23654

Federal Register/Vol. 67, No. 86/Friday, May 3, 2002/ Notices

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Antitrust Division

United States v. Microsoft Corporation;
Public Comments

Pursuant to section 16(b) of the
Antitrust Procedures and Penalty Act
(“Tunney Act”), 15 U.S.C. 16(b)—(h), the
United States hereby publishes the
Tunney Act public comments it
received on the Revised Proposed Final
Judgment in United States v. Microsoft
Corp., Civil Action No. 98-1232,
pending in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia. The
United States has previously published
in the Federal Register a complete list
of the names (as provided in the
comment) of all individuals or entities
submitting public comments; the
number of pages of each comment; a
unique tracking number assigned to
each comment so that each comment
may be located on the Department of
Justice’s website; and an index to the
comments organized by six categories
based primarily on the level of detail of
the comment. The United States has
also previously published its response
to the comments and a description of
the process by which interested
individuals and entities may access or
obtain copies of the comments is being
published concurrently with this list.

In addition to the publication in the
Federal Register of the comments, the
list of names of individuals submitting
comments, the index and the United
States’ response to the comments,
electronic copies of all comments are
available on the Department of Justice’s
website at www.usdoj.gov/atr/cases/ms-
comments.htm. Interested persons may
also request a copy of the one or more
CD-ROMs containing the full text of the
comments by contacting the Department
of Justice in Washington, DC at
Antitrust Documents Group, 325 7th
Street NW., Ste. 215 North, Washington,
DC 20530, Telephone: (202) 514—-2481,
Fax: (202) 514—-3763. The United States
will provide free of charge one copy of
this CD-ROM or set of CD-ROMs to
each individual person and five copies
to each library or other institution that
requests it. The United States will
provide, at cost, additional copies above
these limits to individuals or
institutions upon request. The United
States has filed the comments on CD—
ROM with the Clerk of the United States
District Court for the District of
Columbia.

MTC-00000001

From: Bud
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:15am

Subject: Microsoft settlement

Dear Sir or Madam:

The DOJ has sold the public down the river
by not breaking up Microsoft. Breaking the
company up would not have lessened its
assets only its MONOPOLY POWER. The
DOJ has partnered with George W. Bush to
repay Bill Gates for his generous campaign
contributions to him and the GOP party.
There is nowhere the public can turn
anymore now that our Justice Department has
sold out to politics. There is no other
explanation the public will believe.

You’ve made your bed with Bill, now sleep
in it. A monetary fine means nothing to the
world’s richest man—Tlosing his power over
the industry does. As you attempt to settle
with him, he is already targeting LINUX for
the Internet market—he has learned nothing,
except whom to contribute to for favors. You
people can spin it anyway you like, we, the
public, see it for what it really is. There is
no longer equality under the law, there is no
longer equal enforcement of the law, the law
is Dubya.

Harold VanSickle

Lewisburg, PA

MTC—H
MTC-00000002

From: Jordan, Bill

To: ‘microsoft.atr(aJusdoj.gov’
Date: 11/16/01 11:20am
Subject: Microsoft

I very much support the overturn of Judge
Jackson’s ill-advised court ruling and the
softening of the government’s approach to
Microsoft. Gates and his company have built
without question the premier operating
system and peripherals in the world. Would
any of us want to depend on other products?
I wouldn’t and suspect that most people
would line up on my side. Why do we try
to penalize successful companies who pay
more and more taxes as they become more
successful?

Believe me, if any of Microsoft’s
competitors had built the same so-called
monopoly, they would be screaming like
banshees if the government or anyone else
tried to break them into pieces. We operate
by the golden rule; whoever has the gold
rules. That would be Microsoft. Leave them
alone and let them continue to make great
products, make lots of money, and pay lots
of taxes so the Department of Justice, among
others, can exist.

Thanks for the opportunity to give my
opinion. I love America and our capitalistic
system. There will always be big guys and
little guys, and no amount of governmental
intervention will ever make things even. I
want to be president of my company, but
maybe I don’t have what it takes to get to the
top. Microsoft has what it takes and has
proved it in the marketplace. Why hasn’t
Netscape, Linux, etc., etc. been able to do the
same? Because they’re not as good.

Thanks,

MTC-2
MTC-00000003

From: David Reid

To: ‘microsoft.atr(aJusdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 11:24am
Subject: against

I have reviewed the available details of the
proposed settlement with Microsoft and find,
in my opinion, that is does little to serve the
public interest. What it does is serve Bill
Gates and company with a vaguely worded
settlement that delivers a light tap on the
wrist, complete with a side wink. It appears
to me to be just one more case of Republicans
serving their corporate support base at the
expense of those who actually VOTE.

David W Reid

Intelligent Business Automation, Inc.

847-921-8521 fax 630-214-3723

david@reid-iba.com

MTC-3
MTC-00000004

From: Kenneth Jarvis

To: Microsoft Case—Comments

Date: 11/16/01 11:26am

Subject: Windows WITHOUT Internet
Explorer—Make they give us a CHOICE.

Currently, MSoft has access to EVERY
computer in the world because they FORCE
us to have Internet Explorer on our
computers. With this access their Monopoly
will ONLY GET STRONGER.

I am a candidate for the Nevada Assembly
District 18 and am going to introduce a bill
that will require Any Software Company that
sells software IN NEVADA to have Support
IN NEVADA. Microsoft’s claim that they
HAVE to hook Internet Explorer onto
Windows is FALSE. If they were forced to
provide 2 versions of windows one WITH IE
and one WITHOUT IE we would have a
choice.

As it is ALL computers that run Windows
are FORCED to have IE available, taking up
valuable Disk space if we choose to run
another browser.

Thank you for your consideration.

Ken Jarvis

6420 E. Tropicana, #105

Las Vegas, NV 8912275 16

EMail—lvken7@peoplepc.com

Phone—702-454-0509

CC: Kevin Clarke

MTC—-4
MTC-00000005

From: Bill McGaw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:26am
Subject: Microsoft

As a consumer, the settlement is a sell out
to big money. I hope the judge sees this and
listens to the states that disagree with the
Feds. Bill McGaw

MTC-5
MTC-00000006

From: Don Williston

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:27am
Subject: settlement

My comments about the Microsoft
settlement:

1. Unlike Standard Oil and American
Tobacco, whose products were static in
design, Microsoft’s product is dynamic,
constantly striving to be adequate.

2. The error in the action against Microsoft
is not that Microsoft was innocent, it is that
the laws protecting Microsoft’s product(s) are
not proper for the intellectual property



Federal Register/Vol. 67, No. 86/Friday, May 3, 2002/ Notices

23655

markets, and the appropriate remedies must
come from the Congress and not the Gourts
and not the Justice Department.

3. What Microsoft owns is not property at
Common Law; instead is property and
property rights created by Congress. Article
1 Section 8 provides Congress with the
power: To promote the progress of science
and useful arts, by securing for limited times
to authors and inventors the exclusive right
to their respective writings and discovenes.

4. The key work in the Constitution is
LIMITED.

5. Secondly, the monopoly laws are to
protect consumers, not competitors. Congress
should be encouraged to clarify the property
rights of copyright holders and patent
holders, limiting their authority to license
through OEM’s to consumers, and requiring
that the consumers have rights directly to the
manufacturer. OUTLAW the term re-seller.
Require Microsoft to support its products free
for a period, perhaps no more than 3 years,
but the three years runs from the time of the
final sale of the product (i.e. Windows 95
was last sold as a new computer install
when?, certainly more recently than 1999),
not the time of original marketing. Tort laws
have held companies liable for products
manufactured many, many years ago.

MTC-6
MTC-00000007

From: Ben Ross
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:27am
Subject: Bad Settlement

I wanted to buy the pared down version of
Windows since day one. This is an obvious
case of bundling forced upon the consumer.
Buying Windows is buying much more than
an operating system—it’s buying a way of life
(any Microsoft president jumping around on
a stage will tell you that too.) I don’t want
a religion, a culture, a virtual reality, or a
new way of thinking, looking, or dealing with
the world. Thank you. I like to control that
on my own. Just give me the choice to buy
the OS alone.

MTC-7
MTC-00000008

From: Harry Huff

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:30am
Subject: Proposed settlement

To whom it may concern:

It is my strong feeling that this proposed
settlement makes a travesty of the very
notion of anti-trust law. It completely ignores
the evidentiary foundation of the case and
does absolutely nothing to impede
Microsoft’s continued stifling of innovation
in the software industry. There’s nothing
more to say; this proposed settlement should
be laughed out of court as the travesty of
justice that it represents. It responds to the
finding that Microsoft is both a monopoly
and has seriously abused its monopoly status
with meaningless “remedies” that do nothing
to alter the fundamental practices by which
Microsoft makes a laughingstock of the
notion of “free markets”.

Sincerely,

Harry A. Huff

MTC-8

MTC-00000009

From: geraux
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:30am
Subject: MS settlement

Why do I continue to have the nagging
thought that MicroSoft will survive the
antitrust suit in stronger, healthier condition
than before it was filed? Might it be the
sympathetic treatment it has received by the
Bush administration? What folly for naught!

MTC-9
MTC-00000010

From: Will Page
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:30am
Subject: the focus is off on why MS is a
monopoly

Hi

From what Joe Public can tell about this
case is that the big cause for alarm is that
microsoft bundles application software with
the sale of its OS. I do not believe that this
should be the sole focus of why MS business
violates anti-trust law. Have you ever tried to
buy an PC with intel architecture without
buying MS’s operating system? Do not
bother, it is impossible for consumers
(businesses may do this when they buy
machines en mass). I cannot buy a new
machine to install another OS on it without
buying Windows with it. If I already own
windows and my hardware becomes
outdated, I cannot decommission my
dinosaur and install the OS I already own
onto my new hardware. This is not a fair
marketplace. Other superior operating
systems have come and gone because of this
practice and it really pisses me off. It is a
shame, because microsoft actually makes
some fine, high quality products. They do not
have to practice business this way to remain
profitable.

Cheers

William Page

Principal IT technical Analyst

703.227.7360

MTC-10

MTC-00000011

From: N5IUF@aol.com@inetgw
To: ASKDO]J

Date: 11/16/01 11:37am
Subject: Mr. Ashcroft

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I am writing to you as a very concerned
citizen. I appreciated the job you have done,
and think you have done well. This is in
reference to the Microsoft case.

I am only a concerned citizen, and I have
no personal or financial interest in this case
whatsoever.

I want you to know that I am TOTALLY
ASHAMED OF THE UNTIED STATES
GOVERNMENT for continuing the
prosecution of Microsoft. Microsoft has
worked hard to develop an operating system
and software that is reasonably priced, and
has changed all of our lives. They should
NOT be punished for innovation.

The government SHOULD NOT be wasting
taxpayer dollars on this case! I URGE you to
stop this from continuing.

I will make sure that I vote AGAINST
anyone in office that continues this

prosecution of Microsoft. We have far worse
problems that we should be spending money
on, that are not even be addressed.

Please feel free to contact me regarding
this,

Kindest regards,

Chris Hudgins

Dallas, Texas

CC: Microsoft
ATR,antitrust@usdoj.gov@inetgw

MTC-11
MTC-00000012

From: Carolyn Martin
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:38am
Subject: Antitrust case

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing in response to the antitrust
case against Microsoft. I've used computers
regularly for nearly 20 years now, and been
exposed to numerous software programs in
this time. Microsoft by far, manufactures
superior products, and offers great user-
friendly tutorials to clients to ensure peak
performance. No other company can claim
their product operates better than Microsoft’s
line of OS products. And recently, I did buy
a new computer with the new XP software.
When I loaded the CD burning software,
Roxio, into my computer to copy some
music, it failed repeatedly, even tho I
selected it as my default software. Finally,
frustrated with Roxio, and the lack of
instructions to overcome problems with the
software, I removed the program, and used
the Microsoft XP CD burning software. No
problems whatsoever, and it has some great
enhancements that I never even could’ve
imagined.

As a former DJ, I was extremely impressed.
Once again, the reason why Microsoft has the
undisputable market lead is because they
make superior products, and people want
them. They should be commended for such
efforts & not reprimanded because they are
“too big.” They are a model for many
American companies to emulate!

Sincerely,

Carolyn O. Martin

carolynandtom@mediaone.net

MTC-12
MTC-00000013

From: Tony Anton

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:40am
Subject: Microsoft “settlement”

An even casual study of the Findings of
Fact after the finish of the trial indicates that
a differentiation must be made between a
computer operating system and applications
which run on that system. The crux of
Microsoft’s anti-competitive actions lies in
the intermingling of applications and the
operating system. In lieu of breaking up
Microsoft, the company must be restricted to
selling the operating system separately from
its applications. This, with the provisions of
the settlement opening the API’s to
developers, would generate competition and
greatly benefit the consumer. Other operating
systems would now also be able to complete,
affording still more choices to the consumer.

Anthony D. Anton

2223-B East Santa Clara
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Santa Ana, CA 92705
714-972-1729

MTC-13

MTC-00000014

From: Mark W Noakes

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:42am
Subject: microsoft decision

To whom it may concern,

I understand that you are looking for
commentary on the recent Microsoft
decision.

Frankly, I believe that the planned decision
does not go far enough to constrain
Microsoft. Microsoft has already proven that
they have ignored previous oversight/
probation initiatives and that they will
continue their previous practices. Why
should the govt trust them? Their new
operating system, Windows XP, which
further degrades customer choices, proves
MS’s continued intent to ignore any
restrictions. I assume that you are aware that
Microsoft is now threatening patent violation
action against companies that work to
provide software interoperability with
Microsoft products. The best most recent
example is Windows Media.

I would challenge the argument that we
should let Microsoft off the hook because it’s
the best thing out there. I use Microsoft
Office because I have to, not because I think
it’s great. The sole reason is for the sake of
compatibility with so many of the people that
we communicate with across the country. I
find Office in general and MS Word in
particular to be a bloated poorly performing
package that I spend way too much time
trying to undo what it thinks I want it to do
instead of what I want it to do. That’s the
general spirit of MS; they try to tell you what
you want instead of letting you decide what
you want and then force it on the end user.

Please continue to pursue Microsoft in the
spirit of the original antitrust suit.

Sincerely,

Mark W. Noakes

Mark W Noakes

Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Engineering Science and Technology
Division

Robotics Group, R&D Staff

Box 2008, Bldg 7606, M56426

Oak Ridge, TN 3783 1-6426

PH: 865.574.5695

FX: 865.576.2081

EM: noakesmw®@ornl.gov

MTC-14

MTC-00000015

From: Patrick Brewer
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/16/01 11:42am
Subject: Totally inadequate

The agreement isn’t nearly strong enough.
Looking at Microsoft actions and past
settlements over the last decade, an the
current settlement is clearly not enough to
keep Microsoft from abusing its position in
the industry. Its hard for the consumer to see
how they are harmed, but its much like the
break of Ma’ Bell. After the end of the phone
monopoly you start to see much more
innovation in the telecom sector. The same
would be true with Microsoft.

Patrick
MTC-15

MTC-00000016

From: eXWorld Internet News

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:42am

Subject: microsoft is getting off easy. . .

I don’t know what happened, but the DOJ
has sold us all out. Once this settlement
passes, we are all screwed. Microsoft is
simply too big, too powerful and has no
problem with continuing to abuse its
monopoly over others. Unless you break up
the company, no punishment will be
effective enough.

Microsoft is too big ... it can get into any
industry at any time. No one can stop them
because they have funds to absorb years of
losses if necessary, in order to kill or take
over competition. Xbox is a classic example
of this. Only Microsoft would have the balls
to enter the video game market at such a late
stage, and take on power house companies
like Sony and Nintendo. Why do you think
Sega left the market? They had no chance
knowing Microsoft was coming. Something
needs to be done about this company.

MTC-16

MTC-00000017

From: Gary Sparks
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:44am
Subject: Anti trust

Sir or Madam

I have watched the proceedings against
Microsoft with wonder and disbelief.
Punishing a company that has created one of
the most innovative and beneficial products
in the history of man for protecting and
promoting its product is amazing to me.

This is not a case of ‘““ma bell” having all
of the land facilities locked up forcing the
consumer to use their services and products
but of a company in a new industry that has
a significant head start. They have every right
to protect their market share as well as
keeping the “formula” safe and intact for
their operating system. Their are truly other
alternatives for consumers who wish not to
use their products but the consumer has
made the overwhelming choice to use the
superior product.

This case reeks of special interest and of
politicians again looking for the handout at
election time. Internet and word processing
technology is a gold mine that many would
like to reap the benefits of but at the expense
of a company that has done the due diligence
and brought forward a product that appeals
to consumers, businesses and yes even
Governments. Don’t punish a company for
protecting and promoting a product that thru
time has proven to be a valuable component
of daily life throughout the world and dig a
little deeper into your “soul” and do what is
right. Free trade and enterprise is based upon
the “right” of a company to grow and
flourish.

This industry has more than enough room
for someone to come up with a better widgit
but until that time don’t hamstring someone
for protecting their own. I wish someone in
this instance would tell their opponents that
they need to quit crying and make that next

earth shattering step into the 21st century but
don’t snip at the heels of those who were
brave enough to try.

Thank you very much

Gary Sparks

MTC-17

MTC-00000018

From: Joe Maranzano
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:44am
Subject: Consumer Comment

I am a user of Microsoft operating systems
and applications in my small business. I
believe the proposed settlement is inadequate
to protect consumers and will not help much
needed competition, especially in the
application space. I have selected many non-
Microsoft applications because of their
features and reliability. But I have found it
increasingly more difficult to stay with these
applications as I have upgraded to new
Operating Systems. They are often not
available at the same time as the OS nor do
they take advantage of the new OS features.
I would strongly recommend that you
reconsider your agreement decision. I would
favor a ruling that forced Microsoft to make
the OS sources available publicly so all
vendors have an equal opportunity to use the
capabilities. I worked in the early days of
UNIX and in that experience consumers got
the very best applications at the time because
of the open source to the OS.

Joseph F. Maranzano

SPMT, Inc.

CC: Joe Maranzano, Gwynedd Maranzano,
Tim Theiler

MTC-18
MTC-00000019

From: John.Ziebell@walgreens.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:45am

Subject: Comments on Microsoft Case

The Declaration of Independence
proclaims that the government’s fundamental
purpose is to protect the rights of the
individual, and that each individual has an
inalienable right to the pursuit of happiness.
Throughout America’s history, this noble
idea has protected the individual’s right to
pursue his own happiness by applying his
energy to productive work, trading the
products of his effort on a free market and
rising as far as his abilities carry him.

Over the past century, however, this
freedom has been under attack, and one
notorious avenue of this attack has been the
antitrust laws. Under the guise of “protecting
the public,” these laws have allowed envious
competitors and power-hungry officials to
attack successful businessmen for the crime
of being successful. It has led to the ugly
spectacle of the creative geniuses of the
business world—the men who have made
this country great—being branded as
oppressive tyrants, whose hard-won business
empires must be broken to pieces and
subjected to the control of government
regulators.

The Justice Department’s current suit
against Microsoft is the latest example of this
trend. It is based on envy for the productive
ability of Microsoft and its founder, Bill
Gates. The result of this suit, if successful,
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will be to deprive Mr. Gates of his right to
control his own company, and to deprive the
company of its ownership and control of its
own products.

The Justice Department’s case—and indeed
the entire edifice of antitrust law—is based
on the bizarrely inverted notion that the
productive actions of individuals in the free
market can somehow constitute ‘““force,”
while the coercive actions of government
regulators can somehow secure “freedom.”

The truth is that the only kind of
“monopoly” that can form in a free market
is one based on offering better products at
lower prices, since under a free market even
monopolies must obey the law of supply and
demand. Harmful, coercive monopolies are
the result, not of the operation of the free
market, but of government regulations,
subsidies, and privileges which close off
entry to competitors. No business can outlaw
its competitors—only the government can.

I hold that Microsoft has a right to its own
property; that it has the authority, therefore,
to bundle its properties—including Windows
95 and Internet Explorer—in whatever
combination it chooses, not by anyone’s
permission, but by absolute right. I hold that
to abridge this right is to attack every
innovator’s right to the products of his effort,
and to overthrow the foundations of a free
market and of a free society.

I do not want to live in a country where
achievement is resented and attacked, where
every innovator and entrepreneur has to fear
persecution from dictatorial regulators and
judges, enforcing undefined laws at the
bidding of jealous competitors. I realize that
our lives and well-being depend on the
existence of a free market, in which
innovators and entrepreneurs are free to rise
as far as their ability can carry them, without
being held down by arbitrary and unjust
government regulations. As a concerned
citizen, I ask that the Justice Department’s
case against Microsoft be dismissed. I call for
a national debate over the arbitrary and
unjust provisions of the antitrust laws and for
an end to the practice of persecuting
businessmen for their success.

John Ziebell

73 Braemar Drive

Elk Grove Village, IL 60007

MTC-19

MTC-00000020

From: Alexander P. Whitehouse
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:46am
Subject: Microsoft settlement—feedback

I am a long time individual computer
software consumer. I am very concerned
about your settlement with Microsoft and
especially fearful that it will be meaningless
in practice. I oppose your current settlement
terms. Microsoft’s clear track record would
suggest they always act in bad faith. I would
expect Microsoft to continue to find
loopholes in laws and agreements.
Microsoft’s marketing and public relations
releases are clearly “big lies”. They will find
ways to circumvent any agreement to
continue their monopoly business practices
which stifle competition. That company has
more money behind them than really good or
innovative products. Much more severe
penalties are in order.

Alexander P. Whitehouse
Everett, Washington 98203

MTC-20

MTC-00000021

From: Daniel J. Yurcovic

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:46am
Subject: Settlement Comments

To Whom It May Concern:

I applaud the efforts of both Microsoft and
the DOJ. Breaking up MS would have stifled
innovation. This shows that the American
economy does work, protects companies and
mostly important the consumer.

Way to go!

Dan Yurcovic

Daniel J. Yurcovic

Project Engineer—Information Systems

Ferris, Baker Watts, Inc.

100 Light Street, 9th Floor

Baltimore, MD 21201

410.659.2589—0ffice

dyurcovic@fbw.com
<mailto:dyurcovic@tbw.com>

MTC-21

MTC-00000022

From: Chris McGrew

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:47am
Subject: Settlement thoughts

I feel that the Dept. of Justice has let the
common people down. Microsoft’s
punishment is nothing more than a light slap
on the wrist. This will not help any business
that is trying to compete with MS. With MS’s
history of giving away a competing product
for nothing until a smaller competitor is out
of business. This then allows them to charge
any price and the consumer will have no
where else to turn.

Microsoft is a monopoly (only good result
of this case so far), and the bundling practice
is bad for everyone except Microsoft. I don’t
blame them and I honestly believe that any
company in their position would have done
the same thing, but they are the company in
that position and the Department of Justice
has the responsibility to protect smaller
businesses and the consumer by placing fair
restrictions on this type of practice. Even if
those curbs are temporary and reviewed
based on competition in the future by
independent parties.

Chris McGrew

MTC-22

MTC-00000023

From: Cris Hanna
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:47am
Subject: Microsoft Anti-Trust Suit Remedies
I strongly disagree with the actions you
(the US Government and the Justice Dept) are
taking in this matter. I am IT professional
with over 20 years of experience and your
suit appears to be all about choice. Well
guess what, there are lots of choices. If I don’t
care to run Microsoft Windows with Internet
Explorer, I don’t have to. And if I do and
want to use some other browser, nothing
prevents that either. I can choose Linux,
Unix, Sun Micrographics, Apple/MacIntosh,
and several others both on the workstations
and the Servers.

Microsoft and Windows are popular
because they create good products which
have made it easier today than ever for
everyone from 1st and 2nd graders to senior
citizens to use and own a computer. You
don’t have to know how to configure a TCP/
IP interface on your home computer and
what choices to make when you need an
internet browser if you are a consumer when
you choose Microsoft’s various consumer
level products. They have integrated it
specifically to make it easier.

But if 'm running Windows on my
computer and I want to install Netscape and
use it, I can. If I want to use AOLs “integrated
browser”” I can do that. My choices are
limitless, whether Microsoft chooses to offer
an integrate product, or a stripped down
version.

Why are you wasting my valuable tax
money pursuing this action. Bill Gates is the
richest man in the world because the
American public (and the rest of the world)
tried it and liked it, not because there isn’t
any other choice as you try to infer. Bill Gates
through his foundation is doing more than
anyone else in the world with regard to
charitable contributions in a variety of areas
and all around the world. And because of his
wealth, he pays more taxes, which goes to
pay your salaries, so why not pursue
something important. You want to talk about
Monopolies and Anti-Trust... what about
AOL/Time Warner

Cris Hanna

Belleville, IL

MTC-23

MTC-00000024

From: I am the only Glare
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:48am
Subject: Thoughts

I think that the antitrust settlement is very
sufficient and enough resources have been
wasted on this case.

I, as a consumer, do not feel hampered by
Microsoft at all. Many companies have
chances to enter markets or come up with
competing operating systems or browsers and
beat Microsoft at their own war.

They haven’t. This settlement will allow
the government to settle their needs and
prove they didn’t waste valuable taxpayer
money and it will remind Microsoft that they
are still the best and why everyone wants to
take them down.

Stephen “You’re only going to live this life
once, so live it the way you want”’Get more
from the Web.

FREE MSN Explorer download : http://
explorer.msn.com

MTC-24

MTC-00000025

From: BDeshann@Newport.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:48am
Subject: Anti-trust suit against Microsoft
I feel that this whole action against
Microsoft is not only an assault against
Microsoft, but it is an assault on the free
market economy, the capitalism of this
country that has made this one of the most
prosperous countries in the world.
Microsoft is good, they have a good
product that people want and other
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companies want to be associated with it. In
a competitive business environment there
will always be winners and losers, it’s the
nature of the beast, and there are far too
many whiney people in this country today
who seem to feel that their wants are more
important than anyone else’s; ‘I want so you
have to gimme.” These are simply spoiled
brats, bullies whining because somebody else
has a better product (or toy) than theirs.
That’s life in the big city! To sue a company
because they have a preferred product is a
waste of everyone’s time and money. I have
an invention, and those who know about it
want it, and there is nothing else on the
market like it. If I was forced to give it up
or give my secrets away because some
whiney cry baby didn’t think of it first I
would feel this whole country had gone to
hell in a hand basket, and it would be time
for me to leave it.

Barbara De Shann

Aliso Viejo, CA

Every day is a new adventure....

CC: ibdashnn@home.com@inetgw

MTC-25

MTC-00000026

From: jakep@prodigy.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:49am
Subject: penalties and process

(1) Please help me understand what
penalty is being applied to Microsoft for the
illegal tactics they have used to put other
companies out of business and achieve its
monopoly status.

(2) The Microsoft pattern has been to deny
wrong-doing in the face of overwhelming
evidence and use the legal system to delay
and diminish any consequences. If there is
no clear process to expedite claims against
Microsoft in the future while Microsoft is
denying wrong-doing, then how is the
settlement going to be effective?

MTC-26

MTC-00000027

From: Chuck Pfeiffer

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:49am
Subject: Unfair trade practices

The settlement is a win-win for Microsoft,
and a big lose-lose for consumers. Microsofts’
illegal dominance and unfair practices are
evident from the earliest days of it’s
inception when it deceived IBM with the
lack of an OS and scrambled to put one
together after the fact.

It is further illustrated when the Hard Disk
manufacturers devised a better method for
the technical architecture of disk storage.
Microsoft rejected their proposal keeping the
hardware industry firmly in its’ grasp. Then
there was the use of unpublished code MS
used to its advantage in developing
proprietary software, while forcing the
competition to program long subroutines
around these discrepancies. MS continually
disavowed this practice in public disclosure,
until it was publicly documented by credible
software experts.

Microsoft has continually advanced, and
still does, the practice of marketing
vaporware to stymie the competition and
engender hesitation in corporate and end

user purchases. This had forced other
companies to fold, sell out, or otherwise
cancel their development plans as a result.

The debacle over Java, and legal battles
with Sun, have caused an otherwise
beneficial software platform for uniting all
types of machines and code into a single
working environment was the furthest thing
that Microsoft wanted. It would have
severely undermined their current
dominance and future plans to continue with
that strategy. So MS developed their own
form of code and imposed it on the market.
Sun has a much system, but it was a threat
to MS and could not be allowed to stand in
their way.

The entire computer industry, technology,
and the many other side benefits of this new
technology has revolutionized the world.
However, it has suffered long periods of
indecision and product development as a
result of MS’s desire and bullying to
dominate the industry.

There are many examples of these facts
along the highway of development littered
with the corporate corpses of those who tried
to offer better products and strategies. They
were run over, bought out, silenced, and even
worse threatened with protracted legal battles
to which MS has a bottomless pit of funding
for legal engagement and harassment.

The best strategy would have been to spit
the company into two parts, but this will not
happen unfortunately.

They will continue to dominate the world
with it’s poorly written, unsecured, and
otherwise buggy Windows software systems
and architecture. They have as yet been
unable to develop code that is anywhere as
secure as Novell. Novell is just one more
example of a market that MS has targeted for
domination. Sure Novell made some fatal
mistakes, but they still have a much better
networking structure that is more secure than
MS could ever hope to achieve. Settling this
case is giving Microsoft the green light to
continue it’s illicit and illegally gained
monopoly and stranglehold of the industry.

Yours truly,

Chuck Pfeiffer

MTC-27

MTC-00000028

From: EdWScott@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 11:50am

Subject: proposed settlement

November 16, 2001

Dear Sir or Madam:

If this email address is open for the general
public to offer opinions on the proposed
settlement with Microsoft, I would like to
add mine. I have worked in the computer
industry since 1985. I remember the days
when a disk formatted on one proprietary
version of DOS did not run on another. I also
remember when computers were too
expensive and too cumbersome for the
technology challenged.

This all changed as a result of
Microsoft#8217;s vision. Computers are in
almost every home and most people do not
know what they would do without one. I
shudder to think at what would happen if the
penalty were to break up Microsoft or if the
penalty was so severe that they would shut
down their operation.

The proposed settlement is a good mix of
punishment to ensure they do not engage in
further predatory practices and ensuring that
the volatile world of information technology
does not take a giant step backwards.

Thank you,

Edward W. Scott

Computer Manger

Madsen, Kneppers, and Associates

303.745.9990 #8211; work phone

MTC-28
MTC-00000029

From: Lan Bragg

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/16/01 11:52am
Subject: Microsoft

Really, really disappointed in the
settlement Justice has made with Microsoft.
The evidence was clear, the history of
Microsoft disregarding any penalties imposed
upon it is clear and the offending practices
continue. Justice has sold out the American
consumer. The only way to get Gates and his
company to stop is to disengage the operating
system from the applications software. You
have not only abandoned that option you
have reduced the penalties to meaningless
self-monitoring. No one believes that after
years of abusing and ignoring the Justice
Department, the recent settlement will
suddenly make Microsoft behave. Even less
do we believe that the Justice Department
will actually employ resources toward
monitoring and controlling Microsoft, much
less impose fines that will matter.

We trust the government to step in when
a company has proved themselves to be
untrustworthy, to have severely injured their
customers and to have taken from the market
any other option or choice in the form of a
true competitor. Microsoft has done all these
things. If you don’t believe this it can only
be because you do not use a personal
computer. I have many Microsoft
applications on my computers. None of them
work together. Errors and crashes are
constant. Explanations and support are rare.
True support costs $295 per incident. The
most devastating viruses out today exploit
the faults of Microsoft’s software. Microsoft
sells inferior products only because the
government has allowed a monopoly to exist
and grow out of control and now refuses to
correct or even truly acknowledge the
mistakes that have led us here.

Microsoft and it’s leaders are arrogant,
selfish entities that cannot be trusted to
monitor or control themselves. The Justice
Department was our last hope. You have
abandoned us when the evidence was clear.
We are greatly disappointed. You should be
ashamed.

Loni Bragg

CC: Lori Bragg,Dad—AOQOL (E-mail),Chris
Pickett (E-mai...

MTGC-29

MTC-00000030

From: Leslie Label
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 11:56am
Subject: My comment
Dear Sir or Madam:
Thank you for this opportunity to comment
about the Microsoft settlement. The
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settlement should address MS bundling of
Internet Explorer with windows, MS
preventing changes to windows to prefer it’s
own products (specifically problems of
associating of .html to netscape
comrnunicator),sabotaging of 3rd party
products like Real Player.

Sincerely,

Leslie Lobel

MTC-30

MTC-00000031

From: Charles Akemann

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:01pm

Subject: Please get off Microsoft’s back.
Please get off Microsoft’s back.
Charles Akemann

MTC-31

MTC-00000032

From: Cranford, Stephen C CIV

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  12:02pm

Subject: Disappointed in compromise

I'm extremely disappointed in the
comprise proposed by the Justice
Department. Microsoft, even with the threat
of the Justice department hanging over their
heads, has continued, in the Microsoft XP
product, to conduct illegal trading practices.
Specifically, Microsoft is packaging free
firewall software into it’s OS. Like a drug
dealer hooking the new unsuspecting junky,
Microsoft has announced that it will provide
the software free for a short period of time.
The new junkies, I mean Users, will become
accustomed to the firewall interface, software
venders will write software that can work
with the product, and then Microsoft will
start charging for its use. Why would a
consumer go out and obtain a similar product
when Microsoft is already giving it to them
bundled in their OS, free? The answer is,
they won't.

I was disappointed that the breakup of
Microsoft was pushed off the list of penalties
for the company. Their OS is substandard to
almost every other OS on the market. It lacks
administrative support for enterprise usage,
and even after stealing innovations from all
the other OS’s (to many to name), it lacks
ease of use and reliability. Just look at how
users in your own office fix problems on
their Personal Computers. I bet it is the new
and improved Microsoft way, they reboot
them. Before Microsoft, it was rarely
necessary to reboot a machine, just to fix a
problem. Downtime in the office was almost
non-existent. Even with its proven track
record of crashing unexpectedly, it is still
forcing it’s way in to our nations datacenters.
I feel the only reason that it has managed to
penneate into every corner of the market
place is due to their office products and the
need to provide compatibility for them. Since
their office products are so tied into their OS,
a user is required to buy their OS to run their
office products. Other people wanted to share
documents and information, so they bought
similar office software and now Microsoft is
everywhere.

A truly open market would have Microsoft
building their office products for all
commercial OS’s ( Solaris, Linux, HP-UX,
MAC). The only way that can happen is if

Microsoft Office and the other Microsoft
software is excised from the Microsoft OS
and their profits are not tied together.

My perfect IT world is one where I have
the choice to choose the best OS. The choice
to add any software package that I want, and
have that software compatible with all other
similar software packages.

MTC-32

MTC-00000033

From: Kristian Rickert

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/16/01 12:04pm
Subject: Please explain

Can you please tell me what the settlement
contains and how it will prevent MS from it’s
unfair advantage?

Their code is billions of lines long, their
projects are hundreds of thousands. How can
3 people going through the corporation really
monitor what they are doing? It’s impossible
unless they move nearly the speed of light.

Besides, if they break the rules again, you
just extend the penalty by 2 years?

I'm disappointed in our government and
how they are handling the case. They are
considered guilty, and the only punishment
the government is imposing is not a
punishment, but preventive measures that
are not guaranteed to work Please consider
the tech-heavy states’ opinions. If
competition is to thrive again, and help our
economy it will be the tech-heavy states that
will be the ones who bring it back.

We’re in bad economical times now. You
can help bring it back.

MTC-33

MTC-00000034

From: Terry Moore-Read

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:07pm

Subject: Microsoft Anti-Trust Settlement

This settlement is bad and will do nothing
to alter microsofts behaviour and does
nothing to make restitution for their previous
unlawful conduct. The main problems as I
see it are

1) the term is too short—given that most of
the restrictions come into play at some future
date (the release of windows xp service pack
1) the restrictions will likely only be in place
for 3—4 years.

2) The document is riddled with vagueness
and get out clauses. Where microsoft is
required to describe the ways its software
and communications protocols work it is also
allowed to withold any information which
could compromise security. It is easy to argue
that any knowledge of how a network
protocol works could compromise security
and sidestep this whole provision.

3) All previous illegal conduct is
essentially excused as long as they stick to
the terms of this agreement—this seems very
wrong—essentially corporate probation with
no real punishment at all.

4) Microsoft has a history of flagrant non-
compliance with such consent decrees—this
whole case started because of their refusal to
comply with the previous settlement. The
talk of the government seeking criminal
penalties and civil fines should microsoft not
comply with this agreement gives me little
comfort—what criminal penalties where

imposed for breaking of previous
agreements?

As a minimum any acceptable settlement
must include an element of punishment of
both the company and its board of directors
for operating in an illegal manner.

Terry Moore-Read

9812 E 4th Ave

Spokane WA 99206

(these are my opinions not my employer’s)

This message and any attachments have
been scanned for viruses during transmission
from Lukins & Annis, PS.

MTC-34

MTC-00000035

From: Paul E Keane
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:07pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft was found guilty by the trial
judge.

The government settlement is less than a
slap on the wrist.

The oversight panel is toothless.

Microsoft continues its anti competitive
behavior

The proposed settlement fails to meet the
seriousness of the crime(s).

Paul E Keane

2253 Franklin

San Francisco, CA 94109

MTC-35

MTC-00000036

From: Richard Molen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  12:08pm
Subject: Microsoft sanctions

Justice Dept.,

Nothing less than dividing Microsoft’s
operating system group from its applications
group will ensure that they don’t use tactics
such as inventing non-standard standards
(and not properly sharing them).

Their development tools division should
probably become a third group (or at least in
the application group). This is what has
given them an unfair advantage over
application software vendors. They will
continue to have this advantage even with
full-disclosure of their ‘standard’ interfaces
due to the fact that they will have first
knowledge of them. Furthermore, I do not
believe that they will properly share all
information needed for a competitor to
properly interface to their software.

Current Microsoft practice continues to
assert Microsoft ‘standards’ in place of
existing ones, even while this case is in
court! C# is one of the latest examples of this.

From the business side, one has to wonder
what legal competitive advantage a non-
disclosure agreement has to offer. Microsoft
certainly abused this medium and should be
summarily punished for it by preventing
them from making any more such
agreements.

While I admire Microsoft’s business vision
of selling flashy, mediocore software to the
largest, if not most technically ignorant,
population, I still have to wonder just how
much Microsoft’s success has set back the
software industry. IBM’s OS/2 and various
unix operating systems as well as some well
desgined real-time operating systems still
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offer greater robustness and easier operation
and troubleshooting than MS Window’s.

My fear is that Microsoft’s flashy system
and sleazy business practices will continue
to obscure superior operating systems (like it
obscured OS/2 Warp). Their applications will
still be prefered over competitors, even if
their competitors do actually get the correct
interface information, if only because the
Microsoft product will be perceived to work
more seemlessly.

In the end, it is my hope that the Justice
Department dispenses true justice, not just a
slap on the hand of Microsoft that kicks all
their competitors in the teeth and ruthlessly
manipulates an unsavy public.

Sincerely,

Richard V. Molen

Sr. Software Engineer

rvmolen@yahoo.com

Find the one for you at Yahoo! Personals

http://personals.yahoo.com

MTC-36
MTC-00000037

From: Hugh Ross

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:08pm

Subject: Bitterly Disappointed with Proposed
MS Settlement

I understand that this is the address to
which I may address comments to the DOJ
on the proposed settlement agreement.

I am very disappointed and strongly
opposed to the proposed settlement. I firmly
believe that the only way to ensure fair
competition is to separate the applications
and operating systems divisions of Microsoft.
Any thing less will, I am convinced, not
work, especially in light of Microsoft’s past
performance.

Additionally, I feel that Microsoft is not
being appropriately penalized for it’s past
behavior.

As a consumer, I feel that I have been sold
out by the DOJ. I am very disappointed.

Hugh Ross, JD, MD

University of Michigan Health System

Department of Anesthesiology

MTC-37

MTC-00000038

From: bbagley
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:10pm
Subject: Trust dept
what a waste of my tax dollars! how could
someone so guilty be allowed to escape?
gates was even more guilty than oj simpson
and you let him off. i hope your legal careers
are destroyed by your disregard for the
public, how big of a percentage does gates
have to have to be a monopoly?
sickening. b3

MTC-38

MTC-00000039

From: Rich Schaefer

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:14pm

Subject: The DOJ is wrong with in this case.

To whom it may concern:

I don’t know where to begin. I am a
republican. I work for a computer
distribution company, voted for Bush, am all
for capitalism and our way of life. However,

it is clear that this Department of Justice is
just out of touch with the real issue of this
case. This was not a case about web
browsers. It is a case about a company that
enjoys a monopoly status, has clearly abused
it and as a result has eliminated any
competition and innovation. This all has
come at the expense of the American
consumer and fair competition in an open
market economy.

There is little doubt that Microsoft is a
monopoly. Two courts have already rendered
this in their opinions. If one visits a retail
store and buys an IBM compatible computer,
there is no choice regarding the operating
system. You will buy a computer with a
Microsoft operating system.

If I recall my college days as a political
science major, the Sherman Anti-Trust Act
was signed into law to prevent any one
company from having an unfair advantage.
Further, the core of this act was to ensure
competition in the market place. The logic is
competition benefits the consumer,
establishes fair pricing and a market value for
a product or service as well as the natural
creation of new companies/industries and
thus more jobs. The overriding goal is a
diverse market place operating under a
diverse economy while keeping America
gainfully employed and spending back into
the economy. Thus, all benefit. It appears the
DOJ attorneys should crack open a
Constitutional Law text and brush over the
fine points of the Sherman Anti-Trust Act,
it’s impact upon commerce and it’s
application to the present, as this may have
been forgotten.

How is this hurting competition and
consumers? Microsoft as a monopoly is free
to charge whatever they want for their
operating systems and applications. And this
they do. Microsoft distributes it’s product
three ways; by selling to name brand
computer manufacturers, through “channel’
distribution and finally in retail outlets.
Name brand computer manufacturers (Dell,
Compagq, IBM, Toshiba, etc) pay about one
third less for operating systems and
application software than a channel
distributor, like Tech Data, Ingram Micro,
ASI or D&H, even though name brand
manufacturers and channel distributors are
purchasing roughly the same number of
operating systems and application software
from Microsoft. This unfair and predatory
pricing policy Microsoft maintains is unfairly
exploiting the consumer by ultimately
charging them substantially more. This
pricing scheme is ultimately putting small
distributors and independent businessmen
and women out of business. Quite frankly,
they cannot compete with name brand
products because of the outrageous prices
they are forced to pay for the same operating
systems and applications, being purchased
by channel distribution in the same volume
as name brand companies.

If anyone has been paying attention, they
would have realized that many independent
computer resellers have had no choice but to
close their doors this year because they
cannot compete. Even in bid situations,
where the federal and state governments, are
supposed to show favor to the “small,
minority owned, disadvantaged business,”

these very people cannot fairly compete
because of the inflated prices they must pay
for Microsoft operating systems and
applications.

I say to you that these monopolistic
behaviors on the part of Microsoft have a
ripple effect through out the entire industry.
As a result, the backbone of the American
economy, the small businessman, is being
destroyed. It is hard to fathom the DOT not
opening their eyes and seeing reality.

I find it equally hard to understand that,
under normal circumstances, when a
company manufacturers a product, they are
in liable and responsible for it’s support.
However, Microsoft totally avoids this
responsibility. Instead, they force the
hardware manufacturer to do this for them.
For example, if I own a computer (and I do)
and have problems with the operating
system, why is it I am forced to get support
from my hardware vendor? My hardware
vendor did not make the operating system.
They are responsible for the hardware. In
stead, if I must turn to Microsoft, who has the
tenacity to call me a customer, for technical
support they will promptly ask me for a
credit card number before I can even speak
to a technician. This is Microsoft’s standard
operating procedure. It is yet another
example of them taking advantage of their
monopoly status and the consumer being
hurt by it. Microsoft is set up to collect
money and little else.

On top of that, Microsoft’s paranoid history
is one of wreckage. Any company that ever
developed a product that Microsoft saw as a
real or imagined threat, that company was
either swallowed or put out of business.
Microsoft used their monopoly leverage and
lack of competition in the operating
environment arena to destroy the problem.
Untold product innovations have been
destroyed before they were even imagined.
Untold fortunes were never realized and an
untold number of high paying, rewarding
jobs for the American economy were never
realized. Consumers and technical
innovation have again been compromised by
monopolistic behavior.

This Department of Justice and John
Ashcroft should be ashamed of themselves.
The bottom line is this whole fiasco will
return to federal court a few years down the
road. It will make this administration look
primitive and out of touch with today’s
business and legal climate. It is clear that this
administration’s DOJ is clearly in over it’s
head with respect to subject matter of
information technology.

Respectfully,

Rich Schaefer

Brick, New Jersey

MTC-39
MTC-00000040

From: bradrichardson @mac.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:14pm
Subject: Remedies inadequate

As a worker in the technology industry, I
am disappointed in the proposed remedies in
the Microsoft case. Microsoft will not cease
it’s anti-competitive behavior voluntarily,
and is continuing to enter markets with
inferior products, using it’s dominant market
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position to eliminate competition in those
markets (see the current PDA wars). When
Internet Explorer was introduced, it was very
inferior to the current market leader
(Netscape Navigator). Microsoft then
proceeded to give their product away (Can
anyone say ‘‘predatory pricing”’?) with the
sole goal of eliminating Netscape so they can
dictate how the internet is used. If they end
up owning 95% of the browser market, as
they do the desktop market now, they can
ignore internet standards and become a
standard unto themselves (which is already
happening). Also, the one competing
consumer platform, the Apple Macintosh
Operating System, is said to only survive due
to Microsoft Office being developed for that
platform. In short, Microsoft is no longer
concerned about competing, nor just profit,
but control. The company should be broken
up into at least two separate companies, with
Explorer being stripped out of the OS and put
into the hands of the Applications group.
Yes, Judge Jackson’s ruling was a good
remedy. If anything less punitive occurs,
Microsoft will continue laughing all the way
to the bank. What the Justice Department is
trying to settle for is an inadequate and
ignorant solution.

Brad Richardson

Medford, Oregon

MTC-40

MTC-00000041

From: Patrick Williams
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:15pm
Subject: Monopoly settlement decision

Having read what was available about the
settlement that has been suggested for the
monopoly lawsuit against Microsoft I feel
that this settlement is a highly inadequate
solution and will prove to be ineffectual in
it’s stated aims, namely forcing Microsoft
into a more level playing field with it’s
competitors and allowing consumers a
broader range of options in the software
market. I can only hope that the arrangement
will be modified as a result of some of the
states and the E.U. continuing to press for
further restrictions and modifications to the
Microsoft corporation’s predatory business
practices.

Thanks,

Patrick Williams

MTC—41

MTC-00000042

From: Ken Wolfe

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:17pm

Subject: Microsoft Antitrust Settlement

To Whomever This May Concern:

The settlement proposed by the Federal
Goverment will not help protect consumers.
The agreement is impotent, and it is not in
the public’s best interest. It contains nothing
that will actually alter Microsoft’s predatory
practices, or improve the economy in any
way. The only thing that will stop Microsoft
from behaving the way it does is a breakup,
or some de-valuing of the Windows operating
system.

Best Regards,

Ken Wolfe

MTC—-42

MTC-00000043

From: John Carter
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:17pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement
The Justice Dep’t caved in the Microsoft
settlement. Microsoft will continue its
anticompetitive behavior until future abuses
force the matter to be addressed once again.
John Carter
Nashville, Tenn.

MTC—43

MTC-00000044

From: Bryan Fazekas
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:19pm
Subject: settlement is a joke

After years of effort and millions of dollars
expended, it’s pretty clear that Bill Gates and
Co finally figured out who to bribe. This
“settlement” is a travesty of justice. I hope
the remaining 9 states are able to push
through a real penalty.

Bryan Fazekas
—winemaker8 1 @yahoo.com
— http://home.nc.rr.com/winemaker81/

MTC-44

MTC-00000045
From: Jimmy Hilley
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:26pm
Subject: Public Comment

This settlement between the DOJ and
Microsoft is a total sham. You will never get
an ounce of respect from this consumer ever
again. Since when does anyone get to
negotiate after being found guilty? THE
CONSUMER GOT SCREWED! Justice in
America, what a joke!

