telling you." See page 31, 2002
meeting transcript, DuPont's Exhibit C.

If you read the transcript it is clear I was referring
to diversity discrimination.

This was discussed further in our talk after the meeting.
I repeated and expanded on my earlier comments and a brief
discussion ensued. Mr. Holliday listened carefully. He ended
the conversation saying, "I've been intending to visit the
plant. I ought to do so." The quote is obviously a paraphrase.

Mr. Holliday by his demeanor and words indicated he was
taking my message seriously.

I'm certain he will recall our talk.

DuPont also copies from the letter, "..I firmly believe
present discrimination based on diversity goals/quotas/targets
etc.(aka affirmative action)is unethical, immoral and certainly
unconstitutional. DuPont should address this problem”.

This is consistent with my goal of "Diversity without
diversity discrimination' already explained in preceding
pages.

It's difficult to believe that anyone or company would
be for "Diversity WITH discrimination.®

Based on the comments by Mr. Krol, DuPont's former CEO,
(See page 2 in Discussion Envelope) and those of Mr Holliday
during and after the 2002 meeting, it is certain DuPont
opposes discrimination in any form. So do I.

Read the sentence taken from my letter. It is four
square against discrimination.

DuPont Legal works very diligently to read far more
into my words than is there.

Achieving our common goal of diversity won't be easy.
Mistakes and injustice will creep in. When this happens, it
ktehooves us all to set things aright.

Diversity discrimination is an example and my proxy
supporting diversity is not in conflict with my words
opposing "discrimination in the name of diversity".

Finally, this letter can in no way can be considered to
be "in proxy materials" as DuPont contends and is irrelevant.
Nonetheless, it provided a good opportunity to reinforce the
reasons why DuPont's request for inclusion is without merit.

(1)




DuPont's letter, p.2;95 never
Exhibit C-2a

never is among the most powerful of words and must be
handled carefully.

DuPont Legal and I have had several phone conversations
as DuPont Legal has noted in their letter. During those
conversations I voiclld my support for the proposal an my
intention to vote for it. See also page2; 9 17&18 in the
enclosed Discussion envelope.

Annual meetings are governed by rules; one of which is
that proponents have 2 minutes to make their comments. Such
rules are essential to properly conduct such a meeting and I
have no qguarrel with them.

But it does force me to prioritize my comments. I've
elected to let the written proxy speak my support for
diversity and my statements to express concern less
diversity discrimination occurs.

Others including individuals such as Mrs. Davis and
groups such as Greenpeace have at times have rudely broken
those rules with raucous behavior, disregard for time limits
and insulting remarks to DuPont officials.

I have always tried to abide by the rules of conduct set
for the meeting. I'm sure DuPont Legal will confirm this.

See Exhibit C-2b attached.

“(2)




October 27, 1997

Mr. Thomas T. Gniewek
123 Norwood Circle
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear%ek:

We are in receipt of your letter of October 1, 1997, in which
you request that DuPont issue a policy outlining a program and timeline
concerning Roard diversity. We will advise you in due course of
management’s position on your nraposal.

| also want you to know that | do appreciaie ycur thoughtful
letter of September 14, 1997, concerning the conduct of the Annual
Meeting. We are always interested in feedback from DuPont’s shareholders
who make the effort and take the time to attend. Your constructive
suggestions will be considered when we review procedures in preparation
for the 1998 Annual Meeting.

Thank you for your continuing interest in DuPont.
Very truly yours,

(}%ﬁ%m_v

Louise B. Lancaster
Ccrporate Secretary

LBL:skb
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Below is the saga of Grandpa and Granddaughter (G&G) and
the proxy. It is not the sort of thing usually found in
proxy deliberations. ‘

There is no real reason for you to read this unless you
find it interesting as have my family and several friends.

DuPont's letter, p.2;96 My granddaughter Aspen and
her Granpa, me.
Exhibit C-3
As previouly indicated I am adding some additional
information on this item on how Aspen came to vote against

plus an update.

How Aspen came to vote Against

Aspen owns a few shares of stock. I was surprised when
she called to talk about my proxy. We discussed it at some
length. My sense was that she was that she had tentatively
decided to vote against, wished to touch base, and possibly
was concerned about my response to her negative vote.

I recall saying,"It's obvious you have ¢given this
serious thought. You should vote as you think is right."

She told me she would vote against.

Parents and Grandparents understood how proud I am of
Aspen. I know this is not normally part of proxy deliberations
but there it is.

Bringing this to the meeting's attention is appropriate.

What is inappropriate and totally irrelevant is for
DuPont to claim this a reason for exclusion.

Is my reporting a fact now wrong? Everyone knows many
shareholders voted against. That is not a valid reason under
SEC rules for exclusion.

The proxy should be included.

AN UPDATE

By happenstance Aspen and her family were hazre for
their traditional post Christmas visit when DuPont's letter
arrived. I showed her the letter pointing out the paragraph
pertaining to G&G.

Jokingly I said "Big, mean DuPont is trying to drive a
wedge between us. How about voting for this year if the SEC
gives you a chance?"

Aspen laughed and said, "No, I'll vote against."”

THEN she added, "But you stick by your guns, Granpa."

Well, there it is again. I couldn't be prouder of her
than if she said she had carefully rethought the issue and
decided to flip-flop and vote for!

(3)




DuPont's letter, p.2,¥ 6 and ¥ 7. Also p.3 excepting 9 3.
Page 4 including 9.1 but excluding ¥ 3 and ¥ 4.
' Exhibit C-3 ¥

DuPont correctly quotes my words and statements.

ALIL, STATEMENTS ARE TRUE. That's important.
Truth and facts are stubborn things but there it is.

For instance, my statements on page 3, last paragraph
concerning the CEO poll was widely reported. In this case
my source was "Nightly Business Report" on the PBS network.

Should you reqguire or desire documentation for this or
any other statement, please ask. ,

Some of the statements have already been specifically
addressed., For instance page 3,9 4 cites my letter to-

Mr. Holliday to make a claim for exclusion. The claim is
shown to be without merit. See Exhibit C-1, D&E envelope.

It has been earlier noted there is a much redundancy
and duplication in examples cited by DuPont requesting
exclusion. Thus other reasons are addressed collectively.

1- DuPont claims that there are false and misleading
statements "in proxy materials." This just isn't so. Almost
21l the statements to which DuPont points have not been
included "in proxy materials."

What's more, statements aren't false or misleading.

2- DuPont claims I am inconsistent. This claim is
shown to be without merit in preceding pages.

Redundancy in dealing with redundancy is unavoidable.

Reiterating yet again my goal is diversity without
diversity discrimination.

But as far as I can tell DuPont Legal is either
unwilling or unable to accept the fairness of this and
mistakenly, in my view, sees it as false, misleading, and
inconsistent.

Other shareholders obviously understand this. See
&xhibit A-1 b at front of this letter and in D envelope.

Mr. Krol understood and accepted this as fair.

