
June 4, 2013 

BY EMAil and FIRST ClASS MAil 

Mr. Gary Lutin 
The Shareholder Forum, Inc. 
575 Madison Avenue 10th Floor 
New York, NY 10022 

Re: Demand for Records 

Dear Mr. Lutin: 

Dell Inc. 
One Dell Way. RR1-33 
Round Rock. TX 78682 
Tel +1512 723 0544 
Fax + 1 512 283 0544 
www.dell.com 

I write on behalf of Dell Inc. ("Dell" or the "Company") in reply to your most 
recent correspondence, dated May 28, 2013 (the "May 28 Demand"), in which you 
again demand the production of certain records related to a proposed going private 
transaction between the Company and a group including Michael Dell (the 
"Proposed Merger"). Specifically, you demand information, including any transcripts, 
presentation materials or notes, related to a publicly-reported speech or presentation 
by John A. Swainson and other Dell representatives during an event in San Francisco, 
California held on or about April 24, 2013, and unredacted versions of fifteen exhibits, 
filed in redacted form with the Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC") on 
Schedule 13E-3, on behalf of the stockholder whom you purport to represent-Cavan 
Partners, L.P. ("Cavan") . The May 28 Demand states that it is Cavan's purpose to 
obtain the information so that it can consider the Company's valuation, whether to 
vote for the Proposed Merger and whether to assert appraisal rights . 

The May 28 Demand, like your demands dated March 5, 11, and 21, 2013, and 
May 17, 2013, does not comply with the requirements of 8 Del C ~ 220 ("Section 
220"). We note that Cavan, which purports to be a stockholder, has made no 
statement of its purpose in seeking an inspection of the Company's records; the only 
statement of purpose is made on the letterhead of The Shareholder Forum, Inc. 
Moreover, although you also seek confidential information of Dell, the May 28 
Demand expressly refers to your "preparing reports that will not be considered 
private" and seeks a mechanism to "assure that confidential information will not be 
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inadvertently disclosed to [Cavan.]" presumably because the durable power of 
attorney expressly withholds any authority to impose upon Cavan any confidentiality 
obligations that would limit its ability to trade in the Company's shares. In short. you 
purport to seek redacted, confidential information on behalf of a stockholder who 
does not want access to the information. It is therefore obvious from the face of the 
May 28 Demand that it is made not for Cavan's purposes. but for purposes related to 
the business interests of the Shareholder Forum. See Badger v. Tandy Corp.. 1983 WL 
404449. at *2 (Del. Ch. Mar. 24. 1983) (denying stocklist demand where the purpose 
related to "personal business" and was therefore not '"reasonably related' to the 
plaintiffs interest . . . as a stockholder.")(emphasis in original); Pershing Square, L.P v. 
Ceridian Corp.. 923 A.2d 810. 817 (Del. Ch. May 11. 2007) (explaining that the "mere 
statement of a proper purpose" will not "automatically satisfy [Section 220]" and that 
a corporation "may resist demand where it shows that the stockholder's stated 
proper purpose is not the actual purpose for the demand"). 

None of the stated purposes. moreover. is sufficient to justify inspection of the 
requested materials under Section 220. Although valuing shares can be a proper 
purpose under Section 220. the May 28 Demand does not demonstrate why the 
publicly available information about the Company will be insufficient to value 
publicly-traded shares or to accomplish any of the other stated purposes concerning 
the Proposed Merger. The law does not require disclosure of information that is not 
material to a decision upon which stockholders are requested to act. Skeen v. Jo
Ann Stores, Inc.. 750 A.2d 1170. 1174 (Del. 2000) . You have not made. or even 
attempted to make. any showing that the "significant amounts of information" made 
available to the Company's stockholders through federal and state mandated 
disclosures is insufficient for the stated purposes. See Polygon Global Opportunities 
Master Fund v. West Corp.. 2006 WL 2947486. at *1, 4 (Del. Ch. Oct. 12. 2006 ) 
(denying Section 220 inspection because the stockholder failed to show "that the 
information made publicly available in connection with the proposed ... transaction 
omits information that is necessary, essential and sufficient for its purpose"). 

In addition. although the May 28 Demand states that "it is assumed that both 
the Company's board members and advisers" had considered unredacted versions of 
the materials filed in redacted form with the SEC. Delaware law vests in Dell's 
directors -- not its stockholders -- the authority to manage the Company's business 
and affairs. and Section 220 does not provide stockholders an avenue to participate 
in the directors' decisions. negotiations or disclosure practices. See Q Funding Ill, L.P 
v. Cedar Fair Management Inc.. C.A. No. 5551-VCS. at *12 (Del. Ch. July 19. 2010) 
(TRANSCRIPT) ("' think we've seen this before-about whether it is a proper purpose 
for someone to essentially ... get engaged in the process. Well. that's what 
fiduciaries are for."). 
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In these and other respects. as to which the Company expressly reserves all 
rights and objections, the May 28 Demand fails to meet the requirements of 8 Del C 
~ 220 and Delaware law. 

Ver~ usryou~ 

~~'r - ---_,_a_n_)et Wright 

cc: William D. Regner, Esq. 
Debevoise & Plimpton LLP 

S. Mark Hurd, Esq. 

Vice President - Corporate, Securities & 
Finance Counsel and Assistant Secretary 

Morris, Nichols, Arsht & Tunnell LLP 

Gregory P. Williams. Esq. 
Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. 