MTC-45
MTC-00000046

From: Joe Gerkman

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:29pm

Subject: comment re: proposed microsoft
settlement

Dear Sirs/Madams:

Unfortunately, I would have to say as an
IT professional with over 11 years of
experience in the industry, that the results
you’ve come up with really won’t do
anything to curb Microsoft’s horrible and
bullying business tactics and equally will do
nothing to help us as consumers. They will
continue to push their way through the
Technology industry and leave unsuspecting
consumers, and other software developers
“in their wake”. They care nothing for the
consumer (except as far as their own
pocketbook is concerned), and even less for
other software developers, who incidently
typically produce software of a higher quality
and more stable, but who also typically get
run-over’ by Microsoft either directly or
indirectly (through their agreements with
computer vendors). As it is, if  want to buy
a personal computer from Dell or Gateway
without Microsoft Windows on it and have
something like Linux on it, [ can’t ... as a
consumer, that makes me quite angry. And
after a few minutes with the computer
vendor on the phone, I find out that
Microsoft gets money for each and every

system regardless of whether or not
Windows/Office is on the machine, and
that’s why they can’t ship it to me with
Linux. That sort of situation is
RIDICULOUS!! I can’t even get a computer
with Windows 2000 and Office 2000
anymore ... 1 must buy Windows XP ... and
I don’t like it! Thanks for “helping” us out
as consumers, and in the IT/Computer
industry (please note the sarcasm).

I was hopeful that you would’ve come up
with an settlement which could help avoid
some of this, but unfortunately, it would
appear that Microsoft has yet again gotten
their way, and others are left to deal with the
aftermath. If this was the result, you
should’ve given up the case years ago and not
wasted our valuable tax dollars on it.

Sincerely,

Joseph M. Gerkman

Seattle, WA

206—935-2800 (home)

MTC-46

MTC-00000047

From: ed@alcpress.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:29pm
Subject: Microsoft

You've let us down. We trusted you to act
in the best interest of the American people
and you, instead, act in the best interests of
the criminals. You should be ashamed of
yourselves.

Ed Sawicki

MTC—-47

MTC-00000048

From: Doug Lewis

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 12:31pm
Subject: Microsoft penalties

Thanks a lot for giving a convicted
monopolist pretty much everything they
wanted after you already won the case. If the
Justice Department really thinks it’s imposed
penalties that will stop Microsoft’s
monopolistic behavior, then it needs to hire
some people that are more in the know with
the technology industry. If the Justice
Department wanted to protect Microsoft,
since it’s such an “innovator”, they should
know better than to take advice from the
marketing department of the company they’re
prosecuting. I'm very dissapointed at how
poorly the Justice Department has handled
this affair. As a consumer, and an American,
I feel really cheated.

P.S. T am hoping that there was no political
motivation behind the handling of penalties.
Whether or not the anti trust laws are an
appropriate blockade to Microsoft’s activites
is for a judge to decide. Anybody working for
the prosecution in this case who deliberately
chose to pursue weaker remedies because
they felt “no business should be hassled by
the government” ought to be fired for not
doing their job.

MTGC-48

MTC-00000049

From: William Clouse
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:35pm
Subject: microsoft settlement
The proposed settlement looks to me like
nothing more than window dressing. The
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whole problem with Micorsoft is that the is
no real alternative to using their operating
system. They have a true monolopy on the
operating system used by nearly all
cionsumer PC’s. The only alternatives have
extremely limited software availablilty. The
only solution I see to the problem is to force
MS to make the Windows X86 code an open
standard so other companies may begin
making operating systems that will be able to
run software written for Windows. Until that
happens the entire computer industry, as
well as the consumer, will continue to be
held hostage by Microsoft.

MTC—-49

MTC-00000050

From: Brian H. Jensen
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:36pm
Subject: Comment

Hello,

Wow, I guess you still can buy government
officials. Just out of curiosity how much did
it cost Microsoft to buy you folks off?

Brian ‘disgusted by the DOJ”’ Jensen

MTC-50
MTC-00000051

From: Helga Kocurek
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:18pm
Subject: Microsoft Deal

I am very disappointed in the DOJ, it was
bought by big money instead of pursuing the
best for the consumer.

MTGC-51

MTC-00000052

From: David Phan

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:19pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Dear Sir or Madam,

This is hardly a slap on Micrasoft’s hand.
It will not prevent Microsoft from illegally
kill its competition by using its monopoly. In
fact, it will encourage them to do it even
more, knowing that they could get away with
it.

I am extremely disappointed in the
outcome of the case. It shows once again the
people with money are treated differently in
the court of law. We might as well take that
blindfold off of the Justice symbol.

Your fellow citizen.

MTC-52

MTC-00000053

From: Helga Kocurek
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:22pm
Subject: Bad Idea

How could you?

MTC-53

MTC-00000054

From: MoserR]
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:30pm
Subject: Microsoft

This suit is not supported by 75-80% of
computer users. The entire suit is being
pushed by Microsoft’s competitors and the
State AGs where these competitors reside.
The Judge should accept the settlement and

drop the remaining States suit. This would be
a boon to our present economy. Any
lengthening of the trial will only drag the
Tech economy still lower. Let AOL, Novell,
Sun, et al, fight the war with their products
and not in the Courts.

MoserR]

MTC-54

MTC-00000055

From: C Pyrros

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:31pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Dear Justice Department,

I am deeply concerned about the
settlement being proposed with Microsoft in
the anti-trust matter. I do not believe the
current settlement is sufficient to ensure a
healthy, open, competitive environment in
the future. I have been working in the
personal computer industry since 1985, and
observed Microsoft’s ruthless behavior first-
hand.

In the late 80s and early 90s, there were
several choices in desktop operating systems
(DOS, 0S/2, Windows, Macintosh), several
choices in word processing software
(WordStar, WordPerfect, Word), several
choices in Internet Browsers (Mosaic,
Navigator), and so on. As Microsoft gained
market share, they unfairly used that
influence to eliminate competition. Since
Microsoft has so many revenue streams, they
did, and still do, offer(ed) certain products at
a total loss, for the sole purpose of
eliminating their competition. There bullying
tactics have sent chills through the entire IT
industry, and still exert a profound effect.

What happened to the other word
processors? What happened to the other
desktop operating systems? What happened
to the other Internet browsers? In each case,
Microsoft had the inferior product, yet
somehow prevailed: WordPerfect was the
better word processor, OS/2 the better
operating system, Navigator the better
browser, Novell the better file server; yet a
combination of good marketing (quite legal),
behind-the-scenes bullying (illegal), and
unfairly written contracts (also illegal) gave
Microsoft the unfair advantage.

When the free-market system operates
correctly, price/performance tends to drive
the better and more economical products to
the top. This clearly did not happen
anywhere that Microsoft was involved. The
Intemet-WWW browser market is a key
example. The WWW specification was
specifically designed to be completely
platform independent: any server operating
system, any client operating system, and any
browser software could be used, completely
transparent to the end user. Due to
Microsoft’s bullying, this is no longer the
case: Microsoft’s products create web pages
that only function properly with Microsoft’s
browser. Due to Microsoft’s market share,
and the dominance of the IE browser, it has
now become very difficult for users of other
browsers and operating systems (for example,
Linux users) to complain to web site owners
that the Microsoft-ified web site won’t
function with their Linux-based web
browser. The (Linux, OS/2, Nextstep, etc)
user then has no choice but to use the

Microsoft browser, on a Microsoft-supported
operating system, if they want to use the
Micro soft-ified web site.

Microsoft’s rejection of the de-facto Sun
Java standard leads to a new version of
Microsoft’s browser (Internet Explorer 6) that
does not support Java, further compounding
compatibility problems in the WWW space.
Only a company as large as Microsoft can
exert the weight necessary to incapacitate
and open standard, and they appear to be
succeeding.

I could also write pages on the billions of
dollars in cost increases that the corporate
world, and end users, have suffered due to
incompetent Microsoft software. In
thousands of cases, companies and
individuals were forced to use the Microsoft
product, despite its inferiority, due to unfair
market practices. In the long run, these
companies and users suffered a tremendous
economic impact trying to use products that
were not yet ready for public use.

As for the future, Microsoft is already
behaving questionably in regard to the
upcoming Tablet PC market. Articles on this
matter can be found a www.wired.com that
express the problem.

In order to ensure a competitive
environment in the future I would propose
the following:

That Microsoft be separated into the
following divisions:

Operating Systems (Windows 98, ME, XP,
2000, etc)

Internet Products (Internet Explorer,
Windows Media Player, etc)

Application Products (Office, Word, Excel,
Access, etc)

Infrastructure Products (SQL Server, Mail,
Outlook, etc)

I would also propose that Microsoft be
forced to open portions of the Microsoft
operating systems specifications, so that
other application developers could enjoy that
benefits that Microsoft applications have had
for over a decade. Further protections would
be necessary to prevent collusion between
the different formerly-Microsoft companies
after the separation.

My knowledge of this problem is not
unique by any means, but please permit me
if may to humbly express my background: I
have been working in the IT industry since
1985, consulting to small clients as well as
Fortune 500 customers, on issues including
network design, the Internet, security,
infrastructure, servers, and personal
computers. I have been certified under
respective programs by IBM, Microsoft, and
Novell. I appreciate your time and
consideration in this matter. If I can be of any
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Sincerely yours,

C Pyrros, CLSE, MCP 2000, MCSE 3.51,
CNE 5.0, MCNE 5.0

POB 14175

Chicago IL 60614

773 645-7475

MTC-55

MTC-00000057

From: Ken Dunn
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:33pm
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Subject: Settlement.

This settlement is still too much to impose
on a private enterprise. This whole suit never
should have been filed. Microsoft is not a
monopoly. There are several alternatives
including linux, OS/2, Solaris for X86,
Dr.DOS (yes, it does still exist despite claims
to the contrary by the prosecution), PG-DOS
(I'just bought the 2000 version from IBM last
month). This suit wrongfully damaged the
global economy to an extent that it may not
recover for 5-8 years. As an independent
software developer I (as well as most others
in my field) rely and depend on various
operating system features and functions to be
available in a given version of an operating
system. Microsoft has provided these
functions and regularly upgrades them
through service packs and Internet Browser
upgrades (this is an important example of
code reuse where commonly used routines
are used by multiple applications and
sometimes the OS itself, a point not
understood by the so-called experts that
testified in this kangaroo court proceeding).
Almost all third party applications that use
tcp-ip networking rely on pieces of the IE
Browser and require a minimum version of
that Browser in order to function correctly.

I have many customers who use Netscape as
their Browser of choice, but have realized
performance and stability improvements by
keeping the JE Browser up to date. If IE had
not been “bundled’ with the OS it would
have cost most third party developers so
much as to make continued support
impractical and therefore truly reduce
software competition and choice for
consumers. Where was the DOJ when SUN
controlled the workstation market so totally
that even IBM didn’t even try to compete?
Where was DOJ when SUN was gouging the
market for 4-10 times what a competitve
product would have cost, especially when a
huge number of these workstations were
being paid for by the taxpayers for use by the
government and government contractors?
The only true justice would be if Microsoft
was declared not to be a monopoly and those
responsible for starting this whole antitrust
action to be jailed for crimes against the
United States and crimes against the global
economy.

A very dissatisfied customer of the DOJ,
which is a true monopoly.

MTC-57

MTC-00000058

From: MikeAfromTX @aol.com@ inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:34pm

Subject: (no subject)

Gentlemen:

I have been using PC’s since 1977 and
since the debut of the MS operating systems
with the advent of the IBM PC MicroSoft has
consistently tried to force (and has almost
succeeded) all other operating systems out of
business. They do this by incorporating
packages into the OS (currently varying
versions of “Windows”)that are usually sold
as stand-alone, by using their marketing
power to force the authors of most software
to write only for MS-based systems, and by
forcing PC dealers to put only their (MS)
products on PC’s if they wish to continue

doing business with MS. restriciting any
changes to the product the dealers and/or
customers might wish.

The MS products are over-hyped and have
a history of failing when released, the most
notable example being “Windows 95", which
was usually not installable when first
released, and required special downloads
adding to the cost of the product.
Additionally, they never really complete one
product and eliminate the bugs in it,
prefering instead to leave users with junk
while they go on to the “new, improved”
next edition of the product, always at
increasing cost.

The oft-stated resolution is to by another
product if you do not like “Windows”; what
product would that be that runs the software
that is so prevalent in the industry? Linux is
mostly a server platform and Unix as so
unfriendly to users so is restricted to
scientists and engineers. The only other
package would be the Apple Operating
System, and that requires a specific computer
and package that at a minimum is twice as
expensive as a standard PC with software.

The roll-over by the Republican party to
the big campaign contributor Bill Gates and
MS is no solution at all; merely a wink, a nod
and a “Gee, you really should be more
careful!” kind of warning. At the very least
MS should be forced to sell only a striped
down version of its OS, minus any
enhancement that is currently being sold as
stand-alone; better yet would be to break the
company into two independant segments,
with Bill Gates prohibited from any dealings/
ownership/stock in one of them.

If this is not possible then the OS should
be treated as a monopoly in the interest of
the nation and tightly controlled as public
utilities used to be before greed got the better
of this nation.

I realize the government will probably bury
this response, but it sure would be nice if for
once it acted for the good of the people
instead of a corporation or political party; it
would also be nice if the judge in the case
had a chance to see it before it is shredded.
In any case, I am sure you will not mind if
I forward a copy to various industry
publications.

Thank you for your time.

Mike Adams

1302 Arcadia Avenue

Austin TX 78757

MTC-58

MTC-00000059

From: Ralph Ewig

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:36pm

Subject: comments on proposed settlement

Dear DOJ officer,

I am writing to express my concerns and
severe dissatisfaction regarding the proposed
settlement in the anti-trust case brought
against Microsoft. The settlement has
practically no punitive measures for past
misconduct, or remedies to repair damage
caused to consumers because of past
microsoft misconduct. It is ridiculous that
MS is to keep all the benefits of the actions
it took, even though they have been legally
identified as conflicting with existing laws. If
I were to rob a bank, would I get to keep the

money, with the judge telling me “don’t do
that again”, and assigning my best pal to
make sure I follow that advise??

The proposed oversight committee to
enforce prevention of future transgressions is
a farce. Being on MS payroll, and with MS
having significant influence on who will be
part of the committee, I have zero confidence
in the comittee’s effectiveness or motivations.

MS practice of pushing its products based
on the companies superior capabilities in the
manipulation of intellectual property laws,
rather than technical innovation or economic
value, has continously hampered innovation,
harmed consumers, and suppressed any kind
of competition from taking hold. The
remedies *must* include full, and
unconditional, disclosure of all windows
API’s to the general public, and only a
breakup of the company that separates the
OS division from the application division
will be able to enforce this behaviour (out of
economic neccessity if the OS part of the
company intends to stay in business).

Especially with recent events in mind, this
country cannot afford to project the
appearance that the DOJ is nothing more than
a pawn of corporate america, where Lady
Justice is anything but blind to enough
political clout or economic influence.

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,

Ralph Ewig

MTC-59

MTC-00000060

From: Ned Wolpert

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:36pm

Subject: Comments about the antitrust case

against Microsoft

Folks—

I saw that one could mail here comments
about the antitrust settlement. Here are mine.
I'm both a consumer of electronic goods, and
a programmer.

The anti-trust settlement that was
presented to the judge did not go far enough.
Microsoft needs not just a watchdog around
them, they need clear rules (without
exceptions or time limits) to limit their
ability to for anti-competitive marketing. This
includes:

—Allow computer mfg the ability to put
multiple OS on the computers they make,
with NO penatilites from MS. (Ever)

—Allow computer mfg to customize a MS-
Windows installed PC any way they want,
with NO penalties from MS. (Ever)

These are the two most important items
that Microsoft should never challenge. The
reason is simple: Microsoft only wants
Microsoft tools on their systems. Computer
mfg are more likely to listen to the buying
public on what they want. MS isn’t. So, if a
computer mfg wants to put a dual-boot
Windows/Linux with Opera for the web
browser together, MS should not be able to
dictate otherwise. No financial penalties
should be levied by MS to the computer mfg.

Far too many times has MS abused its
position against other companies. (Stacker is
one case that pops to mind, but I'm sure you
folks have your list) As a developer, I'm tired
of MS bullying people around their platform.
As a consumer, I'm tired of not having choice
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in the market. Regardless of the lies that MS
says, they do not innovate. They do provide
a service, but its not innovation. They take
other ideas and re-work them, extending
them with proprietary API’s so no one else
can hook into their service. (Such as Kerbose
for security. They got all the benefits from the
free software, but them made enough (1)
small changes so that other kerbose systems
were incompatible with their NT servers.)
They did that with IMAP (MAPI), SMTP,
SNMP, etc. They tried to do that with Java.
(C# was the result of failing at taking over
Java) They have caused much in the software
world to not progress. Yet they continue to
market their innovative ability.

DOJ, please, you've got to help. MS abuses
their position constantly. The settlement
needs to be on the side of the consumer, one
that can react quickly to when MS messes up.
Help the other companies in being able to
deploy their software, rather than having MS
have a lock on the major computer mfgs.

Thank you.

Virtually,

Ned Wolpert

wolpert@yahoo.com

MTC-60

MTC-00000061

From: Ted McLaughlin

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:41pm

Subject: Concerns regarding Microsoft
settlement

I think that the currently proposed
settlement is pathetically weak. I think the
this administration is caving in to Microsoft
in a desperate hope that it will somehow get
the economy going again. They are sacrificing
justice and long term security for all in the
computer industry (except those who work
for Microsoft) in hopes that somehow this
will get the economy back on it’s feet.
Microsoft has a long history of violating
every agreement that they have made, not
just with the DOJ but with computer
manufacturers and competitors in the
software development arena. Many an extinct
company has rued the day that they entered
into an agreement with Microsoft only to
have the company come out later with either
it’s own version of the software, or with it
bundled into the operating system.

I think that the quote from Bill Gates says
it best: (Microsoft’s chairman, Bill Gates, on
Thursday defended the settlement as tough
but one that “we’re really pleased to have.”)
[pulled from CNN’s website]. Microsoft
wants this settlement so bad it isn’t funny.
They will be classifying everything as anti-
piracy or security to keep it private, and then
when they absolutely can’t fight it any
longer, they will drag their feet in disclosing
the information so that it is obsolete by the
time it is released. Microsoft’s history in
destroying it’s competitors is well know. I
know of Java developers now who are
looking to transition to Microsoft’s new
development program for the sole reason that
Microsoft has dropped Java. They think that
is the Kiss of Death for Sun and that there
is no reason now to keep working on Java.
This is but one example of how this industry
is cowering in fear of Microsoft and how
every company dreads the day that Microsoft

comes out with a product that competes with
their own.

The current agreement will do nothing to
save Sun, nor will it help save any of the
other companies who are in a losing battle
with Microsoft. I also think that it is sad that
the government is completely ignoring
Microsoft’s handling of it’s Passport product.
That should have been one of the things built
into this agreement is something to place
constraints on Microsoft’s ownership of a
great deal of private information. Windows
XP was the biggest blow personal privacy on
the internet since Microsoft got it’s first T—

1 line to the internet. Another sad
development is the state of the server market.
Microsoft has already won the desktop war
and is using that monopoly to kill off any
competition that it has on the server side of
things. Novell, Sun, and others are barely
holding on due to the license agreements that
Microsoft is putting in place to guarantee that
if you use Windows and Office on the
desktop, that you will use Windows as your
server as well. Too much critical information
is being placed on these servers to trust
Microsofts horrendous track record when it
comes to security, quality, and new licensing
agreements to trust them with a monopoly of
the server market as well.

It is kind of funny, but also kind of scary,
when any computer magazine quotes
someone in the computer industry who has
anything bad to say about Microsoft how they
always want to be anonymous. When a
network administrator at a utility company
says he wants to be anonymous for fear of
getting Microsoft upset that says a great deal
about how out of control that company is.
Many of us Network Administrators were
cheering for the DOJ when this trial started.
We had hoped that the sanctions would be
severe enough to keep at least some of us
from having to become Network
Administrators on Windows XP networks.
None of us want to work on Microsoft
networks because they are flat out inferior to
the competitions products, however we are
all smart enough to read the writing on the
wall and realize that Microsoft will soon own
this market as well and we will have no
choice but to either work on XP servers, or
get into a new career field. Now we are all
shaking our heads and are sorry that we got
our hopes up. That is why I am so upset
about how poorly the government has
handled this settlement.

If you need to reach me for more comments
feel free.

Theodore McLaughlin

Network and Email Administrator for 13
years.

7212 Dupont Ave N

Brooklyn Center, MN 55430

ted.mclaughlin@toro.com—work

mclaught@visi.com—home

MTC-61

MTC-00000062

From: Mike Haight
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:42pm
Subject: Antitrust settlement.

To whom this may concern at the ever
changing U. S. Department of Justice,

I am disappointed with the outcome of this
trial. It solves nothing. Microsoft will go

about doing business in the same manner
that they always have. Throw little
innovative companies out of their way by
including their own version with the
operating system. Their version, when first
introduced is always a watered down, less
capable version. But, most people are lazy,
they do not want to down-load and install.
However, I'm not. I want choice. I want the
best program out there. This entire thing has
soured me on computers and also this system
that is commonly called justice’. Here you
have a clear monopoly, declared this by two
levels of the federal courts, with a wrist slap.
Do any of you actually think they will abide
by these latest remedies when they have
ignored them before? Had they been ‘taken to
task’ then, we would still have multiple
browsers to choose from. I have read the
“Proposed Final Judgment” in its entirety.
For every remedy, there is a fine print
loophole that Microsoft can use to do
nothing. This “Proposed Final Judgment” is
a travesty.

Where do these remedies address to
problem of Microsoft forcing us to buy a
version of their operating system when we
purchase a computer? When I purchase a
computer, I am buying hardware. I will
choose what operating system meets my
needs best. I do not want it forced on me. Do
you people actually think that Microsoft
Windows is the best that the human species
is capable of? If not, how can this better one
even have the slightest chance of ‘getting its
head above water for air’ with a system of
forced purchase of the other guys product in
place. And now, what about media players
and image processors? These two things have
been bundled with the latest Microsoft
operating system et.al.”. How many more
little companies, you know the ones that
actually take the risk in_ first developing
this software, are going to die off because
‘Johnny come lately’ Microsoft is now
bundling lesser copies of their work with an
operating system’. Microsoft is only using
these people as developers and marketing so
later they can leverage them right out of
existence by bundling to an ‘operating
system’ declared as an monopoly.

I know the computer industry has fallen
upon hard times, but this does not change the
law. Microsoft was in violation of the
Sherman antitrust act. From where I sit, you
have done nothing to stop them. You will not
even slow them down.

Regards,

Michael Haight (903) 868—7342
mhaight@ti.com

CC: Michael Haight at airmail.net

MTC-62
MTC-00000063

From: bray
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 12/6/01 1:32pm
Subject: microsoft settlement

The proposed settlement below is
unacceptable as a solution to past
monopolistic practices by Microsoft. “Not
long after the DOJ settlement, Microsoft
announced it had agreed to another
settlement regarding a separate class-action
suit brought against the company by
numerous parties that alleged overpricing of
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Microsoft products. The settlement forces
Microsoft to donate software, hardware, and
services to America’s poorest schools.

This type of settlement would simply
introduce Microsoft to a market where they
could further extend their monopoly. A
better solution would be for Microsoft to pay
a specific amount of money to each of these
poor school districts to be used for non-
microsoft products only, such as computer
hardware. Then a company such as RedHat
or Apple could donate software for these
systems or part of the Microsoft fine could be
used to purchase this software.

Allowing Microsoft or any company to
donate their own product as part of a fine or
punishment is akin to the drug dealer giving
away the first few highs to get his clients
hooked!!

MTC-63

MTC-00000064

From: Mark A Siedlecki
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:44pm
Subject: Microsoft

Dear Sirs/Madam,

It is beyond my imagination that you
decided not to break-up the worst monopoly
in the history of our country. History has
shown us monopolies only stifle innovation.
Microsoft is no different! This was not done
for the good of the American citizen, but
must have been done to assist Big Business,
once again.

Shame on you’

Sincerely yours,

Mark A. Siedlecki

President

InsideWorld Corporation

The Forum 1, 8601 Six Forks Road, Suite
400

Raleigh, North Carolina 27615 USA

Telephone: +1-919 866—1200

Facsimile: +1-9 19 866—1210

email msiedlecki@InsideWorld.com

Check out our company websites

www.InsideWorld.com

<file:///C: /Documents% 20and %20
SettingsIMark % 20Siedleckil
Application% 20DatalMicrosoftlSignatures
/www.InsideWorld.com> Free Email News,
from around the World, on a Country specific
basis

www.InsideCountries.com Country
Directory Site on a Country specific basis

www.InsideTravel.com Discount Travel
Site

www.InsideDirect.com Travelers Health
Insurance Service

www.InsideWeather.com Worldwide
Weather Service

www.InsideGalaxy.com Free Community
Website

www.InsideGreetings.com P-Greeting Card
Service on a Country specific basis

This electronic message contains
information from the Administrative
department at InsideWorld Corporation, is
intended only for the use of the addressee,
and may contain information, which is
PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL material. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any dissemination of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error,

please erase all copies of the message and its
attachments and notify us immediately.
Thank you.

Telephone +1-919 866—1200 Facsimile +1—
919 866—1210

Email mistake@InsideWorld.com

MTC-64

MTC-00000065

From: Rogers (038)

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:47pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am disappointed by the terms of the
Department’s proposed settlement with
Microsoft, which I believe to be excessively
lenient to Microsoft and not in the best
interests of the public. The settlement does
too little to restore competition to an industry
dominated and abused by Microsoft’s
exploitation of its monopoly in operating-
system software. Under the settlement
Microsoft can continue to use its inside
access to its operating-system technology and
its monopoly market power to suppress
competition by other companies.

During the last presidential election it was
reported that Microsoft and its employees
made substantial financial contributions to
the Republican presidential campaign. It was
then speculated by the press that Microsoft
believed that by doing so it would receive
lenient treatment from the Department of
Justice if George Bush won the presidency.

It now appears that the money donated by
Microsoft and its employees to the
Republican Party was money well spent.
While the donations are not likely to be
provable criminal bribery, the donations
certainly show that money can buy (the
Department of) “Justice.”

Ronald L. Miller

MTC-65

MTC-00000066

From: Charles South

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:53 pm

Subject: Opinion on the US vs Microsoft
Settlement

[Text body exceeds maximum size of
message body (8192 bytes). It has been
converted to attachment.]

I understand you are seeking feedback on
the proposed Dept of Justice settlement with
Microsoft at this address. I don’t know what
purpose that could have at this late date, but
since you asked...

I believe the Department of Justice has
made a mistake in settling this case. The
points of law were clear— Microsoft misused
its monopoly position in the industry to
illegally stifle competition and attempt to
control the market. Further, they did this
over a period of years in a repetitive way in
spite of a previous court judgement that went
against them for doing this very thing. Their
strategy has been clear from the beginning ...
they regard themselves as the controlling
force in the market and will ruthlessly
suppress or drive out of business anyone they
choose in order to achieve their ends of
continuous growth. Any market they focus
on tends to suffer as competition withdraws
in the face of the onslaught.

Further, the consumer is hurt by this tactic
as competition (which controls prices in a

free market) withers. Innovation is stifled
because no true competitor is allowed to
exist once Microsoft targets a market. The
consumer is presented with an increasingly
Microsoft-only solution when it comes to
buying or configuring a personal computer.
This is not a good thing.

The Department of Justice had Microsoft
cornered, finally, after years of pursuit and
the expenditure of large sums of money. The
evidence had been gathered, legal
prosecution had been pursued in the courts,
and Microsoft weighed as guilty on multiple
counts ... senous violations all. The
judgements were upheld at each level of
appeal. The Government had won. I was
stunned when I heard that the decision had
been made to drop the attempt to split
Microsoft into two parts and instead drop
back to a light slap on the wrist with a few
minor economic sanctions and controls.

I believe this—Microsoft absolutely must
be separated into two companies. It is the
only solution that will remove the threat
from the computer world we now have. I
have no problem with Microsoft as a
company that creates and sells operating
systems. I also have no difficulty with
Microsoft as a company that sells the
dominant desktop productivity products in
the world. But the coalition of the two is a
poison trap for the American economy—
because Microsoft uses their productivity
products as the leverage to keep their
customers in line and away from the
competition in the operating system arena.
Why doesn’t Microsoft Office exist on the
Linux desktop systems? It’s because
Microsoft knows it would undermine their
sales of operating systems to big companies,
some of whom would love to move off of
Windows. So they carefully steer clear of
offering Office on Linux and retain a
stranglehold on desktop systems.

I am not a Linux fan, but I absolutely want
such products to flourish in the United States
or else we will fail to make the progress we
need to in the computer world, or worse—
other nations will take the lead we once
firmly had in this industry and leave us
behind with our doddering Windows systems
as they move on to better and more efficient
systems. Microsoft must not be allowed to be
the single innovator left in this country
because, like all large companies, they are
neither agile enough nor creative enough
once they reach that size to retain those
traits. I am also not a Microsoft hater. I do
in fact love Excel, and I can tolerate
Windows though it is not my favorite
operating system. Visual Basic is a good
product. Powerpoint is adequate, and though
I don’t particularly care for Word, I will grant
that it works well enough for those that can
master it. What I don’t like is the fact that
most of the products Microsoft makes are
items constructed in such a way as to sell
more and more of them ... and worse, they
are constantly entertwined in such a way that
you have to get all of them whether you want
them or not. Microsoft candidly admits that
their software licensing mechanisms are
changing recently solely so they can extract
more money from their customers, and not
because there is any impression of value
received for that money. Microsoft has lost
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their way in that regard, and in a free market
they would be avoided by some, and fall to
a 2nd or 3rd choice by others. But in today’s
computer world you have no choice—you
have to go with Microsoft because of their
monopoly position.

I do not believe any of the settlement
clauses which have been discussed as the
fallback position of the US Government will
have any effect. Microsoft has been down
that road before and been shown to ignore
such constraints when they are imposed. I do
not believe it will be any different this time.
They will bide their time, stay below the
radar for a couple of years and then quietly
continue their march to overwhelm anyone
who seems to be a competitor. Having spent
this effort uselessly twice already, I don’t see
the Government trying once again in 2006 to
resurrect this dead horse, and at that point
Microsoft will have their full victory and
walk away laughing.

Only by having diversity and competition
in the US computer industry can we hope to
stay in our leadership role in this rapidly
changing and evolving world. It is good to
have multiple sources for innovation, and it
is good to keep the marketeers out of the
leadership role in such fast-moving
industries. This will not happen with an
intact Microsoft. You had the solution; you
had them where you wanted them; and you
had right on your side. You stayed your hand
for the wrong reasons—which I believe
turned out to be political expediency because
of the new administration, and changed
priorities in the Department of Justice. But in
doing this political turnabout you betrayed
the American people, whose fate was
entrusted to you by our Constitution. The
legal system was the only lever which could
have made a difference and changed the
course of the future. I sincerely regret that
you failed to have the courage and the
foresight not to see how urgent and how
critical your role was.

My dwindling hope lies with the few
States that appear willing to continue to push
this case, but the chance of their achieving
anything other than monetary concessions is
impossibly remote. Only the Government
could have taken the admittedly drastic step
of dividing Microsoft in two. That option is
now over, for all practical purposes. I have
watched the computer industry grow from
the time I was a college student in the 60’s
and first fell in love with computers. I
watched IBM’s excesses in the 60’s and 70’s
as their arrogance drove all before them,
similar to Microsoft, and I watched as they
later lost their stranglehold on this industry
in the 80’s as new technologies overcame
their ability to adapt. And I watched Digital
Equipment Company as they soared to the
top of the industry in the 80’s, losing their
way as they failed to understand the critical
importance of personal computers. And I saw
the rise of Microsoft during the 80’s and 90’s,
leading to the same type of arrogance IBM
used to show 4 decades ago. The difference
is this—Microsoft has a stranglehold not only
on American businesses but also on the
American consumer. Their fingers reach deep
into all levels of the world economy for
individuals and companies and governments.
IBM never had that reach. Microsoft is so

entrenched in the way computing is done
that inertia alone will keep them there for at
least a decade even if they stumble badly in
their direction. That is “forever” in the
computer world, where 5 years is a
generation. It is critical that their decisions
be made in the face of competition, and not
by a monopoly posture in an industry they
believe they own. Good luck with whatever
you will do with this issue. I am
disappointed and disillusioned that the
Government chose to yield the winning hand
as they did, and seems not to understand
what they have done or what they have lost.
I hope my point of view is more gloomy than
necessary, and that events will work out for
the best for America. However, I have built
my career on being right about technical
trends. If I had to bet on someone, I'd bet on
me ... not on you.

Charles South

Chief Architect, Information Technology

HRL Laboratories

Malibu CA

MTC-66

MTC-00000067

From: Drew Wallen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:55pm

Subject: Proposed settlement is inadequate

I am an independant computer consultant
and advanced PC user. I have been following
the Microsoft antitrust case for years and
have been hoping for a decisive result which
will protect me and my clients from MS’s
well-known predatory business practices and
attitudes.

The least I was hoping for was a breakup
of the monopoly into 3 companies: Operating
Systems; Applications; and Games. With
perhaps another company for internet and/or
wireless functions. The joke is that in the
short run Gates et al would scream about the
breakup, but it would improve the
competitive environment. In the long run, the
rich would get even richer, as has happened
with the ATT breakup where people who
held their “baby bells” would have done
wonderfully.

I know you will get millions of messages,
pro and con, so I won’t run on. However you
decide, I have vowed to wean my clients
away from MS products and get them into
Linux and Apple (of course, MS owns a huge
stake in Apple as well).

Microsoft free by 2003!!!

I want to run them out of business
altogether.

Drew Wallen

St. Thomas, US Virgin Islands

MTC-67

MTC-00000068

From: West Tennessee Print

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 5:02pm

Subject: Ruling opinion

First, I am not a microsoft basher they have
done some good and some very bad things to
the computer industry. I, as many others
have to use Microsoft’s products. Microsoft
insists that they integrate things into
Windows to help the user. I believe that they
integrate to help Windows maintain its
dominance. The perfect example is what they

have done with their new version of Internet
explorer. How does not offering Java or
QuickTime support Help users? It doesn’t it
FORCES people to use Windows Media
player and Active x.

So, the effect of that is, if you want people
to have access to your web page you MUST
use microsoft programming tools. Does this
help Business? What about Microsoft’s New
version of MSN blocking all but internet
Explorer users, does this help users?

The thing that the Justice Department
should be worried about is .NET and
Passport.

Here’s why:

1. you must use windows because their are
few real competitors that are brave enough to
take microsoft head on for the desktop
computer market

2. people use Internet Explorer because it
is integrated into windows
3. when using windows & internet explorer
the computer urges people to setup a
passport account and they finally give in
4. millions of peoples personal and credit
information is now sitting on Microsoft’s
Servers
5. by holding such valuable information
microsoft has painted a giant bulls eye on its
self for hackers to try and hit
6. Microsoft’s history with computer security
is dismal, how times a month are they
issuing patches to fix security holes in
Microsoft’s IIS which runs the servers
containing peoples information
7. the bottom line is that millions of peoples
lives can be harmed by Microsoft’s software
and practices if microsoft is not limited in
some way What is Antitrust Law For?
PROTECTING & HELPING PEOPLE!

How does it control microsoft for them to
make its windows code available to
developers so they can build better programs
for the monopoly? It actually helps microsoft
because they get more stable programs to run
on windows and it dose not address the
problem of WHY Windows is running on
over 97% of computers WORLD WIDE.

It may not matter but its my opinion.

AM

MTC-68

MTC-00000069

From: Jamie McGloin-King

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 5:04pm

Subject: The current proposed settlement
does not protect me from Microsoft’s
abuse of its monopoly power.

The Justice Department has failed me, my
community, and the business I work for.

This settlement is barely a slap on the
wrist. How does this punish Microsoft in a
manner commensurate with their crimes
against the businesses and the citizens of
America?

Microsoft must be forced to sell a product
without a built-in browser or any of their
other built-in, insidious, low-quality
products. Microsoft must be prevented from
bullying PC manufacturers. Microsoft must
be humbled, punished, and have its power
reduced.

Additionally, Microsoft should pay huge
fines for its crimes. Where is that in the
settlement?
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Now, Microsoft is trying to bribe the nine
states that, correctly, don’t agree that your
settlement is fair or effective. Microsoft is
offering them money in exchange for signing
up to your settlement. This stinks, if you’ll
pardon my language. It stinks of back-room
deals and a Justice Department that would
rather be incarcerating minorities than
safeguarding the right to a free and fair
market. Where are the conservatives? It
seems like the Justice Department is being
run by folks with some radical ideas about
why they should not enforce the laws of this
nation and the rulings of its judges. That, in
my opinion, is not justice. Please change
your stance and craft a more punitive
settlement. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jamie McGloin-King

Director of Partner Support

www.prosperpoint.com

(831) 429-1231 x102

MTC-69
MTC-00000070

From: Don Steiny
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 5:05pm
Subject: I am against the settlement

Renate Hesse

Trial Attorney, Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice

I am disturbed that the Department of
Justice is unwilling to enforce the antitrust
laws. It seems that the DOJ simply does not
understand the technical issues involved or
the degree that Microsoft is damaging the US
economy. I would be happy to spend time
describing this to you. I teach operating
system theory at University of California and
San Jose State University. The settlement is
wrong.

-Don

MTC-70
MTC-00000071

From: DrewLM®@aol.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 5:13pm

Subject: Microsoft antitrust settlement

Dear sirs:

I respectfully would like to tell you that the
settlement you have arranged with Microsoft
IS BAD!

“Microsoft Chairman Bill Gates on
Thursday defended the settlement as tough
but one that “we’re really pleased to have.”
Nine other states led by California, Iowa and
Connecticut rejected it and will ask U.S.
District Judge Colleen Kollar-Kotelly to
impose tougher penalties during hearings
next year.”

This statement from today’s AP news say
it all. Can the DOJ honestly say the
settlement is one that “we’re really pleased
to have.”? I don’t think so. You just think
that it is all you can get without taking it
through the courts, where you know you
would end up getting much more. Then why
is Bill Gates saying it?

“The department promised in its 1995
settlement that it would “end Microsoft’s
unlawful practices that restrain trade and
perpetuate its monopoly power.” Yet as
Sporkin rejected it, he complained that,
“simply telling a defendant to go forth and

sin no more does little or nothing to address
the unfair advantage it has already gained.”

This statement from the AP also sums it
up. Microsoft is NOT repentant. They have
been screwing small companies since before
1995 and still continue to do so. They have
no interest in competition for the public good
and will continue any other noncompetitive
way to wield their monopoly to gain market
share in any area possible. All the current
settlement does is tell them to go and sin no
more. If they had actually been penalized the
first time, they might not have sinned again
... and again ... and again. By not penalizing
them now, you are telling them that they can
do anything they want, knowing that the
worst that will happen is that they won’t be
allowed to do it anymore.

How can you think about all the companies
that Microsoft has forced under by including
similar software in Windows at ‘“no extra
cost”, and say that this settlement is fair and
that Microsoft should not be punished. Don’t
fool yourselves, this settlement is only a slap
on the wrist to Microsoft and DOES NOT
PUNISH THEM AT ALL.

The only way to punish Microsoft and to
be sure that they cannot do this again is to
break them into two companies: Operating
System and Application Software. They used
their OS monopoly to create software against
which no other company could compete, e.g.,
MS Office, Internet Explorer, Disk Scan, Disk
Defragmenter, etc...

This settlement is only in the best interests
of Microsoft, not the public, and should not
be pursued.

Andrew L. Miller

PC Solutions

MTC-71
MTC-00000072

From: Harry Reisenleiter

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 5:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I do not agree with the current settlement
in this case. Microsoft is an abusive
monopoly whose anticompetitive behavior
has been ongoing, consistent, and damaging
to consumers and to the market place.

History is littered with products that
Microsoft Microsoft continues to bundle
products for no other reason than to destroy
competing products. And they leverage their
dominance of the desktop to the fullest.

They continue to cite “consumer demand”
for their bundling actions, but I defy you to
find one legitimate study of consumers that
would indicate a requirement, or even desire
for Microsoft’s actions. Certainly I doubt
seriously that there would be justification for
many of the “features” in the Corporate
environment.

I have been in the computer business for
over 20 years and have dealt with all the
largest computer companies. None have
exhibited the disrespect for security,
stability, or features that Microsoft has
demonstrated—for years. None have so
clearly leveraged their product with the
destruction of competition as the aim. None
have so distorted the English Language
(“innovation” comes to mind), either.

Please do not fold on the issues. Microsoft
earned strict, severe and lasting punishment

for their actions. They are a monopoly; they
are anti-competitive; and they show
absolutely no signs of changing.

Thank you,

Harry Reisenleiter

harrylr@earthlink.net

hreisenleiter@apcoastandard.com

MTC-72

MTC-00000073

From: Madden, Ken

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’

Date: 11/16/01 5:23pm

Subject: Microsoft Antitrust Solutions

Greetings.

I just wanted to write to say that I agree
with the current US GovernmentlDO]J
solution-set to the Microsoft Antitrust
allegations.

As a Network Administrator in a mid-sized
company (US-owned), I feel that it is
Microsoft’s right to innovate their product
with the addition of browsers and add-ons
and like programs—built into the OS. Even
Microsoft’s competitors wish to be able to
innovate their products without government
intervention.

Each of the companies that instigated the
DOJ investigation and suit had the
opportunity and the will in the past to be
monopolies—Novell was a virtual monopoly
in the NOS market, Netscape was a
Monopoly in the browser market. Each lost
market share due to poor market
positioning—Novell insisted that it be
deployed and maintained by expensive
Novell—trained engineers, Netscape was too
unstable to be a pleasing browser experience.
The computing consumer has benefited
immensely from the easy availability of
Microsoft networking and Internet Explorer
stability.

The question remains, however; Was
Microsoft engaged in practices that were
‘beyond the pale’ in their agreements with
other companies? That answer is clearly ‘Yes’
and therefore sanctions should clearly be
brought against Microsoft for their behavior
in this regard. However, splitting up the
company and a forced-reveal of the crown
jewels of their business—their source code—
is also clearly beyond the mandate of proper
sanctions for these actions.

Computing in the world has clearly
benefited by having a world software leader,
who is at the least benevolent, and at most
paranoid. Sometimes leaders need to be
brought back into line, but they don’t
necessarily need to be deposed.

Ken Madden

Network Administrator

VECO Canada (Engineering) Ltd

MTC-73

MTC-00000074

From: Joel Inguisrud

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 5:24pm
Subject: Microsoft punishment

Dear DOYJ,

Your settlement with Microsoft does not
punish Microsoft in any meaningful way.
Regardless of the enforceability of
“behavioral changes’ spelled out in the
settlement, the fact remains that Microsoft is
getting off scot-free for decades of criminal
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behavior. Your settlement lets Microsoft
executives behave in public as if they never
did anything wrong. Your settlement is an
insult to the hundreds of thousands of hard-
working, creative computer industry workers
who’s lives have been and continue to be
diminished by Microsoft’s bullying.

Please punish Microsoft as severely as they
have illegally punished everyone who has
tried to compete with them for the past
twenty years—by levying billions of dollars
in fines (to be distributed to university and
national laboratory computer science
research and development departments) and
banning all public advertising and marketing
of Microsoft products for ten years.

This settlement is ten years late for the
countless operating system, word processor,
spreadsheet, presentation, email, media
player, 3D API, programming tool, and web
browser software developers out there, but if
you instituted real punishment sufficient to
cause Bill Gates and Steve Balimer to be
forced to resign, at least the playing field
would be level for the few of us who are left
standing.

Sincerely,

Joel Ingulsrud

joel@thirdculture.com

+1(916) 944-8434

MTC-74

MTC-00000075

From: Abdul Jabbar
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 5:32pm
Subject: Pepsi vs Coke
Please, don’t forget the lame argument of
Mr. Gates that it would be unfair to ask Pepsi
to ship a pack of Coke with every pack of
Pepsi. This argument is wrong because Pepsi
(Microsoft) has the control (monopoly) over
the truck (Windows) that takes Pepsi and
Coke to the store. If the truck (Windows)
would not carry Coke, consumers would
have no way of getting it.
http://inbox.excite.com

MTC-75

MTC-00000076

From: Don Marsh

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 5:37pm
Subject: MS Settlement

Dear Sirs,

I do not agree with the terms of your
settlement with Microsoft. This company
entered into an agreement with Justice in
1995 and immediately broke it. This has
caused great expense to the taxpayers.

Microsoft does not innovate and develop
new ideas in application software. They
simply steal their ideas from other software
developers and add it to their operating
systems and force OEM’s to exclude the
competing software.

Microsoft will, in my opinion, find a way
around the limiations in your agreement with
them and continue business as usual. In the
future how many software developers will
want to spend a lot of time and money to
develop new software technology only to
have Microsoft steal their ideas and put them
out of business?

Because of their tactics, we will never
know what the PC computing experience

might have been. Microsoft writes unreliable
and insecure software, but because of their
monopoly, hard-working, more talented
software developers were railroaded right out
of the business and never had a chance. Just
imagine if we had an operating system that
didn’t crash every time you turned around.
We will never know now and that is sad.

Sincerely,

Donald Marsh

MTC-76

MTC-00000077

From:
To:
Date:
Subject: arrangement.
mike potter
Microsoft ATR
11/16/01 5:37pm

this proposed settlement is clearly not a
judicial settlement but a political backroom
this proposed settlement is clearly not a
judicial settlement but a political backroom
arrangement. I see nothing in it that stops ms
from continuing to exercise its monopolistic
powers. There is nothing in it that penalizes
ms for what it has done and finally there is
nothing in it for the consumer. At the very
least you could have made ms fix its previous
OS before they try to lock down the next 10
years by forcing people to buy XP. to put it
bluntly you have ignored your duties to the
point that if you didn’t have the “big stick”
protection you would be legally on the stick
for your performance i.e you took their
money but you didn’t protect the people

Mike Potter

Hamilton, Canada

MTC-77

MTC-00000078

From: Meir Levi

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 5:40pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlemnt—Consumer
input.

Ranet Hesse

Trial Attorney, Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

601 D. Street NW Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530

This is in response to Justice Department
solicitation for input to the settlement with
MS.

MS is a company of which it was found
GUILTY of violating the federal law. Courts
have already determined that Windows OS is
a monopoly. Now you are talking about
Settlement?, and defending the decision to
so?. Please, show me where else the Federal
Government “settled with law breakers about
their punishment. MS Broke the law now it
has to be convicted and pay the price. Period.

Windows OS have reached this level of
market share through outright illegal, and
unfair business practices. For past two
decades, MS ripped us, the consumers of our
hard earned money, and still continues to do
so. In my view, DOJ is completely on the
wrong track in dealing with MS.

Having “three representatives watch MS
business practices” is like having your dog to
guard the meat. I do not wish to see my tax
dollars are wasted on bogus government
oversight on a company which its executives
stick their thump up everybody’s nose.

Any fair settlement which serves
consumers interest, should allow
competition in the marketplace for the OS..
Therefore, Windows entire code MUST be
accessible to other competitors to such a
degree where they can CLONE it to run all
existing windows based application and
middleware programs, un-impeded by bogus
copy right laws. Where, these competitors
can also bundle any middleware S/W with
their Operating Systems, just as much as MS
does today. Had IBM had such an access to
these codes in the past, their 0S2 Operating
System would have been today just as
successful as Windows. Please, don’t believe
to MS and their supporters FUD (Fear
Uncertainties, Doubt) about the “nightmare”
and “confusion” from which it may result in
multiple OS’s. In every industry, all
competitors form a committees to set
interface standard.

It is true with the lightbulb, automobile
tires, and million and millions of other
products. There is no reason where
competitors in the OS as well can’t do the
same.

I object to the provision of this settlement
with Microsoft.

Thanks

Meir Levi

13126 Anza Drive

MTC-78

MTC-00000079

From: Chuck Dresback
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 5:41pm
Subject: COMMENTS

I have been building PC’s for several years
and I own a Macintosh computer

Microsoft has been selling defective
operating system software to the public for at
least eight years. Their systems consistently
freeze and crash. When the public gets fed up
they come out with a new system with more
defects than the last and they charge lots of
money for it. Their marketing department
blames their software problems on third
party software which is false.