Several DuPonters have expressed their understanding
and support for diversity without diversity discrimination.

My granddaughter cited by DuPont understands.

I excluded 9 3 and § 4 of page 3 for valid reasons.

It's totally acceptable for DuPont to accurately report
my statements. Honest misunderstanding or disagreement can
be handled. "Spin" might "sheak" in on anyone.

But I reject totally what I believe is an unwarranted
presumption by DuPont Legal that they can divine my "belief"
or what "he does not believe". It's unworthy of DuPont.

I do not presume to guess why, after years of accepting
this proxy and not obliguely impugning my integrity, DuPont
should reguest exclusion.

DuPont's claimfor exclusion is without merit whether

basdn fact or unwarranted conjecture.
The proxy should be included in the 2003 meeting.

(4)




- . 123 Norwood Circle
731 584 4886 CCRPO”iO{}”nLHSG@mden, Tenn. 38320
‘ANCfTanwary 25, 2003

Securities and Exchange Commission
Judiciary Plaza

450 Fifth street, NW

Washington, D.C.

Attention: Office of the Chieﬁ Counsel
Division of Corpor!ition Finance
Mail Stop 0402, Room 4012

E. T. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY
PROXY STATEMENT 2003 ANNUAL MEETING

Reference: DuPont's 12/31/03 letter from Mary Bowler
with its several Exhibits

—— - —— - = S — T S . W e e - — i  — — —— -

Centlepersons:

On January 14, 2003 I mailed my comments concerning
this proxy to your office using the US Postal Service's
Delivery Confirmation Receipt mode.

I periodically checked on the stﬁtus of that mailing
and it became apparent it had ben "snagged" in the delivery
post office. On January 24 I talked to a US Post Office
representative. He informed me that the mailing was received
by their Brentwood? facility and was undoubtedly held up for
screening because of anthrax concerns. He assured me it
would be delivered but could not give a delivery date.

For this reason I am sending two pages of my January 14
mailing. I will continue checking on the status and if the
original is not delivered by January 28, I will send a
a duplicate by alternate means.

You may confirm this by calling the US Postal Delivery
Confirmation Receipt number- 1 800 222 1811 and entering the
tracer number when prompted. The number is:

0300 1290 0001 3845 4350
Please call if you need additional information.

Regards,

/
Jon
Tom GHiewek
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123 Norwood Circle
731 584 4886 Camden, Tenn. 38320
Janwary 12, 2003

Securities and Exchange Commission
Judiciary Plaza

450 Fifth street, NW

Washington, D.C.

Attention: Office of the Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
Mail Stop 0402, Room 4012

F. T. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY
PROXY STATEMENT 2003 ANNUAL MEETING

Reference: DuPont's 12/31/03 letter from Mary Bowler
with its several Exhibits

GCentlepersons:

DuPont's reference letter requests exclusion of my
proxy from the 2003 annual meeting.

In my opinion the request should be denied for reasons
set forth in this letter.

If you have any questions or require additional
information, please contact me at the ahove address or
telephone number.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,
Tom Gniewek

cc:E.I. DuPont de Nemours and Company
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, Delaware 19898
Att: Mary Bowler, Corporate Counsel and Assistant Secretary
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CORPoR, 5z Cousp January 25, 2003
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‘Securities and Exchange Commission
Judiciary Plaza
450 Fifth street, NW

Washington, D.C.

Attention: Office of the Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
Mail Stop 0402, Room 4012

E. T. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY
PROXY STATEMENT 2003 ANNUAL MEETING

Reference: DuPont's 12/31/03 letter from Mary Bowler
with its several Exhibits
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Centlepersons:

On January 14, 2003 I mailed my comments concerning
‘this proxy 'to your office using the US Postal Service's
Delivery Confirmation Receipt mode.

I periodically checked on the status of that mailing
and it became apparent it had ben "snagged" in the delivery
post office. On January 24 I talked to a US Post Office
representative. He informed me that the mailing was received
ty their Brentwood? facility and was undoubtedly held up for
screening because of anthrax concerns. He assured me it
would be delivered hut could not give a delivery date.

For this reason I am sending two pages of my January 14
mailing. I will continue checking on the status and if the
original is not delivered by January 28, I will send a
a duplicate by alternate means.

You may confirm this by calling the US Postal Delivery
Confirmation Receipt number- 1 B800 222 1811 and entering the
tracer number when prompted. The number is:

0300 1290 0001 3845 4350
Please call if you need additional information.

Regards,

o -

Tom Grnldewek
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EXHIBIT A-1b

Below is an excerpt from my July 29, 1999 letter to
editor. It was published in local papers and several active
and retired DuPonters commented favorably and agreed with my
views. As I recall, no one disagreed. It was clear they
support diversity without diversity d!lscriminlition.

EXCERPT

Dear Editor,

After I spoke at Dupont's stocholders' meeting, Chairman
Holliday asked for comments. Responding, another shareholller
said this about my statements:

"The last speaker's comments were excl!¥llent...I'd just
like to emphasize that what we look for in our Board is
leadership, not diversity. We look for leadership and we
don't care a whole lot for this word "diversity" because
that word in itself for business work is meaningless." Other
stockholders vigorously applauded. ...

The remark of the stockholder pralslng my talk and the
supportive applause by the audience is a strong message for
management. cse s

After the meeting, several shareholding employees and
retirees approached me to express agreement and support for
my statement. They thanked me for speaking up.

Tom Gniewek

This is further evidence that shareholders understand
and approve of my supporting my proxy advocating diversity
but opposing all discrimination, including diversity
discriminatiion, in working to achieve that goal.

None said the proxy or my statements were misleading,
false or inconsistent.

The Roard.often says it values shareholder input.

There is strong and growing support for the proxy and a
healthy discussion of its goal and how to reach it. T would
hope the Board values this.

Instead, NuPont requests exc1u81on thus denying input hy
sharehclders an® isolating the Roard from their shareholders.
The proxy should ve included in the 2002 annual meeting.

The entire letter is in the D&E envelope; Exhibit C-3.
See also 1999 annual meeting transcript. oages 21-27:

TNl TN e e e

especially page 27. -
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EXHNSFV A-2Lb

June 12, 1998

Mr. Thomas T. Gniewek, Jr.
123 Norwood Circle
Camden, Tennessee

Dear Gniewek:

The tabulation of votes on resolutions presented at DuPont’s 1998 Annual
Meeting has been finalized.

On your proposal on board composition:
| i i')Ii R SN

282 a3 73 ) L .
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Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-5303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

Mr. Thomas T. Gniewek, Jr.
123 Norwood Drive
‘Camden, TN 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

The tabulation of votes on resolutighs p;égented at DuPont’s 1999 Annual
Meeting has been finalized. _

Za 8% of the votes were cast against the proposal,
j r$.2% were voted for.
4 JMD TS . ‘
/ 47,191 stockholders or 89.3% of those voting voted against the proposal;
Jne 5,650 stockholders or 10.7% voted for.

23 j i Cee 3
b g, i 19T neddy
Shares abstaining were 14,970,817 and broker non-voies were
189,241,199. '

}

/ b C/:J’ 7 bis™ Very truly yours,

L{ ' Assistant Secretary
o ¥




Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-5303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

EXHI@_T_ /4“‘/7! June 7, 2000

Mr. Thomas Gniewek
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, TN 38320
‘Dear Mr. Gniewek:

The tabulation of votes on resolutions presented at DuPont’s 2000 Annual
Meeting has been finalized:

On your proposal on employment matters:

605,063,406 shares or 91.6% of the votes were cast against the proposal;
55,804,847 shares or 8.4% were voted for.

"44,952 stockholders or91.4% of those voting voted against the proposal,
4 208 stockholders or 8.6% voted for.

Shares abstammg were 30,877,740 and broker non-votes were
Very truly yours,
Mary E. Bowl

Assistant Secretary and
Corporate Counsel

MEB:msm.

Votetabulation-Gniewek - p . 4 .
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QUPIND,

Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal

1007 Market Street
Wilmington, DE 19898

Tei. (302
e R N L e
June 12, 2002

o4

Joelct

, &/ s / 02-
Mr. Thomas Gniewek /

123 Norwood Circle
Camden, TN 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek: y

Now that the vote fabulation on resolutions presented at DuPont's 2002 Annual
Meeting has been finalized, | want to provide you with information on the final vote.

On your proposal on employment matters:

» 480,356,177 sharés or 79.6% of the votes were czst against the proposal;
123,215,685 shares or 20.4% were voted for.

e Shares abstaining were 22,842,195 and broker non-votes were 149,085,413,

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the transcript from the 2002 Annual Meeting.
Very truly yours,

%*7» 7~

Mary E. Bowler
Corporate Counsel and
Assistant Secretary

Enc.
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Mary E. Bowler EX H BIM 8"/
DuPont Legal ‘

Wilmington, DE 19898

Tel. (302) 774-5303

Fax. (302) 773-5176

February 17, 1999

Mr. Thomas Gniewek
123 Norwood Circle
Camden, TN 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek: )

Your proposal on board composition will be included in the Company’s proxy
statement for action at the 1999 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. In accordance with
regulations of the Securities and Exchange Commission, enclosed for your information is the
Company's statement in opposition to the proposal. This statement will be included in the
Company’s proxy material which we expect to file with the Securities and Exchange
Commission on March 19, 1999.

- | remain interested in continuing our dialogue about this issue. Please call
me on 1-800-224-4480 (extension 774-5303) at your convenience.

1 look forward to talking with you again soon.

“Very truly yours,

Assistant Secretary

MEB:msm

Enclosure
990217¢

cc: Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
Room 3206 - Mail Stop 3.3
Securities and Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20549




—STOCKHOLDER PROPOSAL ON BOARD COMPOSITION

Thomas T. Gniewek, Jr. of 123 Norwood Drive, Camden, Tennessee 38320, owner of 1.334 shares of
DuPoat Common Stock, has given notice that he will introduce the following resolution and statement in
support thereof: -

. WHEREAS shareholders believe that our board of directors needs to be more representative of shareholders
and reflect a diverse workforce and population so our company can remain competitive and,

Recently the Investor Responsibility Research Center reported inclusiveness at senior management and
board levels was only 9% within Fortune 500 companies.

If we are to successfully compete in the increasingly diverse global marketplace of the future, we must select
the best people regardless of race, gender, religion, or physical challenge.

We believe a more diverse board with its wider range of prespectives would improve the quality of corporate
decisionmaking. We request our corporation to enlarge its search for qualified board members including
minorities and women.

The recent proxy of W. R. Grace states their Board... “recognizes that its composition should reflect the
global nature of the company’s operation and the diversity of its workforce. The Board also recognizes that it is
in a unique position to ‘set the tone at the top’ and to demonstrate its belief that diversity makes good business
sense.”

Though DuPont has two women and one African American on its board, we do believe this is inadequate to
provide the necessary diversity for DuPont to effectively compete in the future.

We request that the Board promptly takes steps to include additional minorities and women candidates for
nominations to the Board starting in 1999 and thereafter.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the shareholders request:

The Board issue a policy publicly committing the company to a more diverse board, a program of steps, and
the timeline to move further in that direction. '

The Board make available in annual report starting in 1999 summarizing efforts to encourage and increase
the diversification of: -

+ our Board of Directors

« our Board search firms

+ all Board of Directors committees.

Stockholder’s Statement

Strong support for this proxy was shown at the 1998 annual meeting when 8.4% of 55,706 voting
stockholders cast their ballots for the proxy, 91.6% against.

s Responding to stockholder questions Chairman Krol said the company has no quotas for increasing diversity
of rank and file employees. Mr. Krol explained that the company has set its “own targets internally” and is “ahead
of the curve” in meeting these targets.

Subsequent to the meeting it was learned that the “target” 1s to reduce the percentage of white males on the




el \

payroll while increasing that of minorities and women with a “target” percentage tobe met by 2003, Employees
have been so aotitied.

Yet the Board opposes this proxy which in effect requests that the board be held to the same standards and
“targets™ as all other employees. Mr. Krol also said alf individual Board members unanimously voted their shares
against this proxy. This position of the Board collectively and individually is inconsistent with its stated policy
and ts unfair to other employees.

The proxy respectfully requests the Board “..."to set the tone at the top’ and to demonstrate its belief that
diversity makes good business sense.” This is a worthy “target.”

By voting in favor, stockholders can help meet this target. Individual Board members can set an example by
voting in favor.

Please vote for this proxy.

Position of the Board of Directors
The Board of Directors recommends that you vote “AGAINST” this proposal.

DuPont shares a2 commitment to diversity in the composition of the Board of Directors. For nearly 25 years,
the Board has included an African American man, and one or more women. More recently, the Board has also
included a European and an Asian.

The Company believes that its Board should be composed of individuals who bring varied perspectives, - -
enriched by diverse backgrounds and experiences, to bear on issues facing the Company. When the nominating
committee reviews potential nominees, its practice is to consider a wide range of criteria which will vary over
time, depending on the needs of the Board. A key objective is to identify candidates uniquely qualified to add a
valuable perspective. The committee evaluates thoroughly all potential candidates, including white women,
African Americans and other people of color. Through the Proxy Statement, the Company has been regularly
reporting to stockholders on the diverse makeup of the Board and its committees.

The composition. of the Board is evidence of the effectiveness of existing selection procedures and the
Company’s sustained commitment to Board diversity for more than two decades. Therefore, the Board believes

that the objectives of the proposal are already being met.
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Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-5303 .
Fax. (302) 773-5176

February 28, 2000

Thomas J. Gniewek, Jr.
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Per our conversation, your proposal on employment matters will be
included in the Company’s proxy statement for action at the 2000 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders. In accordance with regulations of the Securities and Exchange
Commission, enclosed for your information is the Company’s statement in opposition to
the proposal. This statement will be included in the Company’s proxy material which we
expect to file with the Securities and Exchange Commission on March 17, 2000.