They get away with it because they have
on competition in the OS arena and the
settlement does nothing to address this key
point. Macintosh systems and LInux, which
are superior systems to Windows, don’t crash
but they have effectively eliminated those
platforms by coercing the third party
software publishers into not writing for it.
The most popular flight simulator program,
Microsoft Flight Simulator, isn’t published
for any platform other than Windows. BTW,
it crashes for no reason at the worst time.

There new OS. Windows XP, is set up to
steal information off the user’s hard drive for
their use.

These guys are crooks and because of the
money they have paid to buy off the
Congressmen it will be impossible to stop
their relentless pursuit to control not only the
computer field but also almost every product
we will be using in the future, from air
conditioners to vcr’s and any other electronic
device.

In 13 years that I have owned Macintosh’s,
I reformatted the hard drive once. In 2000, I
reformatted the PC hard drive seven times
because of their crappy software.
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They should be required to share their
source code and THEY SHOULD BE FINED
AND REQUIRED TO REBATE MONEY TO
THE PUBLIC AND THE GOVERNMENT FOR
THiS ABOMINABLE BEHAVIOUR.

Charles Dresback

15755 Laura Lane

Brookfield, WI 53005

262-781-4774

MTC-79
MTC-00000080

From: david.massey @us.pwcglobalL.com@
inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 5:43pm

Subject: Microsoft antitrust settlement

I still cannot see how the agreement
reached with Microsoft addresses their illegal
gains, nor how it can seriously prevent such
a determined vioator (who still denies that it
has committed wrong, even after the appeals
ruling!) from continuing it’s illegal behavior.
Further, they continue to use their monopoly
in the OS to force monopolies in other areas
of computing.

This is as if there was 1 mall in town (the
internet) and all stores have to be in that
mall, and the owner of the mall makes
everyone enter the store through his own
shop—and actively tries to deter customers
from continuing into the mall!

This settlement is bad for the people, bad
for the economy, bad for a competitive
environment, and bad for justice. [I don’t
know how you could get out of it, but you
should certainly try.] David Massey

MTC-80

MTC-00000081

From: Joseph Wood

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 5:57pm

Subject: Opposed to Terms of Settlement

The evidence of monopoly pricing by
Microsoft is plainly seen at any store that
sells Windows XP. The Professional edition
costs 199.00 and the home about 99.00 and
that is just for upgrade. Add $100.00 to that
if it is a new purchase.

Windows XP is simply an operating system
and should sell for no more than $50.00 for
a brand new copy if that much. But since
they are the only game in town if you want
your software to be compatible then you get
to pay their price.

The settlement does nothing to address
pricing of MS monopoly products.

Oh and if you want to run MS Office be
prepared to empty your entire wallet. Their
new activation technology could only be
done by a monopolist, no one would subject
themselves to it otherwise. Oh, and another
point. The fact that Bill Gates is happy with
this settlement should be all the evidence
needed to know it does not do enough.

Is there really anybody who does not work
for Microsoft (or is an MS Shareholder) who
thinks this is a good settlement? I think not.

Joseph Wood

Systems Engineer

Corel Corporation

MTC-81

MTC-00000082
From: Maarten Legene

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:02pm

Subject: just order Microsoft to do three
things.

The antitrust issue is basically about two
questions:

1. What should be in an operating system
and what shouldn’t?

2. If it should be in an operating system,
where should it be in there?

Ad 1.

Internet Browsers, E-mail handlers, Word
Processors, Image manipulators, Speech
recognizers are no part of an operating
system. These are applications.

The OS is the necessary software between
applications and the hardware. No less, no
more.

So in reverse: if it’s an application, it’s not
a (part of an) operating system.

Ad 2.

Printerdrivers should be stored and found
in a folder: printerdrivers

Videodrivers should be stored and found
in a folder: videodrivers

fonts should be stored and found in a
folder: fonts

etc etc etc.

Windows hides almost everything in
places nobody can reach. The structure of
Windows is violating free enterprise.

So the anti trust regulations should be:

A. Order Microsoft go offer Windows as an
OS only, and define the OS as mentioned
above.

B. Order to create a Microsoft OS company
and a Microsoft applications company, with
a Chinese Wall between those two.

C. Order the OS company to restructure its
OS in a way that it will show a clear
structure for everyone, including non-
microsoft application software creators.

Best regards / Maarten Legene

(product and business developer)

MTC-82

MTC-00000083

From: Troy Gann

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:09pm
Subject: What are you doing???

To whom it may concern,

As an American citizen and consumer I
wish the government would stop being so
lame and actually do something against
Microsoft. You did nothing to protect me as
a consumer or a citizen. Bill Gates must be
having a huge laugh at our government and
how inept our Department of Justice is. But
then again no wonder our last election was
the laughing stock of the entire world. The
DOJ should have gotten some serious
remedies done against Microsoft instead I can
now look forward to having even more stuff
crammed down my throat by Microsoft
because they can now essentially get away
with anything they want to do to Window.
Where did anyone (consumers) get anything
out of this? This was the biggest chicken sh-
- out I have ever seen our government do.
This is not going to help the economy and
now Microsoft can put more products into
thier operating system and screw other
companies over. To bad we can not vote for
the lawyers who work for the government I
don’t think any of them would get re-elected.

Then again who knows how many
government officials (Congressmen, Senators
and Judges) that Microsoft quietly gave
money to or other gifts in order to get off so
leniently. This was not American justice at
it’s finest. They broke the law and you barely
slapped thier wrists. Somewhere at Microsoft
headquarters they are having a huge party
and laughing at you.

A very disenfranchised consumer

MTC-83

MTC-00000084

From:
vanbalen@sesquipedalian.wcomnet.com
@ inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:09pm

Subject: settlement doesn’t do enough

I believe Ralph Nader and James Love’s
open letter (http://www.cptech.org/at/ms/
rnjl2ko1larkotellynov501.html) does a good
job of expressing my concerns about the
settlement reached with Microsoft.

I especially believe that any settlement
must free consumers from being required to
use Microsoft software. To this end, I believe
that Microsoft’s proprietary protocols and file
formats (i.e. the .doc format used by Word,
and other office software file formats, as well
as protocols such as SMB/CIFS). Consumers
currently must either use Microsoft’s office
suite or products with, by far, inferior
support for the .doc file format in order to
view documents that the vast majority of
computer users currently create. This has
been going on long enough that Microsoft has
practically eradicated all other office suites
formerly available for the Windows operating
system. See also Andrew Tridgell’s concerns
that the settlement will allow Microsoft to
continue withholding information about the
SMB/CIES protocol (http://
linuxtoday.comlnewsstory.php3?ltsn=200 1—
11 -06—005—20-OP-MS).

The restrictions set on what Microsoft can
require OEM vendors to do or not do is a step
in the right direction but not near enough,
especially now that there are very few
companies in a position to take advantage of
these changes. This may have worked well
several years ago, but I doubt that it would
be very effective today.

I urge you to take Mr. Nader and Mr. Love’s
comments, as well as the concerns I have
expressed above seriously when reviewing
the settlement.

Sincerely,

David B. van Balen

MTC-84

MTC-00000085

From: Paul Fox, Ph.D.

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:12pm

Subject: Settlement with Microsoft
11/16/01

Dear Sir or Madam: I believe that the
proposed settlement with Microsoft is
extremely biased in favor of Microsoft.

1. It does not punish Microsoft for their
demonstrably illegal, anti-competitive
behavior. Since when do we simply ask
convicted criminals to not do it again? Let
the punishment suit the crime, no more no
less.
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2. It does not adequately protect the
consumer or competing companies from
repeated anti-competitive behavior by
Microsoft. Even my own untrained eye (with
respect to legal issues) found gaping
loopholes in the agreement. I remember
Microsoft squeezing through much smaller
loopholes when they last settled with the
government.

We deserve much better from our Justice
Department.

Paul Fox

Paul L. Fox, Ph.D.

Associate Staff

Department of Cell Biology/NC10

The Lerner Research Institute

Cleveland Clinic Foundation

9500 Euclid Avenue

Cleveland, OH 44195

216—444-8053 (Tel.)

216-444-9404 (Fax)

foxp@ccf.org (E-mail)

MTC-85
MTC-00000086

From: ARoensch@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:25pm

Subject: (no subject)

Unless you are willing to go against AOL,
Oracle, Sunmicrosystems, etc, etc, etc, you
should push for everyone to go along with
the settlement, especially the State of
California who are probably being bought by
Oracle, Sunmicrosystems, AOL, etc.,
etc....Get real.

MTC-86

MTC-00000087

From: that Jer guy

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:26pm
Subject: MS breakup required

The current penalties for Microsoft will not
bring them to justice. There are more than
enough vagaries and loopholes to allow them
to continue stifling competition and growing
their monopoly. The only way to successfully
prevent the company from continuing in its
stifling monopoly of the market is to break
up the company.

However, “horizontal” breakup into an OS
company and an applications company will
not help. It should be broken up into two or
three companies “vertically”, i.e. companies
that have both OS and applications elements.
These companies can later choose whether it
is better business to focus on one of those
areas, but more competition is needed both
in the OS market and the applications
market, in addition to the growing-together of
OSes and applications which a horizontal
breakup would address.

Jeremy Faludi

Stanford University

MTC-87

MTC-00000088

From: Thomas S
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 12/6/01 1:34pm
Subject: Remedy Case

As an IT professional I need choices to
satisfy my work daily. MS has proven that
they are in direct violation of Anti-trust laws
governing the denying the consume fo such

choice by their use of strong arm tactics and
backdoor meetings. I strongly urgeyou to not
allow them acess to public schools in one
case and to strongly reprimand them in the
other. This is for the good of business and the
IT community.

Regards,

L. Thomas Solet

MTC-88
MTC-00000089

From: Daniel Verbarg

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 12/6/01 1:33pm
Subject: Microsoft antitrust suit

I may not know all the details of the
settlement, but I think this is just another
slap on the wrist for Microsoft. I do know in
the settlement that the school systems do not
have to use Microsoft products.

Basically this settlement is a payoff for
Microsoft. Microsoft is getting a few things
out of this. One of the groups that is suing
them is now off of their back, Microsoft gets
to look good by “donating” money to poor
school systems, they have an opportunity to
take over another area of software that they
are not the market leaders (school systems),
and they proceed as normal in their business
practices. I am not saying MS should be split
up, but I'm not against that either. They treat
OEM’s and even consumers like crap. Just
look at the new licensing agreements. These
new licensing agreements are just a slap in
the face of all them people settling their cases
against MS.

Please do something that could get more
consumer choice in the OS and app market.

Thanks,

Dan Verbarg

Systems Admistrator

PS—Don’t you think all the virus problems
are enough evidence that there needs to be
more choice and competition?

MTC-89

MTC-00000090

From: Don Rogers

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 12/6/01 10:31am

Subject: MS AntiTrust Settlement

Dear Dept of Justice,

I am writing to register my opinion
regarding the recent settlement that has been
proposed for the MicroSoft Anti-Trust case.

I think that it is a joke to be handing
Microsoft an foot in the door of our schools
as “punishment” for their anti-competitive
practices. This will be more of a reward, as
is will increase exposure to MS software to
future computer users.

Please don’t do this,

Don Rogers

City of Redding, Electric Dept.

drogers @ci.redding.ca.us

MTC-90

MTC-00000091

From: Bill Scott
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 6:32pm
Subject: penalties

When Standard Oil was found guilty of
being a monopoly, it was broken up into
several companies, so that they would
compete against each other. Why isn’t this

being done to Microsoft? It’s been found to
be a monopoly, why isn’t the same penalty
being enforced?

Bill Scott

MTC-91

MTC-00000092

From: Steve Amos

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:32pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement Comments

To the DOJ,

I am not an employee, nor a competitor of
Microsoft. I have no interest in software other
than as a consumer. The following is my
comments regarding the settlement with
Microsoft. Do believe Microsoft should be
penalized for their behavior. The agreement
should include Microsoft being regulated by
the FTC (Federal Trade Commission). This
would be the proper agency to enforce
penalties.

Do not want Microsoft broken up. This
never made sense legally. Do want Microsoft
Operating Systems to allow easy installation
of competitor products. Before releasing new
or revised operating system, require
Microsoft to release copies of new software
60 days prior to release to other software
companies to test compatibility with their
products. Microsoft will have to make the
operating system compatible or ?dll? conflict
free. This will keep a level laying field.
Microsoft Office, Net and Future products
also need a level field with interacting
products. A similar 60 day industry pre-
release needs to be part of the settlement.

Next require Microsoft to adopt suggested
retail pricing, and let the market price their
products. This system has worked for
automobiles and other technology. The
competition will drive down prices for
consumers. A fine would be appropriate to
cover the expense of the court case. However
I am against excessive fees. They drive down
stock prices and set unreasonable standards
for civil judgments. $5 million as a fine
would be excessive in my judgment.

This concludes my comments about
penalties for Microsoft. I appreciate your
taking the public comment into
consideration. If any of these comments are
unclear, please email me at
problemsolver@eyecrime.com or call 949—
380-1250.

Thank you,

Steve Amos

Address below

Digital Alarms, Access Control, Security
Cameras, Networks & Phones Stop the Slime
with Eye Crime.?

Steve Amos

President

Eye Crime Pro

24041-G Hollyoak

Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

949-380-1250

Pager 949-470-5057

MTC-92

MTC-00000093

From: Bobowski, Eamon

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’

Date: 11/16/01 6:33pm

Subject: The Settlement Doesn’t Address
Market Dumping
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Dear Department of Justice, You obviously
don’t have a clue as to how the high-tech
marketplace works if you think that the
proposed settlement will eliminate
Microsoft’s illegal practices, prevent
recurrence of the same or similar practices
and restore the competitive threat” the
company faces from rivals.

I will leave the detailed arguments to
people better versed in these types of legal
discussions, but as someone who works in
the industry I can assure you that I for one
don’t believe that this settlement is an
effective remedy. The long and the short of
it is this: Without the leverage of the
Windows operating system, many if not most
of Microsoft’s inferior freestanding products
would have long since failed, and the honest
companies creating competing products
would actually be able to sell their products
at a profit and continue the cycle of
investment and invention.

Instead, you have a never-ending cycle of
small start-up companies who take their
products to market and are systematically
squashed by free products from Microsoft.
This 1) discourages innovation and
entrepreneurialism, 2) discourages venture
capital investment, 3) concentrates wealth
and power rather than distributes it, 4)
discourages economic expansion and 5)
winnows the ranks of companies who can go
into the global marketplace and help bring
foreign dollars back home.

This is market dumping! The Japanese did
it to us in the late 70’s & 80’s and America
raised holy hell. Microsoft does it to us in the
late 90’s & 00’s and America turns it’s back
on us. I think the real problem here is that
the justice department fails to recognize the
similarities between VCRs, cars and software.
Telling Microsoft that it has to allow other
companies to put their free software on the
desktop, does not address that the software
should not have to be free to compete with
Microsoft in the first place.

Hire some people who understand how the
world really works.

Eamon Bobowski

American Taxpayer

MTC-93

MTC-00000094

From: Joe Pontecorvo

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:44pm
Subject: Lets get this behind us

Lets get this behind us. From what I have
read, the agreement sounds fair all around.
The ones that are still making a big noise,
and will continue to do so, are those people
associated with Microsoft competitors.

Yes, there are competitors. They would
like to see Microsoft put out of business or
crippled so bad that they could sell their
products without any major Microsoft
competition and maybe become king of the
hill. I am not a Microsoft employee or
associated with the company in any way. I
am a user of Microsoft products, as are a great
number of people who are making all the anti
Microsoft noise.

There are other choices out there for those
that want to use them. Lets close this chapter
and get on with more important business. I
am a taxpayer and don’t want to see anymore
tax money spent on this.

Joe
MTC-94

MTC-00000095

From: Richard Brubaker

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:50pm

Subject: I am a consumer

I am a consumer and came across this
address while reading news on my email (on
the free Outlook Express that came with
Windows 98..)

It mentioned “The Justice Department also
set up an e-mail address where consumers
and companies may send their comments
about the antitrust settlement. The address is
“microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov’’ and will operate
for 60 days.”

My opinion is that this whole trial was
brought about do to “PAC money” from
competing companies of Microsoft. And, it’s
conclusion by the current judge is a blessing
and the way it should be handled... BUT it
should have never gotten to this point in my
opinion... I feel that those companies that
PUSHED so hard to see Microsoft punished
should be financially responsible for the
litigation expenses rather than the American
Taxpayers and Consumers.

MTC-95

MTC-00000096

From:
To:
Date:
Subject: american peopi
Andrew Schuster
Microsoft ATR
11/16/01 6:53pm

Thank you for coming go an agreement.
This is the best thing for the economy and
the american people in general. Perhaps
some punishment would have been in order,
but I think if you just keep in eye on them
it will be fine.

MTC-96

MTC-00000097

From: Mike Kolitz

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 6:58pm

Subject: The settlement is good for this
country

DOJ, Microsoft, Judge Kollar-Kotelly and
others, I have read the settlement, and have
come to my own conclusion that this is a fair
and just settlement. Personally, I don’t
believe that Microsoft ever deserved any of
this, but as the Appeals court did find that
they illegally maintained a monopoly, then
so be it. Let me explain briefly why I believe
this settlement to be adequate.

It punishes Microsoft by restricting the
contractual agreements that it can enter with
OEMs, effectively ending that method of
monopolizing the market.

* It was agreed upon by both the DOJ and
Microsoft, which would indicate that
Microsoft would happily follow these
guidelines, and is fully intent on doing so.

* Microsoft realizes that it’s reputation has
been tarnished. Reputation is very important
business, and Microsoft realizes that it has a
lot of “making up” to do if it wants to win
that reputation back.

* This settlement, by requiring Microsoft
to release technical details about it’s

Windows desktop and server operating
systems, as well as Microsoft Middleware,
will restore competition in the marketplace
by balancing the technical playing field.

I personally feel that Microsoft has always
produced higher-quality software than it’s
competition as a result of talent, not abuse of
power, and the restrictions placed upon
Microsoft by this settlement will allow
Microsoft to do just that, while punishing
them fairly and justly for the times where
they did “cross the line.”

Please consider this in your findings.

Thank you.

Mike Kolitz

Madison, Wisconsin

MTC-97

MTC-00000098

From: Dennis McClain-Furmanski
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 7:02pm

Subject: Too early?

I think the settlement came too early. I
know of at least two products which,
according to their tech support people,
require’ Internet Explorer to operate. These
are Dragon Naturally Speaking (a speech-to-
typing program) and Adaptec Easy CD
Creater. The fact is these program may rely
on some DLLs installed when IE is installed,
but they certainly do not require, or even
necessarily use IE in their operation.

I suspect this insistance that IE is a
“requirement” indicates collusion.

MTC-98

MTC-00000099

From: lain MacAnTsaoir

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  7:04pm

Subject: the penalties against Microsoft

It is just my opinion, but my opinion is one
that I must express. ...

If we wonder just how it is that computer
technology has come so far in such a short
period of time, then we need only look so far
as Microsoft. Have they been ruthless in
conducting their business? Yes. But that
ruthlessness has allowed for there to be
universal standards which have produced
conformities that alone have propelled the
development of this technology. We can all
be certain that without Microsofts approach
we would be years behind where we are now.
It seems to me that penalizing a company for
doing business, in a calculated and efficient
way, is not only contrary to the American
dream, but is also contrary to what American
business needs—these days especially. If you
want to halt rapid progress, and/or, if you
want to set American business and the
economy back, then do proceed. Its not like
the debacle of the Bell break up is non-
sequitor here.

John Wright

MTC-99

MTC-00000100

From: Eric Murray
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01  7:17pm
Subject: Anti-trust Settlement

The current settlement does not really
protect the consumors or the competitors
from the shark named Microsoft. It’s Xbox
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and Windows XP continues to destroy the
ability of the other companies to make any
profit, since they continue to add
functionality to the system and dominate the
technology area.

Eric Murray

MTC-100

MTC-00000101

From: dixon hamby
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 7:23pm
Subject: microsoft

Your judgement against microsoft was
WAY to lenient. Their history of abusing
their operating system position is atrocious.
The settlement is a joke. They should be
broken up and fined.

thank you

dixon hamby

http://www.idixon.coml

MTC-101

MTC-00000102

From: Charles B. Hoffman
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 7:35pm
Subject: Since when is it illegal to make
money in the United States? If you don’t
like Microsoft products d
Since when is it illegal to make money in
the United States? If you don’t like Microsoft
products don’t buy them! It is as simple as
that! I am embarrassed that my government
would waste my money prosecuting the
American Dream. IF the product didn’t work
or was to expensive, no one would buy it!
It must be a pretty good company, Huh!
Find something important to do like
prosecuting illegal aliens.

MTC-102

MTC-00000103

From: Stersource@aol.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 7:35pm

Subject: “Settlement with Microsoft”!! HAH!

This a farce!! Microsoft has hurt so many
people put out so much crap and computer
soft ware that only marginally works because
they dominate the market. This is not fair nor
right.

They need to be censured by the bigger
“bully.” My Win 98 was rushed to the market
and used to crash constantly, It’s better now
but still not reliab;le. I call it crash trash!!!

Their Hotmail system is so full of holes
that I get trash and Spain all the time and I
only used it to one person. I was getting the
trash Spain before that.

Someone used Hotmail to put the Trojan
Horse virus on my computer via my AOL
account.

I screamed at Hotmail and they told me
that after a visual inspection of that account’s
activity, that they would cancel it because
they were surfing looking for passwords!!!

And it took manual intervention to do
this!! The world’s “premier”” software
company had to manually do this!!

Hotmail was free and anybody could get it
with absolutely no verification of critical
personal data. I asked them how they could
be so irresponsible to allow such terrorist
activity!!!

them billions!!!

Teach the bastards a lesson.

They also do things like this constanmtly:
put out a cheap imitation product, at low or
no cost, run the competition out of business
and then dominate.

They are too dominant and need to be
taught a lesson!!

Nick Schrier

Box 60104 Sacramento CA 95860

MTC-103
MTC-00000104

From: Mike Barrington
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 7:38pm
Subject: MS Settlement

Microsoft has been tried and convicted of
leveraging it’s OS monopoly.

This ruling was affirmed by the second
highest court in the land.

With this settlement, the government has
given MS a free reign to leverage it’s
monopoly to the internet.

It saddens me to see our judicial system
made a mockery by the all mighty dollar.

MTC-104

MTC-00000105

From: Debra

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 7:38pm

Subject: MICROSOFT SETTLEMENT

Dear Sir/Madam:

I believe that the appeals court has been
very wise in the microsoft case. I am a
consumer of microsoft products.I believe that
business must be allowed to grow and profit
in America to keep free interprise alive. I do
feel that Microsoft was restrictive in sharing
their knowledge and that the threat of a
Monopoly was a concern.I believe that
consumers and business’s benefit when
companys have the right to develop products
and prosper from that development.

I realize that software is the product many
companys have to offer and that when a large
corporation like Microsoft has the technology
to prevent the copying of their products it
would benefit other companys if Microsoft
would sell them that technology. The
question I pose is should a company be
forced to sell their secrets?

Perhaps the real issue is how long a
company may keep new technology to
themselves before they must sell/share that
technology?. The Drug companies have a
system that seems to work to keep the cost
of making drugs affordable.

Thanks for listening,

A Consumer

Debra Cook

JCCATTLE @PRODIGY.NET

MTC-105

MTC-00000106

From: Bill Binkley
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 7:39pm
Subject: MicroSoft

To whom ever can help!

Important points:

FIRST ... consider how MicroSoft, (MS)
gets market share for products.

There was products for word processing
and MS did not have a product. At that point
in time Word Perfect was the premium word

processing software. MS came out with
MsWord which was not as good and gave it
away. Most people opted for the free Ms
Word even though it was not as good and
thereby MsWord gained market share. NOW
MS gets several hundred dollars for these
products. In current environment you have to
have MS’s word processor on your system.
The same thing is true for MS’s spread sheet
software, Excel, and for the Internet Explorer,
(IE) browser being incorporated as part of the
0S. Without the Windows OS monopoly
these things could not have been possible.
Competition is great but should be on an
even playing field.

SECOND ... MS is taunted for being
innovative. When IBM designed the first PC
they thought that the market place for a PC
was in the 100’s of thousands. Therefore they
did not want to design an OS. Gates and crew
purchased the DOS from a company for less
than $100,000.00 for use by IBM for the PC.
Later MS incorporated the Graphics interface
from Apple. With this Windows OS
monopoly they have and are still forcing PC
users to use their products because of the
uneven competition.

THIRD ... The browser war is the most
recent example of the arrogance of MS. There
is absolutely no reason that IE should be part
of the Window’s OS. The Windows OS is still
unstable and incorporating the IE makes it
more so. Since the IE is part of the OS is why
the IE has considerable more security
problems than other browsers. A lot of
viruses only attack a PC if you use IE. If you
have to reinstall the Windows OS, (the
resolve some illogical problem) you have to
remove IE, reinstall Windows, then reinstall
1. With IE you can only have one version of
the software on a PC. This creates additional
problems for designers and users as some
web sites only work with a certain version
level of browsers. For example on my PC four
versions of Netscape are installed and IE 5.5.
I would like to have IE 5.5 and IE 6.1 both
installed to test software I am writing. Web
software has to be made to work with the
majority of browsers and with the most used
versions of those browsers.

SUMMARY ... At a minimum the IE should
be a separate product and not part of the
Windows OS. This would not hinder MS
from being innovative in any way.

B.W. Binkley

972 306-3911

CC:

MTC-106

MTC-00000107

From: Brian Smith
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01  7:40pm
Subject: blindly dominated

Unfortunately, most Americans (due to
ignorance of software and the history of DOS,
WIN 3.1, etc) have no idea of the damage that
Microsoft has done. Sure, one could claim,
“well they were just boosting the economy,
keeping people employed, yada, yada.” But
what about the bugs, the memory leaks, the
“undocumented features” of oh so many
Microsoft products ... they have cost
companies so much money. And it’s all
because one man, Bill Gates, was so greedy
that he sacrificed integrity and blindly
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shoved his product in the faces of a nation.
Like so many crooked companies, he didn’t
care about the consumer. He didn’t care
about quality. He only wanted the mighty
greenback in his pocket.

And all this time, the glorious yet fragile
facade of Microsoft shields the unsuspecting,
ignorant, and innocent people of this nation
from the truth that lies rotting beneath. This
rot affects the integrity of a nation, only
encouraging more companies and big
business to give up on the people and
scramble for what we have been told by so
many to hold dear, wealth. But again I ask,
at what cost.

Brian D. Smith

Kent, WA 98031

MTC—107

MTC-00000108

From: Stephen Parrott
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 7:42pm
Subject: MS penalty

Your proposed penalties of Microsoft aren’t
nearly enough to restore competitiveness!
Microsoft has been found guilty, and I as a
consumer and as a taxpayer expect
appropriate action from the government.
However, what I see is an apparent decision
to move on to other things, and do whatever
you can to settle this quickly. Don’t do this!
The computer industry is important to the
American economy, and far too important to
leave to Microsoft’s domination!

I have watched Microsoft since the 1980’s,
and I firmly believe their business practices
have caused a lot of harm to the software
industry, and to me as a consumer. What no
one knows, and what I can only imagine, is
what the software world would be today if
Microsoft hadn’t put so many competitors
out of business. Would we have Windows if
Apple hadn’t developed the Mac system?
Would we have Excel without Lotus 1-2-37
Internet Explorer without Netscape? The list
goes on for most all of Microsoft products.
Without the other companies, Microsoft
would have had no ideas to copy from, and
in addition very little reason to innovate.
Now that these other companies have become
minor players, they aren’t able or willing to
commit major resources to development.
Microsoft claims innovation, but has only
displayed innovation when it comes to using
their software to achieve business goals.
Innovation for providing truly better software
is left to people outside Microsoft; when a
successful improvement emerges then
Microsoft takes it. I want the justice
department to take the responsibility of
protecting a vital element of modern life, and
the proposed settlement does not seem to do
that. I don’t want a facade; I want strong
measures that truly level the playing field so
that real competition thrives again in the
software world. Come on guys, do your job!

Steve Parrott

MTC-108

MTC-00000109

From: Marvin Rohrs

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  7:47pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Gentlemen:

I strongly object to the proposed Microsoft
settlement—I believe that the requirements
are far too little when one considers the
damage that has been done to the millions of
existing users of their Windows O.S. The
settlement will do absolutely nothing for me,
as an end user of Windows. I will still be
stuck with operating systems (I have 3 of
them ? all Windows 98, 2nd Edition) that
have embedded in them many completely
unwanted and totally unrelated functions
that occupy hard drive space and slow down
my computers. I will still be stuck with an
0.8. that does not interface well with other,
non-Microsoft software, resulting in frequent
system freezes. Historically, each version of
Windows that Microsoft releases promises to
correct the bugs in previous versions, only to
have a whole new set of bugs show up. They
never seem to correct all of the bugs in a
given version before releasing a new
version—this leaves the user stuck with the
problems.

It is my opinion that Microsoft should be
forced to provide current users of Windows
95, 98, 2000, and ME with a means to
TOTALLY remove unwanted functions that
have been illegally bundled with the basic
Windows O.S.—such as their Internet
browser, e-mail, and messaging. They should
be forced to support previous versions until
all of the bugs have been addressed and
corrected.

They should also be forced, in the future,
to totally separate the Windows O.S. from
their other software. Windows would then be
marketed as a basic O.S. for which the code
has been provided to other software
developers so that their software can operate
seamlessly with Windows, instead of freezing
the system. Their other software would then
have to compete fairly with software from
other companies. As it is now, they have an
extremely unfair advantage. They have
literally destroyed Netscape and Lotus, both
of which have products that are far superior
to the comparable Microsoft software.
Netscape used to be the dominant web
browser until Microsoft used their monopoly
on the Windows O.S. to destroy them—even
though the Netscape browser is still superior
to the Microsoft browser. The Lotus 123
spreadsheet used to be the only spreadsheet
to have until Microsoft began to force
computer manufacturers to offer their Office
bundle with their computers. Lotus 123 is
still far superior to M.S. Excel!!!! Unless
Microsoft is forced to fully separate Windows
as an O.S. (for which they, unfortunately,
have a monopoly) from their software (for
which they do not as yet have a monopoly),
they will ultimately force other software
companies into the same fate.

Finally, Microsoft should be forced to
make each new version of Windows
backward compatible with software that ran
satisfactorily on previous versions. For
example, I have no intention of upgrading to
the XP version because it is my
understanding the there are many
incompatibilites with other older software,
even though it is not widely publicized. I
have no intention of spending thousands of
dollars to upgrade to newer versions of other
software just so that I can boast the latest
version of Windows and encounter a whole
new range of operating bugs.

Microsoft cannot be allowed to continue to
use their monopoly to drive other companies
to the wall, as they have done in the past.

Sincerely,

Marvin K. Rohrs, P.E.

rohrsm@asme.org

MTC-109

MTC-00000110

From: Larry E. Rhoads

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  7:48pm

Subject: Ability to purchase optional
Operating Systems

My concern is that this settlement does not
provide any remedy to the many years which
Microsoft has controlled the PC distribution
in relationship to consumers choice for the
operating systems available on a single PC.
For example not even IBM could sell me a
PC which had a duel boot option where I
could order Windows and Linux or any other
combination of other operating systems. The
salesman response is that no one ever asked
for that option even though I had just made
that request. When you pushed the issue it
was then said it was not done. No one would
say that they didn’t have a choice.

Microsoft is still not playing on a level
field in relation to the consumer where their
controlling tactics have now left no viable
alternatives in many areas. It is great to get
free software for a year or two but then it is
not much fun to find that this is the only
version of that type of software now
available. Then you find that to continue to
use that software you are forced to buy a new
license at a price which is now more than
three times what it should be. Most
companies can’t use the free trick because
they don’t have the level of control or
resources to destroy another competitor.
Microsoft has and still does. I don’t think this
settlement goes far enough and the level of
oversight in not nearly strong enough to
provide an effective punishment or deterrent.

Sincerely

Larry Rhoads

Tracking #: F2B2 1 67FD4D9D5 11
A24400A02478256E801 CD 1 4E

MTC-110

MTC-00000111

From: Bill Dempsey

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 7:50pm
Subject: Opinion

Hi,

I'd just like to express my opinion on the
entire Microsoft anti-trust issue. For many
years, Netscape had a monopoly on the
browser market with no real competitors.
This allowed them to dictate standards that
all web developers were forced to
accommodate if they wanted their sites to be
viewed. Nobody said a word about Netscape.
For many years, Norton Utilities held a
virtual monopoly in the hard drive
management and repair category of software.
Another example is Sun with it’s total
domination of the Internet server market for
so many years. Does anyone else remember
the total dominance of CPM in the workplace
prior to DOS and then Windows? My point
is that every apparently monopolistic hold on
some aspect of the computer industry has
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been broken by one or more companies with
better products at some point. Microsoft got
to it’s current level of dominance by offering
better products, plain and simple. This is
called competition and isn’t that what a
capitalist society is all about? The PC
industry has also benefited from the fact that
wide adoption of Microsoft’s exceptional
products has created standards which
allowed the industry to progress at a much
faster pace. Without these standards, [ am
convinced we would be at least a decade
behind where we are now. With all of this
in mind, I obviously believe that your
settlement with Microsoft is a good thing for
everyone. I also believe the economy will
bounce back quicker under the unfettered
leadership of Microsoft and it’s visionary
leader. No, I don’t work for Microsoft. I even
get annoyed sometimes with them when their
software crashes. But honestly, their software
crashes less often than most and I use it
constantly. Kudos to your team for working
out a reasonable solution without killing a
technological leader we need during these
harsh times.

Best regards,

—Bill

Bill @Dempsey.net

http://www.bill.dempsey.net

“You can predict the future if you create
it.”
MTC-11

MTC-00000112

From: Bob LaGarde
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 7:51pm
Subject: Support for Microsoft Settlement
Proposal

In 1996 I founded LaGarde, Incorporated,
a Kansas Corporation, engaged in the
business of building “Business Applications
for the Internet.” In launching this venture I
entered partnership programs with AT&T,
Netscape, Novell, Digex and Microsoft. I was
rejected for AT&T’s program. I paid $200.00
for Netscape’s program. I was offered the
opportunity to pay $1500.00 for Novell’s
program. I paid nothing to enter Digex’s
program and I paid nothing to enter
Microsoft’s program. Microsoft immediately
began furnishing me with developer
software, sample code, web site advertising
support and many, many other business
opportunities. Microsoft has established a
very strong track record of helping to build
business opportunities for 3rd party
companies. Microsoft continued to support
our endeavors with free listings on the
www.microsoft.com web site; inviations to
speak at Microsoft professional events; free
booth space at global trade shows; etc. Today
I operate a Kansas corporation employing 20
people. We were recognized as an Exporter
of the Year candidate by our Kansas Govenor,
Bill Graves earlier this year based on the fact
that through our overseas sale of StoreFront
products we e-commerce enable merchants
in over 70 countries around the world. I
strongly support the current proposal of the
US Attorney General’s office to settle this
case.

Bob LaGarde

LaGarde—Makers of StoreFront E-
Commerce Solutions

www.lagarde.com

www.storefront.net

1.800.785.830.9800 (US)

011.1.785.830.9800 (INTERNATIONAL)

b.lagarde @ lagarde.com

Outgoing mail is certified Virus Free.

Checked by AVG anti-virus system (http:/
/www.grisoft.com).

Version: 6.0.295 / Virus Database: 159—
Release Date: 11/1/2001

CC: 'GENERAL (a)ksag.org

MTC-112

MTC-00000113

From:j. 1. t.

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 7:56pm

Subject: i have lost faith in the DoJ

Many years ago the Dept. of Justice was
ethically unassailable—you seemed to do
everything right, defending the average guy
and gal against getting raped by big business
and whatever petty individual evil lurked out
there.

But this is the last straw. The AG is
ignoring the will of the public in Oregon
while pretending to be ““for state’s rights,” is
not interested in prosecuting anthrax scares
aimed at abortion clinics even though he
claims he doesn’t allow his personal
vendettas/opinions to influence his job (all
the while saying he’ll prosecute to the fullest
extent of the law anyone who takes
advantage of the current situation to scare
people with anthrax threats), and now he’s
friends with Bill Gates.

Hey—just ignore the courts, the people,
and the constitution. That’s all I've seen from
Ashcroft and the current DoJ leadership in
the past few months. Why even bother with
a constitution? Or red stripes on that flag? It’s
just embarassing. This is America, for God’s
sake! Not some backward third world fascist
state!

Joshua Lurie-Terrell

MTC-113
MTC-00000114

From: GigLister@ aol.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 7:56pm

Subject: Requested Microsoft Settlement
Comments!

US Dept of Justice:

What you guys did was flat-out, awful ...
You dragged America’s most premier
company through a worthless public battle
for what... so a few second rate companies
that can’t compete with Microsoft products
anyway can get a place on their operating
system ... and at who’s added expense ...
yeah, the working consumers!!!

We weren’t idiots ... a free Microsoft
browser built in to their operating system
was a cost/benefit to the consumer ... if for
whatever reason a consumer wanted a
browser other than the one Microsoft was
providing for free, that was always an option
to the consumer if they were willing to pay
extra for the value they perceived getting
from some other browser ... and the Windows
Operating System was always built for
compatibility to other browsers being
installed. You guys got foxed into spending
a bloody fortune in public taxpayers’ money
just so McNulty can attempt to sell his ‘piece-

of-shit’ applications that he couldn’t/won’t
be able to sell on his own anyway!!! So what
was the point to all this nonsense ... I think
whatever Microsoft had to yield to get rid of
you Reno morons, it was far more than you
deserved ... This case could never be
defended as a protection of competitive
benefits for the consumer ... had you won, we
would have paid much more for acceptable
software applications provided by the best in
the business!

You ought to give the settlement back ...
you never were fighting for the public’s
rights/benefits from the beginning ... you just
fought NcNulty’s fight for him and lost like
he would have lost had he fought this fight
on his own!!! And for the states’ AGs to be
now fighting over whether this is the proper
settlement of this case is even funnier ... most
of these AGs still haven’t found the pc on/
off switch!

This case was a complete waste of time and
money and you only got to wrongfully harm
America’s most prominent and productive
company ... Oh yeah, I have never worked for
the Goverment or Microsoft, so my comments
started from a neutral position.

You were the Bad Guys on this one!!!

George ] Lister

Pennington, NJ

CC:v__alex poole @hotmail.com
@inetgw,Groomer76 @aol.com@

MTC-114

MTC-00000115

From: Kevin Ulland

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:01pm

Subject: Microsoft Trial—Question about
dissenting states

Hello, my name is Kevin Ulland. I fully
support the settlement between the nine
states, the DOJ and Microsoft. I don’t believe
Microsoft is a monopoly that has abused it’s
power, and Microsoft hasn’t ever hurt me, the
CONSUMER. But that’s not what’s at issue
here.

I believe that the settlement that the DOJ
and Microsoft agreed to is fine. It not only
tackles the anti-trust “violations” but also
addresses the market and Microsoft’s role
therein. I am happy to see that nine of the
eighteen states have signed on, but I am
frustrated by the remaining states who wish
to proceed with the trial. I have a question
about those nine states.

I live in Washington State. I am happy with
Microsoft, I like Windows XP and it’s
features. I use Passport and love the fact that
it’s integrated into the OS. It saves me time!
Ilove Internet Explorer. It renders beautiful
web sites, and being a web developer, it’s a
great application. Netscape is non-compliant
with the standards and mis-interprets code
all of the time, creating ugly sites and
interfaces. I DON'T want Microsoft to stop
innovating. I want the next version of
Windows to be even more rich with features.
If Massachusetts or California go into the
hearings in March and get extra sanctions or
limitations applied to the deal with
Microsoft, those limitations had better not
effect me here in Washington, or any of the
other 41 states! Just because California is
listening to the special interest groups from
Silicon Valley and Microsoft competitors and
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NOT it’s consumers, that should not affect
me in my state. I remember my US history,
and I remember that we all started out as
separate states, like little nations, and we
created a federal government to over see
national issues. But laws passed in California
do not apply in any other state, and I am
hoping that a ruling against Microsoft for
California, or the other nine states only
applies in those states. If California law can’t
affect me here in Washington, why should a
ruling for California affect me as well? Will
a ruling for the nine states affect the other 417

Please answer this question, because I
think it is vitally important that as a
consumer I know what is going to happen to
Microsoft and the software I use in my life
and work. It is wholly unacceptable that
these nine states’ problems with Microsoft
affect the rest of the nation. The settlement
with the DOJ can affect all of the states,
because it is an agreement with the Federal
Government...

Thank you,

Kevin Ulland

Citizen of Washington State

MTC-115

MTC-00000116

From: Arnie
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:07pm
Subject: Microsoft: Mother of Computer
Viruses

Microsoft’s well-documented battle against
Java seems like an old story, but the
casualties are still mounting. As a
cornerstone of their battle against JAVA, and
any platform-independent APIs, MS
introduced and expanded the scripting
capabilities of their applications to allow
web-based scripting. This has been the basis
for vastly destructive computer viruses
(worms) from Melissa to code-red. While Sun
spent many dollars and man-years making
Java highly secure, constraining the scope of
its actions, and designing it for internet
activity, Microsoft rushed its existing
scripting system into the internet business
without any precautions. This has made it
trivial to create worms which access a users
MS Outlook addressbook to spread
themselves. MS negligence in this area verges
on criminal. While the media cites “Internet
Viruses” and, especially now, various
agencies are looking with renewed concern at
computer security issues, the quiet truth is
that these viruses are virtually all limited to
Microsoft’s shoddy applications. In this area
in particular, their dominance is
fundamentally dangerous. Like a crop with
insufficient genetic diversity, an internet
without diverse servers, app.s and O.S.s is
more vulnerable to any single virus. The fact
that Microsoft’s OS monopoly leverages their
applications hegemony makes these
vulnerabilities more severe, and allows
mediocre development to combine with a
careless and hurried approach to security.

The current proposed settlement does very
little to reintroduce competition or diversity
into markets that MS has already swallowed.
It does absolutely nothing to address the
systematic degradation of computer security
which Microsoft P.R. describes as innovation.
Well-publicized security holes in

WindowsXP and MS Passport/Wallet systems
should be troubling, but the unpublicized
gaps sure to be lurking in a system of this
complexity, from a group with this track-
record of negligence should be terrifying.
Microsoft’s incompetent domination of the
internet should be seen as an issue of
national security, and yet it is being swept
under the rug like a mere industry anti-trust
squabble. Please save us!

Sincerely,

Arnie Cachelin

Senior Software Engineer

NewTek, Inc.

San Antonio TX

MTC-116

MTC-00000117

From: Justin Hopper and Bogdana Manole
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 12/6/01 1:38pm

Subject: Absolute Outrage

I am a long-term software developer and
user of Microsoft’s products, however that
does not blind me from their unjust business
practices. I have seen once strong products
like Netscape Navigator, Quicken and
WordPerfect, literally crumble as Microsoft
pushed it’s way into the markets. Everything
that is developed by Microsoft creates a
further dependency on their products,
including the operating system. What we
have seen over the past years is more and
more software products being developed by
Microsoft. It used to be an operating system
and now the company offers a complete end-
to-end solution for IT businesses in just about
any market. Where’s the diversity?

I currently reside, in Romania, a former
Communist country. I can tell you first hand
the dangers of a monopoly. For example,
there is one telecom company in Romania
(sound familiar) and the whoever wants to
make a phone call must pay them a set tariff.
Who ever wants to set up an ISP must pay
them a set tariff. Who ever wants to receive
extra phone services or even make and
international phone call, must pay them a set
tariff. If the consumer does not like it then
who do they have to turn to? Noone! They
are stuck with whatever price Romtelecom
sets. Now tell me how this settlement is
going to prevent this from happening to the
technology market.

The decision to make Microsoft give its
software away for free to public schools is
almost funny. Not only does it give
Microsoft’s operating system a leg up in what
may be one of the only fields that it doesn’t
have control over; but it will probably be the
end of Apple Computers. This is an
ingenious idea and whoever came up with
this proposal must have done so knowingly.
The Department of Justice looks like a naive
child being led by the giant software
developer to do whatever it wants. Who is
running the court-case, Microsoft or the DOJ?
Sometimes it is hard to know.

Sincerely,

Justin Hopper

MTC-117

MTC-00000118

From: larry
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:08pm

Subject: Microsoft settlement—comments

The settlement with Microsoft was terrible!
It does practically nothing effective to stop
this monopoly, and in fact, they are going
ahead full speed to take over the internet as
much as they can. Even if they do not comply
with the mild constraints, there are no really
effective enforcement procedures. The hands
of the enforcers are, to a great extent, tied. At
best, they would get another mild slap on the
wrist.

I use an alternative browser (Opera), and
Microsoft seems to have started attacking this
browser as well. Many Opera users have
complained to them about this, but their
response has been **quite** poor. It would
seem that they are out to eliminate it, or at
least marginalize it, as they did with
Netscape. One could go on and on with more
examples of their predatory practices, but I'm
sure you get the idea.

I'm just an ordinary user—I don’t work for
their competitors, and have no ulterior
motive for writing to you. I just want you to
know how an “ordinary Joe” views the
settlement. It makes one wonder how much
“justice” they bought with their large
political contributions. Thanks for listening,

Larry Wright mail to: larry
@wrightplace.org

MTC-118

MTC-00000119

From: Edwin E. Coad
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:14pm
Subject: Shame on you!

This settlement does not punish Microsoft,
it rewards them. Microsoft destroyed
companies, lives, etc. and they should be
made to pay all those who they harmed
directly and indirectly. Guilty is as guilty
does. Wrong doing without punishment
sends a clear messages, ‘“we got away with
it”. Please reconsider the final order and
settlement.

Edwin E. Goad

Casselberry, Florida

MTC-119

MTC-00000120

From: Don Lex
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 12/6/01 1:37pm
Subject: One users opinion
MTC-120

lle:ulLj/wIflJLemp/Lmp.nuil

Department of Justice,

RE: Microsoft Settlement

My thoughts are simple regarding this
complicated software business. As I read
from public sources for settlement details;
the settlement clearly fails to punish the
Microsoft enterprise for its corporate
behavior. Time has gone bye and the justice
system may have indeed forgotten about the
failed companies due to MicroSoft business
practices. All of the failed businesses led to
(1) lost competitive ideas, (2) lost
employment, and (3) failed dreams. Long
gone are companies like Netscape, Borland
and others. Further the notion that MicroSoft
would give software operating systems,
support and applications to the poorest
schools appears to increase the footprint of
the Microsoft monopoly. This may actually
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be worse than doing nothing. I do not envy
your team in finding resolution with this
matter or the tobacco matter, but please
secure TRUE resolution. In my humble
opinion, Microsoft needs to be broken into
smaller companies like Judge Green did with
AT&T.

thank you for you time and consideration,

DON LEX

5160 Carriage Dr.

Richmond, CA 94803

1of1 12/14/2001 3:11 PM

MTC-120

MTC-00000121

From: Chuck Davis
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 12/6/01 1:17pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Dear Sirs,

I heavily use Microsoft products both
personally and professionally.

Having supported computers for 35 years,
I would like to state my opinion, as a private
citizen regarding the Microsoft settlement.
The agreement, in which Microsoft will
contribute it’s product to educational
facilities, gives Microsoft an unfair advantage
in those education facilities and is not at all
a fair response to their monopolistic
behavior.

Thank you,

Charles W. Davis

cdavis @ bestweb.net

MTC-121

MTC-00000122

From: George (038) Marsha
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:17pm
Subject: Dear Sirs

Dear Sirs Just reading Mr. Gates response
to the settlement should give the Justice
Department an idea how good this is for
Microsft. I am wondering why our
government- my government- is allowing this
kind of settlement to go through when it is
clearly hurtful to American business and the
American people.

I am truly disappointed.

George Brownlee

Mesa, AZ

480-703-2285

MTC-122
MTC-00000123

From: Joven Joven

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:17pm

Subject: Microsoft Anti-trust lawsuit
settlement.