As we discussed, I will arrange to have two tickets to the Annual Meeting
set aside for you at the information desk.

I look forward to seeing you on April 26.

Sincerely,
L/é@
{ y
Mary E. Bgwler
Corporate Counsel and
Assistant Secretary
MEB:msm
Attachment

cc: Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
Room 3206-Mail Stop 3-3
Securities and Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Street, N.W. . _
Washington, DC 20549 S




—STOCKHOLDER PROPOSAL ON EMPLOYMENT MATTERS

Thomas T. Guiewek, Jr. of 123 Norwood Drive, Camden, Tennessee 38320, owner of 1,334 shares of
DuPont Common Stock, has given notice that he will introduce the following resolution and statement in support
thereof:

RESOLVED: Stockholders request the Board of Directors prepare a report, at reasonable cost and excluding
confidential information,_ to be made available to shareholders four months from the date of the annual

meeting on our progress in response to the Glass Ceiling Commission’s business recommendations
including a review of:

(1) Steps company has taken to use the Glass Ceiling Commission Report and management’s
recommendations ﬂowmg from it

(2) Company-wide pohc1es addressing leadership development, employee memormg, workforce dxvcrsny
initiatives and family friendly programs.

(3) Explanations of how ‘executive compensation packages and performance evaluations integrate company
efforts in breaking the glass ceiling. \

(4) The top one hundred or one percent of company wage earners broken down by gender.

Stockholder’s Statement

The term “glass ceiling” was first used in a 1985 Wall Street Journal article to describe an artificial barrier
to the advancement of women into corporate management positions. Senator Robert Dole introduced the Glass
Ceiling Act, as part of Title [I of the Civil Rights Act of 1991. President Bush signed the 1991 Civil Rights Act
establishing a bipartisan twenty-nine member Glass Ceiling Commission. The Commission was charged with
preparing recommendations on the glass ceiling issue for the President and corporate leaders.

In 1991, then Secretary of Labor Lynn Martin completed the Glass Ceiling Initiative Report. Senator Dole
praised the report, ““[this] confirm(s] what many of us have suspected all along — the existence of invisible,
artificial barriers blocking women and minorities from advancing up the corporate ladder to managerment and
executive level positions” and “for this Senator, the issue boils down to ensuring equal access and equal
opportunity.”

Chairperson of the Glass Ceiling Commission Robert Reich stated, “The glass ceiling is not only an
egregious denial of social justice that affects two-thirds of the population, but a serious economic problem that
takes a huge financial toll on American business.” And ““...we need to attract and retain the best, most flexible
workers and leaders available, for all levels of the organizaton.”

The stated vision of the Glass Ceiling Commission is “a pational corporate leadership fully aware that
shifting demographics and economic restructuring make diversity at management and decision making levels a
prerequisite for the Jong term success of the United States in domestic and global market places.” The report
revealed that women made up 47.5 percent of the total workforce and earned over half of all Master degrees, yet
95 percent of senior-level managers remain men. Women today earn about $.72 for every dollar earned by men.

The Glass Ceiling Commission Report, released in 1995, confirms inclusiveness in the workplace has a
positive impact on the bowom line. A 1993 study of the Standard and Poor 500 companies revealed, “...firms
that succeed in shattering their own glass ceiling racked up stock-market records that were really two and one
half times better than otherwise comparable companies.”

We believe top management positions should more closely reflect the people in the workforce and
marketplace if our company is going to remain competitive. -~

Position of the Board of Directors
The Board of Directors recommends that you vote “AGAINST” this proposal. :

DuPont shares a commitment to diversity in the composition of its workforce. This commitment is grounded
in the knowledge that diversity makes DuPont a better, more compeltitive company. DuPont recognizes that a
diverse workforce generates diverse thinking and new and different perspectives, which result in the innovative
products and services the Company offers.




DuPont has long been considered a leader in the area of workforce diversity and its efforts have been well
publicized. In addition, the Company has earned international recogniton for its pionecring race and gender
awareness programs, recruitment efforts, mentoring and leadership development initatives and policies for
working parents. The Company has made contnuing progress in fecruiting, hiring, developing and promoting
white women and people of color. DuPont is committed to further enhancing and expanding these efforts in the
twenty-first century. \

The composition of the Company’s workforce and DuPont’s sustained commitment to divérsity are evidence
of the effectiveness of the Company’s efforts to ensure fair treatment of all individuals in hiring and
advancement. DuPont therefore believes the objectives of the proposal are already being met.
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. Mary E. Bowler
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, DE 19898
Tel. (302) 774-3303
Fax. (302) 773-5176

Ex HBIT B -3

February 19, 2001

Thomas J. Gniewek, Jr.
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Your proposal on employment matters will be included in the Company’s proxy
statement for action at the 2001 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. In accordance with
regulations of the Securities and Exchange Commission, enclosed for your information is
the Company’s statement in opposition to the proposal. This statement will be included
in the Company’s proxy material which we expect to file with the Securities and
Exchange Commission on March 21, 2001. .

Please let me know if you with to have two tickets to the Annual Meeting set
aside for you at the information desk. :

I look forward to seeing you on April 25.

‘7‘/@/0( \ I ) Sincerely,

e
*‘fffwfcﬁ . Mary E. Bdwler

e Corporate Counsel
to el s Assistant Secretary
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STOCKHOLDER PROPOSAL ON EMPLOYMENT MATTERS

Thomas T. Gniewek, Jr. of 123 Norwood Drive, Camden, Tennessee 38320, owner of
1,334 shares of DuPont Common Stock, has given notice that he will introduce the following
resolution and statement in support thereof:

RESOLVED: Stockholders request the Board of Directors prepare a report, at
reasonable cost and exciuding confidential information, to be made available to shareholders four
months from the date of the annual meeting on our progress in response to the Glass Ceiling
Commission's business recommendations including a review of:

(1) Steps Company has taken to use the Glass Ceiling Commission Report and
management's recommendaticns flowing from it.

(2) Company-wide policies addressing leadership development, employee mentoring,
workforce diversity initiatives and family friendly programs.

(3) Explanations of how executive compensation packages and performance evaluations
integrate company efforts in breaking the glass ceiling.

(4) The top one hundred or one percent of Company wage earners broken down by
gender.

Stockholder's Statement

The term "glass ceiling" was first used in a 1985 Wall Street Journal article to describe an
artificial barrier to the advancement of women into corporate management positions. Senator
Robert Dole introduced the Glass Ceiling Act, as part of Title Il of the Civil Rights Act of 1991.

_President Bush signed the 1991 Civil Rights Act establishing a bipartisan twenty-nine member
Glass Ceiling Commission. The Commission was charged with preparing recommendations on
the glass ceiling issue for the President and corporate leaders.

In 1991, then Secretary of Labor Lynn Martin completed the Glass Ceiling Initiative
Report. Senator Dole praised the report, "{this] confirm{s] what many of us have suspected all
along--the existence of invisible, artificial barriers blocking women and minocrities from advancing
up the corporate ladder to management and executive level positions" and "for this Senator, the
issue boils down tc ensuring equal access and equal opportunity.”

Chairperson of the Glass Ceiiing Commission Robert Reich stated, "The giass ceiling is
not only an egregious denial of social justice that affects two-thirds of the population, but a
serious economic problem that takes a huge financial toll on American business.' And "...we
need to attract and retain the best, most flexible workers and leaders available, for all levels of the
organization."

The stated vision of the Glass Ceiling Commission is "a national corporate leadership
fully aware that shifting demographics and economic restructuring make diversity at management
and decision making levels a prerequisite for the long term success of the United States in
domestic and global market places." The report revealed that women made up 47.5 percent of
the total workforce and earned over haif of all Masters degrees, yet 95 percent of senior-level
managers remain men. Women today earn about $.72 for every dollar earned by men.

The Glass Ceiling Commission Report, released in 1995, confirms inclusiveness in the
workplace has had a positive impact on the bottom line. A 1893 study of the Standard and Poor
500 companies revealed, "...firms that succeed in shattering their own glass ceiling raced up




stock-market records that were really two and one half times better than otherwise comparable
companies."

We believe top management positfons should more closely reflect the people in the
workforce and marketplace if our Company is going to remain competitive.

Position of the Board of Directors
The Board of Directors recommends that you vote "AGAINST" this proposal.

DuPont shares a commitment to diversity in the composition of its workforce. This
commitment is grounded in the knowledge that diversity makes DuPont a better, more
" competitive company. DuPont recognizes that a diverse workforce generates diverse thinking

and new and different perspectives, which result in the innovative products and services the
Company offers.

DuPont has long been considered a leader in the area of workplace diversity and its
efforts have been well publicized. In addition, the Company has earned international recognition
for its pioneering race and gender awareness programs, recruitment efforts, mentoring and
leadership development initiatives, and policies for working parents. The Company has made
continuing progress in recruiting, hiring, developing and promoting white women and pecple of
color. DuPont remains committed to further enhancing and expanding these efforts.

The composition of the Company's workforce and DuPont’s sustained commitment to
diversity are evidence of the effectiveness of the Company's efforts to ensure fair treatment of all
individuals in hiring and advancement. The Board therefore believes that the Company is
addressing the objectives of the proposal.

T
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ExHIRT 13-

1

Mr. Thomas Gniewek~
123 Norwood Drive
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear Mr. Gniewek:

Your proposal on employment matters will be included in the
Company’s proxy statement for action at the 2002 Annual Meeting of
Shareholders. In accordance with regulations of the Securities and Exchange
Commission, enclosed for your information is the Company's statement in
opposition to the proposal. This statement will be included in the Company’s
proxy material which we expect to file with the Securities and Exchange
‘Commission on March 21, 2002.

Very truly yours,

W&{/
Mary E. Bowler

Corporate Counsel and
Assistant Secretary

enclosure \_;440%4 gééé M J//M

WA D
cc:  Office of Chief Counsel e M Q_g//nmwﬁ

Division of Corporation Finance

Room 3206—Mail Stop 3-3 W%«/\g/ %W*
Securities and Exchange Commission

450 Fifth Street, NW

Washington, DC 20549
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DuPont's 1llitter, p.1;94 Concrning the matter of my
letter to CEQO Holliday. See DuPont's exhibit B,

Exhibit C-1

In the Holliday letter(¥ 4) I note tha talk% bhatween
myself and Mr, Holliday after the meating. I considerell the
conversiition personal as T 41id the letter dit thils is nc
longer s8a. It is a good thing presenting an opportunity %o
add perinent informiition.

In the 2002 meeting I said to Mr Holliday, "..T 3m
increasingly approached by unhappy employees. l.ast your high
position ahiald you, we are teliling you." Sea page 1, 2002
meqting transcript, DuPent's Exhidit C.

: f you raad the transcript it is clear T was refcrring
to diversity discrimination.

T™ig was discussed further in onr talk after the mee*ing.
1 repeated and expanded on my earlier comments and a brief
discussion ensuad. Mr. Kolliday listene2d carafully. He ended
thae conversation saying, “I*ve besn intending %o visit the
plant. I ought to 49 go." The guote 13 obviously a paraphrase.
E Mr. Holliday by his demeanor and wvords indicated he was
ta?ing ny message seriously. ,

I'm certain he will recall oar talk.

DuPont also copieg from the lettey, "..I firmly believe
present discriminatien hasa2d cn diversity goals/gquotas/targets
etc.(aka affirmative action)is unethical, immoral and certainly
unconatitutional. NuPont should address this probdblem”.

: . Thie 13 consiatent with my goal of "Diversity without
diversity discrimination' already explained in pracedinq
pages.

It's 4ifficult to bheliesve that anyone or company woutd
be for *"Diversity WITH discrimination.®

Based on the comments by Mr. Xrol, NuPont's former CEO,
(See page 2 in Discussion Eavelope) and those of “r Holliday
during and after the 2022 meating, it {8 certain DuPont

~opposesg discrimination in any form. So 4o I.

Read the sentaence taken from my letter. It (s four
gguare azainst discrimination.

PuPont Legal works very Jiligently to read far mora
into my words than ia thera.

Achieving our common goal of Alveralty won't he eaay.
Mistakes and injustice will craeep in. Whem thia hagppensz, it
kehooves us all to met things aright.

Diversity discrimination i3 an example and my proxy
gsupporting diversity is not irn conflict with wmy words
opposing "discrimination in the name of diversity".

Finally, tale letter can in no ¥ay can he considered to
be *in proxy materials” as DuPont contends and i3 {rrelevant.
Nonetheless, it provided a jood opportunity to reinforce the
raasons why DuPont's reguast for inclugion is without merit.

(1)
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DuTFont's latter, p.2;915 never
Exhinit C-2a

naver ig among the most power ful o“words and must be
~handia? carafully.

DuPont Legal and I have had several phone convarsatione
28 DuPont Legal has noted in their letter. During theose
conversations I volic!'Wd my support for the proposal an my
intention to vote for it. See also paqez; 1 17&18 in the
enclosed Tiscussion envelope.

Annual me2etings are gJoverned by rules; one of which is
that proponents have 2 minutes to make their coamments. Such
rules are easential to properly conduct sucn a meabing aﬁd I
hava no quarrel with them.