The current proposal for a settlement to
this case is weak, and does nothing to help
the IT community. The option to force
Microsoft to either disclose the source code
of Windows, or make them ship Windows in
a stripped down manner without any
additional software would have been a much
better option. Microsoft is counting on the
pervasiveness of their applications to force
users to use them, and eventually have no
option but to pay for their services. I use
Hotmail because before Microsoft bought it,
it was a very good free web based email
system. Now that Microsoft has bought it
they’ve been constantly sending me mail

pitching their new services. I don’t mind this
at all, its Microsofts right to promote their
services, concidering the fact that Hotmail
provides no signifigant revenue outside of
advertising. On the other hand, Microsoft
should not make it difficult for a user to use
one Microsoft service that they’ve paid for
and avoid another. MSN Messanger on
Windows XP is a prime example of
Microsoft’s practices. Every few times XP
loads, customers have to constantly cancel
the sign up feature if they don’t want to use
it. This goes way beyond simple marketing.
Unlike Hotmail, which is a free service,
Windows is something a customer pays for,
and by doing so they should have the right
to not be bothered about other Microsoft
products. Internet Explorer is also another
complete pain. By tying IE so deeply into
Windows, Microsoft users have no real
choice but to use it. By trying to give out
such a pathetically weak settlement, you are
ensuring that Microsoft continues to bully
users and other sectors of the IT industry into
being exclusive Microsoft customers simply
by the way they ship software, not to
mention the history Microsoft carries of
bullying computer manufacturers and
retailers by threatening to deny them
liscensing. Microsoft can very easily
maintain its monopoly if you either force
them to disclose their source code or sell an
’OS Only’ version of windows, as long as
they switch tactics from bullying to shipping
stable programs.

Another thing that should be seriously
concidered before the US court system gets
plagued by class action lawsuits is to order
Microsoft to either discontinue, or completly
overhaul their Outlook Express and ISS
programs. These two applications have
plagued internet users all over the world
with viruses coded to exploit the vast
security holes in these systems. Placing
penalties on Microsoft for putting off
repairing security holes would be an
excellent idea, as it would reduce the
frequency of virus attacks such as Code Red
and Nimda, as well as the latest fiasco
involving Microsofts "My Wallet’ feature,
which had a security hole so obvious it took
a programmer only 30 minutes or so to
exploit it in able to steal credit card numbers
from Microsoft users who utilized the
service.

Obviously I am not the only one who
thinks this way, as several state officials have
shown by turning down the settlement
agreement, as well as the entire European
Union’s plans to bring Microsoft to task.

MTC-123

MTC-00000124

From: Ron Shue

To: microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov
Date: 11/16/01 8:24pm

Subject: Thanks for selling us out.

So far the settlement I have seen an
reported. Does not correct the problem with
microsoft. You are allowing them to take
control of the computer industry. As a
example with there next proposed business,
expect to see Intuit company the makers of
quicken and quickbooks will be the next
fallen flag.

As a US consumer, there is nothing in this
for me. The harm that microsoft has already
done to me is not being corrected.

I have paid for software and them forced
to use there software. Example is the
browser. Which your settlement does not
address.

This whole thing is a joke, The only
question that should be considered, is how
does the U.S. consumer seek legal action
against our goverment for failing to protect it
citizens.

I have worked for over 15 years in the
computer industry and have watched
microsoft climb to power, by making sure
you had to run micorsoft software. I was also
a Licensed developed for Digital Research
software. Remember DR-DOS and GEM. One
was a better DOS than MS-DOS the latter
was a better graphic menu then WINDOWS.
But WINDOWS 3.1 would not run on DR
DOS and GEM would not work with
microsoft software apps.

Ron SHue

Infrastructure Specialist

Electronic Data Systems.

MTC-124

MTC-00000125

From: Peter Seebach

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:24pm
Subject: Anti-trust settlement

Any settlement should reflect the repeated
and flagrant abuses Microsoft has engaged in,
even during the ongoing trial. At a bare
minimum, those harmed by Microsoft’s
practices should be compensated in some
way. The original court findings remain;
Microsoft broke the law. Any settlement that
lacks a substantial and meaningful penalty is
itself a flagrant disregard for judicial process.

In the long run, it’s probably not necessary
to split Microsoft—and indeed, you can’t fix
a monopoly on software by splitting it up.
What the government can, and should, do is
make sure that Microsoft’s competitors are
competing on a level playing field. This
means *NO* barriers imposed by Microsoft
to getting competing products shipped with
computers. No special “Windows” key
trademark licensing. No agreements that
systems *must* boot Windows. No special
high prices for vendors that don’t support
Microsoft enough. Everyone has to get the
same price, no matter what, from Microsoft—
any other solution lets them impose multi-
million dollar “fines” on vendors as
punishment for non-cooperation.
Furthermore, their file formats and standards
need to be opened up.

Past that, perhaps the best thing to do is
simply to try the principals of the case for
perjury; they clearly lied to the government,
and no one should be able to get away with
that.

-s
MTC-125

MTC-00000126

From: Joe Balbona
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:25pm
Subject: Settlement
There is every reason to believe that
Microsoft will comply with this proposed
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settlement to the same degree they have with
past settlements. The DoJ had an excellent
trial and exposed Microsoft for the liars that
they are. They lied then and they are lying
now about compliance. The remedy should
be the division of the company as ordered by
Judge Jackson.

Joe Balbona

MTC-126
MTC-00000127

From: root@wt6.usdoj.gov @inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:29pm

Subject: Some thoughts

Just figured since you set this email addy
up I'd chime in and say that the judgement
was bogus. Microsoft has done all they can
to kill competitors through unfair business
practices and all you do is say ‘Please don’t
do that again”.

I suppose it has something to do with the
millions they’ve donated right? Things like
this really make me lose faith in our
government.

MTC-127
MTC-00000128

From: Lynne Weintraub
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:31pm
Subject: I don’t agree
I don’t like the microsoft settlement. I don’t
understand why microsoft is being rewarded
for thumbing their noses at U.S. consumers,
the laws of this country, and the justice
system. I don’t like the fact that they have
huge loopholes to slither through, and I think
the justice department should not rush to
settle until they can be closed very very tight!
Lynne Weintraub
Ambherst, MA

MTC-128

MTC-00000129

From: Bob Niederman

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:35pm

Subject: Thank you for using Pollit.com’s
Mail Form! (fwd)

I believe that any settlement that would
have a chance of restoring competition to the
computer industry would require at least the
following:

1) All terms must be enforced by a non-
Microsoft party with full access to all
Microsoft resources, including source code.
Microsoft cannot be trusted to voluntarily
comply with any agreement.

2) All communication protocols used by all
microsoft products must be fully
documented. Such documents must be made
available to any and all parties for any
reason, free of any charges or limitations in
use. Microsoft is not allowed to change their
protocols until 90 days after documentation
of such changes are made available to any
parties requesting them, free of charge or
limitations in use.

3) The previous term must also apply to all
Microsoft APIs (Application Programming
Interfaces).

4) Microsoft may not keep agreements
secret. In particular, the terms of the current
OEM agreements, currently protected as
“trade secrets” must be disclosed.

5) Microsoft may not use agreements with
Computer OEMs to restrict in any way the
addition of other software to the computers,
along with Microsoft products. In particular,
OEMs are not to be prohibited from selling
“dual-boot” systems, where the system can
be booted into Windows or into some other
operating system, such as Linux or a form of
BSD or BeOS.

6) Microsoft may not use their licensing
terms to stop users or developers from using
Open Source software or Free Software.

7) Microsoft may not meddle in the the
legislative processes of Fderal, State or local
governemnts or bodies that make
recommendations to them, with their work
on UCITA being a prime model of behaviour
that is prohibited to them as a monopoly.

8) Micorsoft services (such as MSN) may
not require the use of microsoft softwware by
users wishing to use the service.

9) Micorsoft services, sucgh as MSN, must
not be forced upon users thorugh exiusive
contracts with ISPs or LECs (such as Qwest).

MTC-129

MTC-00000130

From: Adam Warbington

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:36pm

Subject: Comment on Microsoft settlement

It is obvious to the informed members of
the public that this decision is entirely based
on the huge amounts of money Microsoft is
willing to give to elected representatives. The
settlement is vague and gives Microsoft
exactly what they want, free and sactioned
reign to shove their products down
consumers’ throats. Microsoft is not an
example of a good business, it is an example
of a good monopoly.

The government has done its citizens a
great disservice by allowing Microsoft to
continue its predatory business practices
unchecked.

—Adam Warbington

MTC-130

MTC-00000131

From: mturyn @ world.std.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:37pm
Subject: Nix the settlement

Microsoft have been bad actors for as long
as they have been able to get away with it,
and their corporate culture still is tilted to
the ““all markets we are in must be ours’
direction that makes it likely that they will
have monopoly power to abuse in more
markets. Until they suffer some sort of
palpable correction for acting as they have,
it is unreasonable to expect them to act any
differently; the current settlement neither
constitutes a stiff enough penalty to be
noticeable nor sends a signal that they are
dealing with a D.o.J. willing to take them on
should they egregregiously misbehave in the
future.

MTC-131

MTC-00000132

From: esp5
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:42pm
Subject: guys... guys... guys
how can you live with yourselves? What
on earth possessed you to think that the

settlement that you reached with MS had any
teeth in it at all? If you want, I can go into
a detailed analysis of exactly how the
settlement you made totally screws the
consumer, but the cynic in me tells me that
it'd probably end up in the trash unread.

Augh. Tell me it isn’t so. I had such high
hopes for you guys. Guess its just one more
painful step in losing idealism and the belief
in justice... *sigh*.

Ed (hoping that he’s wrong, but thinking
that there’s a 99.999% chance that he’s right)

(ps—if I *am™* wrong, let me know. There’s
a good chance that a decent argument in front
of Ms. Kollar-Kotelly will get you off the
hook of an *embarrassing* deal with MS, or
perhaps you can ‘recant’ your belief in the
settlement and give it no credence. And I'd
be happy to draft a list of points exactly
*how* Microsoft can worm their way out of
Yet Another Consent Decree... *sigh*.)

MTC-132

MTC-00000133

From: Naden Franciscus
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:42pm
Subject: Decision

Whilst I am not from the States the
ramifications of this decision extends
worldwide.

I simply want to state that Microsoft must
NOT be allowed to maintain control of their
API’s for development. It is imperative that
the Office and Windows combination is
somehow broken as future operating systems
can not succeed without Microsoft Office
interoperability.

Ultimately, I would be very happy if you
(DQOJ) could define the file formats of
Microsoft Office products to be standards and
subsequently require them to be ‘open’ and
privy to everyone.

This would solve so many, many problems.

Thank you for your opportunity.

Naden Franciscus

Content Development Engineer

Curtin University

MTC-133

MTC-00000134

From: Alex Barnes

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:43pm

Subject: Comments on the Proposed
Microsoft Settlement

I am a computer strategy consultant, and
advise large corporate clients on software
technologies.

I speak here not on behalf of my firm, but
as a concerned citizen.

I oppose the proposed settlement with
Microsoft. The Government has already
attempted to modify Microsoft’s behavior
with conduct remedies, and these have
proved ineffective. Microsoft’s behavior in
bundling additional functionality into its
Windows XP operating system, and in
subverting open standards, indicates that the
firm continues to abuse its monopoly
position. This will have long-term adverse
consequences not only to other software
developers, but to their clients, including the
large corporations that I advise. These costs
and risks are passed back to the consumers,
and are damaging to the US economy.
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It is evident that the DOJ’s settlement is a
political, not legal, remedy, and that it
reflects the an unstated policy of tolerating
monopolistic behavior. If the Government is
opposed to anti-trnst law, then it should
convince Congress to change the law, not
subvert it through ineffectual sanctions.

A minimum acceptable settlement would
require Microsoft to unbundle its
applications from its operating system (OS),
make public the Application Programming
Interfaces (APIs) that connect these
applications to the OS, and refrain from
implementing proprietary extensions to US
and international standard interfaces.
Microsoft should have no input into the
staffing of any oversight body that is chosen
to monitor compliance; instead, it should be
staffed based on recommendations of
industry organizations that are not funded or
dominated by Microsoft.

Regards,

Alex Barnes

MTC-134

MTC-00000135

From: Herbst, Mike M.D.
To: microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/16/01 8:43pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

To whom it may concern:

It is my belief, based on my professional
knowledge and experience as the Chair of the
Santa Monica-UCLA Medical Informatics
Committee, that the recent settlement
proposal between the DOJ and Microsoft is
completely inadequate.

The proposed settlement fails to address
the harm already caused by the Microsoft
abuse of its monopoly. It also does not
provide adequate protection for consumers
from future abuses. The statements of
Microsoft executives since the settlement
indicate that they do not accept that their
previous behavior was a violation of the law,
nor that they must change their behavior in
the future.

Please do not let this travesty of justice
take effect.

Michael Herbst, MD

MTC-135

MTC-00000136

From: Miko Matsumura
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:44pm
Subject: wrist slap

It’s clear to me that consumers will
continue to be hurt by Microsoft’s activities,
especially given Justice’s blind eye to their
XP bundling and continued violation of the
regulations against their illicit business
practices. Please reconsider your position.

Best regards,

Miko Matsumura

Consumer and citizen.

MTC-136

MTC-00000137

From: Morss, Charlie
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 8:44pm
Subject: Bunding of alternate OS not allowed
Hello,
Please do not agree to any settlement that
would restrict OEM’s from bundling alternate

operating systems when selling a machine
with a Windows OS on it. Currently, it is my
understanding that a OEM can not include a
free version of Linux, BE, or any other OS
without violating their contract with
Microsoft. Microsoft may actually allow it,
but the OEM losses their discounted pricing
from Microsoft, essentially making it
impossible for them to do any bundling on
their own.

This practice is clearly an illegal use of
their monopoly.

A settlement that does not take this into
account assures that Microsoft’s illegal
monopolistic practices will continue (they
will never have any “real” competition,
contrary what they seem to indicate).

Thank you for considering this issue,

Charlie Morss

34228 46th Ave S.

Auburn, WA 98001

MTC-137

MTC-00000138

From: ash

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:46pm
Subject: MS, still being bullies.

I am a college student and a want-to-be-
programmer and belive the MS is a harsh
monopoly. Granted, in the beginig they were
a great aspiring company, but now they
stomp out everyone to gain more market
share. For instance, they have stomped out a
lot of financial software by pushing their
own. They have, obviously, taken the
browser and added things to the HTML
standard to make other (standard) browsers
have problems. They have started .NET and
Hailstorm which pretty much gives them a
good hold on the people much like a
Orwellian (sp?) government might. My point
is they are starting to get out of hand and are
killing off other great inventors by stomping
out creativity with these malicious buisness
practices.

Thank you for your time,

Ash

MTC-138

MTC-00000139

From: Scott Johnson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:46pm

Subject: Microsoft anti-trust settlement fair
and just, I support 100%

The anti-trust settlement reached between
Microsoft and the US Department of Justice
is fair and just, and I feel it addresses the
issues that led to the trial.

The states which remain participants in the
anti-trust action against Microsoft are simply
trying to protect companies operating within
their borders, and their demands are
unreasonable. I strongly urge the US Court of
Appeals to recognize this and to find in favor
of Microsoft against those states that choose
not to accept the current settlement.

We must remember one thing above all
else... Antitrust law does not allow
punishment for a company simply for being
a monopoly, nor does it allow punishment
for a company that puts its competitors out
of business through ruthless competition.
Microsoft may in fact be a monopoly, but it
has not abused that position (yet) by using its

market dominance to unfairly price its
software. Yes, it is a ruthless competitor, but
that is not illegal.

The Sherman Anti-Trust Act was designed
to protect consumers from companies who
abuse their monopoly power to raise prices.
In the last ten years, Microsoft has not
significantly raised the price of Windows.
Case dismissed.

Some claim that Microsoft has been raising
prices, as proven by the fact that Windows
pricing has remained stable while other
component prices in computers have
declined. This argument is ludicrous.

Consumers now receive for free software
they used to have to purchase seperately
from Windows: web browsing software,
music recording software, and more.

It is rather generous of Microsoft, in my
opinion, to continue to price Windows at its
current level. In every other business one can
think of, new features cost money. Buy a car,
get a stereo, and it will cost you more than
if you purchased the car alone.

Don’t listen to the states. They simply
represent the voice of jealousy, and they are
using the courts to achieve what they could
not achieve in the marketplace. The
settlement is fair.

Scott Johnson

MTC-139

MTC-00000140

From: Steve Odem
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:47pm
Subject: proposed settlement

I think Microsoft has gotten away with
grand larceny and you are slapping them on
the wrist and saying Bill, be a good boy’. It
is a lousy settlement which should not be
approved by the Court.

MTC-140

MTC-00000141

From: Todd I

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:47pm

Subject: The agreement does not help
consumers

I am very disappointed in the agreement
reached by the Department of Justice and
Microsoft. Their past compliance with
government restrictions should be a good
indicator of future performance. I see no
reason to believe that they will honor the
current restrictions, given the weak
monitoring and enforcement mechanisms.

Microsoft’s increasing restrictions,
monitoring, and control of consumers in the
face of antitrust litigation is clear evidence of
a monopoly that needs to be moderated.

I hope the government will take action to
benefit consumers, and restore some form of
competition to the market.

Thank You,

Todd Ignasiak

Mountain View, CA

MTC-141

MTC-00000142

From: John Klapp
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:50pm
Subject: Settlement
I thin kit’s unfortunate that you have
wasted this much taxpayer money and then
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refuse to fix the problem. Microsoft has
demonstrated no intent to change their illegal
business practices and will sidestip this
mealy mouthed settlement

John Klapp

MTC- 142

MTC-00000143

From: Andreas Pleschutznig

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 12/6/01 1:38pm

Subject: Personal opinion to the Microsoft
settlement

First I don’t understand the thought
process of why this half way solution of
imposing some restriction on Microsoft is
even thought about. Microsoft has shown in
the past that they do not honor such
restrictions or try to find a loophole, or turn
the words until it suits their needs.

Secondly and even more important I don’t
understand the justice behind that. Here is
someone has has been found guilty of a crime
and still show no remorse and we do not
punish them as the law would call for, but
strike a weak deal with them. In the past the
splitup of ATT was the best that could have
happened to the customer because it
reopened the market. My personal belief is
that this should happen to Microsoft as this
(the breakup) would force the Mini-MS
companies to compete and thus have positive
influence on the market.

Here is how I could imagine how the
market could be made better: Suppose
Microsoft got broken into 2 or more
companies which in my opinion could be

a) The OS (Windows) company

b) The Application company (Office, ...)

This would lead to the situation that the
Office company would want to sell as many
copies of their Software as possible, and thus
they maight want to port their Software to
other OS’s. Since now Windows no longer
has the advandage of being the only one that
has this office suite they would have to
compete in the open market with features,
stability,.., as they could no longer rely upon
being the only one having this office suite.

Just my $0.02

Thanks

Andreas Pleschutznig

2509 Taylor Way

Antioch CA 94509

MTC- 143

MTC-00000144

From: Pat Montgomery

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 12/6/01 1:39pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

To the Microsoft antitrust attorneys,

I strongly object to the terms of settlement
of the Microsoft case. MS was proven in
court and by appellate review to be a
monopoly (which is no crime), but to have
repeatedly and to the profound harm of its
competition, abused this monopoly power
(which is a crime).

There are two issues:

1) Justice: They clearly broke the law. To
be let off with a handslap sends a clear and
unambiguous message that they can get away
with it, to their shareholder’s advantage and
the disadvantage of other businesses
competing in their ever-expanding fields.

This encourages them to do it again, knowing
they are big enough to get away with it. I
don’t think this is what T.Roosevelt meant by
the word ‘bully’.

2) Policy: Who in their right mind would
now invest in a field of business that might
*someday* be a field that MS decides it
wants to dominate? The effects on
competition, the putative underpinning of
our economy, are devastating.

This was a very unfortunate decision.

Pat Montgomery

28818 108th Ave. SE

Auburn WA 98092

patmontg@attbi.com

MTC- 144

MTC-00000145

From: Charlie Krohn

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:50pm
Subject: Proposed Settlement

Gentlepersoris:

Although I disagree with the Courts
findings that Microsoft violated any U.S.
statutes or common law, I believe that the
settlement agreed to by Microsoft should be
approved.

I am at a loss to understand how the Justice
Department can justify spending tens of
millions of dollars to prosecute a case where
the parties seeking protection from alleged
monopolistic practices were competitors of
the defendant. I thought the public policy
behind anti-monopoly statutes was to protect
the public. Just how was I harmed by
receiving free software, especially software
that was superior to that of the competition?
Since when is the Justice Department’s job to
protect corporations whose products are
inferior and non-competitive in a free
market? Isn’t Justice bothered by AOL’s
acquisition of Netscape? How is this different
than Microsoft’s situation? I don’t know of
any law that states that business is supposed
to be easy or nice. Tough competition breeds
better products at cheaper prices.

Companies that can’t compete should get
out of the business. I don’t see any
justification for punishing the successful.

Thank you for this opportunity to
comment. Hopefully the Department of
Justice will find better uses for its budget
than continuing its blind crusade against
Microsoft.

Charles Krohn

MTC-145

MTC-00000146

From: Garry Heaton
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:57pm
Subject: What about XP?

Hello at the DoJ

While the courts have been prevaricating
over what penalties to impose on Microsoft
the grotesque monopoly has delivered its
ultimate coup—Windows XP—which
represents nothing less than a nose-thumbing
of the whole anti-trust case. This operating
system, and the characteristic business
practices associated with it, will do more to
strangle competition on the desktop than all
of the previous MS operating systems put
together. Why hasnt this product been taken
into account? Why is Microsoft able to
continue with its monopolistic practices?

American business law is a sham. There is
no justice. Big business can buy its way out
of anything.

Garry Heaton
MTC-146

MTC-00000147

From: don @dbivens.dyndns.org @inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:02pm

Subject: please reconsider

The proposed settlement with Microsoft
will do nothing to prevent their abusive of
their monopoly position. In fact, it is because
of their repeated violations of previous
consent decrees that they were investigated
for the most recent antitrust trial. There
appear to be essentially no teeth at all to the
proposed settlement. I fail to see the point of
adding time to their being under court
ordered review if they violate the court
ordered review?!

More importantly Micrsoft doctored
evidence in the trial, Bill Gates failed to show
up and testify but rather sent in videotape
where he acted arrogantly and continued to
produce software that stifled competition.
Many more anti-competitive acts and tactics
have come out of Redmond since the trial
first started which show their lack of concern
for current US law.

Lastly, and probably most importantly, is
the fact that Microsoft was found guilty and
the guilty verdict was upheld. I am at a loss
to think of any case, particularly one this
high-profile and this handily won, where the
guilty criminal was allowed to negotiate their
punishment!? The mind boggles...

Please use the full force of antitrust law to
restore healthy competition to this most vital
part of our economy.

Sincerely,

Don Bivens

1059 Croyden Ct

Ft Mill, SC 29715

MTC-147

MTC-00000148

From: Jeffrey Stephens
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:05pm
Subject: Important for Linux to Succeed
Linux is the only viable competitor to
Microsoft. Make sure that Microsoft divulges
ALL their APT’s.
Regards,
Jeff Stephens

MTC-148

MTC-00000149

From: dnewcomb@serverl
.netpath.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:05pm
Subject: In regards to the Microsoft
settlement
Any settlement that does not open the full
documentation of the APIs for the Windows
operating systems to everyone, without
charge, is not valid.
Try again
Doug Newcomb
Mebane, NC

MTC- 149
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MTC-00000150

From: Murray Chapman

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  9:06pm

Subject: Proposed remedy isn’t tough enough

To Whom it May Concern,

Your proposed settlement with Microsoft is
too weak. You won the case, yet Microsoft
calls the settlement ‘““fair,” a definite sign that
you could and should have got more.

As punishment for violating the probation
imposed by SporkinlJackson in August 1995,
you are sentencing Microsoft to more
probation, with the threat of extending that
probation if they don’t comply. Microsoft’s
demonstrated practice of disregarding
constent decrees, coupled with the vague
language of this new settlement will not
change Microsoft’s behaviour in any way.
Further, where are the penalties for criminal
conduct that Microsoft has repeatedly been
found guilty of? (Sporkin: “simply telling a
defendant to go forth and sin no more does
little or nothing to address the unfair
advantage it has already gained.”) “Civil
fines” mean nothing to a company that
increases its cash reserves by billions per
month. A structural remedy would have been
suitible; Microsoft got that judgement thrown
out not becuase of any inherent flaws in it,
but becuase of Jackson’s protocol breach.
Why is it now your position that this remedy
is no longer necessary?

You are quoted as saying you were looking
for the “most effective and certain relief in
the most timely manner’—why are you not
trying for a “suitible penalty given the scale
and scope of the violations”? Need I remind
you that you won the case? “Timely” is a
joke; the damage has been done, and the
third parties who have been trampled by
Microsoft’s monopolistic behaviour seek a
“proper” rather than “timely” setttlement.

As someone who has been actively
involved in computers for well over half my
life, I urge you in the strongest possible terms
to SERIOUSLY RECONSIDER seeking more
in your proposed settlement with this
convicted criminal monopolistic bully.

*Extremely* disappointed,

MTC-150
MTC-00000151

From: Tim Agen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  9:06pm

Subject: Let Microsoft Alone
I really feel that punishing MS is punishing

innovation. I am pleased with the settlement.
Tim Agen

MTC-151

MTC-00000152

From: Lester Stormes

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:40pm

Subject: Consumer input regarding Microsoft
As a consumer I believe through the

computer operating system and add-ons

Microsoft has developed, purchased or

otherwise acquired it possesses to much

control over data and normal information

processing. It should be obvious to the most

casual observer that Microsoft intends to be

the one and only provider of not only your

computer’s operating system but the one and

only provider of any software package which
allows or enhances the sending and receiving
of information via your computer or internet
appliances such as mobile telephones,
televisions, hand held devices, etc. In today’s
technology world it is no longer relevant to
say that he who controls the gold—controls.
Microsoft has all the gold it needs combined
with dominate marketing and power over
competition to buy or bury them which
effectively means Microsoft is not only the
information processing leader but controls
information processing and he who controls
the information—controls. Microsoft
provides what appears to be a superb product
but who can challenge them or make what
would be improvements to their product. No
one dares.

MTC-152

MTC-00000153

From: BruceG@tisi.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:44pm

Subject: The DOJ-Microsoft settlement could
not be better.

This will benefit consumers. Anti-trust law
should not be used to protect competitors
like Sun, AOL, or Oracle. Competitors should
have to compete. The law should not do their
competing for them. Sun and AOL have tried
to use this case to destroy their competition.
Microsoft is dramatically bringing down the
cost of large computer server installations
and Sun does not want the price to come
down. Sun wants to maintain crazy, high
prices for server systems. AOL has a browser
that competes very well with the Microsoft
browser. The fact that AOL inexplicably
pulled that product from the marketplace has
nothing to do with Microsoft. If AOL would
distribute that browser today it would
reclaim 40% or more of the market. This is
truly the only reason that AOL does not
distribute its browser; they want to make
Microsoft look bad. Watch my words, as soon
as this antitrust case is finished AOL will
suddenly decide to use their own Netscape
browser and it will receive a wide audience
and distribution. It would have a broad user
base today but AOL refuses to distribute or
support it because then it would be too
obvious that Microsoft did not ‘crush
Netscape. AOL simply removed it from the
market.

The current settlement with the DOJ and
Microsoft is excellent and is all that is
required.

Thank You,

Bruce Garrick

Sr. Application Developer

Total info Services

888—-634—9942 x2484

bruceg@tisi.com

“We must learn to live together as brothers
or perish together as fools.”—Martin Luther
King, Jr.

MTC-153

MTC-00000154

From: Brian and Karen
To: microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov
Date: 11/16/01 12:45pm
Subject: Comments regarding Microsoft
settlement
From what I've read, the settlement with
Microsoft does not include a significant

penalty for their illegal business practices. If
all American parents raised our children this
way our country would quickly collapse.
What is the Justice Department thinking? As
it stands now, Microsoft has essentially been
rewarded for their behavior and is very likely
to continue to push and exceed legal limits.

MTC-00000155

From: Rodney Smith

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  12:49pm
Subject: Microsoft—Anti Trust

Dear DOJ, First I would like to say that this
legal proceeding must be handled with great
care. It is very economically important to
settle a case like this so everyone comes out
ahead. It is obvious at this point that your
expert opinion is that conduct provisions be
established to bring about a beneficial
SETTLEMENT.

I am a software developer. My experience
with the technology/products in question
lead me to conclude that conduct provision
MAY be a sensible route to a reasonable out
come. I must stress that technology is
pushing forward and is requiring all software
developers to use ever greater efforts to bring
about products that are desirable. The
comfort in the use of various technique
matured during the 1980s that still serve as
the building blocks for products in the year
2001. These building blocks have to advance
in order to meet the needs of the currentlnext
generation of software products. What I am
specifically addressing is that Microsoft has
advance EXPERIENCE in what ever
technology it implements in its Windows OS.
Competitors must struggle to implement new
FEATURES provided in the Windows OS
from the point of view of implementer. We
all have to understand that Microsoft has
invested money and effort to develop these
new features, an intimate understanding of
theory behind that technology thus exists.

For those who are in competition with
Microsoft to develop feature rich
technologies timely exposure to privileged
THEORY does not exist. Instead, while
Microsoft has “the inside track” and is
working on next years projects, the
competition is just learning how the present
features can and should be used.

All of this is said to emphasize that one
critical element to this very important legal
matter is that there has to be fair access to
new developments within the key
technology, WINDOWS. If there were a way
to maintain a list of technology being
implemented and detailed information on the
theory behind it, everyone would be in the
advantages situation of technical literacy
behind “A” target technology (WINDOWS). If
there is no efficient method to implement
such a strategy then I must urge on this basis
alone that the company (MICROSOFT) be
divided into an OS (WINDOWS) company
and an Application company, two totally
distinct companies, no ties. At this point, if
a division was used, I would suggest no
further remedy.

If a division of the company was is not
selected as a remedy for the Anti-trust case
and a ““fair sharing of technology is used”,
then I would also suggest that Microsoft be
restricted from bundling “value added
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applets”. Examples range from the simple,
(Notepad, a simple text editor), to the more
sophisticated (Instant Messaging, Video
Editing, the Windows Media Player). These
applets have no place under the title
Operating System. They have no baring on
the OS, they should all be omitted for (I'm
no legal professional) legal simplicity.

If however one decided not to pursue this
aspect of this legality in this fashion, I then
suggest at the least, competitors be allowed
prominent accessibility/exposure to the OS
(WINDOWS) consumer. An prominently
exposed method to “use” or “try” a
competitor’s product should be available.
This equal accessible method might
encapsulate ALL competitor products to
provide a clear distinction between what is
“a part of Windows”” and what is offered as
an alternative.

These alternatives would be included with
the Windows OS with respect to competitor
participation.

This proposal for the Microsoft—DOJ, Anti
Trust case is offered as a suggestion(s)

Sincerely,

A Concerned Citizen

MTC-155

MTC-00000157

From: Frank Moore

To: US Justice Deprtment
Date: 11/16/01 12:53pm
Subject: Microsoft Antitrust

Ireally don’t know why I am writing to
you. This is probably just a “mail drop”
created by the DOJ in an attempt to placate
the millions of citizens who feel that your
proposed settlement with Microsoft is akin to
no settlement at all. Rest assured, like the
Attorney’s General of the states that will not
accept this sellout, we will not be placated
either.

What was the point of this entire exercise
and the millions spent on prosecuting this
case, if you were going to ignore the rule of
law that was violated, and the defendants
failure to comply with previous court
judgments. Microsoft has shown time and
time again that they cannot be trusted to even
make a good faith effort to comply with court
rulings and judgments. They have repeatedly
thumbed their noses at the courts and
continued in their reprehensible conduct
toward competitors. Contrary to their claims,
their conduct and past business practices has
not advanced technology and innovation but
rather has stifled it by eliminating
competition and driving the true innovators
out of business. When they perceive a threat
by a competitor, they either “end support”
for their competitors software, product, or
protocol, alter their products to disable or
cripple the competitors product on their
platform, or include their own poor
implementation of the competitors product
in their OS in an all too often attempt to
eliminate the market for the third party
software. (Look at what they’ve done to
JAVA)

They also use their monopoly power to
make the industry adopt their inferior
implementation of these products as the
industry standard.

Their methods of doing this often violate
not only the spirit of the law but the letter

of the law as well. Why YOU, in total
deference to the state Attorney Generals who
entrusted this case to your care, and to the
consuming public, are choosing to ignore the
facts that have been more than adequately
proven, is beyond me.

Are you all so computer illiterate that you
don’t understand the implications and
impact of Microsoft’s illegal behavior on the
industry or. . .do you choose to ignore it for
political reasons as well?

Judge Thomas Penfield Jackson had a grasp
of both the legal and technical aspects
involved here that seem to be lost on the
current DOT team as well as the current
judge. The fact that he may have made
irresponsible comments to the press does not
change the fact that his findings, in regard to
the letter of the law, have been upheld on
appeal. Your proposed settlement completely
ignores this and, more importantly,
completely ignores Microsoft’s failure to
abide by previous rulings. Your settlement
has absolutely no teeth and leaves far too
much “squirm room” for a company who
spends millions of dollars on attorneys
looking for ways to circumvent the letter and
spirit of the law.

I have read details of your proposed
settlement. It’s almost as if you're telling
Microsoft, for the umpteenth time, ‘“Now we
told you not to do that before. If you do it
again we’ll really have spank you. . . next
time”. IT IS TIME FOR SANCTIONS AND
REAL PENALTIES NOW. They have been
given another chance too many times.

I am a former peace officer whose eighteen
year career was ended by an assault, spinal
cord injuries, and subsequent surgeries. I
then returned to school where I studied
computer network engineering and I am now
an Information Technology Manager. I am a
MICROSOFT Certified System Engineer
(MCSE). I work with Microsoft product each
and every day. I was an avid computer
hobbyist prior to entering this new career and
have worked with both Macintosh and MS/
Windows products extensively.

I have, first hand, seen the damage that
Microsoft’s illegal and unethical practices
have done within the industry. I have seen
Microsoft products with “wait codes’” written
into them in order to slow down performance
on competing platforms. I have seen
Microsoft products that, when installed on a
machine that also has a competitors product
installed, disables, cripples, or destabilizes
the competitors product. I have seen how
difficult it can then be to ferret out all of the
components of the Microsoft product in order
to restore the competing product, or platform,
to functionality.

I have seen Microsoft STEAL a third party
software developers product by reverse
engineering the source code, make their own
poor implementation of their own version of
the product, incorporate same into their
operating system, an in doing so force the
third party developer, or a superior product,
out of business.

This has always been, and under the terms
of your “settlement will always be the
business model for Microsoft. This type of
behavior is entrenched in their corporate
doctrine and they will not change unless
YOU force them to change.

Your proposed settlement does little or
nothing to change the status quo. Your
settlement also does nothing to compensate
the hundreds of businesses and thousands of
individual who have been damaged by
Microsoft’s behavior. These people, and for
that matter all computer users worldwide, are
entitled to compensation.

As the US Justice Department, for whatever
reason, seems unwilling or unable to pursue
effective remedies in this case, I only hope
that the Justice Departments of my home
state, California, and the other states
unwilling to accept this toothless, flawed,
and totally ineffective settlement, will
aggressively pursue this case and force an
effective remedy that includes punitive
damages.

Thank you for your time,

Frank Moore

Tehacliapi, CA

cc California Attorney General’s Office

MTC-157

MTC-00000158

From: mark. schulman@convergys.com@
inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:55pm

Subject: Sold out by DOJ

Is this the email address where I can get
the list of laws that I can freely break and
receive only a DOJ admonition, “Now, now,
don’t do it again.”? Or do I have to get that
list directly from Microsoft? The Microsoft
settlement endorsed by the DOJ is a sellout
of the American public. Microsoft has
crushed countless competitors through
monopolistic practices—not through creating
superior products—and called it
“innovation”.

If there was ever a case for serious
government trustbusting, this is it, but the
proposed DOT settlement is nothing more
than a mild slap on the wrist. How can you
have the courts repeatedly rule that Microsoft
is a monopoly, and then hand them such a
victory?

I hope the states or the E.U. has sense
enough to do something meaningfull. I am
ashamed of my government.

Mark Schulman

Orlando, Florida

MTC-158
MTC-00000159

From: Davidson, Tom

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 12:56pm
Subject: Geez.

You guys really let Microsoft off the hook.
I'm assuming the Bush administration just
told you to let the thing die—or did someone
there REALLY decide to settle after
WINNING the case for less than what
Microsoft was offering originally?

Tom

MTC-159

MTC-00000160

From: bronto
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:57pm
Subject: Capitulation
I must voice my objection to the so-called
settlement with Microsoft. It is nothing more
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than outright capitulation. The settlement is
nothing more than a slap on the hand to a
convicted monopolist. Every provision that
appears to have consequences has loopholes
to escape through. Nothing was even
attempted in regards to the bundling in XP.
It’s a travesty. There is nothing better than a
free market, but it won’t be free until MS is
brought under control.

Microsoft is “pleased’” with the settlement;
doesn’t that speak volumes?

Rob

MTC-160

MTC-00000161

From: Frank Lugo
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:57pm
Subject: AntiTrust Comment

I honestly feel the US Government has
already wasted enough time and money on
this case. Lets resolve this now!

Frank

f.lugo@verizon.net

frank lugo98@yahoo.com

MTC-161

MTC-00000162

From: crazyfshr@visto.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:57pm

Subject: antitrust settlement

Hello,

In my view the antitrust settlement is
completely unacceptable. The sollutions in
the antitrust agreement will not stop
Microsoft from continuing its current
business practices. Windows XP is an
excellent example of what Microsoft does
best... force things onto an unwilling
industry.

I have specific problems with the following
items.

The intentional degradation of MP3 files
with the new media player. How does this
benefit anyone besides Microsoft and its
WMA format? Unacceptable power to audit
company’s usage of windows products. This
is so close to racketeering that its virtually
indistinguishable.

Forcing large corporations to one of
microsoft’s lincense managers is evil.
Microsoft requires it and then charges tens of
thousands of dollars for a single
implementation so microsoft can see how
much of their software you are using. NOT
ACCEPTABLE

Non Disclosure of API interfaces. Without
knowledge of these all important interfaces
one can not write programs to interface with
windows. Microsoft retains the rights to
disclose these interfaces as it chooses under
the anttrust settlement. This is an enormous
power for microsoft to pick and choose who
writes what products at will.

Bundling services. This is detailed in the
antitrust ligiation but it needs to be more
enforceable. The right choose what programs
I have. Ever attempted to delete microsoft
outlook and see it comeback within 10
seconds? Microsoft is using windows file
protection to insure that certain programs
remain installed no matter what. I hate
outlook but I can’t uninstall it. Windows XP
is the same way.

Anyway you can see that this antitrust
settlement is bogus. I needs to be rewritten

with some of the opposition involved. They
know what dirty tricks Microsoft has
employed. Let them have a say in fixing what
was done to them.

James Ressler

Computer Science Student, Chico CA

MTC-162

MTC-00000163

From: Ralph Olsen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 12:57pm

Subject: Microsoft Antitrust Settlement

Thank you for the opportunity to comment
on the above Microsoft case. I believe that the
government settlement is a fair settlement
and should be implemented as soon as
possible.

I strongly believe that the original trial
judgement in early 2000 plus the federal
reserve raising interest rates were the two
most significant factors that threw the whole
country into a downward spiral.

The original trial used up so much of
Microsoft’s technical and management
energy that they were not able to develop
new operating systems in a timely manner.
As a result, the computer hardware outran
the operational software and all the other
application programs that would have been
developed.

I have used Microsoft products for many
years, am a Microsoft stockholder, also a
stockholder in Sun Microsystems, Oracle,
Intel, and Cisco. I am very unhappy with Sun
and Oracle for their part lobbying the
attorney generals and the US government to
bring the original suit against Microsoft.

I believe strongly that this has been a real
detrement to me as a personal user of
computers. I have held off buying a new
computer until just recently when the new
Microsoft XP software became available.

I don’t know how all the lawyers involved
in this case could ever come to an agreement,
but if there were a opportunity to vote against
the plaintiff lawyers in this case, I certainly
would.

Please settle this national disaster and lets
get on with life and the productivity that can
come from a lot less legal maneuvering and
more and better software..

Thank you,

Ralph Olsen

23824—113th Place West

Woodway, WA., 98020 Ph: 206-546—9708

MTC-163

MTC-00000164

From: nn @broadcom.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:59pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a 40 year old computer professional of
over 20 years I've worked at AT&T, Bell
Laboratories, Sun Microsystems, Silicon
Graphics, Broadcom, and some other smaller
companies in Atlanta, New Jersey, and
Silicon Valley. I think I have a reasonable
understanding of the basics of the
marketplace in which Microsoft competes.
I've seen the business practices of Microsoft
first hand many times over the years.

When the DOJ started their anti-trust case
against Microsoft I said “This will be yet
another slap on the wrist.”

So here we are several years later,
Microsoft has been convicted of (1) being a
monopoly and (2) abusing their monopoly
status. And what happens? The DOJ Sells us
Out.

“Us” are the consumers, the purchasers of
software and computers and the users of the
Internet. The DOJ demonstrated that a multi-
billion dollar corporation is above the law.
The DOJ made a mockery of our Anti-Trust
laws. [ am outraged by this and very upset
with the DOJ and the Bush Administration
for failing to fulfill their legal requirements
and selling out to corporate interests.

Microsoft does very little “innovation”.
Microsoft is a Marketing company, an
exceptionally good one, that intimidates and
bullies and takes advantage of its monopoly
status to DECREASE COMPETITION. This is
what anti-trust laws were made to correct.

“The [DOJ], led by antitrust chief Charles
James, contends the settlement will eliminate
Microsoft’s monopoly abuse and restore
competition in the marketplace”. Hello?
Earth to Mr James. This settlement is a sell
out and will have practically no impact on
Microsoft’s practices other than to
*encourage* them to abuse their monopoly
further since they clearly can get away with
it. This settlement was written by Microsoft,
what else needs to be said?

This settlement is a slap on the wrist. Just
like the previous slaps on the wrist that
various courts have ruled on against
Microsoft. They didn’t make a bit of
difference, neither will this. This is obvious.
It doesn’t take an advanced degree to
understand this. This DOJ action reinforces
the publics increasing critical perception of
our higher courts as a place where large
corporations are except from the laws. I
strongly urge Judge Kollar-Kotelly to throw
out this settlement because it is useless.
History will judge.

Sincerely,

Neal Nuckolls

nn@techie.com

400 East Caribbean Drive

Sunnyvale, CA 94089

MTC-164

MTC-00000165

From: rfinell
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 12:59pm
Subject: settlement

The only promises DOJ attorneys can be
absolutely sure Microsoft will keep, are that
jobs will be waiting for them when they leave
government service.

MTC-165

MTC-00000166

From: Aaron J. Bartlett
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:02pm
Subject: DOJ vs MS Agreement

“What the settlement seems to do is
prohibit Microsoft from breaking the law IN
THIS SPECIFIC WAY for a period of five
years. Imagine a murderer who shot his
victims being enjoined for five years from
using a gun, but still being allowed to carry
a knife.”

“It is important to understand here that
Microsoft management does not feel the
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slightest bit of guilt. They are, as they have
explained over and over again, just trying to
survive in a brutally competitive industry,
one in which they could go from winner to
loser in a heartbeat. The fact that Microsoft
makes in excess of 90 percent of the profit
of the entire software industry, well that’s
just the happy result of a lot of hard work.
Pay no mind to that $36 billion they have in
the bank. And since Microsoft doesn’t feel
guilty, their motivation in agreeing to this
settlement is just to get on with business.
This is a very important fact to keep in mind
when trying to understand the event. This
isn’t Microsoft being caught and punished, it
is Microsoft finding a path back to business
as usual, which is to say back to the very
kind of practices that got them here.
Microsoft, confident in its innate cleverness,
is willing to give up certain old monopolistic
behaviors because there are new
monopolistic behaviors now available to
replace them.”

“Microsoft has to open-up certain
Windows communication APIs to other
developers, but there is no restriction at all
on the addition of new APIs. So expect a LOT
of new APIs, many of which will do nothing
at all except confuse competitors. There is
nothing in the agreement that says Microsoft
has to tell anyone which APIs it really
intends to use. So just like interpreted
software is obfuscated to hinder would-be
copiers, expect Microsoft to obfuscate
Windows, itself.”

“Microsoft has to allow third-party
middleware, but a glaring loophole was left
for Microsoft, simply to redefine code as not
being middleware. If they stop distributing
code separately and draw it into Windows,
well as I read the proposed settlement,
middleware stops being middleware after 12
months. So if something new comes up (all
the old middleware is explicitly defined)
Microsoft can integrate it and (eliminate) the
opposition one year after they stop
distributing it separately.”

“These loopholes are nice, but they don’t
amount to the kind of leverage Microsoft
would want to have before signing away any
rights. Bill Gates would want to believe that
he has a new and completely unfettered
weapon so powerful that it makes some of
the older weapons completely unnecessary.
He has found that weapon in .NET.” “But
hey, .NET isn’t even successful yet, right? It
might be a big flop. Wrong. Those who think
there is any way that .NIET won’t be
universally deployed are ignoring Microsoft’s
90 percent operating system market share.
Whether people like .NET or not, they’ll get
it as old computers are replaced with new
ones. Within three years .NET will be
everywhere whether customers actually use
it or not. And that ubiquity, rather than
commercial success, is what is important to
Microsoft.”

“Here is the deal. .NET is essentially a
giant system for tracking user behavior and,
as such, will become Microsoft’s most
valuable tactical tool. It is a system for
tracking use of services, and the data from
that tracking is available only to Microsoft.”

“.NET is an integral part of Windows’
communication system with all calls going
through it. This will allow Microsoft (and

only Microsoft) to track the most frequently
placed calls. If the calls are going to a third-
party software package, Microsoft will know
about it. This information is crucial. With it,
Microsoft can know which third-party
products to ignore and which to destroy.
With this information, Microsoft can develop
its own add-in packages and integrate them
into the .NET framework, thus eliminating
the third-party provider. A year later, as
explained above, the problem is solved.”
“Alternately, Microsoft could use the
information (this .NET-generated market
research that Microsoft gets for free and
nobody else gets at all) to change Windows
to do service discovery giving an automatic
priority to Microsoft’s middleware. The
advantage here is in giving the appearance of
openness without actually being open.
“These possible behaviors are not in any
way proscribed by the proposed settlement
with the DOJ, yet they virtually guarantee a
continuation of Microsoft’s monopoly on
applications and services as long as Microsoft
has an operating system monopoly. When
Microsoft talks about “innovation,” this is
what they mean. Nothing is going to change.”
“My preferred outcome is still that
Microsoft be forced to sell its language
business, and the proceeds of that sale be
distributed to registered users of Microsoft
products. You might think to suggest that in
your comments to the court.”
Robert X. Cringely
http://www.pbs.org/cringely/
pulpitlpulpit200il108.htmi

I share Mr. Cringley’s observations in how
the outcome of the DOJ agreement does little
to protect consumers and businesses from
Microsoft’s business practices, into the
future.

Microsoft will further expand it’s control
by penetrating new markets through the
perpetuation of it’s operating system
monopoly onto new devices, such as the
recently released X-Box. The release of this
device will allow Microsoft to position
themselves in a way that will build a need
for developers to design software for
Microsoft’s operating systems, due to better
market penetration. The developer will only
have to create code once, to be able to deliver
his software to PCs running Windows
Operating Systems, X-box gaming systems
running Windows Operating Systems, and
the recent deal between Microsoft and Sega
for arcade machines running Windows
Operating Systems.

Without placing severe penalties for it’s
monopolistic behavior in the past, and
controlling it’s actions into the future,
Microsoft will continue “business as usual”
by controlling various markets through the
expansion and inclusion of additional
software into it’s operating systems.

Aaron J. Bartlett

MTC-166

MTC-00000167

From: Bill Gascoyne
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:03pm
Subject: Why is Microsoft not being
punished?
To whom it may concern:
Microsoft is an unrepentant monopolist.
The currently proposed settlement is

nowhere near harsh enough. It makes only
weak provisions to correct Microsoft’s
behavior, and does nothing to punish
Microsoft’s past behavior. There is no
provision to try to undo the damage that
Microsoft has done to its partners and
competitors, and there is no incentive for
Microsoft to repent its past wrongdoings in
any way whatsoever.

Mirosoft still does not admit to being a
monopoly, despite the fact that the court has
found it to be one. Based on past behavior,
it seems obvious that Microsoft will seek any
and all means to continue business as usual,
and the currently proposed settlement
provides for very few barriers for Microsoft
to do so.