But {t do=s force me to prioritize my commenta. T've
elected to 1ot the wriiten proxy speaxk my suyport\for
diversity and my statements to express concarn less.
1iversity disbrimination occurs. SR \,

othars including individuals such as Hrs.ibav4s\and
grougs such as Greenpeace have at times have rudely ﬁ oken
thoze rules with raucous bshavior, disgregard for timeilimits
and insulting remarks to DuPont officials. : \

I have always tried to abide by the rules of cond%gt set
for the maeting. I'm sure DuPont Legal will confirm thi

See Txhibit C-2h attached.

(2) "
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QU PONT

October 27, 1997

Mr. Thomas T. Gniewek
123 Norwood Circle
Camden, Tennessee 38320

Dear%ek:

We are in receipt of your letter of October 1, 1997, in which
you request that DuPont issue a policy outlining a program and timeline
concerning Doard diversity. We will advise you in due course of
management’s position of-yoUL proposal.

| also want you to know that | do appreciaie ycur thoughtful
letter of September 14, 1997, concerning the conduct of the Annual
Meeting. We are always interested in feedback from DuPont’s shareholdeis
who make the effort and take the time to attend. Your constructive
suggestions will be considered when we review procedures in preparation
for the 1998 Annual Meeting.

Thank you for your continuing interest in DuPont.
Very truly yours,

b%ww\v

Louise B. Lancaster
Corporate Secretary

LBL:skb

9710218.00C

E. 1. du Pont de Nemours and Company @ Printed on Recycled Paper
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Below is the saga of Grandpa and Granddaughter(G&G) and
the proxy. It is not the sort of thing usually found in
proxy deliberations.

There is no real reason for you to read this unless you
find it interesting as have my family and several friends.

DuPont's letter, p.2;9%6 My granddaughter Aspen and
her Granpa, me. :

Exhibit C-3
As previouiy indicated Y am adding some additional

4information on this item on how Aspen  came to vote against
plus an update.

How Aspen came to vote__gainst 3

Agspen owns a few shares of stock. I wag - surprised wvhen
she called to talk about my proxy. We discussed: it at some
length. My sense was that she was that .she had tentatively
decided to vote against, wished to touch base, and possibly
was concerned about my reaponse to her negativ -vote.

I recall saying,*It's obvious you have given this
serious thought. You should vote as you think is right.

She told me she would vote against. = 1

Parents and Grandparents understood how proud I am of
Aspen. I knov this is not normally part of proxy deliberations
but there it is.

Bringing this to the me=ting's attention 15 appropriate.

what is inappropriate and totally irrelevant is for
DuPont to claim this a reason for exclusion. &.° :

Is my reporting a fact now wrong? Everyone'knows many
shareholders voted against, That 1s not a valid reason under
SEC rules for exclusion, PP ;

The proxy should be included. e

) AN UPDATE . SR

By happenstance Aspen and her familg were ﬁ%re for
their traditional post Christmas visit when DuPodt 8 letter
arrived. I showed her the letter pointing out the ' paragraph
pertaining to G&G.

Jokingly I said "BPig, mean DuDont 18 %rying to drive a
wedge betwveen us. How about voting ‘or>this year i the SEC
gives you a chance?"

Aspen laughed and said, "No, I 11 vote against.

THEN she added, "But you stick by, your;guns, Granpa.

Well, there it is again. T couldn't be. proudwr ‘0f ‘her
than if she said she had carefully rethought the issue and
decided to flip-flop and vote for!'

Ly

: o
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DuPont's letter, p.2,¥ 6 and 9 7. Also p.3 excepting T 3.
Page 4 including ¥ 1 but exciuding ¥ 2 and % 4.
Exhibit C-%-

DuPont correctly guotes my wyords and statements.

ALL STATEMENTS ARE TRUE, That's important.
Truth angd facts are stubborn things but there it is.

For instarce, my siztaments on gpage 2, last paragraph
concerning the CED poll vas widely reported. In this case-
ny sgource was "Nightly Huainess Report® on the P23 network.

Should you regulirez or desire documentation for this or
any other statement, pleasge ask.

Some of th% statements have already hesn specifica.ly
addressed. Por instance page 3,9 4 cites my letter to
Mr. Rolliday to make a claim for exzlusion. The claim i3
ghown to be without merit. See Exhibit C-1, DAL envelopa. .

It has been earlier noted there i& a much redundancy .
an4 duplication {n examples cited ty DuPont raguasting .
exclusion. Thus othaer reagons ara addregsed collectively.

1~ DuPont claims that thers are false and uisleading
satatemants "ia proxy materials."” This just lan't 8o0. Almost
all the stata2ments to which DuPont points nava not heegn
{ncluded "in proxy materfals.”

what's more, statements aren't false or misleading.

2- DuPont claims I am ipconsistent. This claim is
‘shiovn to bhe without merit in preceding pages.

Bedundancy {n dealing with redundancy is unavoidadle.

Reitérating yet again my goal is diversity without ’
dilversity discrimination.

But as far as I can %ell NDuPont legal is either
unwilling or .vnahle to accept the fairness of this and
wisterenly, in my view, sees it as false, misleading, and
incongistent,

Nther sharzholdarg ohviously understand rhisg. Se2
ehibit A-1 » at front of thisg letter and in D envelope.

Mr, Erol unfergtood and acceptad thisg ae fair.

Several DuPonters have expressed their understanding
.ané support for divereity without Alversity Aiscrimination. -

My grandduughter cited hy TuPont underctands,

T excivded 7 2 and ¥ A4 o7 gage 3 for valisd reasons.

Tt'a totelly acceptable for NuPont Lo accurately report
my statements. Honest misgunderctanding or disagreament can
be handled. "Spin® might “eneak" in on anyone.

But T raject *orally what T helieve is an unwarranted
presumption hy DuPont Legal that they can divine my "bellefr"
or what "ha Moaes naet haliay=z®, Tk's unvorthy of DuPanc.

I 2c not presume to guess why, after years of accepting
this proxy and not o™liguely impugning my integrity. DuPaat
shculd raguest *xclus'on.

DuPont's claim for exclusicn {s withou* narit whather

basdon fact or unvarranted conjecture
The proxy shoul? be includ=24 in the 2003 meeting,

(4)



1231Norwood Circle
731 584 4886 Camen, Tenn. 38320

Janlfary 12, 2003

Securities alld Exchange Commission
Judiciary Plaza

450 Fifth street, NW
Washington, D.C..

Attention: Office of the Chief Counsel
’ Division of Corporlition Finatice
Mail Stop 0402, Room 4012

E. T. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND COMPANY
PROXY STATEMENT 2003 ANNUAL MEETING

Reference: DuPont's 12/31/03 letter from Mary Bowler
with its several Exhibits

Centlepersons:

DuPont's referenc!i letter requests exclusion of my
proxy from the 2003 annual meeting.

In my opinion the request should be denied for reasons
set forth in this letter.

If you have any questions or require additional
information, please contact me at the above address or
telephone number.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

T et
,f!b'\
om iewek

cc:F.I. DuPont de Nemours and Company
DuPont Legal
Wilmington, Delaware 19898 -
Att: Mary Bowler, Corporate Counsel and 3ssistant Secretary

-
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EXHIBIT A-1b

Below is an excerpt from my July 29, 1999 letter to
editor. It was published in local papers and several active
and retired DuPonters commented favorably and agreed with my
views. As I recall, no one disagreed. , It was clear they
support diversity without diversity discriminlition.

EXCERPT

Dear Editor,

After I spoke at Dupont's stocholders' meeting, Chairman
Holliday asked for comments. Responding, another sharehollier
said this about my statements:

"The last speaker's comments were exc@llent...I'd just
like to emphasize that what we look for in our Board is
leadership, not diversity. We look for leadership and we
don't care a whole lot for this word "diversity" because
that word in itself for business work is meaningless." Other
stockholders vigorously applauded. .o

The remark of the stockholder praising my talk and the
supportive applause by the audience is a strong message for
management. ....

After the meeting, several shareholding employees and
retirees approached me to express agreement and support for
my statement. They thanked me for speaking up.

Tom Gniewek

This is further evidence that shareholders understand
and approve of my supporting my proxy advocating diversity
but opposing all discrimination, including diversity
discriminatiion, in working to achieve that goal.

None said the proxy or my statements were misleading,
false or inconsistent. ‘

The Roard often says it values shareholder input.

There is strong and growing support for the proxy and a
healthy discussion of its goal and how to reach it. I would
hope the Board values this. )

Instead, DuPont requests exclusion thus denying input »y
shareholders an? isolating the BRoard from their shareholders.

The proxy should ke included in the 2002 annual meeting.

The entire letter is in the D&E envelope; Exhibit C-3.

See also 1999 annual meeting transcript, pages 21-27;
DuPont's Exhibit C included in DuPont's letter. See
especially page 27. -



ABSTRACT

As Dupont's 12/31/02 letter stdtes(p. 1;9,1) the proxy
simply requests a report on the Company's progress in
response to the Glass Ceiling Commission's recommendations.
(See any 1998 through 2002 proxy in DuPont's Exhibit A)

In my opinion DuPont's request for exclusion should be
denied. The proxy should be included. It boils down to:

1- Inclusion gives all stockholikers inplit on this topic;
exclusion deprives them of this opportunity.

The steady increase in stockholder approval supports
this conclusion. An estimated 21 to 40% of shareholders
voted 20.4% of shares in favor in 2002.(see next page)

The board often says shareholder input is valuable.

2- Reiterating, the proxy requests a report. This is
not unreasonable.

3- DuPont Legal mistakenly contends proxy should be
excluded because of false misleading staements "in proxy
materials" plus inconsistency and non support.

In discussions with DuPont Legal over the years I've
repeatedly explained I strongly support diversity while
simultaneously strongly opposing achieving diversity by
discriminating against individuals or groups. In short, I
support diversity while opposing "diversity discrimination."

My statements consistently reflect this and are not
misleading, false, inconsistent, or non-supportive.

For whatever reason, DuPont Legal is unwilling or
unable to acknowledge this distinction thereby confusing
fairness.with inconsistency.

Ry contrast Mr. Krol, former CEO,immediately understood
and accepted the fairness of my position and statements. For
more detail, see my enclosed Discussion Envelope(D) and
p. 97 of 1997 meeting transcript in DuPont's Exhibit C.

ddditionally none of this material is "proxy material" or
"in proxy materials" despite DuPnt's ohlique implication to
the contrary. This is true of most examples chosen by DuPont.

This alone should rule for inclusion in my opinion.

4- DuPont, without comment or objection, accepted the
proxy every year starting in 1999. Exclusion was requested
in 1998 for some of the reasons in the 12/31/02 letter. SEC
denied exclusion. See Exhibits B-1 to B-4 in D&E envelope.

Now, DuPont again requests exclusion. This is a flip-flop
breathtaking in audacity and magnitude; unexplainable and
indefensible. Tt's certainly 1ncons1stent and prohably even
false and misleading.

Notes: "DISCUSSION ENVELOPE (D)” has detailed discussion.

Many of DuPont's examples are repetitive. Several are
irrelevant, in my opinion. Nonetheless, they are addressed.
See enclosed "DISCUSSTON AND EXHIBITS ENVELOPE (D&KE)".

Filing proxies is not my vocation or avocation. 2s a
retiree with 27 years' service my perspective of company
matters is enhanced. My respect for all NDuPonters is sincere
and consistent. But neither T nor Dupont is perfect. Neither
of those two statements is false or misleading and neither
is inconsistent with the other.
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AN APT METAPHOR

I'm a registered Democr!lt who voted for Republican Bush. I

may have a change of heart, "flip flop" and vote for the
Democrdlt in 2004.

Based on DuPont Legal's letter, they would éharge I make
false, misleading statements and am inconsistent. Thét
incomprehensibly twists truth and logic into grotesque shapes.

No false or misleading stltements have been malie. I rejbct
the inconsistency label. My behavior is consistent with
trying to do my duty as a responsible American citizen.

Ferhaps an uptight narrow fixation to exclude the proxy
has beclouded DuPont's judgement.
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EXHIBIT A-1b

Below is an excerpt from my July 29, 1999 letter to
editor. It was published in local papers and several active
and retired DuPonters commented favorably and agreed with my
views. As I recall, no one disagreed. It was clear they
support diversity without diversity dllscriminlition.

EXCERPT

Dear Editor,

After I spoke at Dupont's stocholders' meeting, Chairman
Holliday asked for comments. Responding, another sharehollier
said this about my statements:

"The last speaker's comments were exc'¥llent...I'd just
like to emphasize that what we look for in our Board is
leadership, not diversity. We look for leadership and we
don't care a whole lot for this word "diversity" because
that word in itself for business work is meaningless." Other
stockholders vigorously applauded. cee

The remark of the stockholder praising my talk and the
supportive applause by the audience is a strong message for
management. ....

After the meeting, several shareholding employees and
retirees ‘approached me to express agreement and support for .
my statement. They thanked me for speaking up.

Tom Gniewek

This is further evidence that shareholders understand
and approve of my supporting my proxy advocating diversity
but opposing all discrimination, including diversity
discriminatiion, in working to achieve that goal.

None said the proxy or my statements were misleading,
false or inconsistent.

The Board-often says it values shareholder input.

There is strong and ygrowing support for the proxy and a
healthy discussion of its goal and how to reach it. T would
hope the Board values this.

Instead, NDuPont requests exclusion thus denying input hy
shareholders an? isolating the Roard from their shareholders.

The proxy should e included in the 2003 annual meeting.

The entire letter is in the D&E envelope; Exhibit C-3.

See also 1929 annual meeting transcript, pages 21-27;
DuPont's Exhibit C included in DuPont's letter. See
g§pecially gage 27.




DISCUSSION

The proxy should be in the 2003 meeting stlitement.

Since 1998 when 8.4% of stockholders voted 6.0% of
shares in favor support has steadily increased.By 2002 an
estimate!l 20.9 to 42.0% of stockholders voted 20.4% of
shares for. Exhibit A-1 attached.