Through its monopoly practices, Microsoft
has established file formats that are both
proprietary and de-facto standards. No
competition is possible under such
circumstances for word processing,
spreadsheets, or presentation material.

Microsoft should be made to reveal much
of its source code, and be made to open its
file formats so that competing products can
be introduced to compete with the defacto
standards of programs like Word, Excel, and
PowerPoint. If this is done, someone will no
doubt write such programs for the Linux OS,
and then we’ll see how well a bug-infested
product like Widows does against real
competition!

William H. Gascoyne

935 Northrup St.

San Jose, CA 95126

408/298-3020 (h) 408/433-7126 (w)

MTC-167
MTC-00000168

From: Lander, Scott
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov
Date: 11/16/01 1:04pm

“simply telling a defendant to go forth and
sin no more does little or nothing to address
the unfair advantage it has already gained.”

Hello

I am the system administrator for
Transamerica Reinsurance. I am extremely
computer literate and knowledgeable. I have
followed the Microsoft case with great
interest, and more then a little frustration,
over the years.

While I don’t have the legal background to
say if Microsoft has violated laws, I do have
the technical background to know that
Microsoft practices have definitely been
detrimental to the public (and corporate)
world. Many. far to many for it not to be
deliberate, competing products have been
stamped out by the very simple strategy of
forcibly installing the MS version with the
operating system, and by making the
operating system opaque enough to ensure
that the competing tools can not be as
reliable as the MS version.

This has had the side effect of making the
MS Operating System itself become
extremely bloated, forcing consumers to
continually purchase system upgrades to
maintain the same level of performance. This
may be good for the system vendors, but most
certainly has NOT been good for the system
consumers.

You might say that is the price of progress,
however competing products, such as Linux,
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have been growing their level of
sophistication faster then MS, without
anywhere near the level of associated bloat.

I believe that the consumers, and in fact,
MS itself, would be better served by not
allowing MS to integrate so much into the
0OS, and instead be forced to compete on a
level playing field with competitors on the
peripheral items, much as they do with the
office suite. I am so convinced of this in fact,
that I am amazed MS hasn’t done it on their
own—it would be a potential tremendous
money maker for them, with their great
marketing capabilities.

Please, don’t rush into an agreement which
clearly will not address the very harmful
practices MS routinely engages in.

Thank you

Scott Lander

704 573 1693

MTC-168

MTC-00000169

From: Vivekpara@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:07pm

Subject: A Travesty of Justice

I find it highly disgraceful that the terms
and penalties applying to Microsoft have
been so weak in contrast to their infractions.

I fear that there are those who believe that
the practices of Microsoft in this regard have
greatly helped the public at large, but that is
far from the truth. The stifling of competition
has created a vacuum due to the dirth of
credible competition to Microsoft’s hold on
the software/OS industry. The uncountable
number of companies that have been forced
to fold due to the pressure exerted by
Microsoft both fiscally as well as legally have
reduced the ability of consumers to really
have a choice. The egregious cost of software
for the entire Microsoft line to date is just a
minor symptom of this pervasive illness.

I fear that these missteps are due in part
to the complete lack of credible experts as to
the internal nature of the software of
Microsoft. If you reviewed the code (which
I admit, I have not been privy to, but I have
much experience with the software over the
years) that comprised the OS, you would see
how it was changed at stages to make it
“incompatible” with other software from
competitors (i.e.—Netscape and many
others). I fear that the DOJ does not have the
resources, nor the inclination to pursue this
in a manner that is appropriate due to some
influence exerted from more Conservative
corners.

That stricter sanctions have not been taken
is really an affront to the monopoly laws that
were so well enforced initially by the
Roosevelt administration (and I do mean
Theodore). Microsoft’s monopoly will
continue to flourish, and I wish to add, for
the record, that I am disappointed that justice
can so easily be purchased in this day and
age.

Sincerely,

Vivek Paramesh

MTC-169

MTC-00000170

From: Gary Eckstein
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:11pm

Subject: not enough

I fear that the settlement proposal is
inadequate. It provides insufficient
safegaurds against microsoft using its
dominant market position in the OS market
to extents dominance in other areas such as
media players and other ad-ons functions,
such as its passport technology and its .NIET
strategy.

Windows XP illustrates microsoft’s
continued tendancy to design its core
products to function better with its own add-
ons technologies than with third-party
products providing similar services. Only
recently, Microsoft removed support for
netscape plug-ins, and with it support of
alterntive media players.

MTC-170

MTC-00000171

From: Raph

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:12pm

Subject: In my opinion, Microsoft is being
treated unfairly. If it wasn'’t for the

In my opinion, Microsoft is being treated
unfairly. If it wasn’t for the Windows
operating system, we would be in the dark
ages. Windows has allowed many people to
make use of computers, where before, they
may have been presented with ugly text and
command lines—with NO STANDARDS.
Everyone likes to take down people who
become too successful. Why can’t these
companies with lawsuits against MS stop
crying and be more creative. Why do we have
to make success easy for everyone?

If they want easy, why don’t these
companies write software for Linux. Linux is
free for everyone. Linux was supposed to be
the Windows killer. There are opportunities
everywhere for these companies. Instead,
they want to ride on Microsoft’s success by
publishing on Microsoft’s OS like as if it
were a right, and they want to rape MS at the
same time. It boggles my mind. Those
crybabies should get lost and write Linux
applications.

Does America have to lessen our standards
for creativity and innovation? The REAL
creative people will always find a way too
succeed, but all I see are companies that want
the easy ““success” by lawsuits. This country
has become filled with lawsuits as an excuse
to be less creative and less innovative.

Let’s not be more creative and innovative.
Let’s all companies band together and bring
down the ones that are successful, and lower
our standards of success. Let’s bring down
Microsoft, not with creativity and innovation,
but with lawsuits. Better yet, let’s bring down
Microsoft while using Windows.

MTC-171

MTC-00000172

From: James Kocurek
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11116/01 1:18pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

I can not believe the Department of Justice
is proposing this settlement. It’s obvious that
there had been an outside influence on the
DOJ to settle this case now. Microsoft lawyers
WILL NEVER allow the DOJ to enforce any
of those settlement provisions.

Say good bye to competition and hello to
a single source of ideas. Plus, you’ll

eventually be paying by the month for use of
MS Office products. Better put that cost
increase into your DOJ budget.

Very disappointed in DOJ.

james
MTC~172

MTC-00000173

From: Lei Xu
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:21pm
Subject: comments on Micsroft settlement

To who it may concerns, I think the
settlement is very reasonable. consumers will
benifit more from the new Microsoft while
competion and freedom of inovation are kept.

I only want to give a example for this: A
simple network card sells for $30 for
Windows-based PC while the same network
card is priced at more than $300 for SUN
Microsystem’s least expensive desktop
computer. The scale of difference is
unbalance. consumers need Microsoft and its
ability to compete.

Thnaks for consideration!

Lei Xu

MTC-173

MTC-00000174

From: Steve Henderson
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 1:23pm
Subject: What a waste of time

At best it is a small nuisance to the
Microsoft monopoly. Bill must be laughing
his butt off and congratulating his lawyers on
a job well done.

Justice Dept.? Now there is an ironic name
for you.

Steve Henderson

FraserAlS

shenderson @ fraser-ais.com

610 378—-0101 ext.136

MTC-174
MTC-00000175

From: Esposito, Paul
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:24pm
Subject: Dept of Justice Settlement

I personally think the DOJ sold out to
Microsoft. The DOJ is using the excuse of ‘it
is better for the economy’ as the reason for
the settlement, this is far from the truth.
Microsoft has crushed many small companies
and even some large ones, whose products
were better than theirs. What does that do to
the economy. More people out of work, more
companies that go under.

I'm ashamed that Illinois, the state where
I live and work, has signed up. I give credit
to the states that are holding out, I'm sure the
government is pushing hard for them to
settle. I really think you should look at the
penalties those states are proposing, they
make sense. Microsoft should be forced to
produce a version of their 0/S that does not
have all of the other products installed. This
product should be priced separately. This
would allow other companies a chance to
compete. It is foolish to think that Microsoft
is throwing all of the other software into the
0/S for free. The truth is that they just
increase the cost of the 0/S with all the add-
ons, and then it is left to the consumer to
decide if they want to spend more money to
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go buy a competitors product, or just use the
one that they already paid for. I find it
strange the DOJ changed their views on the
subject of Microsoft, so quickly after the
change in administration (and I'm a
republican).

These views are strictly my opinions, they
are not shared by my company. A little about
myself. I'm a Software Developer/DBA. 1
work with Microsoft products on a daily
basis, as well as, working with their
competitions products. Again these are my
personal views.

Paul Esposito

MTC-175

MTC-00000176

From: John Roberts

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:25pm

Subject: Microsoft anti-trust settlement

I don’t think that this settlement provides
enough protection to consumers that
Microsoft will not engage in predatory
practices in the near future.

1) Microsoft does not have to share source
code with other companies developing
applications for their operating systems. This
gives Microsoft’s application development
teams an incredible head-start, by allowing
them to perform concurrent development. All
other companies have to wait until the
operating system is fully released, and then
they are given only some of the data &
information that Microsoft’s application
development teams are given.

2) Any court challenge / enforcement done
under the new regulations will not be able to
react quickly enough to stop anti-competitive
behavior. There is no point in launching a
challenge against Microsoft, when the
challenge may spend 2-5 years in the court
system. By that time, your company will be
dead, and Microsoft will have eaten your
lunch.

3) Microsoft’s operating system &
applications are becoming more deeply inter-
woven, deceasing the probability that any
new competitor entering these markets will
be able to compete against the combined
entities. In fact, it is getting more and more
difficult to un-install unwanted Microsoft
applications, and install applications from
competitors, (e-mail clients are an example of
this). I hope that the United States
government reconsiders, and places real,
immediate and severe restrictions on
Microsoft.

John Roberts

MTC-176

MTC-00000177

From: Joseph H. Dougherty
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:25pm
Subject: Microsoft “settlement”
unconscionable

For the DOJ to have settled for less than
Microsoft originally offered is an absurdity.
Microsoft’s bullying, dishonesty, and
successful anticompetitive manipulation
makes the “free market” arguments irrelevant
to this case: the DOJ should have worked to
restore an open and innovative environment,
but has instead worked against the public
interest to institutionalize the bloat,

mediocrity and bullying that are the core of
Microsoft as it is today.

I'm sure that the Republican apparatchiks
who managed this fiasco will do well from
it once they pass through the revolving door
from government disservice to corporate or
lobbying jobs; sadly, the rest of us will have
no such compensations.

Microsoft has already completely
disregarded an earlier toothless settlement,
and DQJ staffers are not such fools as to
believe this one will be effective.

JHD
MTC-177

MTC-00000178

From: Natarajan Sivasailam

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:33pm

Subject: Opinion AGAINST Proposed
Settlement

Dear Sir/Ma’m,

I am writing to let you know of my opinion
of the US DOT settlement that has been
proposed with MS. With all due respect, I
humbly submit to you that the terms of the
settlement is not enough, and should include
more measures that can be said to be
“tough”. The very fact that none of Micro
Soft’ executives have owned up that their
actions have caused “‘significant” harm to
their Competitors, and hence the Consumers
at large, goes on to show that they are indeed
not repentant of their deeds, and it would not
be surprising to note they will breach any of
the said terms of the agreement, or back away
from fair business practices. A very good
example is the case of Micro Soft’ case during
the 1995 case with the US DOJ, when it
violated the terms of the agreement reached
between both the parties. According to me,

“The best way to rectify a mistake is to
own up to the shortcomings, and take
corrective and preventive measures to lessen
the impact of their wrongdoings . Instead of
doing so, and rather substantiating one’
mistakes, the person only goes on to make a
bigger mistake.”

I hope that this statement crisply
summarizes my thoughts, and of a person
who looks forward to an industry that
indulges in healthy competition and best
practices that are ultimately aimed at the
welfare of the Consumer.

Sincerely,

Regards,

Nataraj

“The only thing for a good person to let
evil triumph, is to do nothing”

MTC-178

MTC-00000179

From: Thomas D. Helmholdt

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:34pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement Insufficient to
Protect Consumers November 16, 2001

Dear U.S. District Judge Colleen Kollar-
Kotelly,

I am writing to express my belief that the
provisions of the settlement agreement
between the United States and Microsoft are
insufficient to protect consumers. Although I
am not an expert in the computer field, I am
a consumer for personal purposes and for
business purposes. I am dismayed that

Microsoft will continue to be able to leverage
it’s operating system to foist off on
consumers additional “add-in” software.
However, I am even more annoyed that
Microsoft will be able to maintain it’s
coercive contracts with computer
manufacturers requiring them to pay for a
Microsoft operating system for every
computer they sell, even if the computer
system does not include Microsoft’s
operating system software. Over the last few
years, I have attempted to purchase
computers without Microsoft’s operating
system or with alternative operating systems.
In each case, I was told that I would still have
to pay for the Microsoft operating system,
even if I did not want it. What kind of
competitive system is this? Do I have no
choice at all? It is my understanding that the
current agreements that are in place with
computer manufacturers and distributors will
not change this practice. To add insult to
injury, I have recently been informed that
Microsoft will no longer sell Windows 95,
and/or Windows 98 operating systems. This
creates a tremendous problem for system
administrators in small and medium size
business who have previously been forced to
standardize on these systems. Even though I
am an intellectual property law attorney, I
am at a loss to understand why a company
like Microsoft should be able to maintain it’s
copyright in computer software that has been
misused for anti-trust purposes. By analogy,
under patent laws, the patent can be held
invalid and/or unenforceable, and the subject
matter covered by the patent is dedicated to
the public for it’s free use from that point
forward. It would seem an effective strategy
to signal to all future software businesses that
if they misuse their copyrights that the rights
contained therein will be forfeited. The entire
source code of all software that Microsoft has
used in violation of the anti-trust laws should
be stripped of any copyright protections and
competitors should be free to reverse
engineer, copy, distribute and sell it without
any interference from Microsoft. It seems
illogical to allow Microsoft to maintain a
legal right in the copyright of software that
has been placed in it’s hands by the
government. If it is a right granted by the
government, it would appropriate to remove
the protections of that right when it is
misused. This would truly foster
competition, it would allow competing
operating systems to be quickly developed
and sold that are compatible with Windows
95 and Windows 98 operating systems. Then
the consumer will have a real choice of
purchasing the new Microsoft operating
system or purchasing a competitor’s clone of
the old misused operating systems. These are
my thoughts on the matter, and I hope you
will find them helpful.

MTC-179

Sincerely,
Thomas D. Helmholdt

MTC-00000180

From: M Rausher/Present-Day Products
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:38pm
Subject: Microsoft antitrust settlement
I would like to go on record as suggesting
that the proposed antitrust settlement for
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Microsoft is inadequate—it will not prevent
the abuses from continuing; it will not
adequately punish the company for past
abuses, and it will not allow for adequate
competition and innovation in the field. A
monopoly can only be dealt with by taking
extreme measures, to make a strong point to
the industry, and to eliminate the “blockage”
in the way of free commerce. This proposal
does neither.

Sincerely,

Mark Rausher,

President, Present-Day Products

MTC-180

MTC-00000181

From: Joe Blue

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:39pm

Subject: DOJ’s proposed penalties do not
undo the market damage

Hello,

As a software developer I can assure you
that the proposed DOJ settlement does
nothing to undo the monopolization of the
browser market that Microsoft accomplished
through its illegal business practices.
Microsoft now has over 80% of the browser
market, and growing, precisely because of the
illegal conduct determined in the case. Why
are there no penalties to force them to
disgorge that advantage, by bundling an
alternative browser? The lesson for Microsoft:
use whatever means to destroy any
competitive threat, and then deal with future-
conduct remedies by subversion. This is
precisely what happened in the 1995 consent
decree.

SINCE WHEN DOES A REMEDY FOCUS
ONLY ON FUTURE BEHAVIOR AND NOT
ON ADDRESSING THE HARM ALREADY
PERPETRATED? THIS IS NONSENSICAL.

Joseph Blumenthal

MTC-181

MTC-00000182

From: Andybur, Richard W
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/16/01 1:40pm
Subject: Microsoft
I fell the agreement is fair for all parties.
Less settle this, so we can grow the economy
again. This has gone on to LONG!
Best Regards,
Rick Andybur
StorageTek—Channel Product Manager
Central Region
Strategic Accounts/ SBC
*314.854.8820
* E-mail: richard—
andybur@storagetek.com
MTC-182

MTC-00000183

From: Ron, Heather (038) Jon Feldman
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:46pm
Subject: Please Break Up Microsoft

As an Engineer living in ‘Silicon Valley’,
I am well acquainted with the current state
of software technology, Microsoft’s product
line and it’s position in the Market, as well
as competitive consumer software packages.
My problem is that Microsoft’s software has
gotten progressively worse over time while
their aggressive marketing tactics haves

become increasingly invasive into private
lives.

To me, major issues include, but are not
limited to, the following

(1) Microsoft is endlessly bundling
ancillary software packages with Windows
which destroys competition because of the
competitive advantage of the Windows
bundling.

Regardless of the Microsoft quality, and it
is generally less than competition’s full-
featured product, the competition is at a
disadvantage and a potentially superior
product cannot be competitive.

(2) It appears that Microsoft’s own
Windows software code is so massive that
they are creating more bugs then they are
fixing because of their endless integration of
other programs into Windows. I believe that
these other accessory’ programs would
function faster & more effectively if they were
completely separate software packages,
interfacing to Windows in exactly the same
manner of the competition.

To restate this, I believe that Microsoft’s
policy of direct integration into Windows,
rather than producing a superior product, has
resulted in an inferior product because they
are able to sidestep the software rules they
would have others follow.

(3) Microsoft’s PASSPORT/.WEB initiative
is being marketed so aggressively that now
Microsoft customers are forced to sign up
with PASSPORT in order to get Customer
Service.

Again, if you are not signed up for
PASSPORT, then you do not get customer
support on any Microsoft product. Since I do
not want to put personal information into
Microsoft’s PASSPORT program, I may get no
customer support.

I do not want Microsoft given the power to
drive internet eBusiness.

MTC-183
MTC-00000184

As a knowledgeable consumer and voter, I
am seriously concerned that Microsoft’s
business practices have not changed since
the recent anti-trust actions. As history
shows, Microsoft’s market approach is to
bully both the competition and consumers by
virtue of their market power. Again, this is
not in the best interests of the American
public and I am very disappointed in the
current Administration’s efforts and consider
them a step backwards. Because of the above
issues, and many others, I want Microsoft
broken up into at least 3 companies;
Operating Systems (Windows), Office
Products and Internet Products. The
interaction between these different software
products and the Windows operating system
would then follow the same rules as their
competition.

PLEASE support consumers on this and do
NOT let Microsoft off the hook.

Ron Feldman

5104 Westmont Ave

#11

San Jose, 95130

MTC-184
MTC-00000185

From: EXT-Gallarzo, Luis G
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:46pm

Working in a fairly diverse computing
environment, I have come across many of the
violations where Microsoft has been found
guilty. Anything from not being able to
install Apple’s QuickTime player to Oracle
compatibility problems. With the current
settlement Microsoft is going to continue to
abuse their power which makes me wonder
why the government sued Microsoft in the
first place. If the government is really
concerned with the consumers, it should pay
us back for all of the tax dollars squandered
on this case or see it through to the end. I
believe that computer standards should be in
place to keep consumers from being violated,
but one company should not have free reign
establishing those standards. I hope the judge
does not approve the so called “sanctions”,
and that the government follows suit with the
last nine remaining states and force Microsoft
to play fair with the rest of the computing
industry.

MTC-185

MTC-00000186

From: James E. Felton

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:48pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Articles I've read in newspapers (and on
websites) suggest that the Department of
Justice is letting Microsoft off easy because
the prosecution of Microsoft it is hurting our
economy. Is that what we, as Americans, are
supposed to teach our children? That crime
is “ok” as long as it (temporarily) helps our
economy?

Microsoft has been proven guilty of serious
crimes that affect all consumers, and all
businesses, and in fact, may affect our entire
future. And were going to let them off easy
just because it is temporarily inconvenient to
punish them properly? Absurd! The fact that
this case was tried as a civil case instead of
being tried as a criminal case HAS ALREADY
let them off easy, no matter what civil
penalties may be imposed. Several Microsoft
executives SHOULD, actually, be facing JAIL
TIME. But now, not only are we not
punishing them under criminal law, but
we’re even going to let them off easy on the
civil penalties? THIS SETTLEMENT is a
crime against all Americans, and all
computer users of the world!

In the meantime, A. Alfred Taubman of
Detroit faces a strong possibility of 3 years in
prison, and $300,000.00 in fines for MUCH
lesser crimes (charged with violating the
Sherman Antitrust Act by fixing prices at
Christie’s and Sotheby’s auction houses)
because prosecution of his crime doesn’t
negatively affect the economy. And there are
MANY examples of FOREIGN companies,
listed on the DOJ website, who have received
far greater punishment for far lesser crimes.

This settlement is ridiculous! Microsoft
was PROVEN GUIiLTY BEYOND ANY
REASONABLE DOUBT. Most of the charges
were upheld by the Appeal’s Court. The
evidence is a matter of PUBLIC RECORD. Bill
Gates, and other Microsoft executives
SHOULD BE IN PRISON. Instead, they stand
to walk away with a slap on the hand!

PLEASE GIVE UP on trying to convince the
“hold-out” States to join this settlement! This
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proposed settlement DOES NOT adequately
address the crimes. And the “hold-out”
States are THE PEOPLE’S only remaining
hope of JUSTICE in this case. The (proposed)
settlement MIGHT HAVE BEEEN acceptable
IF Microsoft had been willing to settle
BEFORE the judge issued his findings of fact.
But THEY DIDN’T. Microsoft arrogantly
CHOSE to take it’s chances in court and
THEY WERE PROVEN GUILTY. If this
(proposed) settlement becomes final, the
Justice Department is basically allowing Bill
Gates and Microsoft to walk away
LAUGHING at our system of justice, while
STEPPING ON the LITTLE GUYS who play
fair! And WE, THE PEOPLE, will PAY for it
all!

MTC-186

MTC-00000187

From: EXT-Gallarzo, Luis G
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:51pm

Working in a fairly diverse computing
environment, I have come across many of the
violations where Microsoft has been found
guilty. Anything from not being able to
install Apple’s QuickTime player to Oracle
compatibility problems. With the current
settlement, Microsoft is going to continue to
abuse their power which makes me wonder
why the government sued Microsoft in the
first place. If the government is really
concerned with the consumers, it should pay
us back for all of the tax dollars squandered
on this case or see it through to the end. I
believe that computer standards should be in
place to keep consumers from being violated,
but one company should not have free reign
establishing those standards. I hope the judge
does not approve the so called “sanctions”,
and that the government follows suit with the
last nine remaining states and force Microsoft
to play fair with the rest of the computing
industry.

MTC-187
MTC-00000188

From: Joe Mason
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 1:53pm
Subject: MS Settlement

It is business as usual at MicroSoft. Has
anyone at the Justice Department used
WindowsXP yet? MicroSoft continues to
abuse its monopoly position in the Operating
System area with this new OS. Rival software
does not work with XP if MS has bundled a
similar product (check out and see if
RealPlayer, QuickTime, etc work well with
it), and MicroSoft has added ADVERTISING
for their products that pop up to annoy users
of the OS whether they want to or not.
Finally, the cumbersome activation
procedure must be repeated for the same
computer if the user merely adds peripherals
and changes reconfigurations as well as when
they have to reinstall the software (a common
occurence with the poor quality of MicroSoft
products). In other words, the government
has not slowed the Robber Baron of the 21st
Century in the least. They continue to break
the law and flout the governments attempts
to restore order and equity to the Computing
field.

Sincerely,

Gordon Joe Mason
Nome, Alaska

MTC-188

MTC-00000189

From: Dave Bunting

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:54pm

Subject: Guilty of crime but no
punishment???

Justice:

The proposed settlement with Microsoft is
not just. Found guilty of a crime, Microsoft
must be punished in proportion to the unfair
prices it has charged its customers, and to the
injury it has done to its competitors.

But the settlement includes no real
punishment, only difficult- or impossible-to-
enforce attempts to make Microsoft cease its
criminal practices. Microsoft Chairman Bill
Gates on Thursday defended the settlement
as tough but one that “‘we’re really pleased
to have.” Of course he’s please to have it.
Any settlement that the world’s biggest
criminal is “pleased to have” is proven by
his pleasure to be grossly inadequate.

An adequate settlement would have Mr.
Gates displeased at being handcuffed and
lead off to prison. Judge Stanley Sporkin said
correctly in 1995, “simply telling a defendant
to go forth and sin no more does little or
nothing to address the unfair advantage it has
already gained.”

And I add: Neither does it address the
billions of dollars in wrongful profits it has
gained and in injuries it has done.

PLEASE don’t let these criminals off
without punishment as this settlement does!

Dave Bunting

Packwood WA

MTC-1 89

MTC-00000190

From: Jim Hillegass

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:57pm

Subject: Microsoft should be split

I'm Jim Hillegass, CEO of ]. River, a 20
person software firm located in Minneapolis.

I believe that Microsoft has abused its
power and should be split into an
applications company and an OS company.

I understand that the Justice Department has
decided against this, but I want to express an
opinion. Here’s why. Microsoft is big and, to
please shareholders, must become still bigger
and more profitable. There are no significant
niches left in the software business where a
company can make products without
competing with Microsoft.

Competition with Microsoft would be fine
IF the details of the OS were made available
equally to software vendors like J. River and
to a Microsoft applications company. As it
stands, details on the OS are extremely hard
to get.

I watched Microsoft destroy Wordperfect,
Lotus, Netscape, and many smaller firms.
The same thing is happening now with Real
Networks, and the newest OS removes niches
in zipping files, printing photos, and many
other areas. I would be happy to provide
more detail.

Regards,

Jim Hillegass

J. River, Inc.

125 N First St
Minneapolis MN 55401
www.jriver.com
www.musicex.com

612 677 8200 x 203

MTC-190

MTC-00000191

From: Roland Radtke

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 1:59pm

Subject: Microsoft settlement comments

I do have some comments on the
mechanics of the TC commitee. These
comments are motivated by the idea that any
well functioning system should be self-
regulating, that is it should have safeguards
built in against escalating behaviour.

I must caution that systemically, the carte
blanche that the TC members seem to enjoy
with respect to spending as per the proposed
final judgement is quite a horrible idea.

QUOTE: The TC members shall serve,
without bond or other security, at the cost
and expense of Microsoft on such terms and
conditions as the Plaintiffs approve,
including the payment of reasonable fees and
expenses.

QUOTE: The TC may hire at the cost and
expense of Microsoft, with prior notice to
Microsoft and subject to approval by the
Plaintiffs, such staff or consultants (all of
whom must meet the qualifications of
Section IV.B.2) as are reasonably necessary
for the TC to carry out its duties and
responsibilities under this Final Judgment.
The compensation of any person retained by
the TC shall be based on reasonable and
customary terms commensurate with the
individuals experience and responsibilities.
Together, these two stipulations allow the
TC—or even just one TC member—to incurr
as much cost on microsoft’s behalf as they
choose to. There is no reason that the
plaintiffs, who control the cost, but do not
incur it themselves have it in their own
interest to make sure that the total cost stays
within reasonable bounds.

I strongly suggest that as part of the
judgement, an annual budget is proposed that
cannot be exceeded. This would correct the
problem. Another systemic problem inherent
in the judgement, but a lesser one to a degree,
is that it is within the self-interest of the TC
to cause an extension of the oversight time
period. This might be changed if the
judgement made explicit that at the end of
the initial period, TC members must
relinquish their posts, and a completely new
set of members will be selected in the case
of an extension.

Sincerely,

Yours,

Roland Radtke

MTC-191

MTC-00000192

From: s wang
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:02pm
Subject: view on MSFT case
As an IT professional, I do believe this case
has become irrelevant given the rapid
changing IT environment since 1998.
Although Microsoft did enforce the
marketing position of its IE browser for
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Windows installation and conducted
business improprieties with “special deals’
for certain vendors, overall, I do believe the
case settlement has much addressed the
issues that was in the original case.

On the upside, Microsoft did delivery
productive software technologies to improve
our productivities, to varying degree of
consumer satisfaction, as well as help to
standardize software technology.

Without certain level of standardization,
the collaboration and integration among our
businesses may be in a state of more
confusion.

Therefore, if Microsft agrees to adhere to
the remedial actions stated in the settlement,
that should provide a first step forward.
There is no way for everything to become
perfect or acceptable overnight.

The 9 disagreeing states should be concern
that they are squandering our tax dollars on
an historical, out of context case. IT and
business environments have changed since
1998 and Microsoft had soften its marketing
approach with Window XP.

I suggest that the 9 disagreeing states give
the case a rest, see how the settlement works
out in today’s environment, then go forward
if necessary. This on-going lawsuit, to me, is
a job security for these state attorneys who
has too much tax dollars to squander.

regards,

MTC-192

MTC-00000193

From: Steve (038) Jen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  2:02pm

Subject: concerned individual on the
proposed deal in US vs. Microsoft

Dear DOJ,

Havent you learned anything from history?
The deal you’ve proposed, in all its loopholes
& insufficiencies, is deja vu to the 1995
decree. Microsoft spat in the face of that
decree as you remember.

It will do so again.

I use Microsoft software, and i use non-
Microsoft software. I insist on choices, and I
know that thru choices we gain innovation.
I do not want Microsoft in complete control
of the market, as they are now, and will be
with this ineffectual, shortsighted deal.

In the absence of a breakup, the only
solution to the serious violations upheld by
%3 of our nation’s highest courts is to force
Microsoft to release all source code for the
shipped OS. This is easy to enforce, is simple
and elegant. If Microsoft wants to embed
media player, messaging, web browsers, a
kitchen sink—then force them to release the
code. Since they wouldnt want to do that,
they’d be compelled to offer these products
independently of the OS, on a more level
playing field with the competition.

Isnt this the crux of the trial?

Please listen to the public.

Steve Burkett

129 NE 57th. St.

Seattle, WA 98105

MTC-193

MTC-00000194

From: nmlutz@netscape.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:03pm

Subject: Break Micro$oft into 3 pieces

Justice Department,

Micro$oft should be broken up and not just
2 piece, but 3. Micro$oft should be broken
into an Operating System house, applications
house, and now with their push on the
Internet an Internet service house.

This would mean better products for Unix
and Lynx based computers forcing Micro$oft
to compete on its merits as an operating
systems provider company without forcing
people to use their operating system or else
no ubiquitous useful applications for you.
One company, Micro$oft, should not have so
much control over a growing industry that
will influence the way the world working in
the future.

Norm Lutz

MTC-194

MTC-00000195

From: Tony Patti

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:03pm

Subject: Remedies for Microsoft monopolies
insufficient

We need greater constraints on the
Microsoft computer monopoly than those
proposed.

As a user of Macintosh computers, I am a
victim of Microsoft’s monopoly every time I
try to use software or browse a web page. Just
because everyone at the Department of
Justice uses Windows, they think there is no
reason to believe they should stop the
Microsoft monopoly. If you used another
computing platform, you would realize just
how much it is costing consumers to allow
Microsoft to continue to dominate the
computer industry.

Microsoft’s arguments that they could lose
their monopoly in a minute is not only
specious and self-serving, but is also untrue
from the historical perspective of the
computer industry. People have made the
same claim about how the internet was going
to wipe out AOL for the past 8 years, and by
now it is clear to see that people don’t change
their computing habits as easily as Microsoft
claims.

Since Microsoft clearly has a stranglehold
over the entire industry, they are abridging
the freedom of speech in America by making
it necessary to buy a copy of their software
to exchange speech between computers.

The source code of all Microsoft operating
systems, past and future, is now a document
that belongs to everyone in the world. Since
we all depend on it, Microsoft should not be
allowed to keep it secret any longer.
Anything less would severely constrict the
rights of every US Citizen, not to mention the
rest of the world. It also impinges on the
ability of our government to function since
everything is computerized.

This is not a business decision, as the DOJ
seems to think. This is a decision about the
very rights of our citizens to communicate
openly, for now and into the future.

Tony Patti

4161 Humphrey

St. Louis, MO 63116

MTC-195

MTC-00000196
From: Sheldon

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:04pm
Subject: Microsoft

I am writing this to provide my comments
on the Microsoft antitrust settlement. I have
been involved in the Computer Industry for
overfifty years. I have lived through the
emergence and transition of the Personal
Computer. I have seen companies come and
go. Do we want to go back to the days of
different, non compatible Operating Systems
and hardware? Microsoft has provided us all
with aneasy to use, integrated, and most of
all a standard. Microsoft became a monopoly
by default. Let us look at the Personal
Computer marketplace after IBM introduced
their machine in 1981. Some of the PC’s were
offered by Cromemco, Vector, Altair, Radio
Shack, Atari, andCommodore. Each had its
own proprietary hardware, and used non-
standard forms of the CP/M Operating
System. You chose a platformbased on what
software was available for it, unless you were
a software designer. If you purchased a
Cromemco computer, for example, the word
processing software that was offered did not
necessarily work on the Vector machine.
There were no standards that allowed
software to work ondifferent platforms and
operating systems. Do we want to go back to
this? This would not be in the best interest
of the consumer, nor the industry. The IBM
PC changed this by providing an open
architecture, where anyone could build
equipment that would work with the IBM PC.
Anyone could build a video card, a memory
card etc. that could be installed into the IBM
PC. What IBM did not allow was for others
to use their BIOS. This meant you couldn’t
build your own IBM PC. It wasn’t until
Compagq reverse engineered the BIOS that the
Personal Computer market took off. Now
others could produce an IBM compatible PC.
We may ask why did the IBM PC create such
a stir. I think it was VisiCalc for the IBM PC,
the Spreadsheet that was available on the
Apple as well as the IBM name. This
spreadsheet is what businesses were waiting
for. Shortly after this we began to see other
software appearing. Ashton Tate’s dBase,
which became the de facto database. VisiCalc
later to become 123 the de facto standard
spreadsheet, and WordPerfect and WordStar
the two giants of word processing software.
These companies were monopolies in their
own right. Then Microsoft introduced
Windows as the Operating System for the PC.
None of the major players either recognized
its impact or didn’t wish to invest in it.
Microsoft introduced Word for Windows, the
first Graphical User Interface (GUI) word
processor, and Excel the first GUI
spreadsheet for the IBM compatible PC. None
of the other giants produced GUI products
with the ease of use and functionality that
the Microsoft products provided, until it was
too late. Both business and consumers
eagerly accepted, and benefited from the
innovation introduced by Microsoft. There
were no competing Operating Systems
offered by anyone. IBM tried with their 0S2
which might have been of interest to
engineers but it did not appeal to the
majority of users. At this time Microsoft did
not have a monopoly in anything. By
providing what the market wanted they came



Federal Register/Vol. 67, No. 86/Friday, May 3, 2002/ Notices

23689

to dominate the OS, and Office application
fields. They became an OS monopoly and an
Office software powerhouse. The others
failed to innovate and compete. Also in this
time frame there was Novell who dominated
the PC network world. Microsoft introduced
Windows NT followed by Windows 2000 and
because of its features, ease of use and
relatively low price supplanted Novell as the
network OS ofchoice. Of course there were
the variations of UNIX but this was not the
choice for the PC platform.Now we see
losers, who didn’t innovate and understand
how to compete, asking the Government to
punish Microsoft for being successful. AOL
Time-Warner would like to have the
monopoly on Instant Messenger. They are
crying foul that Microsoft is again being
innovative andintegrating their Instant
Messenger into the Operating System. Sun
Microsystems has had years to come up with
an OS that would be inexpensive, and have
numerous compatible software applications
that work on the PC. They haven’t done it.
Yet they cry foul, decrying Microsoft’s
success. They and others tried to champion
the Network Computer which did not use
Microsoft Windows. The world did not beat
apath to their doorway. Linux was supposed
to be answer to those who wanted out of the
Microsoft OS world.

What happened? Its sales seem tobe mainly
to a few. Compaq is no longer installing it on
their computers for a lack of demand. Why
is this? It is not easy to use,has many
problems, is really not able to work across
many platforms and lacks sufficient
applications that most consumers want. It is
not innovative or competitive. Is this
Microsoft’s fault? The Courts have found that
Microsoft used its monopoly illegally. For
this they should be punished. The
punishment should be such as to consider its
affect on consumers and the industry. The
punishment shouldn’t be one that prevents
Microsoft from innovating and creating
products that are easier for us to use. It
shouldn’t punish a company for its success.
Those who are jealous of Microsoft would
have Microsoft punished for its success. Is
this what you want?

Sincerely,

Sheldon Teicher

1000 Capitola Way

Santa Clara, CA 95051

MTC-196

MTC-00000197

From: Dan Bance
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01  2:05pm
Subject: Microsoft Antitrust Case

The proposed remedy for Microsoft is
laughable. It is also inconsistent with
American legal practices. In the findings of
fact, it was found that Microsoft was an
illegal monopoly and had illegally
maintained and extended their monopoly in
the operating system market. Fundamental to
law in this country is an idea that we don’t
allow people or corporations to retain that
which they’ve acquired illegally. That said,
the original proposal to break up Microsoft is
also flawed in that it preserves the
Monopoly. The source code and rights to the
Windows operating system should be placed

up for auction and awarded to, say, the 3
highest bidders thus reducing the monopoly
to an oligopoly. It is my belief that nothing
else will restore competition and innovation
to the computer operating system industry.
Don’t allow this travesty to continue.

Daniel Bance

Computer Operations Coordinator

Advancement Services

Virginia Commonwealth University

(804) 828-2043

MTC-197

MTC-00000198

From: James Mitchell Uliman
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:05pm
Subject: Settlement unfair and wrong for
consumers/economy

Greetings, I am a citizen of the United
States of America and have a strong opinion
against the proposed settlement between the
United States Department of Justice, several
of the litigating states and Microsoft
Corporation. This settlement is a poor
substitute for justice. Microsoft has been
found guilty many a time of anticompetitive
actions in the past, and in this trial. Yet,
there seems to be a reluctance to actually
punish these criminals. If a person were to
burglarize a corner gas station, that person
would serve time and make reparations.
Microsoft has put the world economy at stake
by taking control of the personal computer
market as well as other industries within the
technology sector. You are probably reading
this email right now within a Microsoft
Operating System, in a Microsoft Mail
Transfer Agent, running on a ‘“Microsoft
Certified System” made to run their
Windows Operating System. It is clear what
has been done by them. What remains to be
seen is if the Department of Justice can
enforce the laws which have been so
contemptuously broken. Let us not forget that
Mr. William H. Gates Jr. perjured in a court
of law over the duration of this lawsuit. He
stated that a video made showing that their
Internet Explorer product could, in fact, be
removed from the system without serious
damage done to the system. When the truth
became known, the video was a hoax. The
lack of punishment by the Department of
Justice on perjury (of various infamous
persons) is becoming a topic of discussion
among the citizens of the United States of
America. The doubts that the Department of
Justice can effectively operate have been
mentioned in public arena several times over.
This should not have to happen. Action must
be taken. Real punishment for criminals must
be doled, or else the government will become
weak in the eyes of it’s constituency. I am
including a hypertext link to an open letter
from Ralph Nader to the presiding Judge of
this case: http://www.cptech.org/at/ms/
rnjl2kollarkotellynov501.htm

Please for the good of the people of the
United States of America, reconsider this
settlement.

Thank you,

James Mitchell Ullman

Technical Specialist I

Zach S. Henderson Library

Georgia Southern University

http://www2.gasou.edulfacstaffljmullman

Office: 912-681-0161
CC: shooley@gasou.edu @ inetgw ,Richard
Ullman,Aaron Hann...

MTC-198

MTC-00000199

From: John Whitaker

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:07pm
Subject: US vs. Microsoft

I think the Microsoft settlement is a good
one for the nation. It opens up doors for other
competition on the Windows platform. As a
consumer I look for good value in what I
purchase. If I get “extras” included in a
purchase I'm ahead of the game! When I say
extras I mean browsers, cdplayers, movie
makers. This is GOOD for the consumer!

I've always had a choice to use competitive
products on the windows platform.
Sometimes I purchased these products
because they where “better” than what
Microsoft had to offer.

Let’s just get this done with ... Our country
is in enough chaos. Let’s beat down our real
enemies. Not a company that supplies good
software at low prices.

John Whitaker

Phoenix, AZ

MTC-199

MTC-00000200

From: Pedro Bonilla
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:08pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I find the proposed settlement with
Microsoft a selling out by the Justice Dept to
the Corporate thug it says it regulates. These
slap on the wrist provisions do nothing to
stop the juggernaut that Microsoft has
become. If the Justice dept really wants to
help the American public then fine Microsoft
in the same manner as the EU but instead
keeping the money give it to Microsoft
competitors such as Netscape , Caldera Linux
and others. Then make Microsoft disclose the
workings of the operating system API’s
especially the file system api which is
prohibitively expensive to secure. Microsoft
is waging war against the open software
groups by keeping this information secret.
Without the money and intellectual assets of
Microsoft independent software vendors
cannot hope to compete. Microsoft not only
invades the browser market but almost any
software market with its tactics. One can only
hope that while the Justice dept is attacking
the browser market that Microsoft is not
making significant headway in other software
markets. If Microsoft is not stopped they will
one day control and own the software market
as a whole. The extreme greed of this
corporation is depraved.

MTC-200

MTC-00000201

From: ROBERT REMINGTON
To: Microsoft ATR,rremington @ webtv.net @
inetgw,mcarona @.

Date: 11/5/01 3:0lam
Subject: Simon Sez

Any settlement proposals concerning my
finances and investments must include the
hidden and intentionally masked advertising
revenues from every related television
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commercial campaign, especially multiyear
Fortune 500 campaigns.

Specifically, the advertising agencies that
developed the multi-year ‘Jack’ commercials
for the Jack-In-The-Box Company have
reaped untold millions of dollars in
production and royalty fees. This food
service company, once owned and controlled
by the Ralston-Purina Company of St. Louis,
Missouri, later based in San Diego along with
McDonald’s Corporation of suburban Chicago
and its advertising agencies have withheld
settlements and equitable distribution of
creative royalties for many years, causing me
undue and unnecessary years of hardship,
loss of income and ridicule. Violations of free
speech, and other civil rights have been
trampled in order for each law enforcement
jurisdiction to check into my story. My
objectives are to receive a fair distribution of
profits, nothing more or less than the
originating producers received for developing
the campaigns. Nothing short of a total audit
of broadcast television commercials and
business advertising budgets will reveal the
enormous amount of fraud involved with this
multiyear scam. Simon Marketing files a
$1,000,000,000 lawsuit against McDonald’s
Corporation in a counterattack designed to
thwart McDonald’s efforts to sue Simon for
the Monopoly Game scandal. Simon sez
McDonald’s has known for over ten years
about the prearranged winners of supposedly
fair marketing games, and has encouraged
Simon to target specific individuals during
the “broad marketing campaigns.” Two
senior McDonalds management staff are
forced to resign in the scandal and corporate
reorganization. USDO]J building security staff
acknowledges the television commercial
links with nickname references to me upon
my arrival to the Los Angeles Federal
Building/US Courthouse. I am honored, and
amused by this unorthodox recognition as I
have a sense of humor. I also have patience
for a just agreement, however intentional
stalling, subversive actions, assaults, and
felony attacks against me on a daily or
weekly basis harden my resolve to receive
my money without any further delays. I
would like to thank all of the people who
have listened to me via email during past
three years, and a special thanks to those
who may have saved me from harm during
an unpredictable time. A sincere
appreciation goes out to those in law
enforcement that really care about others by
going the distance protecting me in
challenging environments. As you may have
observed, I have provided reciprocal security
and briefings for select cities, public and
private facilities, and groups to the best of my
ability.

Respectfully,

Robert Remington
MTC-201

MTC-00000202

From: Chuck Case
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 7:07am
Subject: Settlement

Dear DOJ Representative (hopefully also
Mr. Ashcroft), I can’t begin to say how
disappointed I am that the DOJ came up with
such a weak settlement with Microsoft. I am

now officially embarrased. After all we’ve
been through (the trial) you are not even
punishing Microsoft. Their behavior has been
confirmed by your letting them off the hook.
They learned they can do whatever they want
and you will do nothing.

I like Microsoft software but their business
practices are wrong wrong wrong. They were
found guilty (twice) and you didn’t punish
them at all. I would have (and did) expect
more from folks of your stature. Contrary to
what must be believed (by your department)
letting MS off will not help the economy. It
will hurt it, because their behavior will now
become even more pronounced. You have
done us all (consumers) a grave disservice.

Repectfully,

An Average American Citizen.

MTC-202

MTC-00000203

From: Bob Rattner
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 9:11am
Subject: Cowards!!

Dear DOT,

Thanks for caving in on the Microsoft
case... .you should hang your heads in
shame! Failure to stop this monopoly legally
will cause incredible damage. When hackers
eventually try to bring down the web,
Microsoft will be their weapon.

I wonder how much of a bribe Gates
delivered to the AGs for their next campaign
war chest..your department is as crooked and
reprehensible as Microsoft. It’s the obviously
poor “decisions” like this one that give scum
like Gates and Ballmer, and their equally
scummy counterparts in Washington the
reputations as theives and liars which they
so richly deserve.

MTC-203
MTC-00000204

From: Jerry Callen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 10:21am

Subject: Concerns with proposed Microsoft
settlement

I am writing to express concerns regarding
the proposed settlement of the Microsoft
antitrust case. In particular, the proposed
settlement will not address the needs of so-
called “open software”” developers. It is
precisely this audience that is in most need
of reliefe and that offers the best
counterbalance to Microsoft’s operating
system monopoly.

My specific concems are:

(1) Sections D and E of part III require that
Microsoft disclose the middleware APIs and
communications protocols required to
interoperate with Microsoft operating
systems and servers. However, disclosure is
to be via “Microsoft Developer Network
(MSDN) or similar mechanisms”. MSDN is a
subscription service; disclosure must be via
a mechanism that:

(a) does not require any payment to
Microsoft, and

(b) does not enable Microsoft to become
aware that a potential competitor is
interested in these APIs and protocols. The
disclosure mechanism should be via an
Internet Web sitre that is freely available
without any registration requirement.

(2) Section I requires that Microsoft license
any intellectual property required by ISVs,
LAPs, etc. to interoperate with Windows
operating systems, but then goes on to state
that the terms be ‘“reasonable and non-
discriminatory.” In the “open source”
development model, there is no organization
that can sign and/or pay for the appropriate
license. There must be a guarantee that open
source developers can use any and all
Microsoft intellectual property they required
AT NO CHARGE. Anything less than this
effectively stiffles open source development
entirely.

(3) Section 3 specifies that Microsoft need
not disclose those portions of APIs or
communications protocols “which would
compromise the security of anti-piracy, anti-
virus, software licensing, digital rights
management, encryption or authentication
systems, including without limitation, keys,
authorization tokens or enforcement
criteria”. The inclusion of “encryption or
authentication systems” in this statement
makes it impossible for open source systems
(such as Samba) to fully interoperate in a
Windows domain, which relies upon
proprietary extensions to the public
“Kerberos” security protocol.

Encryption & authentication experts are
unanimous in their view that security must
be based upon publicly-revealed, open
protocols that can be examined by experts for
flaws. Microsoft must be required to make
full disclosure of its authentication &
encryption protocols, not only to enable third
party software to interoperate, but to insure
that these protocols do their jobs and do not
contain avoidable vulnerabilities.

The proposed settlement is unacceptable in
its current form. As a programmer and
consumer of open software, I urge you to
correct these flaws prior to issuing the final
settlement.

Sincerely,

Jerry Callen

63 Orchard Street

Cambridge, MA 02140

617-876—-5330

jcallen@narsil.com

MTC-204

MTC-00000205

From: Ellis M. Zsoldos Jr.
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 10:27am
Subject: Settlement

Good morning,

I'll make my comments brief.

I have read the consent decree as you
published in detail. I am a Software Engineer
who benefits from Microsoft products. With
that in mind let me say that this settlement
proposal is a win for Microsoft and a loss for
consumers and the tech industry. This will
in no way restrain Microsoft’s business
practices and will only continue to harm
other software firms. There have been many
good companies in the past decade which no
longer exist specifically because of
Microsoft’s business practices. This
settlement will in no way prevent the same
practices from destroying existing and future
software companies, and it may in fact
contribute to a depressed tech economy for
some time to come.
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By agreeing to this settlement the
Department of Justice has done nothing more
than throw away all the money and time

spent on this lawsuit over the past four years.

This was our tax money that was spent on
this lawsuit. As a citizen I expected more for
my money. [ am very disappointed with the
proposed settlement.

I am unable to reach a conclusion as to
why the DOJ would make such a week
settlement in light of the evidence and
rulings against Microsoft.

I plan to share my thoughts with my state
attorney general, as well as my senators and
congressmarn.

I sincerely hope that you reconsider your
actions in this case.

Sincerely,

Ellis M. Zsoldos Jr.

MTC-205

MTC-00000206

From: Stephen Ray
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 10:34am
Subject: Microsoft decision
To whom it may concern;
regarding the settlement reached with
Microsoft, my personal advice is dramamine.
It works best for the dizziness that must
surely follow rolling over that fast.
MOST sincerely,
Stephen Ray
stray @naxs.net

MTC-206

MTC-00000207

From: Dennis Wink
To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/5/01 11:18am
Subject: Opposition

I am writing to state my displeasure with
the proposed settlement with Microsoft. The
settlement, as structured , is a betrayal of the
consumer. Microsoft has shown in the past
they cannot be trusted to comply with
agreements like this. Every clause in the
settlement is riddled with exceptions that
will allow Microsoft to continue it’s current
predatory practices. It is disappointing to see
that after all the time, effort and money that
was spent on this case the DOJ is giving up
and selling out for political expediency.

Dennis Wink

San Diego, CA
MTG-207

MTC-00000208

From: Matthew Marcella
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 11:59am
Subject: You Nitwits
The agreement that Microsoft wrote stinks.
You obviously know nothing of software.
Microsoft will behave worse than ever and
will have your agreement to help them
eliminate competitors and consumer choice.
Matt Marcella
20 years in software development

MTC-208
MTC-00000209

From: root@wt4.usdoj.gov @inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR,antitrust @ ftc.gov @
inetgw,Ralph @ essen...

Date: 11/5/01 12:09pm

Subject: Microsoft Hegemony: States Should
Seize The Initiative

CC: letters @ latimes.com@ inetgw letters @
sjmercury .com @ i[1** Ille:///L1/
winltemp/tmp.fltm

Re: States Weigh Going It Alone in Legal
Battle With Microsoft

“This consent decree will remedy the
problems that were caused by Microsoft’s
unlawful conduct, prevent the recurrence of
those problems and restore competition in
the software industry.

This says one thing on the surface but
below says the DOT is more interested in
letting the mafia run the software business
while it maintains a shell of a government
agency, faux arm of We The People. Perhaps
the States should seize the initiative to
become the true arm of We The People...

“Does anyone think this settlement is going
to change Mierosol7s behavior?” said Scott
G. MeNealy.

If MeNealy and golden golf ball buddies
were serious about breaking the Microsoft
Hegemony they would call for eliminating
it’s IP protection for the building of a true
platform for competition on the merits...

We The People

Take Back Our Flag

From The United CcrpccJions Of America

12/11/2001 10:51 AM

MTC—209

MTC-00000210

From: nn @broadcom.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 12:24pm

Subject: The Microsoft settlement is a
complete sellout

This deal is not even a wrist slap.
Microsoft has been proven to (a) be a
monopoly in the market of computer
operating systems and (b) abused other
corporations and individuals using its
monopolist position.

Personally, I'm outraged at the DOJ and the
Bush Administration. This deal, assuming it
takes hold, is not even a wrist slap. It’s a love
letter to the most arrogant and unrepentant
monopolist since Standard Oil. It’s an
invitation to keep on plundering and
whacking competition in the most important
marketplace of our times, the information
marketplace.

What a sham.

Neal Nuckolls

nn@techie.com

MTC-210

MTC-00000211

From: Doug
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 1:15pm
Subject: Fwd: Rule Maker: Microsoft’s
HailStorm
Has Microsoft walked all over the Justice
department??

MTC-211

MTC-00000212

From: James J. Lewis
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 1:28pm
Subject: Proposted settlement of US vs.
Microsoft action
T am 71 years old, a citizen in good
standing of the United States and a PC user.

Of course, [ use a MS Windows operating
system on my computer. This mail is to
inform you that I am very disappointed with
your proposed settlement of subject action.
Why? Well, the Court of Appeals did not
reverse the District Court’s finding that
Microsoft violated antitrust laws and used
their monopolistic power to harm
competitors. Also, previously when court
action issued restraining orders on Microsoft,
the company violated them. Why do you
think it will not do it again, even with the
in-house watchdog committee you have
proposed? Microsoft is deserving of severe
punishment as a two time looser and abuser
of the free enterprise system. Frankly, I feel
you have caved in and, as such, I have a
much reduced confidence in your integrity
and ability to protect citizens such as myself
from predatory businesses. I have been a life
long Republican, but I must say
administration actions such as yours cause
me to wonder if I should continue to support
the Republican agenda.

James J. Lewis

1500 Turnmill Drive

Richmond, VA 23235

j .lewis 1500@home.com

MTC-212

MTC-00000213

From: Randy Chase

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 1:32pm

Subject: Dear servants of the people:

Dear servants of the people:

‘Reasonable and nondiscriminatory’ access
to Microsoft API’s and file formats
automatically discriminates against open
source projects like Samba and Koffice. The
result is a defective consent decree, and the
loss of my faith in your justice.

Randy Chase

MTC-213

MTC-00000214

From: Jay Hill

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 2:13pm
Subject: Truly pathetic

1 don’t know how much worse a
government organization can get than the
current group in charge of this anti-trust
process. Obviously there is much political
pressure to get this out of the courts and the
people be damned!

It is very obvious that Microsoft BROKE
THE LAW! Even the appeals court agreed. So
why come up with a wimpy, ineffective,
totally useless resolution?

As a consumer and software developer , I
am totally and thoroughly disgusted!

I hope the states show the DOJ what a true
and meaningful resolution is!

Utterly, truly pathetic!

Jaybird B-)

MTC-214

MTC-00000215

From: JAMES G. EVANS
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 2:43pm
Subject: Sellout

The “‘settlement” was a sell-out. Microsoft
has used every possible trick with the
software to attempt to monopolize every
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aspect of computer use right down to how
one can get on the internet and made the use
of other software difficult if not impossible.
The bundling of programs will finally drive
out other competitors who cannot make their
programs “free”.

Thanx for nothing!

<jamesgevans @netscape.net>
<jamesgevans @ worldnet.att.net>

MTC-215

MTC-00000216

From: Frank D’Angeli
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 3:30pm
Subject: Spineless

I am so disgusted with what has happened
to the American Justice system. Microsoft has
not only committed repeated, illegal,
monopolist acts but was caught red-handed
submitting false evidence in their trial.

Microsoft has bought and paid there way
out of sure punishment and the Bush
administration and you lackeys in the DOJ
should be ashamed of yourselves. Makes me
sick to think you people call yourselves
American when you are supposed to be
preserving competition.

Frank DAngeli

Medford, MA 02155

MTC-216

MTC-00000217

From: Andre

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 3:48pm

Subject: So what was the point?

Dear Anti-trust Division, US Department of
Justice, I don’t work in high tech. I don’t own
stock in Microsoft or in any of their
competitors. I don’t even know anyone who
works for Microsoft or any of their
competitors. I'm just a consumer and a user
of Windows and other software programs.

And boy, do I think this settlement sucks.

Microsoft clearly and flagrantly violated
anti-trust laws, and CONTINUES TO DO SO
by using profits from their OS monopoly to
fund money-losing forays into other areas
designed to hurt—or better yet—bankrupt
opponents. They’ve done it over and over
again (web browsers, streaming media
players, word processors, spreadsheets,
presentation programs, mobile device
operating systems, and the list goes on and
on).

Now they’re at it again with the XBOX, just
you watch. What gives them the right to use
monopoly profits to subsidize losses in the
console gaming market—to the tune of an
estimated $700 million—$1 billion over the
next several years?

I call your efforts at enforcing the anti-trust
laws pathetic. For my money, you all might
as well have not bothered with any of this.
It’s like convicting a criminal of a violent
crime then letting him go unsentenced and
free because he has connections. Or trying to
referee a boxing match without bothering to
strip the machine gun away from the bigger
boxer.

A lot of show, little to show for it. If you
had just left Microsoft alone, by now they
would probably have pushed the arrogance
button so hard that consumers would
probably be in open rebellion.

Yours truly,

Andre Williamson

Silver Spring, MD
MTC-217

MTC-00000218

From: Mark Alishouse
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 3:51pm
Subject: congrats

You managed to COMPLETELY betray the
American people and destroy your agency’s
credibility all in one deal.

MTC-218

MTC-00000219

From: SPadgett@ggmitg.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 3:51pm

Subject: From a small business owner:
Settlement is in all our best interests

I am adding one voice to what I hope will
be many in supporting your pursuit of
settlement in this case. I was relieved last
week to see the Attorney General’s
announcement of a tentative settlement, but
very concerned this morning when I read on
the CNN site that several of the State’s
Attorney’s Generals are not sure they can
support the settlement. I would strongly
suggest that American business and the
public at large needs this case settled.

I am an owner of a small IT consulting and
integration business with what I think is a
fairly objective view of Microsoft and the rest
of the IT industry. I use Microsoft products
but use a wide variety of other vendors’
products also; I am neither a Microsoft
detractor nor fervent supporter. I am by no
means an expert in the law, but I am a strong
believer in upholding the law. If Microsoft
broke the law, they should be held
accountable. However, as it seems to have
been the case in so many of the big anti-trust
actions of the information age, the
complexity of the cases can almost
overwhelm the real issues. I feel that this
happened from the beginning in this case,
along with far too many emotions and big
egos at play. This is not about significant
moral and social issues; it’s just computer
hardware and software, in the end only tools.

The real issue in my mind is that we the
knowlegeable consumers of this technology
can and do make informed, and often very
clever, decisions based on the quality and
effectiveness of a product or service. We are
able to make those decisions regardless of
whether that product was offered in a way
that may, technically, conflict with anti-trust
laws. For example, Microsoft licensing has
been an issue in this case. If I am considering
a Microsoft product for a client where, in my
opinion, the licensing is “unfair” or not
advantageous to the client, I will recommend
against the product, AND FIND ANOTHER
SOLUTION FROM THE VAST ARRAY
AVAILABLE. I am convinced that even if that
licensing were found to be in violation of
anti-trust laws, no remedies will significantly
impact that decision I make and the resulting
solution I choose.

After decrying the emotions that seem to
have been involved in this trial, I will say
that I feel (granted without much factual
backup) that the way this case was brought

about, the deplorable way the press was used
to hype the various factions, helped to hasten
the slide of the technology sector in the
economy. Many of the dot-com balloons were
going to deflate, we all new that, but this case
seemed to stick a pin in them instead of
allowing gradual deflation. So as I have seen
business conditions get tight, companies lay
off good people, and our 401K’s crater, I have
a certain amount of anger over this case.
Especially because in the end, once again, the
marketplace populated by very bright and
resourceful people, will decide the real fate
of Microsoft. Please don’t let this settlement
get away, for all of us.

Thank you,

Stan Padgett

President,

GGM Information Technology Group, Inc.

843-824-0908

MTC-219

MTC-00000220

From: Chris Lee

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 4:23pm

Subject: Microsoft Wins at LOSING...and
THAT DOESN'T MAKE SENSE!

Are you folks settling for the public
interest or for the interest of an ILLEGAL
MONOPOLIST??? The settlement DOESN'T
MAKE ANY SENSE! It’s definite that the
consumer and innovation is the BIG
LOSER!!! A SELL OUT TO AN ILLEGAL
MONOPOLIST THAT LOST IN THE COURT
OF LAW IS NOT HOW ANTI-TRUST
WORKS......... I think!

It’s obvious, Geo. W. is paying back his
Illegal Monopolist bud!

THANKS FOR NOTHING!

November 5, 2001 States balk at settlement
proposal Joe Wilcox, CNET News.com The 18
state attorneys general who are co-plaintiffs
in the Microsoft antitrust lawsuit are not
expected to sign a settlement agreement—at
least in its current form—hammered out
between the software giant and the Justice
Department, said sources familiar with the
matter.

The Justice Department and Microsoft on
Friday delivered the proposed settlement in
the form of a consent decree to U.S. District
Judge Colleen Kollar-Kotelly. But the states
asked the judge for more time to review the
settlement, which received little input from
the attorneys general, said sources familiar
with the negotiations.

Lawyers representing the states are
scheduled to meet with Kollar-Kotelly at 6
a.m. PT Tuesday to deliberate the matter.
During the status hearing, both sides are
expected to discuss further proceedings
under the Tunney Act. Under that law, a
judge must review a settlement to ensure that
it is in the public interest and was not
politically motivated.

“The states are working intensively to
review the settlement,” Iowa Attorney
General Tom Miller said Monday. “We will
report to the judge on Tuesday.”

In chambers on Friday, the judge reiterated
her earlier view that settling the case would
be in the best interests of the country.

The states appear to be deeply divided over
how to proceed with the case, in light of the
judge’s instructions, possible resistance from
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the Justice Department and the resources that
likely will be required to continue the nearly
four-year-old antitrust battle, sources said.
The states largely focused their attention on
numerous apparent loopholes in the consent
decree and the limited scope of the
agreement.

“In antitrust doctrine, there is this concept
of fencing in the monopolist,” said Jonathan
Jacobson, an antitrust lawyer with Akin
Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld in New York.
“You fence them in so that they don’t repeat
the same behavior. I don’t see that’s here” in
the consent decree.

Antitrust law demands that “remedies
should be forward looking,” said Emmett
Stanton, an antitrust attorney with Fenwick
& West in Palo Alto, Calif. “That doesn’t
appear to be the case here.”

The proposed consent decree would
compel Microsoft to reveal some Windows
XP code to make it easier for third-party
software to work with the operating system,
and make some concessions regarding PC
makers. But it steers clear of emerging
technologies such as digital rights
management and Internet authentication.

A “‘get-out-of-jail-free card”

The states appeared most worried about
possible loopholes that might empower
Microsoft rather than restrain its monopoly
muscle.

Bob Lande, an antitrust professor at the
University of Baltimore Law School, pointed
to the 22-page agreement’s definition of an
operating system and its lack of restrictions
on Microsoft’s bundling in more features.

“They should be concerned about this,”
Lande said. ““The agreement says Microsoft
can tie (products to Windows) because they
can define the operating system any way they
want,” Lande said. “So conceivably,
Microsoft could tie a ham sandwich to the
operating system.”

One of the case’s core issues was the
integration of Microsoft’s Internet Explorer
Web browser into Windows 95 and 98.
“Contractual tying has not really been
addressed” in the proposed settlement,
Stanton said.

Referring to the board game Monopoly,
Lande described many provisions of the
proposed settlement as a ‘““get-out-of-jail-free
card.”

States also are deliberating what role a
three-person technical committee would
legitimately have to enforce the consent
decree. Microsoft apparently considers the
committee and its power to regulate the
company as a tremendous compromise, said
sources familiar with the matter.

If the states sign the settlement, however,
the company could announce a compliance
officer for enforcing the agreement as early as
this week.

The states have gotten an earful from
Microsoft competitors, which in recent weeks
have complained of a cold reception at the
Justice Department. Under the Clinton
administration, Joel Klein, assistant attorney
general at the time, openly solicited feedback
from Microsoft competitors Oracle and Sun
Microsystems.

Some Microsoft competitors had expected
similar openness from current Assistant
Attorney General Charles James, whose

former firm, Jones Day, represented Microsoft
rival AOL Time Warner.

But with the exception of the media giant,
James reportedly did not meet directly with
Microsoft competitors, choosing to send
subordinates instead, said sources familiar
with the dialogues.

The attorneys general are expected to
continue their discussions Monday, as they
hammer out a strategy that some sources
indicated might not be unified. Some states
were leaning toward going along with the
settlement, while others wanted to push
ahead without the Justice Department,
sources said. The states could also ask for
modifications to the agreement.

California and Massachusetts are among
the five or six states most resistant to the
proposed consent decree, at least in its
current form. Should California go along with
the settlement, much of the coalition would
likely follow, said sources familiar with the
situation.

Also involved are Connecticut, Florida,
Mlinois, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Missouri, Minnesota, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Utah, West Virginia,
Wisconsin and the District of Columbia. In
July, New Mexico settled independently with
Microsoft.

Concerns about the judge

The states are gravely concerned about
Kollar-Kotelly, who is a newcomer to the
case, particularly in light of her desire to see
the case settled, sources said. In August,
Kollar-Kotelly was randomly assigned to the
case to replace U.S. District Judge Thomas
Penfield Jackson.

Lande warned that the states should not
take lightly Kollar-Kotelly’s comments about
striving for a swift settlement.

“You have this judge who doesn’t know
the facts of the case, doesn’t know the games
that Microsoft plays and maybe really doesn’t
want to get into the facts,” he said.

If none, or only some, of the states sign the
agreement, the original schedule set by
Kollar-Kotelly would continue. The non-
agreeing parties would file their proposed
remedy by Dec. 7, with Microsoft responding
by Dec. 12. A remedy hearing is tentatively
scheduled for early March.

This could put the court in the position of
overseeing two different sets of activities in
the case: concluding the settlement by the
process established by the Tunney Act, and
preparing for a separate remedy hearing.

Before Kollar-Kotelly holds the Tunney Act
hearing, there must be a 60-day period of
public comment, in part to ensure that the
agreement is in the public interest. Under the
terms of the proposed deal, the Justice
Department is to publish the proposed
settlement in the Federal Register on or
before Nov. 16.

The Justice Department also will publish a
notice informing the public of the proposed
Final Judgment and public con-mient period
in the Washington Post and the San Jose
Mercury News, for seven days over a period
of two weeks commencing no later than
November 15, 2001, the consent decree
states.

Within 30 days after the close of the period
for public conirnent, the Justice Department
must publish its response in the Federal
Register.

MTC-220

MTC-00000221

From: root@wt4.usdoj.gov @inetgw

To: setters @washpost.com@inetgw

Date: 11/5/01 4:32pm

Subject: Microsoft Hegemony: Think About
Post Serial Monopoly Fiasco

CC: Microsoft ATR,antitrust @ftc.gov @
inetgw,Ralph@essen...

Re: A Risk Worth Taking

We don’t mean to play down the risks.

Ha ha ha ha ha ha ha. The Wash Post
doesn’t mean to do what it is doing. Ooops,
1did it again...

The agreement will prevent Microsoft from
retaliating against Computer makers who
deal too closely with its competitors.

The Washington Post excells at propping
up a time-tested status quo that magically
transforms failure into success. This is the
status quo of lip service, of appearances. The
DOJ made a grand effort against M$ tallied
in dollars, hours, words, sweat and energy.
But these are no substitutes for results.

It will allow computer manufacturers to
use rival imaging, messaging and browser
software on an equal footing with Microsoft’s
own offerings.

This statement cannot be cast as ignorant,
misinformed wishful thinking, the DC
politician’s cop-out du jour.

Rather, this statement is, by the raw
predictability of Microsoft’s modus operandi
and it’s unprecedented hegemony over
public infrastructure, a blatant lie.

We The People, well informed now, think
the Wash Post should stop squawking lies,
and start a dialog giving it half a chance of
retaining a shred of credibility post serial
monopoly fiasco, because eventually, the
truth will beat the lie.

We The People

Take Back Our Flag

From The United Corporations Of America

MTC-221

MTC-00000222

From: Wesley Watters
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 4:32pm
Subject: Microsoft Deal
Sirs,
You have sold us out. May you rot in Hell.
See you on election day,
W. Watters

MTC-222

MTC-00000223

From: Jud Meaders

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 4:36pm

Subject: Proposed MSFT settlement

Dear Mr. James and the Antitrust Division:

I am writing to tell you how disappointed
and angry I am @ what I know thus far of this
proposed settlement. I agree with Rep. John
Conyers, who accused you of making
“inexplicable and irrational”’ concessions in
the settlement talks. I also like his analogy:
“This is like losing a game by forfeit when
your team was ahead with the bases loaded
and your best batter on deck.”

Any third-grader knows that you don’t
appease a school yard bully. You stand up to
him and hold him accountable for his
behavior.
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Everybody knows MSFT is a bully and an
illegal monopolist (everybody, it would
seem, except you and your division). In my
opinion, you have failed miserably where
MSFT is concerned. Taking breakup off the
table as you did when you were in the
catbird seat was inexplicable. Letting MSFT
dictate the terms of the settlement was, too
(MSFT was often quoted in the media saying
what they would and would not do; since
when do the guilty get to dictate the terms
of their punishment?).

This great economy of ours in NOT
dependent on MSFT. If you would only
enforce the hand that the appellate court gave
you, you would quickly see how innovative
and deep the technology sector can be.
Instead, you crumpled. MSFT will continue
its stranglehold on the industry; the economy
and the American consumer will continue to
suffer.

You gave the case away to a company that
has shown time and again that it cannot be
trusted to do the right, fair and legal thing.
This is the same company that was caught
cheating in at least two of its in-court
presentations during the trial.

I would also like to know why our
government is THE largest MSFT customer;
they’re guilty, so why are they still on the
approved vendor list? Are you aware of their
track record on (lack of) security? Please be
assured I will make my opinions known to
my senators and representatives. If what I
have read so far is true, you have lost your
credibility with me. This “settlement” stinks
the place up.

Thank you for posting the proposed
settlement on your website and for your time.

Sincerely, Jud Meaders

MTC-223

MTC-00000224

From: Steven Hill

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 4:42pm

Subject: Settlement is a disgrace

The settlement with Microsoft is an
absolute disgrace and an insult to law
abiding taxpayers. Microsoft destroyed
companies, abused monopoly powers and
lied a in federal court.

Any criminal who was convicted of
breaking a federal law and/or lies in a federal
court must now get the same treatment. In
other words, pardon and set free every
criminal. Not only should the settlement be
thrown out, but those government officials
responsible should be investigated for
corruption.

S Hill

MTC-224

MTC-00000225

From: Zackary D. Deems

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 5:01pm
Subject: What was the point?

I'm sorry, but after watching the court
battle and knowing the DOJ had actually
beaten Microsoft. I don’t understand why you
would give up. Microsoft wins. Microsoft
gets a slap on the wrist. Microsoft continues
to strongarm the general public and there’s
absolutely nothing we can do about it.

90% of people currently running windows
95, 98, ME, NT, or 2000, have absolutely NO

real reason to upgrade to XP. none. Yet
Microsoft is effectively forcing us to do so by
de-supporting 95 and refusing to sell licenses
to anything but XP. If I want to install ME

on a new machine, I have to purchase an XP
license first. If I want support, I'd better
upgrade.

Innovation., it’s a nice big fat word that is
the equivalent of ““Taking what somebody
else has done, making it slower, making it
bigger, putting an MS logo on it, and making
it completely incompatible with the original
version.” Your settlement manages to fill 21
pages with legal speak, but accomplishes
absolutely nothing. I don’t know if Bush
instructed you to take whatever they offered
in order to settle, but it reads like a self-
imposed punishment from Microsoft. “Ok
mommy, I promise to play nice and let the
other boys use my toys.. as long as they give
me their toys, but I want them back, and if
they get one like mine, I get theirs too,
because it’s based on mine.”

You left enough holes that *I* could find
legal loopholes, and I'm no lawyer.

I certainly hope the states refuse to accept
this settlement, because you basically wasted
the country’s time and money for three years
in order to accomplish what had already
been done.

Microsoft is busy positioning itself to
cement its monopoly firmly in place, and
extend it further into the internet realm, and
all you can do is slap them on the wrist. You
seem to have forgotten what the case was
about to begin with.

Remember Netscape? That company that
MS tried to drive into the ground by tying
Internet Explorer with windows 98?7 The one
seriously hurt by MS deciding to give away
explorer, knowing that netscape had been
making money on Navigator? Remember
RealNetworks?

I don’t care who places what icons where
on the desktop. People who use the operating
system long enough to learn it tend to ignore
that stuff anyway, or delete it (which is what
I do). Rather than following the whole tying
issue, you chose to ignore that and
concentrate on a PRESENTATION issue.
COME ON!

Who gets helped by allowing microsoft to
prevent hardware makers from putting icons
on the desktop if MS doesn’t have a
competing product? Certainly not the
competitors.

At the moment, Microsoft has NO
incentive to (a) Write better software, (b) fix
the horribly insecure and buggy software
they are currently selling, (c) abide by your
ruling, because they know that they’re set for
at least the next 8 years (assuming Bush gets
reelected).

In other words, Microsoft gets to spend the
next 8 years innovating themselves more
firmly into an abusive situation.

By the way.. would you consider it an
abuse on their part for them to.. embrace and
extend.. the TCP/IP protocol.. which is what
the internet is based upon.. allegedly in an
effort to “Improve” the protocol.. only to
make it so machines speaking THEIR version
don’t play as nice with traditional TCP/IP
networks? You might want to look at their
implementation in XP, because before long,
they’re going to be doing their best to force

the non-XP computers off of the internet,
because Unix, Mac, etc, all speak real TCP/
IP.. but the billion+ computers running XP
run MS’s new TCP/IP variant.

Sounds like strongarming abuse to me.

But then again, you're busy slapping them
on the wrist.

You failed. You did a horrible thing. I hope
you look back in 10 years and read in the
history books about how pointless you made
this whole case. History will not be kind to
you. For your sakes, I just hope it doesn’t
offer your specific names signed to the
settlement. The country as a whole no longer
has any faith in your abilities. You can’t
protect us from Anthrax, and you knowingly
let a predator like Microsoft loose into the
wild, after you had it locked firmly in a cage.

A writer for ZDNet was correct, it seems:
A vote for Bush WAS a vote for Microsoft.

My condolences on your defeat.

Zackary Deems

Systems Engineer

Virginia Dept. of Education.

MTC-225

MTC-00000226

From: EXT-Williamson, Micky
To: Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/5/01 5:16pm
Subject: thanks...

I can’t say I was shocked by the decision,
but at least call it what it was ... a boost to
the economy.

The facts are:

1. Microsoft was convicted of breaking the
law.

2. Microsoft thumbed its nose at the
industry during the penalty phase by
embedding more products, and recently by
even making there msn site unusable by
mozilla and there takeover of qwest’s ISP
business will only support there proprietary
POP3 protocol which will force people to use
Microsoft’s OS....

so,

call it what it is ... politics.

Micky Williamson

Project Manager Web Bold

MTC-226

MTC-00000227

From: Samuel Scott
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01  6:19pm
Subject: Redirection of Traffic

Dear Sir/Madam

In leu of the current world affairs this may
seem trivial, but i do not think it is. As of
recently (past weeks) when using Microsofts
Internet Explorer v. 5.50, when typing in a
URL that does not exist (example
www.lkjhgffddss.com) you get taken to the
Microsoft Network. the precise URL is http:/
/auto.search.msn.com/results.asp?cfg
=DNSERROR&FORM =DNSERR&
v=1&q=www %2 Eplkjuy % 2Ecom

There are several issues here. If you know
the way the internet works there is an
amazing amount of info you can unfairly find
out about each unique visitor. What
Operating system they use, who they use as
an ISP (Internet service provider like AOL,
Earthlink, stc...), what website they came to
you from......etc.

I'm a small business, but it is plain to see
what a dominating position that company is
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in. They have locked out all competing
products to theirs in numerous ways and
now forcing users to go to their
website......This issue with the redirection of
traffic is outrageous. Anyone who has some
knowledge in this area would see that. I hope
to see this addressed.

Truly Yours,

Sam Scott

MTC-227
MTC-00000228

From: jas

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 6:34pm

Subject: My thoughts on the matter...

Hello,

I am a long time software developer who
has used Microsoft development products
even before the introduction of Windows.
This experience also includes working as a
subcontractor for Microsoft consulting, as
well as serving on one of their ‘standards’
committees during the early days of OLE/
COM (wosa/xrt).

For what it’s worth, I'd like to throw my
two cents in: If what I have read in Yahoo’s
news is even partially true...http://
dailynews.yahoo.com/h/zd/20011105/tc/
mssettlement—reads—Ilikea.fairy—tale—
1.html..then either you guys are on the take,
or your pretty stupid.

To remedy the anti-trust problems with
what you have arrived at—is worse than
doing nothing at all.

Microsoft has, and continues to use it’s
monopoly powers to unfairly railroad
innovative software companies out of
business, and with billions of dollars of
marketing muscle, they may very well
exercise the very same destructive influence
on the internet, at least as far as US software
development is concerned.

I say this because I don’t thing that
countries outside of the US, and especially
the ones that comprise the future high-
growth software markets—will be as short
sighted as the USDQ]J.

Heck, for national security reasons, foreign
government software procurements will not
lock themselves into a single vendor for
mission critical software, only our country
(de-facto) will.

Personally, I'll do OK, as a contractor, I'm
a hired gun, but I've seen so many great and
innovative software companies go down the
drain because they never had the inside lock
on the operating system internals, nor the
untold billions in cash required to stave off
a monopolist attack in their niche market.

When you’ve seen what happened to
hardware values: the bang for the buck that
you get: in real and absolute terms, one can
only imagine what we might have had if the
same level of competition existed on the
software side of the market.

Unfortunately—due to your recent
‘remedy’—we are only left with our
imagination of what could have been.

John Soprych

Objective Response, L.L.C.

MTC-228

MTC-00000229

From: Marietta Massey
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 8:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As I understand the settlement proposed
by the DOJ with Microsoft, it does not
address any of the requirements laid out by
the appeals court.

Jobs flourish when there is heavy
competition, especially in the computer
industry. By refusing to ensure that
competition exists, you reduce the number of
jobs available in the technology sector,
reduce innovation in that sector, and in
general damage the economy.

Please review your agreement—this is bad
for the economy, for the people, and for
business.

David Massey

mrmasseyearthlink.net

MTC-229

MTC-00000230
From: jim
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 8:58pm
Subject: MICROSOFT SEEKS TO CUT DOJ
ANTITRUST FUNDING

The Washington Post reported on October
15, 1999 that Microsoft acknowledged
speaking to members of Congress about its
unhappiness with the DOJ, but said that
CUTTING DOJ’s FUNDING was NOT A
MAJOR PRIORITY of Microsoft. (excerpt
from www.senseient.comlnewsl 1—
1999.htm)

Microsoft is buying its way out.

James Bandlow
MTC—-230

MTC-00000231

From: Kaya Bekiroglu

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/5/01 9:16pm
Subject: Settlement a travesty

As a citizen of this great country and a
software professional, after studying the
proposed Microsoft settlement I must express
my deepest concern. I'm sure you're
receiving many letters like mine, so I'll skip
directly to my key points:

(1) The settlement fails to punish Microsoft
for past monopoly abuses, nor sufficiently
remedies such abuses.

(2) The settlement fails to address current
illegal leverage into new markets by means
of application tying in Windows XP, most
importantly in these markets: media players
(Windows Media Player), digital music
(undisclosed Digital Rights Management
APIs), subscription based ISP services (MSN
Explorer), Real-time Notification and
Messaging (Messenger) and distributed
authentication services (Passport).

None of these, with the exception of Digital
Rights Management APIs, have any legitimate
claim to reside in the rapidly expanding OS
cocoon.

The following, smaller markets are also in
jepoardy: IP Telephony, video conferencing,
home video editing, digital photo finishing,
email clients, and terminal services.

(3) The settlement fails to ensure
successfull prevention of future monopoly
abuse, specifically in the desktop OS,
internet browser, office application suite,
distributed authentication, and digital media
and music markets. While Microsoft does not

currently have a monopoly in all of these
markets, the chances are very high that it will
within the next two to five years. I strongly
doubt a conduct remedy will be strong
enough to avoid failure here, expecially
considering management contempt for
previous conduct remedies and antitrust law
in general.

Please rethink your settlement strategy. I
would recommend adopting a firm resolve in
settlement negotiations, for the following
reasons:

(a) The case against Microsoft is extremely
strong.

(b) The odds that your organization has
sufficient technical saavy to avoid being
fooled into agreeing to a toothless settlement
is very high (as evidenced by the current
settlement proposal).

(c) A full and fair remedy will not
adversely affect the U.S. economy. In
addition to the numerous U.S. competitors
Microsoft has and will put out of business,
Microsoft’s profit margins and 40 billion
dollar cash horde are a testament to the
unreasonably high inefficiency in Microsoft’s
core markets.

These monopoly profits = costs for all
software consumers, whether they be a large
business, a sole proprietorship, or a college
student.

Thank you for your time,

Kaya Bekiroglu

MTC-23 1

MTC-00000232

From: Kent Daniels
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/5/01 9:29pm
Subject: The proposed remedy will not and
cannot work

The remedy proposed by the DOJ in the
Microsoft case provides a potential loophole
for Microsoft that would prevent them from
having to release their operating system’s
API’s to software competitors. By allowing
such a major flaw in this ruling to go
unchecked, it would effectively give
Microsoft the latitude to continue business as
usual, as a “practicing monopoly”.

MTC-232
MTC-00000233

MTC-00000233

From: Bob Nystrom
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/6/01 12:16am
Subject: You guys just don’t get it

From where we sit in the trenches, either
you guys just simply don’t get it, or the
money Billy sent to George and the lunch
with Cheney and Bailmer fixed this.

Everyone in the software community
knows Microsoft is a monopoly. There
simply is no question. They restrict choice
because that is a convenient way to avoid
innovation and maximize profits. After all, if
you have only driven Yugo’s, have only seen
Yugo’s, how would you know what a BMW
is? Or a Ford, for that matter. Consumers
could not compare Windows to anything
else. The only comparisons allowed were
Windows 2000 to 98 to 95 to 3.1. All
Microsoft products- boy is that a
coincidence! As a consumer, I could not buy
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a computer from Dell or Gateway, or IBM
WITHOUT Windows. They could not by
license agreement sell it to me. This is good
for me?

Over the last three years, with such a bad
job of defense, with so many glaring errors
and mis-statements, how can you not get it?
There is a finding that they are in fact a
monopoly, but how does this lame decision
address this? Gates and Company are eating
your lunch like they have so many others.
Your oversight commission won’t have a
prayer. Microsoft’s internal divisions- Office,
for example, will still get code changes way
before anyone else. Competition is a joke.
Microsoft has not gotten where they are
because they produce excellent products.
They are where they are because of restrictive
licensing practices and insider access to code
changes. Period. How can anyone compete
when they release an OS update that breaks
your product, and then takes you weeks of
time to develop a patch, during which time
they release their product which just
happens to work? If you rely on word
processors or spreadsheets, what do you do?
Hello Word. Hello Excel. Goodbye Lotus 123.
Goodbye Wordperfect. Goodbye Netscape.

There is a no more dangerous company in
the world today than Microsoft. Steel and Ma
Bell could not hold a candle to Microsoft.
The amount of information that they control
is staggering and growing exponentially, and
those in the software business can see it
clearly. You don’t get it. And with the release
of XP, even veteran watchers are shaking
their heads by the unprecedented—even by
Microsoft standards—landgrab.

Passport? Smart Tags? Computer profiling?
Give me a break. Ask Kodak how they feel
right about now. Or the guys who developed
Internet Explorer.

There is no greater divide and generation
gap between Washington and the real world
than computer literacy. You guys are living
in the dim past. This was your last chance
to stop Gates and Co. You are now on the
radar screen, and Gate’s WILL hand you your
heads.

As for the economy, 30 more billionaires
and hundreds or thousands of multi-
millionaires will crank up the money supply
faster than one multi-multi-billionaire.

You guys just make me sick. You are a
disgrace to this country. Why don’t you just
put a “Justice For Sale” sign on the
Whitehouse and get it over with.

Sincerely, Bob Nystrom

MTC-233
MTC-00000234

From: James Ludlow

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 1:38am

Subject: Thanks for selling the public out
Mr. Bill gets to pick the next head of the

anti trust division of the USDQ]J. I hope the

next one is more honest than the current one!

MTC-234

MTC-00000235

From: Familia Sosa

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 2:20am

Subject: Concerns about the settlement with
Microsoft To the DOJ, Antitrust division

in charge of the Microsoft antitrust case.

I would appreciate if this e-mail could be
shared with the state attorneys working on
the anti-trust case, and with U.S. District
Judge Kollar-Kotelly.

I am a bit concerned about the Microsoft
settlement. I would hate for this settlement
to be just another slap in the wrist which
leads to the death of innovator companies
such as what happened with Netscape.

What guarantees are there that Microsoft
will not use it’s windows desktop monopoly
to extend into other areas? They have already
done it to extend into browsers, knowcking
Netscape out of the #1 spot, not by
innovation, but by dumping ang tying. They
have also resulted in the death or clsoe to
death of other innovative operating systems
such as BeOS and OS/2 by their strong-arm
exclusionary tactics. I am glad that at least
this last point seems to be addressed by this
settlement, although this is little consolation
to BE Software, and IBM, and to the
consumers who have lost so much by not
having a fair playing field in the business and
consumer operating system market.

They seem to be on their way to doing the
same thing with web portals by tying MSN
content with windows, possibly making
yahoo, excite, iwon, goto.com and other
portal companies into the next Netscape—
extinct.

They are trying to do the same by tying
their ExpedialMSN site with their OS,
reducing the incentives for users to go to
alternate travel web sites.

They are already doing this with the
instant messaging client which is tied to their
new operating system and may result in
serious detractor to the proliferation of more
open instant messaging protocols that work
with alternative operating systems. They are
already tring some other force of tying for
their .NET platform, forcing the
authentication to be done in their “Passport”
product—a desicion that can only help
Microsoft extend their monopoly into the
potentially rich web services market. What
incentive will this new settlement give to
companies to use alternatives, when there
might not be any incentive to use alternatives
to the default windows product, or possibly
face the wrath of Microsoft in 5 to 7 years
anfter this consent decree runs out? What
guarantees does this settlement place that
Microsoft will STOP their illegal tying, when
they themselves are the arbiters of what is
tying and what is ’innovation”? What
penalties will the company suffer to pay for
their behavior which has already been
proven as destructive of the innovation that
the company says they so much want to
protect? It is amazing that he company was
found guilty of serious wrong doing and yet
they again get a slap in the and, without any
punitive damages!

Part of the caracterization for what is
illegal tying and what isn’t depends on
whether consumers may benefit from the
tying. I maintain that tying of a product that
works ONLY with their operating system is
no benefit at all, and works just to extend
their stranglehold in the computing world
and to extend their monopoly to other areas!
This clearly may go against the definition
that Microsoft may declare when explaining

their reasoning for tying more products with
their O/S, and because of the apparent
wording of this settlement it is very possible
that the spirit of the settlement will be
declared null by the words used to create it.

I am also VERY worried that they might be
doing the same for the gaming industry with
their new “X-Box”. I pled that you look
VERY carefully at what sort of deals and
tactics Microsoft is using to get developers to
write code for their X-Box. It has already
been suggested that by the reason for their X-
Box is to guarantee that developers will
continue to write games that will work in X—
Box and can be easily ported from X-130x to
Widows and viceversa. Sounds like an
attempt to extend their monopoly into
gaming consoles as well. I would not be
surprised if they were making deals with
software developers that had conditions on
the games being created and/or ported first
for windows/xbox to the exclusion of other
consoles and or operating systems.

In conclusion, I am concerned. I have
already seen in the past how a hasty deal,
worded conveniently for Microsoft and
allowing Microsoft too much leniency has
already been rendered innefective in
stopping them from illegally tactics. This
new deal sounds like another hasty deal done
with the hope to jump start the economy
without taking into consideration the
potential for more harm to the software
industry, to innovation, and to the economy.

Eileen and Miguel Sosa

CC: esteban_sosa@yahoo.com@inetgw

MTC-235

MTC-00000237

From: james@.gov @ inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 6:51am
Subject: not just dual-boot

As a Linux user, I am forced to pay
Microsoft when I buy a computer. I'm
pleased to see that last week’s decision won’t
let Microsoft forbid vendors from selling
dual-boot systems. But it seems to allow
Microsoft to forbid systems that don’t run
Windows at all. Given Microsoft’s fear of
Linux, it probably will try to stop non-
Microsoft systems, and I'll have to pay the
“Microsoft tax” yet again.

Please clarify the agreement to specify that:

1. Microsoft may not enter into agreements
with vendors that limit the operating systems
and OS combinations they may pre-iristall.

2. If a consumer buys a computer with
Windows installed, but doesn’t want to use
that OS, Microsoft (or the computer vendor)
must pay a full refund.

Thank you very much,

James Keating

MTC-237

MTC-00000238

From: Leonard Scaffido

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 8:0lam

Subject: where has justice gone?

Up until now, it was unimaginable to me
that the Department of Justice would cave in
to Microsoft’s blatant illegal behaviors, even
under a republican administration. And now
they have your “blessing.”

You have betrayed us.
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Shame on you. Shame.
Leonard Scaffido

MTC-238

MTC-00000239

From: Chris Lee

To: Microsoft ATR,antitrust@usdoj.gov
@inetgw

Date: 11/6/01 9:54am

Subject: DOJ SELLS OUT to MicroSUCK!

(Text body exceeds maximum size of
message body (8192 bytes). It has been
converted to attachment.)

CC: ASKDQJ, American Atr

Hey DOJ IDIOTS (or GeoW clones)!

WHO ARE YOU FOLKS WORKING FOR ...
THE PEOPLE OR Microsoft (THE ILLEGAL
MONOPOLY)???? There’s something terrible
happening in the DOJ and it has to do w/
GeoW’s POLITICAL APPOINTEES!!!

Chris

November 6, 2001

U.S. and Some States Split on Microsoft,
Risking New Delay

By STEPHEN LABATON with STEVE LOHR

WASHINGTON, Nov. 5 The 18 states
involved in the Microsoft (news/quote)
antitrust case appeared headed for a sharp
split today, with one group of attorneys
general planning to sign onto the proposed
settlement between the software giant and
the Bush administration and another group
preparing to challenge it, saying it leaves
loopholes that would undermine provisions
intended to promote competition.

After three days of intensive deliberations,
only one state attorney general, Thomas F.
Reilly of Massachusetts, officially announced
his position. He said Massachusetts would
seek to block the deal, concluding that it
“may prove to be more harmful than helpful
to competition and consumers.” Officials of
other states skeptical of the agreement, which
included Connecticut and California, spent
the afternoon in a late-stage effort to persuade
Microsoft and the Justice Department to
reopen the proposed settlement to eliminate
a variety of ambiguities and provisions that
the states viewed as too lenient, lawyers
involved in the negotiations said.

The attorney general of Illinois, Jim Ryan,
suggested he would support the agreement,
while the attorney general of New York, Eliot
L. Spitzer, postponed a planned
announcement of his endorsement after his
efforts to strike a separate deal with Microsoft
collapsed, the lawyers said.

The failure of the Justice Department to
gain the endorsement of all 18 states throws
the proposed consent decree into question
and creates a situation that antitrust experts
said is without legal precedent.

At the least, the disapproval by some states
is likely to delay the resolution of the case
for many months.

Judge Colleen Kollar-Kotelly of United
States District Court in Washington has
instructed the parties to outline their
positions at a hearing here on Tuesday
morning. She has suggested that she may
conduct parallel proceedings to consider
both the merits of the proposed consent
decree and the objections raised by officials
of some of the states. Her original schedule
suggested that she would not decide what to
do before late next spring at the earliest.

Career officials at the Justice Department
who have spent years working on the
antitrust suit were

MTC-239

MTC-00000240

From: David Peter

To: president@whitehouse.gov @inetgw

Date: 11/6/01 10:04am

Subject: The Weak Stand Against Good Moral
and Ethic Behavior and Microsoft....

I'm amazed that this administration has
supported and ignored the effects of the
illegal behavior of Microsoft. Also that the
position is to encourage such behavior. We
all see now that the Goverment and Microsoft
join to run this country.... What a shame....

I have been a long time republican and I hate
to even consider standing for this
administration dealings with the Microsoft
case.

God Bless a Honest America!

David Peter

CC: Microsoft ATR,antitrust @ usdoj .gov @
inetgw,ASKDOJ,vi ...

MTC-240

MTC-00000241

From: James Carter

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 10:12am

Subject: Please withdraw from this non-
effective settlement.

I am a real person working in the computer
industry who can tell story after story (many
to me) of microsoft abuses.

I help companies with information,
microsoft is not a competitor of mine.

As you know, anti-trust violators must be:

(1) punished

(2) receive remedies which prevent future
abuses.

I'm afraid the proposed settlement does
neither.

This IS about the economy.... Microsoft
kills innovation and does it by breaking the
law.... while sitting on 30B US$ in cash.

Paid for by the consumer.

Consumers like the marvels of
COMPUTING, not microsoft... but many
confuse the two... They like Mac and AOL
too... Its the technology they like... never
mind it’s a law-breaking company even
higher educated people can’t seem to get
their minds around.

I would be happy to assist in elaborating
and helping in any way in getting an effective
remedy... I have lots of ideas.

Considering Microsoft’s history of ignoring
consent decrees, I hope that you will agree
that another consent decree should be held
highly skeptical as an effective remedy. The
fact that Microsoft violated a 1995 consent
was part of what prompted the current
antitrust proceedings. How effective can the
same remedy be, when its prior violations
helped to protect and extend Microsoft’s
illegal monopoly?

Microsoft has recently released Windows
XP, a computer operating system with the
explicit goal of extending their monopoly
reach into web services. This is a clear
violation of antitrust law, and a clear
demonstration that Microsoft intends to
completely ignore remedial actions to
reinstall competition into the computer
software market.

I urge you to reject the current settlement
and pursue an effective remedy to restore
competition in the computer operating
systems market, and prevent Microsoft from
extending their illegal monopoly into other
computer software markets.

I am a modestly self-employed
programmer, who has personally suffered the
abuses at the hands of the goliath. Please
don’t let the average folks down. Even the
ones who confuse loving computers and
communication revolutions with MS.

I would help you with remedies or
evaluation of such in any way I can.

sincerely,

James Carter

221 Hosea Ave. Apt. 2

Cincinnati, Ohio 45220

(513) 559-9701

MTC-241

MTC-00000242

From: Bill Sappington

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 10:28am

Subject: Justice for Sale or Business as usual
with the republicans in power.

Gentlemen,

Congratulations, you have crafted an
utterly toothless document, that allows
Microsoft to continue doing what it has been
doing all along. No behaviour is altered here.

You are utter cowards.

MTC-242

MTC-00000243

From: Randolph Penna
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/6/01 10:34am
Subject: finally

Hello,

Maybe now you guys can stop making the
new software cost more .... xp is more than
the last OS cost, but you people say your
protecting the consumers. SO PROTECT ME
NOT THE BUSINESSES ....

The only thing you and the 19 states want
is money. STOP now... the last thing we need
is a government OS.

There is no better browser than IE. There
is no better office program. The worst thing
is you probably use and depend on the
software you battle. There is no better OS.
You have nothing but the bitter jealousy of
companies like SUN who can’t make it on
their own because their products suck ....

I dare you to respond to this email, you
know this is all politics and money and no
interest in the “consumer”... what a waste of
years of college for the lawyers to waste their
time in this supposed “free market amercia”.

When you keep going on with this, you
will drag the markets down too, if I was bill
gates, I would trap you in red tape until the
next administration comes. Maybe we could
have a real attorney general that actually
understands freedom of capitalism past what
his bureaucracy thinks it is.

Randolph Penna

rpenna@nomadx.com

http://www.nomadx.com

Tel. 630.530.9469

Fax 630.530.9521

Powered by Inter-Agent

MTC-243
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MTC-00000244

From: Chas Boyer

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 11:33am

Subject: Microsoft written settlement?

I am appalled that the Department of
Justice has chosen the side of big business
instead of the American public with this
proposed settlement with Microsoft.
Microsoft is a monopolistic behemoth that
has been trampling on innovation for years.
Its practices are apparent to all that care to
look for them.

This proposed settlement seems as though
it was written by Microsoft itself.

In fact, David Coursey, a Microsoft lackey
writing for PC Magazine, in reviewing the
proposal was even embarrassed by it. Why
isn’t the Justice Department embarrassed for
floating it?

I have voted Republican in every election
since I began voting 26 years ago. This
proposal gives me serious concern in
continuing that trend.