After the SEC ruled against excluslion for the 1998
meeting DuPont accepted proxies from 1999 to 2002 without
comment or objection and did not cite rule 14a-¢ as basis
for exclusion. Exhibits B-1 through B-4 in "Details and
Exhibits Envelope(D&E)" Proxies are essentially identical.

Now DuPont again inexplicably requests exclusion. Thiis
seems strangely peculiar given the large increase in share-
holder support in 2002.

Further on page 2 DuPont now incorrectly cites rule
14a-9 which prohibits inclusion of false or misleading
statements "in proxy materials" as reason for exclusion. The
record is clear. Proponent has certainly never included
false or misleading information "in proxy materials" nor for
that matter in any other context.

Consider one of the first examples cited which DuPont
apparently believes supports their allegation that proxy is
false and misleading.

On page 2 DuPont correctly gquotes me relatlng my grand-
daughter, Aspen, saying, "Granpa, I'm going to vote against
your proxy because preferences are unfair and just wrong."

My first reaction upon reading this was mild disbelief
and wonder fcllowed by a touch of bemusement. I thought,

"After all, it's what she said! It's indisputakle fact!
Is it now false and misleading to state facts?!"

Further, this fact has never been "in proxy materials."

I also helieve the information irrelevant in this case.

How can anyone agree this fact supports the false and
misleading allegation? or even that it's relevant?

Even worse, DuPont guotes part of a following sentence,

..and we ought to remember this as we go on." The sentence
in full- "So it is a true story and we ought to rememher
this as we go on."

It's no secret others as well as 3Aspen vote against.
Surely a civil acknowledgement that viewpoints of all deserve
our respect 1s appropriate.

How can anyone agree any of this supports the false and
misleading allegation? or even that it's relevant?

T asked. Aspen will again vote against, given the chance.
This is not false or misleading nor "in proxy materials".

At the same time, please note example is representative
of tone and tenor of other DuPont examples which are likewise
without merit.

For any interested, details of the Granpa/Granddaughter
"disagreement" are in D&E Envelope, Exhibit C-3

During past years there have heen several discussions
between myself and DuPont Legal. On 12/30 and 21/02 Ms.Bowler
and Ms. Lancaster telerhone. A long(45+? minute) discussion
ensued. Both repeaetedly expressed puzzlement with some of
my statements which they obviously considered inconsistency,
That's apparent from the 12/31/02 letter.




They also inquired if T had any concerns other than
those of the proxy and if it wmight be possible to mutually
agree to withdraw the proxy.

We've discussed the issues often over the years. I seem
incapable of explaining to DuPont Legal th!'it I am as strong
in support of diversity as I am in opposition to achieving
diversity by discriminating against any person or group.

In short, diversity without diversity discrimination.

This is fair and just, not inconsistent or misleading.

Ry contrast Mr. Krol, former CEQO, recognized and accepted
this as fair and ethical.

DuPont's letter(p.3,%3) quotes me in a manner tending to
mislead. In the following only the un'ierlined first sentence,
a partial qguote lifted out of context, was cited by DuPont.

Mr Gniewek- I support ending preferences. And as a result
some may label me racist or sexist.

Does the Company regard people who oppose preferences
in that vein?

Mr Krol- No. Let me explain...

See p.97 of 1997 meeting transcript; DuPont Exhibit C.
Likewise in other examples DuPont consistently and
incorrectly mistakes fairness and willingness to present all

sides as false misleading inconsistency.

There is no justification for exclusion based on DuPont
Legal's false perception that my support for diversity linked
with opposition to "diversity discrimination" is misleading,
false, or inconsistent.

Because examples are repetitive and often irrelevant,
they are discussed elsewhere. See D&E envelope.

On ‘page 3 of their letter DuPont correctly quotes me
saying I "flip-flopped" and voted against my proposal. T
also said when my first proxy was rejected that "shareholders
do not get a chance to vote." See 1998 transcript, page 39.

As indicated in DuPont's letter, we've had several con-
versations on these matters. Regrettably, T concluded a
flip flop was necessary to give shareholders a voice. This
proved to be the case. Both versions of the proxy support my
core belief in diversity without diversity discrimination.

DuPont takes unwarranted liberty presuming they can
read my mind and divine my "belief". DuPont got it wrong.

On page 4 DuPont correctly recalls a phone conversation
when I said I had had a change of heart. Ms. Bowler may also
recall my saying that my daughter was the major influence
for my change. She told me my proxy was a good one and I was
wrong to vote against. As a result TI've since voted for.

I 4id not tell Ms. Rowler so she could not know that my
daughter agrees diversity without diversity discrimination
is essential and it is important to speak out on this aspect.
This is supportive and consistent. Tt's not misleading.

Many of DuPont's examples are repetitive. Several are
irrelevant, in my opinion. To address each in this section
would e wasteful redundancy. Nonetheless they are addressed.
See enclosed "DISCUSSION AND EXHIBITS ENVELOPE (D&E)".
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Reiterating, DuPont's request for exclusion should be
denied. The proxy should be included. Tt boils down to:

1- Inclusion gives all stockholders input on this topic;
exclusion deprives them of this opportunity.

The steady increase in stockholder approval supports
this conclusion. An estimated 21 to 40% of shareholders
voted 20.4% of shares in favor in 2002.

The board says shareholder input is valuable.

2- The proxy requests a report. This is reasonable.

3- DuPont ULegal's contention that the proxy should be
excluded because of false, misleading and inconsistent
statements in proxy materials is wrong.

Almost all material DuPont cites has never been in proxy
materials. Further, none are misleading false or inconsistent.

DuPont confuses inconsistency with fairness.

I support diversity and opgose diversity discrimination.
My statements uphold that position. They cannot be construed
as false, misleading or inconsistent.

DuPont says., "Inconsistency!" It's not. It's fairness.

4- DuPont, without comment or objection, accepted this
proxy every year starting in 1999. The SEC denied exclusion
in 1998. ,

Now, DuPont again requests exclusion. This is a flip-flop
breathtaking in audacity and magnitude; unexplainable and
indefensitle. It's certainly inconsistent and probably even
false and misleading.

5- DuPont's reasons for exclusion have been shown to be
without merit.

6- The proxy should be included.
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, ~ 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 shareholders to the
Commission’s staff, the staft 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.
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N March 3, 2003

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance

Re:  E.I. duPont de Nemours and Company
Incoming letter dated December 31, 2002

The proposal requests that the board of directors prepare a report on DuPont’s
“glass ceiling” progress, including a review of specified topics.

We are unable to concur in your view that DuPont may exclude the proposal under

rule 14a-8(i)(3). Accordingly, we do not believe that DuPont may omit the proposal from
its proxy materials in reliance on rule 14a-8(1)(3).

Sincerely,

~ Alex Shukhman -

Attorney-Advisor