As an aside, we should get out of
Afghanistan immediately as I believe we
have no right to enforce justice worldwide
when we are not doing so at home. Why isn’t
my flag waving today?

Charles Boyer

Martinez, GA

MTC-244

MTC-00000245

From: Bob Tompkins, The Computer
Mechanic

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 12:24pm

Subject: Thanks for nothing

Sorry to hear that you guys caved in to Bill
Gates pressure. Had our sitting President
actually been elected to the Office, Microsoft
would now be two companies instead of one,
paid massive fines for their arrogant and
clearly illegal tactics and the not-ready-for-
primetime Windows XP would be back on
the drawing board for removal of the
components that will force even more
software makers out of business.

Too bad that Republican administrations
don’t believe that clearly delineated Anti-
Trust Laws should be enforced against the
worst offenders. I hope the attorneys general
involved in the case have the gonads to stick
to theur guns and press for meaningful
penalties against Microsoft.

Bob Tompkins

MTC-245
MTC-00000246

From: MCCOLLOCH,LARRY (A—SanJose,ex
1)

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov

Date: 11/6/01 1:26pm

Subject: Microsoft settlement

Dear Justice Department:

I do not support the proposed settlement.
It will not correct Microsoft’s monopolistic
culture.

Please support the states and pursue a
structural change to Microsoft. I prefer the
structural change even if it takes longer and
costs more taxpayer dollars. I feel it will be
cheaper in the long run to correct Microsoft’s
monopoly now.

Regards

Larry McColloch
larrymccolloch@agilent.com

MTC-246

MTC-00000247

From: Paavola, William
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/6/01 2:26pm
Subject: Bad choice

You are supposed to prevent monopolies.
As a long time consumer of computers and
ralated material I am appalled how you have
caved in to Microsoft. You are not doing your
job!

William Paavola

Office (973) 533—-3720

Fax (973) 535-0731

Pager (888) 937-7352

Cell (201) 981-4821

MTC-247

MTC-00000248

From: Mark Lambert

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj
.gov’,‘AskDOJ(a)usdoj .gov’

Date: 11/6/01 2:31pm

Subject: USDOJ Comments

This proposed settlement is a joke. There
is nothing in this settlement that will cause
Microsoft to change their business practices.
I can’t understand how they can get away
with this, even after lying during the trial.
Here are some of the concerns I have about
the settlement.

Though the ruling makes it easier for non-
Microsoft applications called “middleware”
(Internet Explorer, Java VM, Windows Media
Player, Messenger, Outlook Express, and
their successors) to get onto the desktop, it
still allows Microsoft to discriminate against
companies that haven’t sold a million copies
in the U.S. and survived for a year after doing
so. This means that companies that don’t
need protection from Microsoft are the only
ones who get it.

Hardware vendors would be allowed to
place non-Microsoft icons on the desktop,
but only if Microsoft already has a competing
product. Think up something before
Microsoft does, and they can still exclude
you from the desktop because they don’t (yet)
compete with you. So much for first-mover
advantage.

Microsoft has to provide developers with
information on its application programming
interfaces—at least those APIs developers
need to exercise their rights under the
agreement. But there’s a Catch-22: If a
developer actually uses the APIs, it must
provide its code back to Microsoft. This
could allow Microsoft to use any innovation
created by third parties. So how much
innovation will happen?

Under the agreement, Microsoft would be
required to disclose these APIs at the time of
the “last” beta release of new Windows OS
code. Since Microsoft gets to decide which
release is the “final beta,” it could,
essentially, release the final beta on one day
and release the code a week or two later,
giving it a significant time-to-market
advantage.

Microsoft retains the ability to discriminate
against Internet content providers, and the
settlement would allow indirect
discrimination against software vendors

through arrangements with hardware
companies. All the previous double-talk
seems minor compared to this: The
settlement would allow Microsoft to
terminate licensing agreements first—and
defend its actions later. Microsoft may also
continue to manipulate pricing schemes and
discounts. In these ways, Microsoft has lost
little of its ability to keep hardware
companies in line.

Even if I ignore all the gotcha’s outlined
above, the proposed settlement really doesn’t
change very much. If Jackson’s break-up
order was an empire-shattering 9 on the
Richter scale, then the settlement proposal is
a 2.1—usually called a microquake, and
barely felt unless you’re right on top of it.

Sincerely,

Mark Lambert

2082 W. Thaxton Circle

Riverton, UT 84065

MTC-248

MTC-00000249

From: Tom Wilson

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov
Date: 11/6/01 2:43pm
Subject: The settlement

Dear Sir/Madam,

As a concerned consumer and Information
Technology professional, I would just like to
say I am disappointed to see that justice is
for sale in America. This settlement is
nothing more that a slap on the wrist for
Microsoft and a slap in the face to American
consumers and citizens. This settlement
proves that money can buy anything, even
justice. Microsoft paid to put an
administration in place that would let in
continue to be a monopolistic company and
got exactly what it wanted. A Justice
Department that was more interested in
keeping Microsoft as a profitable campaign
contributor and keeping the big money party
donations flowing than they were about the
well being of American consumers. Shame
on you. A government for big business by big
business is the mantra in Washington DC.

Tom Wilson

1231 Fourth Ave

Dayton, KY 41074

Radac Corporation

(859) 581-7500

(859) 581-3724(fax)

MTC-249

MTC-00000250

From: Eugene L. Willey
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/6/01 2:59pm
Subject: Microsoft anti-trust settlement

You are recreating a monster. The
Microsoft plan is to dominate the information
technology field with inferior, unstable and
vulnerable products. You cannot run a
government that utilizes such products. Ata
time when homeland secruity is front and
center, this ruling sends a signal that the
information industry will be dominated by a
funamentally flawed system architecture. His
code is secret because its flaws cannot be
exposed without his ruination. Everyone that
uses Microsoft products knows that they
crash and that each crash produces
unintended and unpredictabel consequences.
Most of the recent virus attacks center on



Federal Register/Vol. 67, No. 86/Friday, May 3, 2002/ Notices

23699

Microsoft products because they are the
weakest. Linux/Unix are superior in every
way but all PC’s come with Windows so the
beat goes on. The handling of this case will
go down in history as a dark and perhaps
sinister page ... Gene

MTC-250

MTC-00000251

From: Johnson, Brian E

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/6/01 3:08pm

Subject: Settlement with Microsoft

This is just one of thousands of responses
to the settlement (see below). Most people
who use a computer for anything other than
to read E-mail are very disappointed with
how easy Microsoft got off. I think we will
see the most aggressive crushing of the
competition that we have ever seen by
Microsoft now that they know they can get
away with it.

Sincerely,

Brian Johnson

Stability and Control Flight Test Engineer

The Boeing Company

206—-655-5727

Jeremy Allison & Andrew Tridgell:
Analysis of the MS Settlement and What It
Means for Samba.

Nov 6, 2001, 08 :28 UTC (21 Talkback[s])
(11251 reads)

(Other stories by Jeremy Allison & Andrew
Tridgell)

The Samba Team would welcome
Microsoft documenting its proprietary server
protocols. Unfortunately this isn’t what the
settlement stipulates. The settlement states 'E
Starting nine months after the submission of
this proposed Final Judgment to the Court,
Microsoft shall make available for use by
third parties, for the sole purpose of
interoperating with a Windows Operating
System Product, on reasonable and non-
discriminatory terms (consistent with Section
111.1), any Communications Protocol that is,
on or after the date this Final Judgment is
submitted to the Court, (i) implemented in a
Windows Operating System Product installed
on a client computer, and (ii) used to
interoperate natively (i.e., without the
addition of software code to the client or
server operating system products) with
Windows 2000 Server or products marketed
as its successors installed on a server
computer.

Sounds good for Samba, doesn’t it.
However, in the “Definition of terms” section
it states “Communications Protocol” means
the set of rules for information exchange to
accomplish predefined tasks between a
Windows Operating System Product on a
client computer and Windows 2000 Server or
products marketed as its successors running
on a server computer and connected via a
local area network or a wide area network.
These rules govern the format, semantics,
timing, sequencing, and error control of
messages exchanged over a network.

Communications Protocol shall not include
protocols used to remotely administer
Windows 2000 Server and products marketed
as its successors. If Microsoft is allowed to
be the interpreter of this document, then it
could be interpreted in a very broad sense to
explicitly exclude the SMB/CIFS protocol

and all of the Microsoft RPC calls needed by
any SMB/CIFS server to adequately
interoperate with Windows 2000. They
would claim that these protocols are used by
Windows 2000 server for remote
administration and as such would not be
required to be disclosed. In that case, this
settlement would not help interoperability
with Microsoft file serving one bit, as it
would be explicitly excluded.

We would hope that a more reasonable
interpretation would allow Microsoft to
ensure the security of its products, whilst
still being forced to fully disclose the
fundamental protocols that are needed to
create interoperable products.

The holes in this document are large
enough for any competent lawyer to drive
several large trucks through. I assume the DoJ
lawyers didn’t get any technical advice on
this settlement as the exceptions are cleverly
worded to allow Microsoft to attempt to
evade any restrictions in previous parts of the
document.

Microsoft has very competent lawyers, as
this weakly worded settlement by the DoJ
shows. It is to be hoped the the European
Union investigators are not so easily fooled
as the USA.

A secondary problem is the definition of
“Reasonable and non-Discriminatory”
(RAND) licensing terms. We have already
seen how such a term could damage the open
implementation of the protocols of the
Internet.

If applied in the same way here, Open
Source/Free Software products would be
explicitly excluded.

Regards,

Jeremy Allison,

Andrew Tridgell,

Samba Team.

MTC-251

MTC-00000252

Cuoj .gov @ inetgw

Microsoft ATR,antitrust @ ftc.gov @
inetgw,Ralph @essen.
Date: 11/6/01 3:14pm
Subject: Microsoft Hegemony: Freedom Plus

Power

CC: letters @latimes.com@ inetgw,letters @

sjmercury.com@i.

MTC-252

Re: 3 More States Back Microsoft
Settlement

“Free country—states free to oppose
settlement, Microsoft free to charge any price,
consumers free to take it or leave it, ha ha
ha ha. Freedom alone—that is quaint..,
freedom plus power—that is winning
combination, hiccup ... Kind of looks like
more power comes more freedom... watch
out, ball roll down tilted playing field
accelerating to my benefit, ha ha ha ha ha ...”

MTC-252

MTC-00000253

From: StGeorgeV @ aol.com@ inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/6/01 3:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement Issue

Dear Sirs:

It is my understanding that the Microsoft
settlement includes a provision that
Microsoft will be required to turn over the

Windows source code to competitors and
potential competitors.

If this is true, I believe that this will allow
terrorists and hackers to more easily get into
computers using Windows. It gives them a
roadmap to get into systems and bring them
down.

If I am right, then I believe Microsoft
should NOT be required to provide the
source code to others.

I am just an interested civilian.

Thank you for Listening,

Robert Hicks

3118 Gracefield Road Apt. #T23

Silver Spring, Maryland 20904

301-572-7747

MTC-253

MTC-00000254

From: Peter Nigrini
To: Microsoft ATR,ASKDO]J
Date: 11/6/01 4:15pm
Subject: Microsoft consent Decree

Your negotiation settlement of the
Microsoft Case is a outright betrayal of the
trust placed in you by the American people.
I urge you to reconsider and fulfil your
responsibilities to protect consumers for
monopoly control of the software/operating
system industry.

Peter Nigrini

Projection and Lighting Design

244 E 7th St. #16

NYC NY, 10009

T212.475.2978

M9 17.488.1097

F253.660.9919

MTC-254

MTC-00000255

From: Chris Welsh

To: Microsoft ATR,piu@doj.ca.gov @inetgw
Date: 11/6/01 4:38pm

Subject: Regarding the Microsoft Settlement

United States Department of Justice:

State Attorneys General:

United States District Judge Colleen Kollar-
Kotelly:

I object to the proposed Microsoft
settlement. I believe that it will require too
much government involvement and its
enforcement will be too expensive. I doubt
that it will correct the damage done by
Microsoft or cause them to reform their
behavior.

I propose a simpler, cheaper remedy which
will be effective and fair: Revoke some of
Microsoft’s patents and copyrights. Give
them back to their rightful owners or to the
public.

This remedy would return the competitive
system to its natural state by freeing
Microsoft’s competitors to produce
interoperable products without the threat of
lawsuits. It would also strongly deter future
anticompetitive acts by entities which value
their patent and copyright privileges.

This remedy would be fair because it
would both reduce Microsoft’s ability to
profit from their crimes and seize the assets
used as tools to commit those crimes. The
value of many of Microsoft’s works was
created mainly by depriving consumers of
any alternative choices. Consumers and
computer vendors should be allowed the
right to freely duplicate the existing
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Microsoft works. Those works are inferior to
the work which would have been produced
in an freely competitive marketplace.

It would be trivial to implement this
remedy. The court would simply select an
appropriate set of patents and copyrights,
declare them void, and refuse to enforce
them. The selection could be limited to only
those patents and copyrights directly
involved in criminal acts, or the court could
deny Microsoft all patent and copyright
privileges for some period of time.

As a general rule, an anticompetitive
monopolist should never be granted extra
power to prevent competition through patent
and copyright. To the contrary, a market
entity’s access to legalized monopoly
protection should be inversely proportional
to its size. This would lead to a stable market
of medium sized producers and would
maximize competition and innovation.

Finally, I want to suggest that every
computing product or service offered for sale,
whether from Microsoft or not, should be
accompanied by a warranty [see note 1]. The
warranty should clearly document the
product’s input and output, including the
type, purpose, and format of all files and
network resources used. While this is not
currently law, the court should require it of
Microsoft from now on.

Note 1: Because source code describes
exactly what a program does, unobfuscated
source code should be considered a sufficient
warranty for software products.

Thank you for your good work. I hope you
are able to find a fair solution in the best
interest of society.

Sincerely,

Chris Welsh

Sunnyvale California

MTC-255

MTC-00000256

From: Nathan Ebresman

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 4:42pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Dear sir or madame,

As a concerned citizen, I urge you to not
settle the antitrust case against Microsoft
giving them (as I see it) only a slap on the
wrist. I am asking you to break them into an
two parts, one for applications and the other
for operating systems, because I see that as
the only real way to truly level the playing
field in the industry as they have routinely
mocked the court system throughout the
course of the trial.

Thank you for listening.

Nathan Ebresman

MTC-256

MTC-00000257

From: Brad Wellington
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/6/01 4:52pm
Subject: Microsoft

I am writing to you in regards to the recent
agreement made between Microsoft and the
DOJ. I am appalled at the DOJ letting
Microsoft off without any regard to the main
issue at hand. As a technology professional
I feel compelled to voice my displeasure, and
point out the inadequateness of the remedies
put forth. Microsoft has blatantly and

illegally used its operating system monopoly
to push competitor’s out of the market. This
is no longer a question, they have been found
guilty on this count. They illegally forced
Netscape out of the browser market and now
they are seeking to do the same exact thing
with Windows XP. Windows XP has both
instant messaging software as well as
photography software bundled into the
operating system, which completely shows
Microsoft’s respect for the federal
government and the DOJ in particular. I am
wondering at this point if in 5 years
Microsoft will be able to bundle a Ham
Sandwich and tires for my car into the
operating system that I will be forced to buy.

This illegal leveraging of the Windows OS
is the core issue at hand and has not been
addressed at all in the agreement Microsoft
has reached with DOJ. Microsoft’s ability to
bundle whatever it wants into its operating
system needs to be stripped. Any settlement
reached with Microsoft MUST touch on this
core issue. They must not be allowed to
continue bundling whatever they want into
their operating system. Please take the
opinions of people who understand this
technology into account. Thanks for your
time.

Brad Wellington

Software Engineer

MTC-257

MTC-00000258

From: Thomas Farrell

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 8:44pm

Subject: Proposed microsoft settlement

Hi,

I have read with horror the news stories
about the DOJ’s proposed settlement with
Microsoft. While I would be pleased to see
the case settled, as a computer professional
I know it is vitally important that Microsoft
be brought under control in order for the
computer and software industry to have a
future.

I don’t believe the proposed settlement will
do anything to help prevent Microsoft from
further extending its monopolies or crushing
its potential competition out of business.
There are way too many loopholes. Microsoft
gets to say way too much about what it will
or will not do under the proposed settlement.

Furthermore, since Microsoft has already
been found to be a lawbreaking organization,
I don’t trust them to obey whatever
settlement they may agree to, and would
expect there to be very harsh penalties
specified for noncompliance. I don’t believe
the proposed settlement has such penalties.

Finally, because Microsoft has already
been found to have broken the law, as a
taxpayer I expect them to pay for all of the
government’s legal costs and the court’s costs
incurred in this case. I find it unconscionable
that the DOJ would allow Microsoft to settle
without reimbursing the taxpayers expenses.

In short, I am deeply upset that the DOJ has
agreed with this proposed settlement, and
strongly protest allowing it to go forward.

Thomas M. Farrell

Somerville, MA

MTC-258

MTC-00000259
From: Stunt Car

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/6/01 8:53pm
Subject: You guys are weak as piss.

DoJ,

You guys should change your name. As
you are currently being misrepresented by
calling yourselves anything to do with
Justice.

I'm glad the Organization I work for is
costing a shift away from Microsoft product.

Then again your entire nation is pretty
pathetic. About to be wiped out by an enemy
who lives in a cave a rides donkeys. And you
need my small countries support as you are
too incompetent or scared to do it yourselves.
LOL.

Even I'm beginning to tire of having to
support a nation with no real idea what is
going on. But I guess we won'’t be seeing
much of you once your stock market
collapses. As a nation that can not even
properly generate enough electricity you are
starting to sound like another backward and
corrupt administration I've been hearing
about.

Anyway I'm prepared to reverse my
opinion if I can have some of your payola
from Microsoft. Please send in cash.

Keep up the sham. And remember when
trying to relax, don’t take a deep breath
anymore.

CYA .... stuntcar

MTC-259

MTC-00000260

From: jc@wt6.usdoj.gov @inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 9:37pm

Subject: Your Settlement.

I don’t understand why you let Microsoft
off so easily. My impression is that Microsoft
is a monopolist of the most predatory sort
and they need to be controlled if the software
industry is to flourish. They are sleazy,
greedy, grasping and give capitalism a bad
name.

In contrast to AT&T which used its
monopolistic power to give good service to
the US for many years, Microsoft has used its
power to sell inferior Operating Systems that
inconvenienced their users for years and
used the profits to drive competitors out of
business.

I always considered myself to be a
Republican, but I don’t believe that any
business should be allowed to drive out other
businesses with the most underhanded of
methods, especially in the face of all of the
laws that are designed to allow competition
to flourish.

Do your job, guys. You were elected to
uphold the laws, not to give Microsoft a free
ride.

John Cox

MTC-260

MTC-00000261

From: Kie Muzyka

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 9:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Decision

To whom it may concern:

I am supportive of a settlement in the case.
However, there are some aspects of the
proposal that I do not agree with.

Provide operating system interfaces to all
software suppliers—
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1. This is good. However, this should hold
true from now on, not be limited to 5 or 7
years.

2. This info must be made available to all
software suppliers as soon as it is available
to other areas within Microsoft.

Allow PC makers or retailers to replace
Microsoft components with competitive
components—

1. This is good, but the pricing must reflect
the removal of the components. As I
understand it, Microsoft can bundle their
components and set a price. PC maker can
remove components selectively, but must
still pay the same price to Microsoft. This is
not good! Where is the motivation for any
action?

This is exactly one of the reasons that OS/
2 failed in the marketplace. The OS/2 user
had to pay for OS/2 & Windows.

If these aspects of the settlement are not
corrected, then the settlement is worthless.

Kie Muzyka

823 South Peytonville

Southlake, Texas 76092

817—-481-6354

MTC-261

MTC-00000262

From: biburton@mac.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/6/01 10:52pm

Subject: AtATgram: Nine Say Yea, Nine Say
Nay (11/6/01)

Brian <blburton@mac.com> is sending you
a scene from_ As_the_Apple_Turns!_

Scene 3378 follows:

Nine Say Yea, Nine Say Nay (11/6/01)

Sometimes we really love living in
Massachusetts. Sure, the taxes may be on the
high side, but at least our money gets us an
attorney general that won’t roll over and play
dead like a certain Bush-administration
Justice Department we could mention.

Whereas the feds are looking to end the
three-year run of “Redmond Justice” not with
a bang, but a whimper of a settlement so full
of loopholes you’d think it was a breakfast
cereal, not all of the eighteen states involved
with the case are willing to roll with that
particular punch.

The states had until today to decide
whether or not to sign on with the proposed
settlement, and according to a CNET article,
fully half of them have refused to cave that
easily.

Massachusetts Attorney General Tom
Reilly has been saying for days that he
wouldn’t sign, and stuck to his guns; he and
the attorneys general of eight other states
have therefore managed to split “Redmond
Justice” into_two_shows. The “classic” story
will continue with settlement hearings, as the
feds and half the states feverishly try to get
the heck out of Dodge; meanwhile, an as-yet-
unnamed “Redmond Justice”” spinoff will
follow the continuing litigation as nine states
push for a resolution that actually, you know,
_accomplishes_something. It’s antitrust fun
for the whole family!

Funnily enough, an Associated Press
article describes Microsoft attorney John
Warden as “frustrated” that half the states are
pushing forward and quotes him as saying,
“The issues in this case have been beaten to
death and they have been beaten to death by

people who are worn out.” Awwww. . .Is
widdle John-John all tuckered out? Since
Microsoft’s strategy all along has been to stall
until the issues become moot and the
government changes hands, maybe the
company should have hired a lawyer with a
little more stamina. Suck it up, John, because
it ain’t over yet.

You're in this for the long haul.

To see this scene as it was meant to be
seen, complete with links to articles and
formatted as originally broadcast, visit:
<http://www.appleturns.com/scene/
?1d=3378>

To see the complete, unadulterated episode
in which this scene was originally broadcast,
visit:

<http://www.appleturns.com/episode/
?date= 11/6/2001>

As the Apple Turns: <http://
www.appleturns.com/>

This Scene: <http://www.appleturns.com/
scene/?id=3378>

This Episode: <http://
www.appleturns.com/episode/?date= 11/6/
2001>

Copyright (¢)1997-2001 J. Miller; please
don’t forward without this attribution and
the URLs above. Other reproduction requires
J. Miller’s explicit consent; please contact
him at the site. Thanks.

MTC-262

MTC-00000263

From: Bob Rattner
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/7/01 9:00am
Subject: Humbug!!

Dear Mr. James,

In re: Microsoft, you sir, are a liar and a
coward. How much graft did you accept from
Mr. Gates for your spineless support of his
agenda? You are a disgrace to the word
justice’. Shame, shame, shame!!!

Bob Rattner

43 Nieman Ave.

Lynbrook, NY 11563

MTC-263
MTC-00000264

From: Raymond Blum
To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/7/01-9:08am
Subject: Inadequate controls for Microsoft

I am writing to you in regards to the recent
agreement made between Microsoft and the
DOJ. I am appalled at the DOJ letting
Microsoft off without any regard to the main
issue at hand. As a technology professional
I feel compelled to voice my displeasure, and
point out the inadequateness of the remedies
put forth. Microsoft has blatantly and
illegally used its operating system monopoly
to push competitor’s out of the market. This
is no longer a question, they have been found
guilty on this count. They illegally forced
Netscape out of the browser market and now
they are seeking to do the same exact thing
with Windows XP. Windows XP has both
instant messaging software as well as
photography software bundled into the
operating system, which completely shows
Microsoft’s respect for the federal
government and the DOJ in particular. I am
wondering at this point if in 5 years
Microsoft will be able to bundle a Ham

Sandwich and tires for my car into the
operating system that I will be forced to buy.

This illegal leveraging of the Windows OS
is the core issue at hand and has not been
addressed at all in the agreement Microsoft
has reached with DOJ. Microsoft’s ability to
bundle whatever it wants into its operating
system needs to be stripped. Any settlement
reached with Microsoft MUST touch on this
core issue. They must not be allowed to
continue bundling whatever they want into
their operating system. Please take the
opinions of people who understand this
technology into account. Thanks for your
time.

Raymond Blum

Systems Engineer

MTC-264

MTC-00000265

From: Tom Friedland

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/7/01  9:48am
Subject: proposed settlement

Dear Antitrust Division,

I teach a course at Rutgers University that
is studying the Microsoft case. Please email
me a draft of the Proposed Settlement. I hope
to use it in my class Monday of next week.

Thank you.

Tom Friedland

MTC-265

MTC-00000266

From: Chris Lee

To: Microsoft ATR,American Atr

Date: 11/7/01 9:49am

Subject: MS SELL-OUT: STUPIDITY reigns
in DoJ

[Text body exceeds maximum size of

message body (8192 bytes). It has been

converted to attachment.]

CC: ASKDOJ,president @whitehouse.gov

@inetgw,vice.presid...

THANK GOD FOR THE “STATES” TO
SAVE THE PEOPLE FROM THE SELL-OUT
BY DoJ & GeoW!!! The questions arrising
from this so-called “‘settlement” is “Did
GeoW and his DoJ political appointees
receive something UNDER THE TABLE?”
and “Should there be an investigation for
possible CONFLICT OF INTEREST or
FRAUD’?

THERE’S SOMETHING NOT RIGHT IN
WASHINGTON!!!!

THANKS FOR NOTHING GeoW &
cronies!!!

November 6, 2001, Breakaway states nix
Microsoft pact, Joe Wilcox, CNET
News.com—WASHINGTON—Several states
have refused to accept an agreement between
the Justice Department and Microsoft,
choosing instead to press further antitrust
litigation against the software company.

The settlement agreement, to which nine of
the co-plaintiff states have now given their
support, remains essentially unchanged from
the proposal put forward by the Justice
Department and the software giant on Friday.
Any changes would be only clarifications
and not a substantive reworking, according to
the government.

Connecticut Attorney General Richard
Blumenthal, who did not sign onto the
proposal, said that the settlement is a
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“triumph of hope over history,” a deal that
is ““good but may not be good enough.”

Many outside the case, from consumer
groups to Microsoft competitors and antitrust
specialists, have said that the deal goes
easy** on the software titan.

Said Blumenthal: “My present intention is
to proceed in the litigation.” Tuesday’s
refusal, however, does not mean that those
states will not come to terms with Microsoft
at a later date.

“We in Iowa continue to look at the
agreement. We move on with the litigation,
(but) we are open to settlement talks,” said
Iowa’s attorney general, Tom Miller, who
also has not signed the deal.

“We congratulate the states that settled.”
Miller said that the case’s mediation process
“produced some real progress,” especially
regarding its disclosure of technical
information on servers. Other concerns
remain about the dictates for Microsoft,
including safeguards for PC makers and
openness to third-party applications.

The federal government brought suit
against the software maker in 1998, and
subsequent court decisions found Microsoft
to be a monopolist that used its dominant
position in operating systems to unfairly
compete against other software makers and
gain favorable deals with PC makers. A
federal judge had ordered Microsoft split into
two companies and the imposition of other
strong remedies.

An appeals court in June threw out the
breakup order, but in remanding the case to
a lower court upheld the monopoly ruling
and ordered that new remedies be set in
keeping with that ruling.

U.S. District Court Judge Colleen Kollar-
Kotelly, a relative newcomer to the case, was
randomly assigned at the end of August. On
several occasions since then, she has said
that a settlement would be in the best
interests of the country.

On Tuesday, the Justice Department
expressed satisfaction with the recent
progress toward a settlement and expects
more states to sign on.

“We are very pleased with the results thus
far,” said Charles James, assistant U.S.
attorney general. “This settlement is good for
consumers and the tech economy.

The other states that have not signed onto
the settlement proposal are California,
Florida, Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Utah and West Virginia. Also in the group is
the District of Columbia.

“We made every effort to reach a
compromise to address the states’ concerns
and allow everyone to move forward,
Microsoft Chairman Bill Gates said in a
statement Tuesday. 'Yesterday, at the request
of the states, we made some additional
revisions to clarify the proposed decree and
better capture the intent of the parties.

Earlier in the day, Microsoft indicated its
willingness to keep working toward a
settlement with the remaining states, even as
it expressed a hope that the well-worked
matter would be more or less closed Tuesday.

“Microsoft will never refuse to listen,” said
John Warden, an attorney for the company.
“The issues in this case have been beaten to
death.. .by people who have been worn out.”

Going forward

The case now will proceed on two tracks.
One track will involve public comment as
dictated by the Tunney Act, and the other
will be continued litigation with the states
not agreeing to the settlement.

“I'm going to be going forward from this
point on two parallel tracks,”” Kollar-Kotelly
said. Mediation among the parties ceased
with Tuesday’s hearing.

The Tunney Act requires that the judge
would review the deal to ensure that it is in
the public interest and is not politically
motivated.

Before Kollar-Kotelly holds a hearing in
keeping with that law, there must be a 60-
day period of public comment after the
proposed settlement is published in the
Federal Register, which should take place
within the next two weeks. After the public
comment period, there will be 30 days for the
government to respond, meaning that the
next phase should conclude in February.

One observer said that the remaining states
face an uphill battle in their continuing
opposition to Microsoft, given the loss of
their allies and worries about limited
resources.

“The states can’t lose any more, other than
the enormous expense of continuing the
battle,” said Bob Lande, an antitrust
professor at the University of Baltimore Law
School. “With California, they have $3.7
million assigned to their war chest. The
question is, will that be enough?”

“We're very confident that there will be
sufficient resources” to continue the process,
said Connecticut’s Blumenthal, who left the
door open to settlement farther down the
road.

Earlier in the day, the 18 state attorneys
general were divided into three groups: One
wanted to accept the settlement as it is, the
second was undecided, and the third wanted
to litigate. That split remained after several
days of intense discussions that continued
into the early hours on Tuesday.

“An extraordinary amount of work was
done over the weekend,” said Brendan
Sullivan, the lead attorney for the states.
“They negotiated until (12:30 PT) this
morning, and a redline (amended) version
was dispatched to the Justice Department and
the remaining states at (5:30 PT) this
morning.”

Mediator Eric Green, a professor at Boston
University, said that the states “worked
through the night until the break of dawn this
morning.” The states that have joined in the
settlement are Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Michigan, New York, North
Carolina, Ohio and Wisconsin.

The Justice Department and Microsoft
delivered their settlement proposal, in the
form of a consent decree, to Kollar-Kotelly
last Friday to meet a court-ordered deadline.
The states complained that they weren’t
given adequate input into the negotiations
leading up to that settlement and that the
proposal offers Microsoft too much wiggle
room.

Microsoft’s industry foes continued to find
fault with the settlement Tuesday.

“The state attorneys general who today
rejected the settlement agreement between
Microsoft and the Department of Justice were
right to do so, and we support them,” Paul

Cappuccio, AOL Time Warner’s general
counsel, said in statement. “That agreement
fails to protect consumer choice and promote
competition, by leaving Microsoft free to
continue to abuse its monopoly.”

**Rivals, others lament Microsoft deal

By John G. Spooner, Stephen Shankland,
and Joe Wilcox

Staff, CNET News.com

November 2, 2001, 1:20 p.m. PT

http://news.cnet.com/news/0- 1003—200—
7758623 .html?tag=prntfr

Consumer groups and Microsoft
competitors reacted to Friday’s proposed
antitrust settlement with disappointment and
skepticism.

The reaction to the deal reached by the
software titan and the Justice Department in
the landmark case boils down to one simple
sentence: Microsoft got off easy.

“They seem to have done pretty well with
the settlement with the DOJ,” said James
Love, director of the Consumer Project on
Technology. The organization, formed by
Ralph Nader in 1995, focuses on intellectual
property rights, among other issues.

‘We're disappointed,” he said. “We would
have expected to see more pop”’ in the
settlement.

Earlier court decisions found Microsoft to
be a monopolist that used its dominant
position in operating systems to unfairly
compete against other software makers and
gain favorable deals with PC makers. A
federal judge had ordered Microsoft split into
two companies and the imposing of other
strong remedies.

An appeals court in June threw out the
breakup order, but in remanding the case to
a lower court upheld the monopoly ruling
and ordered that new remedies be set in
keeping with that ruling.

AOQOL, Sun dismayed AOL Time Warner,
which owns the Netscape Communications
browser that was at the heart of the antitrust
charges that surfaced in the mid 1990s,
responded to the settlement deal with
dismay.

“In its current form, today’s proposed
consent decree, like the one entered in 1994,
does too little to promote competition and
protect consumers, and can too easily be
evaded by a determined monopolist like
Microsoft,” Paul T. Cappuccio, executive
vice president and general counsel at AOL
Time Warner, said in a statement.

The proposed settlement, he said, “fails to
fulfill the promise of the unanimous decision
from the U.S. Court of Appeals condemning
Microsoft’s extensive illegal conduct and
requiring an effective remedy to prevent its
reoccurrence.

AOL Time Warner’s negative reaction to
the settlement is not surprising. The
company has sparred on numerous occasions
with Microsoft and recently walked away
from high-profile discussions to embed its
America Online service in Windows XP. Its
Netscape unit competed with Microsoft in
the Web browser market and brought
evidence of anti-competitive behavior to the
attention of regulators.

Sun Microsystems lambasted the proposed
settlement as ‘“‘more narrow and less
punitive” than the proposal rejected by the
Department of Justice in March 2000 and said
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it merely “reinforces the status quo, and will
do nothing to restore competition and
innovation in the marketplace.” “Throughout
the last century, the U.S. economy has
profited greatly from sound antitrust
enforcement,” Sun Chief Executive Scott
McNealy said in a statement. ‘“Today’s
agreement signals a retreat by the federal
government, and a defeat for consumers.

The proposed settlement, Sun said, is a
blow to consumers and the technology
industry and ‘“‘a wholly inadequate response
to Microsoft’s major and continuing antitrust
violations and to the two levels of Federal
Court that found Microsoft guilty of violating
U.S. antitrust law.”

The other view: A “home run

But not everyone is opposed to the
settlement.

Dick Armey, majority leader of the U.S.
House of Representatives, issued a statement
calling the settlement a “home run for
consumers”’ and urged the state attorneys
general who are co-plaintiffs in the case to
avoid dragging out the proceedings. The
states have the ability to contest the
settlement. “Businesses should not be afraid
that when they create popular products,
they’ll be saddled with endless litigation,”
Armey said.

Matthew Szulik, chief executive of Linux
seller Red Hat, also took a contrarian tack,
saying that Microsoft faces limitations on its
behavior either through legal channels or in
the unfettered marketplace.

In the absence of a strong settlement,
Microsoft’s own behavior—for example, its
increasing software prices—will help hasten
its decline.

“By their own actions, they’ve put
themselves in a bit of a trap,” Szulik said. “I
can’t see them escaping this trap without
damaging their long-term prospects.

Microsoft will be forced out of its
proprietary ways regardless of the settlement,
because companies increasingly networked
computer systems can only be built on open
communication standards, he added.

“In an enterprise environment, there will
be requirement to interoperate with other
forms of computing.”

Criticism of the settlement began to swell
on Thursday as word of the impending deal
leaked out.

Trade groups opposing Microsoft’s
monopoly behavior distributed the last
proposal prepared by U.S. District Judge
Richard Posner before earlier settlement talks
collapsed in April 2000.

The Computer & Communications Industry
Association (CCIA) was one of the groups
canvassing in Washington on Thursday using
Posner’s final settlement draft to attack the
negotiations.

“This is a total capitulation,” said CCIA
President Ed Black. The government is
“settling for something less than what they
could have had a year and a half ago. Since
then they succeeded in having Microsoft
found to be a monopolist (and) they had a
unanimous Court of Appeals ruling in their
favor with very strong language.”

CCIA is one of the groups expected to
challenge the settlement as not being in the
public interest.

Tying products together

The Software & Information Industry
Association (SII) on Thursday also urged the
Justice Department and the state attorneys
general to reject the settlement.

Ken Wasch, the SIIA’s president, said in a
statement that the “settlement agreement,
stunningly, will not change either Microsoft’s
business practices nor its software
implementations one iota.”

He added: “The purported settlement
permits Microsoft to continue to technically
tie the monopoly product of the Windows
operating system to various middleware
products, in direct contravention to the
findings of fact affirmed unanimously by the
Court of Appeals.”

The settlement proposal does make some
concessions regarding “middleware—
including Web browsers, e-mail clients,
media players and instant-messaging
applications. PC makers will have more
freedom to offer such products from
companies other than Microsoft, but a similar
development over the summer resulted in
few, if any, such offers.

The Windows operating system emerges
largely untouched, and Windows XP will be
free of any far-reaching restrictions.

The Progress & Freedom Foundation, a
body that studies technology’s effect on
public policy, warned in a statement that the
settlement does little to prevent Microsoft
from “‘continuing monopolization.”

President Jeffrey Eisenach said that, with
the deal, the Justice Department ‘“‘proposes to
enter into a settlement that fails to
meaningfully address any of the court’s
findings. It’s an embarrassment for the Justice
Department, a disservice to the law and an
affront to the DC Circuit.”

MTC-266

MTC-00000267

From: cww @westling.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/7/01 9:55am

Subject: One small voice

I would like to strongly protest the
proposed settlement with Microsoft. It does
not go far enough to substantially change the
competitive landscape and in effect, cedes a
continuing monopoly to Microsoft. Several
things would have to be addressed to have
a meaningful effect for those of us who have
to try to make a living with alternatives.

Preload agreements which force any
computer buyer to accept a copy of Windows
whether they want it or not must be
abolished. Microsoft File formats must be
added to the disclosure of APIs to allow
competitive products to interoperate and
compete.

Pricing must be decoupled from
exclusivity agreements, on paper or implicit.
Pricing should be the same for everybody and
a line item. not buried into the price of a
computer.

As for remedies, There is an easy solution
that would accomplish many goals and
remove the burden of enforcement. It would
avoid all the evasive and delaying manoevers
and put MS in the position of wanting to be
good citizens.

The US government should simply remove
Microsoft from the approved vendors list and
leave it off until behavior is acceptable. Not

only would this send the right message, it
would directly impact the competition issues
by providing an opportunity for the
suppressed competitors to recover. I suggest
that Open Source software be a component
to preclude any corporation from achieving
monopoly status again. This is far more
rational and pragmatic than suing MS on the
one hand and being their largest customer
(hidden by contractors) on the other

I don’t suppose one computer guy is very
important, but I have lived the computer
industry for 30 years of so and qualify as an
expert.

Regards

cww

MTC-267

MTC-00000268

From: Byron York
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/7/01 10:38am
Subject: Pathetic

It is pathetic how the DoJ has surrendered
to Microsoft. Goes to show what a couple
million dollar donation to the Republican
party can get you. Is that against the law?
Clinton was investigated for all types of
spurious reasons. Why is there not an
investigation into Bush and Ashcrofts
collusion with Microsoft? Executives from

When is there going to be a bribery
investigation of Ashcroft and Bush? It is
obvious that Microsoft bought their way out
of the suit. There is *NO* way that anybody
would *WIN* the battle then surrender the
war. What the heck is going on?

I thought that the Department of Justice
was about JUSTICE. Not about who has the
most money to buy the form of ’justice” that
they want. I have lost all faith in the legal
process in this country. To have *9* federal
judges declare Microsoft an abusive
monopoly and then to have the DoJ, which
is supposed to be looking out for the
consumer, capitulate right before the miracle
is absolutely DISGUSTING.

Why don’t you go have some more
backroom meetings with Microsoft. I am sure
that is completely within the guidelines of
the Bar. Your division of the DoJ should be
ASHAMED.

MTC-268

MTC-00000269

From: Viktors

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/7/01 11:58am

Subject: National security diminished by
settling Microsoft case

I believe that the current settlement
direction with Microsoft is a grave mistake.
Diversity in operating systems and other
computer software is essential for reducing
the threat of cyber-attacks. Furthermore,
giving one company, Microsoft, the ability to
remotely monitor and control all computer
activity is extremely dangerous, while also
making it easier for an enemy to find a
weakness that could be used to attack a much
larger population of computers.

I am a long-time IT professional, but am
writing as a private citizen. I know that
whomever is reading this probably is not
intimately familiar with all of the software
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details and would not understand an in-
depth analysis. So I will just point out a few
items, in high level terms, as best I can. I
assume someone would contact me if they
want to discuss more details.

Software can be viewed in many ways as
an analogy to biological evolution. One of the
dangers that biology has taught us is that the
less diversity there is, the more vulnerable
the population is. Likewise, operating system
software and other office software that is
used so widely that it is in almost every
computer makes it easier to create a
devastating cyber attack. Because the
internals of the Microsoft software is seen by
few eyes, it is more likely to contain
numerous vulnerabilities, that clever hackers
can exploit. This argues for breaking up
monopolies in the IT industry so that there
are more software choices for customers and
so that any attack will harm a smaller
population. In fact, ideally, the operating
system and other security sensitive software
source code should be viewable by everyone.
This quickly leads to fixing the
vulnerabilities, rather than hiding them, as
with proprietary software. Microsoft will
never publish their software source code, and
thus will continue to put our IT
infrastructure at greater risk, to the extent
that they remain an operating system (and
desktop office suite) monopoly.

What concerns me more, is that Microsoft’s
direction with XP is to give them more ability
to “upgrade’ user’s software remotely, even
without them knowing it. This may be nice
for Microsoft, but it give Microsoft
potentially unlimited “‘big brother” power
over everyone’s computer. But, even worse,
once that update capability is hacked by less
friendly people, they can use it to create
cyber terror much easier than today.

I can already see numerous ways of
working around the settlement agreement.
Microsoft’s latest XP operating system is an
example. Even though they “publish” the
interfaces, they require me to register my
software for use with their interfaces,
otherwise I will not be given the encryption
keys required to talk through their
“published” interfaces. In general, I think the
“settlement” will only let Microsoft reinforce
its monopoly while making our IT
infrastructure more vulnerable to cyber
attacks. Please let me know if anyone needs
to discuss this further.

-Viktors Berstis, Austin Texas

MTC-269

MTC-00000270

From: Mike Whalen

To: Microsoft ATR,attorney general @
state.mn.us @ inetgw

Date: 11/7/01 12:08pm

Subject: MS Settlement

Dear Sirs,

I would like to register my displeasure
with the settlement reached by the DOJ and
Microsoft regarding their antitrust violations.
What the settlement provides is nothing more
than carte blanche for Microsoft to continue
its anti-competitive behavior; in fact, this
settlement makes it more straightforward
(and legal) for Microsoft to pursue this
behavior then it was previously. To wit:
—Microsoft must allow applications &

middleware onto the desktop that have

distributed over 1 million copies and have

been in business for greater than one year.

This clause allows large, established
competitors to Microsoft to be used.
However, what about new competitors? They
will not be given the chance to be placed on
the desktop. If such a clause was in place
when companies like AOL were in their
infancy, it would have been more difficult for
them to reach their present size.

This clause does not help the companies
that most need protection from Microsoft.

—Microsoft must disclose all new APIs to
developers by the time of the last beta release
of the operating system.

Ridiculous; you haven’t defined a time
window for the last beta’. Microsoft could
release the last beta immediately before
shipping the operating system.

—Microsoft must disclose all undocumented
APIs to developers; however, if developers
..request_this information, they must
provide their source code back to a 3rd
party approved by Microsoft.

As a developer, I wouldn’t dream of giving
Microsoft my source code; they have shown
no compunction from stealing ideas from
other companies and individuals.

The antitrust trial spelled this out in great
detail. Therefore, this clause is completely
ineffectual.

Besides, who is Microsoft going to approve
as the third party?

—Microsoft does not need to disclose any
APIs related to
1. Security
2. Anti-virus
3. License enforcement
I can think of credible reasons why

developers may need_to know these APIs.

For Microsoft’s upcoming .NET, a major
portion of the API is related to security and
authentication. In fact, it is central to any
developer wanting to use .NET for future
development of Windows products and
services.

By spelling out these specific instances of
‘violations’, you allow
Microsoft_more_latitude to continue its
anticompetitive behavior, rather than less.
Microsoft can credibly state that many of its
APIs related to “back-end” services, such as
COM+ and .NET services are related to
security and authentication. These are the
thrust of new development at microsoft, and
access to these APIs is critical to producing
successful new applications. Microsoft can
also continue to discriminate against smaller,
newer competitors, stifling innovative
products and preventing them from being
displayed on the desktop. Microsoft also has
the ability to get at the source code(!) of any
developer who requests information on their
APIs. I believe that this will cow most, if not
all, developers from requesting information;
they would have to provide, in essence, their
most valuable property in return: it is akin
to giving away your most precious business
plans to your largest and most aggressive
competitor. What sane company would do
so? I urge you to reconsider this mistaken
and shortsighted decision.

Thank you for your time,

-) Mike Whalen

Doctoral Candidate in Computer Science

University of Minnesota

MTC-270

MTC-00000271

From: Halim Chtourou

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/7/01 3:44pm

Subject: Microsoft case comments

To Whom It May Concern,

I am deeply concerned by the terms of the
U.S. Department of Justice’s settlement with
Microsoft in this case. I believe that the
proposed settlement, and most likely any
proposed settlement, is not being tough
enough on Microsoft. The settlement
contains many loopholes that will allow
Microsoft to continue to their illegal and anti-
competitive behavior which would only
result in more permanent harm to the
computer industry and future lawsuits
costing even more tax payer money.
Although it may be difficult to plan and
initially execute, the plan to breakup
Microsoft has been the ONLY viable solution
I have seen to this case. The breakup of
Microsoft is truly the only way to correct the
terrible crimes that Microsoft has committed
against nearly anyone in the world that has
used and worked with a computer. Microsoft
can be broken up without major impact to
businesses and the economy. The first
divisions to be separated should be relatively
unrelated entities such as Microsoft’s
operating system and application software
division, MSN, and Microsoft’s X-Box
division. These three divisions should be
separate companies that are not allowed to
use their influence to help each other, as
Microsoft is currently using it’s Windows
monopoly power to help them gain users of
MSN and their X-B ox. Look at MSN for
example. What other major national internet
service provider ONLY functions with
Windows-based computers? I don’t believe
there are any others. How does the proposed
settlement prevent Microsoft from doing
things like this? I don’t believe that it does.
After separating these core divisions,
Microsoft’s operating system and application
software units can be separated into two or
more separate companies. Without the
monopoly of Windows to leverage, Microsoft
Office may actually face competition in the
marketplace and be forced to strive towards
innovation—something Microsoft claims to
be fighting for, but very rarely actually does.

I urge you, please consider not only what
this settlement will mean for the future of
Microsoft and their monopoly, but also look
at what they have done in the past, how they
have continuously flaunted their power in
the face of government attempts of
restriction, and how they have greatly
harmed competition and innovation in the
computer industry.

Thank you for your time,

Halim Chtourou

Information Systems Technology and
Digital Media Student at Albright College,
Reading, PA.

MTC-271

MTC-00000272

From: Nobody

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/7/01 3:54pm

Subject: A Linux Today story has been
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mailed to you!

This message is sent to you from Linux
Today (http://linuxtoday.com) Miguel Sosa,
esteban_sosa@yahoo.com has requested that
we send you this article.

You can find this story online at: http://
linuxtoday.com/news story.php3?ltsn=200
1-11-06—005-20-OP-MS Jeremy Allison &
Andrew Tridgell: Analysis of the MS
Settlement and What It Means for Samba.

The Samba Team would welcome
Microsoft documenting its proprietary server
protocols. Unfortunately this isn’t what the
settlement stipulates. The settlement states:

“B. Starting nine months after the
submission of this proposed Final Judgment
to the Court, Microsoft shall make available
for use by third parties, for the sole purpose
of interoperating with a Windows Operating
System Product, on reasonable and non-
discriminatory terms (consistent with Section
111.1), any Communications Protocol that is,
on or after the date this Final Judgment is
submitted to the Court, (i) implemented in a
Windows Operating System Product installed
on a client computer, and (ii) used to
interoperate natively (i.e., without the
addition of software code to the client or
server operating system products) with
Windows 2000 Server or products marketed
as its successors installed on a server
computer.

Sounds good for Samba, doesn’t it.
However, in the “Definition of terms” section
it states:

“Communications Protocol” means the set
of rules for information exchange to
accomplish predefined tasks between a
Windows Operating System Product on a
client computer and Windows 2000 Server or
products marketed as its successors running
on a server computer and connected via a
local area network or a wide area network.
These rules govern the format, semantics,
timing, sequencing, and error control of
messages exchanged over a network.
Communications Protocol shall not include
protocols used to remotely administer
Windows 2000 Server and products marketed
as its successors.

If Microsoft is allowed to be the interpreter
of this document, then it could be interpreted
in a very broad sense to explicitly exclude
the SMB/CIFS protocol and all of the
Microsoft RPC calls needed by any SMB/
CIFS server to adequately interoperate with
Windows 2000. They would claim that these
protocols are used by Windows 2000 server
for remote administration and as such would
not be required to be disclosed. In that case,
this settlement would not help
interoperability with Microsoft file serving
one bit, as it would be explicitly excluded.

We would hope that a more reasonable
interpretation would allow Microsoft to
ensure the security of its products, whilst
still being forced to fully disclose the
fundamental protocols that are needed to
create interoperable products.

The holes in this document are large
enough for any competent lawyer to drive
several large trucks through. I assume the DoJ
lawyers didn’t get any technical advice on
this settlement as the exceptions are cleverly
worded to allow Microsoft to attempt to
evade any restrictions in previous parts of the

document. Microsoft has very competent
lawyers, as this weakly worded settlement by
the Dol shows. It is to be hoped the the
European Union investigators are not so
easily fooled as the USA.

A secondary problem is the definition of
“Reasonable and non-Discriminatory’
(RAND) licensing terms. We have already
seen how such a term could damage the open
implementation of the protocols of the
Internet. If applied in the same way here,
Open Source/Free Software products would
be explicitly excluded.

Regards,

Jeremy Allison,

Andrew Tridgell,

Samba Team.

http://linuxtoday.com/news story.php3
?ltsn=200 1-11-06—-005-20-OP-MS (The
sender’s internet address was 64.175.29.2 18
MTC-272

MTC-00000273

From: Bob Slate

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’

Date: 11/7/01 7:29pm

Subject: Caveats: experience from the EEC
settlement against IBM

To Whom It May Concern:

With regard to the current action/
settlement with Microsoft (which I have not
followed in detail), and possible EEC actions
against Microsoft, it brought to mind some
caveats which might be of interest given my
previous job at Amdahl Corporation with a
parallel with an anti-trust settlement by IBM
with the EEC.

In 1984, IBM settled an anti-trust action by
the EEC by agreeing to the “Undertaking”
which allowed for competitors to request
interface information so that products of
competitors could ““attach” to those of IBM.
This information was to be provided within
120 days of IBM making an announcement of
a product using those interfaces. Amdahl was
a competitor of IBM, manufacturing System/
390 plug-compatible mainframes. Amdahl
was able to make interface requests and
receive such information, sometimes with
very onerous charges. After 10 years (around
1994), IBM decided to drop the Undertaking,
claiming that it had adopted it unilaterally,
rather than it being imposed. In the
subsequent years, the prices of the interface
specifications skyrocketed: several page
specifications cost hundreds of thousands of
dollars, and 100+ page specifications cost
several millions of dollars. IBM oftentimes
delivered specifications YEARS after they
shipped their products, which made life
difficult when the market required that a new
product be delivered every year. It was easy
to fall behind and lose customers. Losing
customers meant less revenues, and less
revenues made it tough to foot the bill for
expensive specifications which ended up
being a sizeable component of an engineering
budget.

By 2000, IBM’s competitors in the System/
390 mainframe arena had dropped out of the
market. Today IBM enjoys a monopoly again
in that market segment. A lesson to be
learned here is that competition can thrive
only when barriers to competition are not
onerous. A monopolistic entity with vast
financial resources can charge onerous fees

for interface specifications, making it
impossible for very small software companies
to obtain the information that they will need
to create products needed for their survival.

The setting of the prices of the interface
specifications cannot be under Microsoft’s
control. Reasonable time limits for delivery
of complete interface specifications must be
established by an independent body.

Thank you for your attention.

Bob

Bob Slate, Director,
Rslate@extremenetworks.com

Engineering Development http://
www.extremenetworks.com

Extreme Networks

3585 Monroe Street

Santa Clara,CA 95051

CC: Bob Slate

MTC-273

MTC-00000274

From: Terry Linhardt
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/7/01 8:05pm
Subject: proposed settlement

You sold us out. You sold out the
consumers of the United States. You know
how I feel? I feel like I have been told to drop
my trousers, bend over, and get ready to let
Bill Gates stick me where the sun never
shines. And personally, I think that whoever
came up with the proposed settlement
should drop *their* pants, and may I suggest
I have a place for that settlement.

Thank you for your consideration of my
email.

Terry R Linhardt

MTC-274
MTC-00000275

From: xCarolFantasiezz @ aol .com @ inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/7/01 8:48pm

Subject: Danke nochmal.

Hi gruss Dich, ich will mich eigentlich nur
ganz schnell fur Deine Hilfe bedanken. Ohne
Dich hatt ich des nie gepackt mit dem Video
auf meine Homepage. Schaus Dir mal bitte an
und sag mir was ich da noch besser machen
kann. <a href=http://
fantasie.nightsites.com’>Zum Video</a> Du
kannst aber auch bei AOL Kennwort http://
fantasie.nightsites.com eingeben. Ich dank
Dir noclimal wie verruckt..

Carol

MTC-275

MTC-00000276

From: George

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/7/01 9:44pm
Subject: Microsoft anti-trust..

To the A.G. of the United States of
America, the Dept. of Justice, et al.,

A Federal Judge found Microsoft
“GUILTY” of being an illeagle monopoly.
And you then let them dictate the
punishment.As one “of the people, by the
people, for the people” I have just two
questions

First...how do you sleep at nignt?

Second...now that you have helped them
screw the American people can we expect at
least a kiss from you (now that you’re done
kissing Bills ass ) or from Microsoft. Or
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should we just look for the hundred dollar’s
on the night stand when we get up in the
morrning?

Now so as to make sure that I have made
my point,I will put it into plain, simple,
American english

Now that the American people have been
fucked by you and Microsoft. Do we at least
get a kiss, or should we just expect to be paid
like a cheap whore?

If the latter is true, please put mine into an
account to help pay down the defficate that
the present administration is running up.

Lastly, please remember where the
fallowing sayings come from. Then go back
and do the job you are paid for.

“We the People . . .”

“When in the course of human events

Signed

One really pissed off American,

George S. Bogart Jr,

MTC-276
MTC-00000277

From: LBier49 @aol.com@inetgw
Date: 11/8/01  2:47am
Subject: (no subject)

Ashcroft and Associates,

At least MS admits it is soft. Shame on
you. The worst monopolist since the era of
the trusts and you cave. And that assessment
is not from some neophyte, but from a JD-
MBA, Rutgers Class of 1975, who has been
practicing for 26 years. Again, shame. While
Penfield may have shown unusual
commentary form, most of what he said was
accurate. Bad taste. Bad appearing. Sure. But
was it the worst taste or conduct with a
federal judge? Come on. In the real world
many federal judges run rough shod over
parties. However, that is another issue.
Windows is flawed as are all operating
systems by their nature. That is why MS is
periodically coming out with new operating
systems. But when they integrate their
products and exclude competing products
without legitimate business reasons, they are
using their monopoly power.

I guess we are going to have to leave it to
the State’s Attorney General and the
Europeans.

Politics, and I mean by that the Bush
administration, has sided with the
monopolists and their cronies and against the
American people. I can only hope that the
American people will make you and your
cronies pay politically. I know MS is paying
you a lot. How much did the company
“contribute” to your political bedfellows and
causes? SHAME, SHAME, SHAME

CC: Microsoft ATR,ag @ state.ca.us @
inetgw,oag @ state.tx.u...

MTC-277

MTC-00000278

From: Jim Hill

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/8/01 2:57am
Subject: Shame on you!

You have caved in. You have submitted to
political pressure, economic pressure,
whatever the heck it was. And in the process,
you have bound the feet of the personal
computer industry and the software industry.
You have allowed Microsoft to dictate the
terms of whatever growth will occur from

here; you have basically screwed the pooch
on this one. I have no faith in this
government any more.

James Hill

Fairfax, CA

MTC-278

MTC-00000279

From: Max Lybbert

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/8/01  3:04am
Subject: proposed settlement

Since the proposed settlementto the United
States et. al. v. Microsoft cannot be
implemented without seeking public
comment, let me go on record opposing this
agreement between Microsoft and the
Department of Justice. With all due respect
to the people who negotiated the settlement
and their intentions, no evidence exists that
the agreement won’t be violated like every
one of the previous agreements Microsoft has
entered into with the Department of Justice.
Believing that Microsoft intends to abide by
this agreement, or that the threat of extending
the provisions of the agreement two years if
Microsoft doesn’t abide by it will keep
Microsoft honest is wishful thinking.

A better settlement should be proposed.
Otherwise I will spend the next two years
ashamed of the officials I elected, and I will
work to vote them out of office, along with
their appointees.

MTC-279

MTC-00000280

From: Christian Loweth
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/8/01 10:54am
Subject: Microsoft settlement

It seems to me that Microsoft has indulged
in not only anti-trust violations but
racketeering as well. Is this a possible avenue
of approaching their abuses?

Christian Loweth

New Port Richey FL

MTC-280

MTC-00000281

From: Eugene L. Willey
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/8/01 1:17pm
Subject: Secret code in windows

As I understand the settlement with
Microsoft, Microsoft may maintain as secret
and proprietary certain critical parts of their
operating system. The vision of critical parts
of our government using systems that have
code known only to Mr. Gates is totally
unacceptable to me as a citizen. A
prerequisite for use in the government of any
operating system should be that use of the
system can have no unintended
consequences. The only way such a premise
can be true is for all operating systems used
by our government be in the public domain.
This used to be the law, The law apparently
has been changed so that government offices
can be infested by secret systems . . . Please
consider these remarks.

.. .Gene

MTC-281
MTC-00000282

From: Eugene L. Willey
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/8/01 1:34pm
Subject: Government use of Microsoft
software

Is it constitutional for our government to
allow contractors to supply goods such as
software that does not disclose its code to our
government. The code for the operating
sytems being used by our government will be
known only by Mr. Gates. This is dangerous
in the extreme. To give a cititzen such
extrordinary power is wrong and perhaps
criminal Our government is free to use Public
software which does not violate any
disclosure rules. These comments are meant
to be constructive. I hope you will give them
some consideration. . . .

Gene (Eugene L. Willey, 314 West 14th
Street Hastings, Ne. 68901 (402—463-5121))

MTC-282
MTC-00000283

From: Jak Crow
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/8/01 4:05pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Are you people insane? Your “settlement”
will do—NOTHING—to protect consumers
and competitors. In fact, since you
apparently haven’t read your own settlement
document, you should be aware that
Microsoft can “interpret” its way out of all
your deals. If this is allowed to pass, I
wouldn’t discount the possibility that the DoJ
has been bribed into throwing the case, and
I hope the DoJ gets investigated for this farce.

MTC-283

MTC-00000284

From: xxOl2

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/8/01 6:45pm

Subject: Federal Register Citations / MS (US
Dist. Ct DC 98-1232)

Dear Sir/Ma’am:

Please indicate the Federal Register
citation for the Department’s Proposed Final
Judgement, and Proposed Final Consent
Decree in the Microsoft case. (US Dist. Ct. DC
98-1232), at your earliest convenience.

Thank you,

Mike Dvorak

m.t.dvorak @att.net

MTC-284

MTC-00000285

From: Nicky Morrow

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/8/01 7:15pm

Subject: Comment on Doj vs MS

Dear Sir/Maam,

I'll keep my comment very short: Please
pass on to your boss that it will be a cold day
in hell before I vote republican again. Is it
clear what I think about the MS settlement?

Nick Morrow

MTC-285

MTC-00000286

From: John R. Cox
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/8/01 10:54pm
Subject: Your settlement is a travesty.

Paul Thurott’s Wininfo website called your
settlement a a travesty of justice. I wouldn’t
consider them a radical anti Microsoft site;
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just the opposite. I personally consider it a
pretty mild comment.

At least 3 of the richest men in the world
made their money by a blatant monopoly.
They didn’t reinvest any of the money to
make it any more of a quality product than
it had to be and the unreliability of Windows
is legendary. The American people (and the
world) were cheated as a result. They used
their money underhandedly to drive
competitors out of business and only
invested money where it would crush a
competitor.

There are good monopolies but Microsoft
is not one of them.

There are laws designed to protect us from
that kind of behavior. You are responsible for
enforcing those laws and you failed to do so.
I know you have an ideology, but you also
have responsibilities.

You guys make me ashamed to be a
Republican. Perhaps it’s time to think about
how you can recover some credibility.

Have a nice day.

John Cox

MTC-286

MTC-00000287

From: bryce @chmls05 .mediaone.net @
inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/9/01 10:39am

Subject: Settlement toothless

Dear DOJ;

I'm disappointed by the proposed
settlement. It does nothing, means nothing.

What the industry really needs is for
Microsoft to stop undermining industry
standards.

Microsoft extensions to industry standards
are the biggest threat to competition and to
a level playing field.

In addition, DOJ should insist that
Microsoft publish certain file formats—
notably Word and Excel—that are now so
utterly dominant that it’s impossible to build
a product without interoperating with them.

Bryce Nesbitt

170A Coolidge Hill

Cambridge, MA 02138

CC: bryce@obviously.com@inetgw

MTC-287

MTC-00000288

From: Michael Kuske

To: ‘Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’

Date: 11/9/01 11:32am

Subject: Is this Microsoft Sweepstake illegal?

To whom it may concern,

I have a question. Is the following
Microsoft sweepstakes illegal? I recently ran
across a sweepstakes that Microsoft is
sponsoring (http://
www.msnpeakperformance.coml). It was my
understanding that it was not legal to force
people to use your products as a condition
of entering such a contest. If you look at the
site, this is clearly the case here. Either you
download and use their product (NET
Passport) or you can’t enter. There is no
alternative entry method provided. Don’t
have a computer? You are barred from
entering. Your computer uses different (non-
Microsoft) technology? You are barred from
entering. Don’t want Microsoft’s .NET
technology on your computer? You are
barred from entering.

You would think with the trouble
Microsoft has had recently that they would
be sensitive to this type of issue. Then again
they have had a history of thumbing their
nose at the law, haven'’t they.

Thanks,

Michael Kuske

The information in this email, including
any attached files or documents, is
confidential, may be privileged, are
copyrighted property of Billserv, Inc. and is
intended solely for the addressee(s) and other
official use by the receiving company.
Access, copying, dissemination, distribution
or re-use of the information in this email and
aforementioned attachments by anyone else
or any outside party is strictly prohibited. If
you are not the intended recipient, all copies
of this email and associated attachments in
your possession should be destroyed.

MTC-288
MTC-00000289

From: walkera@fosterfarms.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR,govemor@governor.ca.gov
@ inetgw

Date: 11/9/01 2:13pm

Subject: Antitrust

ATR,

I was sad to see that Microsoft case has
gone from almost a break up of the company
to a slap on the hand indicating everything
they have done or planning to do is ok and
does not impede technology in the world. I
believe the court may have better
understanding of these issues were they more
computer oriented/related in their field to see
the repercussions Microsoft has put upon us.
Don’t get me wrong, I use Microsoft but am
limited to only using Microsoft due to their
thwarting of the market. I attempt to use
other software types and vendors but are
limited to the “May not work with
Microsoft.”” Have you seen the new XP and
passport software? It has to be the most
monopolistic, big brother approach I have
ever seen. The fees charged by Microsoft for
the latest software scheme also forces a
company to only use their software for a long
period of time. I thought great I just wont use
Passport because I don’t want my personal
info shared with Microsoft—when I tried for
support they said it was required to have
passport filled out before continuing. Did you
ever wonder why other countries ie China
have banned Microsoft within their country?
There is no longer competition in the market.
A break-up would have spurred more
competition and economic growth.

Anyhow as a general citizen I thought I
would express my feelings hoping to relay
that not only the states, but millions of
people are under the mafia-like’ stronghold
that Microsoft has put upon us and we don’t
like it.

If you'd like peoples opinion, post it on the
web in visible places—not hidden in the
Judgment court orders.

Adam Walker

slamcorp @mediaone.net

559-274-1196

Standard disclaimer: All statements made
in this email are on my own behalf and not
my employer.

MTC-289

MTC-00000290

From: root 0 wt6.usdoj .gov @ inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR,antitrust @ftc.gov @
inetgw,Ralph @essen . . .

Date: 11/9/01 2:18pm

Subject: Microsoft Hegemony: Dreams Of
Plundering

CC: letters @latimes.com @ inetgw,letters @
sjmercury.com @i . . .

MTC-290

Re: Microsoft: Find a Real Fix

One key provision, for example.
supposedly requires Microsoft to disclose
coding . . . Read the fine print, however, and
you’ll discover that Microsoft only has to
disclose. . . .

It’s not necessary to list the many fatal
loopholes to see the conservative intent. To
the conservative, competition, consumer
rights, and the integrity of the system are all
trivial luxuries not worth the fight.

Rather for them, preserving the USA’s
economic hegemony on the world stage, and
cultivating Wall Street superstars, are the
only substantial goals.

The REAL fix for competition, consumer
rights, and the integrity of the system, is
releasing the commodity OS into the public
domain where it belongs.

“Conservatives preserve throne which I
plunder and dream of plundering it
themselves one day,

Dallah

willing . . .

MTC-00000291

From: William J. Taylor

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/9/01 2:19pm
Subject: Settlement conditions

I am not a lawyer, but I am a CPA and over
the 25 years that I've been in accounting I
have read a number of lawsuits and other
legal agreements. It seems to me that the
settlement with Microsoft only requires them
to do what the law has provided all along,
with the exception, to use an automobile
analogy, that there will now be someone in
the back seat to tell them they’re speeding.
It doesn’t mean that they will slow down,
they are just more aware of what they are
doing.

Therefore, I feel that unless the court
imposes potential severe penalties on the
Board of Directors of Microsoft, that the
course of Microsoft slowly pushing out
competitors wherever it feels there is money
to be made, or where it perceives a potential
threat will continue unabated or possibly
accelerate.

I, therefore, recommend, that the Board of
Directors of Microsoft be subject to
immediate jail time if at any time Microsoft
is found to have violated the terms of the
settlement. This would include all current
and all future directors. Only by making the
Board responsible in a way that will have
immediate and substantial impact will on
themselves will there be any hope of the
settlement agreement being honored.

MTC-29 1

MTC-00000292

From: root@wt6.usdoj.gov @inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR,antitrust @ ftc.gov @
inetgw,Ralph @essen . . .

I
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Date: 11/9/01 2:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Hegemony: Stupid Change
Rules’
CC: letters @ latimes.com@ inetgw ,letters @
sjmercury.com
“You want change rules of game every year
like stupid NBA? Stick with original rules of
game. Original rules is Microsoft retain
gargantuan advantage of owning industry
standard OS bestowed in 1982 by profit
Ronnie Reagan, peace be with him . . .

MTC-292

MTC-00000293

From: Chris Lee

To: Microsoft ATR,ASKDOJ

Date: 11/9/01 3:25pm

Subject: U.S. Settlement Leaves Microsoft
More Entrenched

To CASHcroft & lackeys:

Does anyone in the GeoW DoJ understand
the LAW? Is anyone ashame of this gross sell-
out of the “people” to the ILLEGAL
MONOPOLIS, MicroSUCK??? The settlement
as written is ludicrous, considering the
people WON IN THE COURT OF LAW, plus,
in the APPEALS COURT!

A citizen/consumer/voter,

Chris

U.S. Settlement Leaves Microsoft More
Entrenched

By Rob Pegoraro

Friday, November 9, 2001; Page EOl

What are we going to do about Microsoft?

The govemment has been fretting over this
question for the past decade. So far, it has
compiled an impressive record of the things
Microsoft has done wrong in the past.

Unfortunately, it always seems to find out
about these abuses after the damage has been
done. And it has yet to effectively address
what Microsoft might do in the future. The
proposed settlement between the Department
of Justice and Microsoft announced last week
continues this embarrassing tradition.

It’s not just that this slim document fails
to mandate any punishment for breaking the
law (the next time I get a speeding ticket, can
I negotiate this kind of arrangement, too?), or
that its numerous “nothing in this section
shall prohibit” clauses appear to vacate most
of its provisions. The real problem is that it
focuses so much on the individual PC
desktop, when Microsoft is moving on to
other battles.

This settlement spends much of its time
trying to carve out space for PC
manufacturers to add non-Microsoft
“middleware” to run a broader set of
applications. This would have been a
laudable goal half a decade ago, when PC
vendors aggressively experimented with their
own front ends for Windows. As the court
case thoroughly documented, Microsoft
didn’t like this creativity one bit and quickly
quashed the manufacturers’ dissent. In
response, the proposed settlement’s first
prescription begins with the phrase
“Microsoft shall not retaliate” and goes on to
stipulate how Microsoft must treat all its
licensees equally and fairly. The hope is that
this government-mandated liberty will
encourage PC builders to offer choices
outside the Microsoft way.

“I think it’s going to help,” said Daniel
Morales, a vice president with MandrakeSoft,

a Linux distributor in Pasadena, Calif. But he
warned: “There’s a lot of details that are very
slanted towards Microsoft.”” None of the
manufacturers I contacted wanted to speak,
on or off the record, about any of their plans
once the settlement goes into effect. Most
didn’t want to comment about the settlement
at all. It’s remarkable how many different
reasons these companies offered for not
talking about the biggest issue in the industry
in a decade.

But neither the manufacturers’ sudden case
of laryngitis nor any subsequent failure to
offer new choices to consumers should
surprise anybody. In the bruised, battered PC
business, there’s nothing to be gained by
alienating your biggest supplier. The
agreement can’t repeal this law of human
relations.

“In the real world, there are ways to
express displeasure without violating that
agreement,” said Dan Kusnetzky, vice
president for systems software research at
IDC, a leading industry analysis firm. And
Microsoft often doesn’t appear to understand
that the phrase “abuse of monopoly power”
isn’t a compliment. It continues to push its
Passport user-ID system on customers in the
hope of turning this scheme into an Internet-
age Social Security number—I've had to enter
my Passport login just to download a
software update. Windows XP relentlessly
promotes Microsoft’s own software, services,
formats and marketing partners. Just weeks
ago, the company locked non-Microsoft
browsers out of its MSN.com site. The
proposed agreement’s more promising terms
apply not to computer manufacturers but to
independent software developers. The deal
would require Microsoft to document all its
applications programming interfaces, or
APIs—the ways programs work with
Windows itself—as well as some of its
networking protocols. That’s a fine start. But
the agreement fails to tackle Microsoft’s other
big leverage point—its proprietary file
formats.

“The reason I can’t walk into an
organization and say ‘I'm going to use my
Linux box’ is that people will send me Word
documents that I can’t read,” said Jeremy
Allison, co-author of the Samba cross-
platform networking program. The Microsoft
Office formats are the classic case of this
lock-in. Developers of competing word
processors and spreadsheets have little
choice but to make sure their products can
read and write these proprietary formats.

“We don’t get any help from Microsoft,”
said Iyer Venkatesan, Sun Microsystems’
product manager for the StarOffice
productivity suite. Some documentation is
available, but it’s “incomplete and full of
errors and inconsistencies,” e-mailed
Shaheed Haque, a developer of the KOffice
suite for Linux. Sun would like to see
Microsoft’s formats turned into open,
published standards. Allison would like to
see the same thing done for all of Microsoft’s
communications protocols, beyond the
settlement’s limited requirements. With open
access to the Windows APIs as well, said
Kusnetzky of IDC, “it would make it much
easier to create an collaborative
environment.1’ There’s a model for this sort
of requirement—telephone and electric

utilities, which developed into monopolies
and now are required to open their facilities
to competitors.

But the Microsoft agreement doesn’t follow
this particular logic. It still could—should—
be amended. But what if it isn’t? Microsoft
is an odd company to contemplate. It
employs a lot of smart people and can
produce software of amazing quality. But it
also has repeatedly broken the law and
shows few signs of having learned its lesson.

If you don’t want Microsoft’s way to be the
only way, there are things to consider. Does
the need to work with the same files as your
Windows-using colleagues mean you need to
use Microsoft applications, too? Does it even
require you to run Windows itself? Are there
better choices in Internet access than
Microsoft’s MSN? Even if Microsoft prods
you into signing up for a Passport account,
do you actually need to use it?

In other words: What are you going to do
about Microsoft?

Living with technology, or trying to? E-
mail Rob Pegoraro at rob@twp.com.

2001 The Washington Post Company

MTC-293
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From: Brad Wellington
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/9/01 4:14pm

I am writing to you in regards to the recent
agreement made between Microsoft and the
DOJ. I am appalled at the DOJ letting
Microsoft off without any regard to the main
issue at hand. As a technology professional
I feel compelled to voice my displeasure, and
point out the inadequateness of the remedies
put forth. Microsoft has blatantly and
illegally used its operating system monopoly
to push competitor’s out of the market. This
is no longer a question, they have been found
guilty on this count. They illegally forced
Netscape out of the browser market and now
they are seeking to do the same exact thing
with Windows XP. Windows XP has both
instant messaging software as well as
photography software bundled into the
operating system, which completely shows
Microsoft’s respect for the federal
government and the DOJ in particular. I am
wondering at this point if in 5 years
Microsoft will be able to bundle a Ham
Sandwich and tires for my car into the
operating system that I will be forced to buy.

This illegal leveraging of the Windows OS
is the core issue at hand and has not been
addressed at all in the agreement Microsoft
has reached with DOJ. Microsoft’s ability to
bundle whatever it wants into its operating
system needs to be stripped. Any settlement
reached with Microsoft MUST touch on this
core issue. They must not be allowed to
continue bundling whatever they want into
their operating system. Please take the
opinions of people who understand this
technology into account. Thanks for your
time.

Brad Wellington

Software Engineer

MTC-294
MTC-00000295

From: Joan Hanegan
To: Microsoft ATR
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Date: 11/9/01 5:38pm
Subject: MICROSOFT COMMENT

Why can’t this be over? Our country is
based on free enterprise... .but only to a
certain point? You can create it, nurture it,
sweat and worry over it, spend all of your
life, time, and your own money on it, but
when it finally pays off the government
wants to say ‘“you can’t do that”! If, and
when, someone else makes a product that
out-performs Microsoft’s, then they can be in
the “winner’s circle”! Until then, oh well..
.get over it and get back to work. Why is the
United States spending my tax dollars on
this? I did not have a say so in this legal
dispute!

I'm sorry, but I just feel that the US is
telling us that we cannot succeed. This is not
an issue of whether Microsoft, or Bill Gates,
pays their taxes... it is a few little guys crying
that Bill has all the marbles. Guess what, he
won them fair and square. It sounds just like
my 6 years that wants to re-write the rules
when he’s losing..and what would that teach
him? Son, you don’t have to work for your
rewards, just cry loud enough and the US
govt will get them for you! PLEASE!

Thanks for hearing my comments on the
situation and I truly hope that this can come
to a speedious conclusion.

I. Hanegan of Baton Rouge

MTC-295
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From: Ken Krechmer

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/9/01 5:38pm

Subject: The use of standards to increase
competition

Gentlepersons,

The new judgment of November 2, 2001 no
longer requires splitting the company.
However, the same approach is used to have
Microsoft publish its operating system
application programing interfaces (APIs) to
allow other companies to develop compatible
products. Microsoft maintains their very
successful operating system monopoly
through the use of these proprietary APIs, as
well as aggressive marketing. Publishing APIs
does not render them open. It is not even
clear in this judgment how these APIs are
described: software program code, written
specification, formal description langauge,
or? Open standards appear to be necessary to
create open interfaces. For a discussion of the
history of monopolies and standards, the
problems that are not resolved by published
APIs and how open standards may be used
to maintain both competition and
competitive advantage please see http://
www.ses-standards.org/library/
krechmerbaskin.pdf for a copy of Microsoft
Anti-Trust Litigation—The Case for
Standards’ the first prize paper at the World
Standards Day proceedings.

Ken Krechmer

Senior Member IEEE

Fellow International Center for Standards
Research University of Colorado, Boulder

Technical Editor Communications
Standards Review

MTC-296

MTC-00000297
From: Rally for America

Date: 11/9/01 5:57pm
Subject: Rally for America in Austin—Free
Concert & Laser Light Show
[17al2fd.JPG] For more information on the
Rally for America, visit: http://
www.rally4america.com For the program,
visit: http://www.rally4america.com/
program.html Speakers at the Capitol will
include several Texans who lost loved ones
in the September 11 attacks. Admission is
free to both the Capitol event beginning at
4:00 pm and the Waterloo Park Benefit
Concert and Laser Light Spectacular
beginning at 5:45 pm. Donations will be
taken for the Rally for America Memorial
Fund and 100% of the proceeds will be used
to build a memorial in Austin to the victims
and heroes of September 11. Free parking is
available at the Capitol Visitors Garage in the
block bounded by 12th and 13th and San
Jacinto and Trinity. This garage is only one
block from both the south steps of the Capitol
and Waterloo Park. Please contact
info@rally4america.com or (512) 476-8787
with any questions about this event. We
would be most appreciative if you could
forward this message to your friends and
colleagues. Note: If you do not wish to
receive messages about the Rally for America
in the future, please send a message to
info@rally4america.com requesting to be
removed from the list.

MTC-297
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From: Sam Bennett

To: Criminal Division,Microsoft
ATR,American Atr, NEWCA...

Date: 11/9/01 8:18pm

Subject: Stand up and be counted:

STAND UP AND BE COUNTED FOCAL
VERSE: “HE WHO IS NOT WITH ME IS
AGAINST ME, AND HE WHO DOES NOT
GATHER WITH ME SCATTERS.” HE
REPLIED, THOSE WHO HEAR THE WORD
OF GOD AND OBEY IT.” LUKE 11:23, 28.

The message for today is: “STAND UP
AND BE COUNTED” Scripture: Luke
11:23,28; Matthew 1:18-2:23; John 15:5;
Proverbs 8:14, 21-22; Proverbs 1:7; Proverbs
3:7; Psalms 10:2,4, Proverbs 16:18; 2
Chronicles 7:14; Matthew 5:11, 44; Matthew
10:23; Matthew 23:34; Luke 11:49; John 5:16;
John 15:20; Revelation 20:10, 12, 13;
Ephesians 2:8—9; James 2:18, 26; Isaiah 54:6;
Matthew 24:42, 44; Matthew 24:36; Matthew
24:38-39; Isaiah 34:1—4; Isaiah 60:12; John
12:48; John 3:16, Luke 9:60 (Scripture is from
the NIV).

ARE WE WARRIORS WHEN WE SERVE
OUR LORD AND MASTER? DO WE COWER
DOWN WHEN WE HEAR THE WORD
?TACLU?, OR ?IM GOING TO FIRE YOU FOR
READING THE BIBLE OR SAY ANYTHING
ABOUT CHRIST IN THIS BUILDING.”
PERHAPS YOU ARE AFRAID TO PASS OUT
BIBLES ON THE STREET WHERE YOU
MIGHT BE ARRESTED?

ARE YOU AFRAID TO PASS OUT
CHRISTIAN LITERATURE TO SCHOOL
CHILDREN, OR DEFY SOMEONE WHO
REFUSES TO ALLOW YOU TO DO THE
WORK OF THE LORD. ARE YOU ASHAM-
ED TO LET PEOPLE KNOW YOU ARE A
CHRISTIAN? DO YOU, OR WILL YOU
STAND UP BOLDLY AND SPEAK OUT

ABOUT JESUS CHRIST, OR DO YOU SAY
NOTHING, AND GO WITH THE FLOW OF
SOCIETY WHO SITS ON THEIR HANDS
AND RESTS ON THEIR BLESSED
ASSURANCES, AND ALLOWS PEOPLE TO
DIE AND GO TO HELL EVERY DAY?

FOLKS, IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO ANY
OF THESE, I HAVE ONE THING TO SAY ?
?YOU SHOULD BE ASHAMED OF YOUR-
SELF .7 GOD GAVE HIS SON TO THE
WORLD IN THE FORM OF A LITTLE BABY
BORN TO A HUMBLE, JUST MAN, AND A
VIR- TEOUS AND PURE WOMAN, A VIRGIN
AS GOD’S WORD TELLS US IN MATTHEW
1:18-2:23. HE CAME INTO THIS WORLD
FOR THE SOLE PURPOSE OF DYING FOR
THE SINS OF HUMANKIND. GOD BLESSES
US THROUGHOUT OUR LIVES WITH SO
MUCH? WERE A NATION OF WASTEFUL,
UNGRATEFUL, OPPORTUNIST WHO SIEZE
THE MOMENT TO ACCRUE WEALTH
FROM ADVERSITY AND DESPAIR; DID
YOU SEE ALL THESE ?LITTLE SHOPS OF
PATRIOTISM? THAT SPRING UP ON
STREET CORNER EVERYWHERE? WHY
DON'T THEY SELL “JESUS” SHIRTS AND
DISPLAY THE SAVIOR WE ARE SUPPOSED
TO LOVE AND SERVE. WHY WASN'T THE
SALVATION ARMY CALLED WHEN THE
WORLD TRADE CENTER AND PENTAGON
WAS ATTACKED? THEY DO INDEED
OFFER THE WAY OF SALVATION AS
WELL AS PROVIDING COM- PASSION AND
THINGS FOR THE WELL BEING OF PEOPLE
IN NEED. THIS BOMBING HAS BECOME
BIG BUSINESS TO SOME IN THIS NATION.
AND BY ALL MEANS LETS SEE THAT THE
DOGS ARE TAKEN CARE OF AS WELL.
DOESN’T MATTER TO SOME THAT THERE
ARE HUNGRY FOLKS WHO NEED TO BE
FED; LETS FEED THEM DOGS. GOD NEVER
CREATED A DOG WITH A SOUL AND
NEVER WILL.

FOLKS, WE ARE REALLY A NATION OF
PROUD, PATHETIC PEOPLE WHO LOVE
FLIRTING WITH DISASTER. WE FLAP OUR
WINGS, STICK OUT OUR CHEST AND SAY,
TWE ARE AMERICA, THE MIGHTEST
NATION ON THE FACE OF THE EARTH,
AND WE CAN WHIP ANYONE!? CAN WE?
WE ARE PATHETIC BECAUSE WE PLACE
OUR TRUST IN WHAT MAN SAYS. MAN IN
FACT CAN DO NOTHING WITHOUT GOD’S
FAVOR EXTENDED TO HIM.

JOHN 15:5 TELLS US, 21 AM THE VINE,
YOU ARE THE BRANCHES; IF A MAN
REMAINS IN ME AND I IN HIM, HE WILL
BEAR MUCH FRUIT; APART FROM ME
YOU CAN DO NOTHING.” WE ARE A
PROUD AND PROFANE (SECULAR)
PEOPLE! ARE YOU PROUD? GOD’S WORD
TELLS US IN PROVERB 8:13 7TO FEAR THE
LORD IS TO HATE EVIL. I HATE PRIDE
AND ARROGANCE, EVIL BEHAVIOR, AND
PERVERSE (UNREASONABLY WRONG/
SELF WILLED) SPEECH. WHAT IS THE
LORD SAYING HERE? EXACTLY WHAT
YOU HEAR! PROVERBS 1:7 AND 3:7 SAYS,
?THE FEAR OF THE LORD IS THE BE-
GINING OF KNOWLEDGE, BUT FOOLS
DESPISE WISDOM, AND DISCIPLINE. DO
NOT BE WISE IN YOUR OWN EYES, FEAR
THE LORD AND SHUN EVIL.”

WE HEAR ABOUT ARMADA’S, NAVAL
BATTLE GROUPS, 13-52 AND STEALTH
BOMBERS OF THE AIR FORCE, MIGHTY
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FIGHTING MAN OF THE USMC, AND THE
APACHE ATTACK HELICOPTERS OF
WHAT MEN SAYS IS THE MIGHTY US
ARMY. THEY ARE MERE PLAY TOYS IN
THE EYES OF GOD. I HATE TO BUST YOUR
BUBBLES FOLKS; ALL THE POWER OF ALL
WEAPONS OF ALL NATIONS PUT
TOGETHER DOES NOT HAVE THE POWER
OF ETERNAL GOD. COMPARED TO THE
POWER OF OUR MOST HIGH GOD, ALL
THESE PUT TOGETHER AND JOINED WITH
ALL NATIONS, DON?T HAVE ENOUGH
POWER TO BLOW THEIR NOSE.

AMERICA IS A PROUD NATION. THE
WORD OF GOD SPEAKS OF PRIDE. 49
TIMES ?PRIDE? APPEARS IN THE HOLY
BIBLE. LET ME JUST GIVE YOU A FEW
THINGS THE BIBLE SAYS ABOUT PRIDE,
AND THESE ARE FROM THE KING JAMES
VERSION. PSALMS 10:2: *THE WICKED IN
HIS PRIDE DOTH PERSECUTE THE POOR,
LET THEM BE TAKEN IN THE DEVICE
THAT THEY HAVE IMAGINED.? PSALMS
10:4: ?"THE WICKED THROUGH THE
WICKEDNESS OF HIS COUNTENANCE,
WILL NOT SEEK AFTER GOD; GOD IS NOT
IN HIS THOUGHTS.? AND, THE ONE I
THINK APPLIES TO THE SITUATION THE
UNITED STATES IS IN NOW. PROVERBS
16:18: YPRIDE GOETH BEFORE
DESTRUCTION, AND AN HAUGHTY
(PROUD) SPIRIT BEFORE A FALL.? IN
EACH OF THOSE 49 VERSES, NOT ONE OF
THEM I DON'T BELIEVE IS USED POSITI
VELY TO HONOR GOD. A PROUD
INDIVIDUAL CANNOT EFFECTIVELY
WORSHIP GOD. PRIDE; ITS EVIL, PRO-
FOUND, AND UNHOLY TO THE LORD. HE
DOESN?T SAY, ?BE PROUD, COME, AND
HUMBLE YOURSELF BEFORE ME. PRIDE IS
NOT USED IN HIS INSTRUCTIONS, AND
EVIL CAN?T COME IN THE PRESENCE OF
OUR HOLY FATHER GOD. HE IS HOLY,
AND CANNOT LOOK ON SIN. HE TURNED
HIS BACK ON JESUS WHILE HE HUNG
BETWEEN HEAVEN AND HELL BECAUSE
HE COULD NOT LOOK ON SIN. IT HAS
BEEN OVER 30 DAYS SINCE THE
BOMBINGS BY WHICH 3 PLANES CAUSED
THE DEATH OF THOUSANDS. THE
FOURTH CRASH IN PENNSYLVANIA
CAUSING DEATH TO MANY. DO WE HATE
THOSE THAT DID THIS?
UNFORTUNATELY WE HAVE TO SAY YES.
IS BIN LADIN HATED? YES. BUT, I TELL
YOU WE HAVE TO ASK FORGIVENESS
FOR HIM FROM THE GOD WE SERVE; THE
TRUE AND LIVING GOD. DID NOT JESUS
ASK FOR FORGIVENESS OF THOSE WHO
CRUCIFIED HIM; “FATHER FORGIVE
THEM, FOR THEY KNOW NOT WHAT
THEY DO.” LUKE 23:34

PEOPLE ARE MOURING THE DEAD,
HOLDING VIGIL, AND PRAYING FOR
THOSE WHO HAVE GONE. IF THEY WENT
INTO ETERNITY LOST, THERE IS
NOTHING WE CAN DO FOR THEM. ALL
THE PRAYER SAID FOR THEM FROM NOW
UNTIL THE END OF TIME, WILL DO
NOTHING FOR THEM. IF THEY WENT
INTO THE KINGDOM OF GOD, THEY HAVE
REACHED THEIR REWARD, ANT) THEY
ARE FAR BETTER OFF THAN WE. WE ARE
NOT GOING TO CHEAT OLD MAN DEATH,
AND WE CAN’T GET AROUND IT.

FOLKS, GOD’S WORD SAYS IN LUKE
9:59-60, THAT JESUS SAID TO A MAN ON

A ROAD “FOLLOW ME.” THE MAN SAID,
“LET ME FIRST GO AND BURY MY
FATHER.” BEFORE HE WOULD FOLLOW
THE BECKON CALL OF DISCIPLESHIP,
SOMETHING ELSE HAD TO BE DONE.
JESUS SAID UNTO HIM “FOLLOW ME AND
LET THE DEAD BURY THEIR OWN DEAD.”
ARE WE READY TO YIELD AND FOLLOW
CHRIST COMPLETELY, OR WILL WE BURY
OUR DEAD FIRST?” THIS COMMAND OF
THE SAVIOR WAS FOR THEM TO GO AND
PROCLAIM THE KINGDOM OF GOD. LUKE
9:60

FOLKS, PEOPLE SPEAK WITH THEIR
LIPS. BUT, THEIR HEART IS IN-
DIFFERENT TO GOD. WE SAY “ALL THIS
MISERY, DEATH, AND DE— STRUCTION IS
REALY BAD.” WE THINK ?THAT COULD
HAPPEN TO ME, BUT I CAN SERVE THE
LORD ANOTHER TIME. ?*THERES A
YANKEE BASEBALL GAME AT THE OLD
PARK TONIGHT. I HAVE BOUGHT TIC-
KETS AND I AM GOING.? “THE CHURCH
SERVICE IS GOING ON, BUT I’M GOING TO
SKIP IT THIS TIME.? ?THERES A BAR
WHERE THE GANG HANGS OUT, SO I'LL
STOP AND SEE IF THEY ARE THERE, AND
PROBABLY HAVE A COOL BREW.

I KNOW I CAN GET A COLD ONE AT THE
PARK ? BOY WHAT A LIFE, AND WHAT A
NIGHT OF ENJOYMENT I'M GONNA HAVE
WHEN I GET THERE! SOUND FAMILIAR?
COULD NOT THAT MONEY HAVE BEEN
SPENT TO SEND A BIBLE OUT TO
SOMEONE WHO HUNGERS FOR THE
WORD OF GOD? WHAT ABOUT THE
PERSON ON THE STREET WHO IS
HUNGRY FOR A MEAL AND MAY NOT
HAVE EATEN FOR AWHILE. NOTHING
WENT TO THEM, AND GOD WAS NOT
PRAISED OR HONORED. GOD MOST LIKE-
LY WONT EVEN BE GIVEN A THOUGHT.

JESUS IS COMING AGAIN. GOD IS
SAYING, TAMERICA TIME IS RUNING OUT;
I LOVE YOU SO MUCH, BUT I WILL NOT
ALLOW YOU TO CONTINUE IN YOUR
WICKED WAYS. IF YOU WILL NOT HEED
MY CALL, I WILL BRING YOU TO YOUR
KNEES, AND I REALLY HAVE THE POWER
TO COMPLETELY ANIHILATE YOU.?
FOLKS, IF WE ARE TO BE A CHRISTIAN
NATION, A SEPARATED LIFE FROM
SECULAR SOCIETY IN OUR DAILY LIVING
IS WHAT OUR LORD COMMANDS US TO
DO. 2 CHRONICLES 7:14 TELLS US THE
WAY THIS NATION CAN CONTINUE TO
HAVE THE FAVOR OF OUR HEAVENLY
FATHER. ?IF MY PEOPLE WHICH ARE
CALLED BY MY NAME, SHALL HUMBLE
THEMSELVES, AND PRAY, AND SEEK MY
FACE, AND TURN FROM THEIR WICKED
WAYS, THEN WILL I HEAR FROM
HEAVEN, AND WILL FORGIVE THEIR SIN,
AND WILL HEAL THEIR LAND.?

GOD’S WORD SAYS WHAT HE WILL DO,
ITS SET IN STONE, AND HIS WORD IS
ABSOLUTE IN AUTHORITY; HE DOES NOT
NEGOTIATE, AND ITS DIRECTIVE IN
NATURE. HE SAYS, “WHAT I SAID IS
WHAT I MEAN; MY WILL IS TO BE AND
WILL BE DONE. AMERICA WILL DO WHAT
I SAY, OR AMERICA WILL BE DESTROYED.

FRIENDS, GOD’S WORD GIVES US HIS
CHARGE. ARE YOU AFRAID TO STAND UP
AND BE COUNTED? ARE YOU AFRAID TO
TELL SOMEONE THAT JESUS LOVES

THEM? WHY? DO YOU NOT SERVE A
RISEN SAVIOR? ARE YOU AFRAID OF
LOSING YOUR JOB BECAUSE OF IT? ARE
YOU AFRAID TO BE PERSECUTED? IF YOU
ARE GOING TO BE A SERVANT OF GOD
AND FOLLOW JESUS CHRIST YOU WILL
BE PERSECUTED. HE GAVE US THAT
PROMISE IN THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW,
LUKE, AND JOHN. MATTHEW 5:11,44,
10:23, 23:34;LUKE 11:49;JOHN5:16,AND
15:20 ARE JUST A FEW PLACES.

JESUS SAID IN JOHN 15:20, EXACTLY
HOW IT IS TODAY; THE BAD NEWS IS
THAT ITS NOT GOING TO GET ANY
BETTER; RATHER IT’S GOING TO GET
WORSE. TREMEMBER THE WORD THAT I
SAID UNTO YOU, THE SERVANT IS NOT
GREATER THAN HIS LORD. IF THEY HAVE
PERSECUTED ME, THEY WILL ALSO
PERSECUTE YOU; IF THEY HAVE KEPT MY
SAYING, THEY WILL KEEP YOURS ALSO.?
AMERICANS, WERE SUPPOSED TO HAVE
AWAKENED YEARS AGO; SOME ARE
STILL ASLEEP, AND WORSE SOME NEVER
WILL; WAKE UP—“FOOLISH, FOOLISH,
PEOPLE!”

IF FOLKS ARE GOING TO JUST SIT BY
PASSIVELY AND BE CONTENT TO GO
WITH THE FLOW, satan IS GOING TO
HAVE HIS WAY WITH THEM. I FOR ONE
AM NOT WILLING TO DO THAT!
CHRISTIANS ARE ALREADY WEARING
LEAD SHOES WADING IN A TORRID
UPHILL STREAM, AND THE PERSECUTION
OF CHRISTIANS IS CONTINUING. IT WILL
CONTINUE TO GET WORSE ? LOOK
AROUND AND READ REVELATION; YOU
ARE AT A BIRTDAY PARTY COMPARED
TO WHAT IS GOING TO COME FOR
PEOPLE WHO ARE NOT RIGHT WITH THE
LORD.

THE ONLY HOPE ANYONE HAS IS TO
TURN TO THE LORD; SEEK HIM. REPENT
OF THEIR SINS, AND ASK FOR MERCY,
NOT JUSTICE, NEVER JUSTICE. THEN
FOLKS CAN HAVE PEACE IN A SINFUL
WORLD. WILL YOUR LIFE AS A
CHRISTIAN BE EASY ? NO. WILL YOU BE
ABLE TO HAVE PEACE IN YOUR HEART
AN]) MIND? ABSOLUTELY! JESUS
OVERCAME THE WORLD, AND SO CAN
FOLKS OVERCOME ADVERSITIES IN
THEIR LIFE. THERE IS NO OTHER WAY
YOU WILL EVER BE ABLE TO DO THAT ON
YOUR OWN.

FOLKS, satan WAS DEFEATED LONG
AGO AND HE KNOWS HIS GOOSE HAS
BEEN COOKED. “HE WILL BE THROWN
INTO A LAKE OF FIRE ANT)

BRIMSTONE WHERE THE BEAST AND
FALSE PROPHETS. THEY SHALL BE
TORMENTED DAY AND NIGHT, FOREVER
AND EVER. REVELATION 20:10. ARE YOU
GOING TO GO WITH HIM? IF PEOPLE ARE
LOST IN SINS AND DON?T TURN FROM
WICKEDNESS THEY ARE ON THEIR WAY.
YOU SAY YOU 'RE NOT WICKED;? YOU
SAY YOU ARE A JUST AND RIGHTEOUS
PERSON, A RIGHTEOUS DOOD AS IT
WERE, AND YOU HAVE NO SINS TO
CONFESS AND YOU DON?T NEED CHRIST
IN YOUR LIFE! WELL, FRIEND I BEG TO
DIFFER WITH YOU; YOU ARE WRONG
BECAUSE GOD’S WORD SAYS SO. I JOHN
1:8 SAYS, “IF WE CLAIM TO BEWITHOUT
SIN, WE DECEIVE OURSELVES AND THE
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TRUTH IS NOT IN US.” “AND I SAW THE
DEAD, SMALL AND GREAT BEFORE GOD;
AND THE BOOKS WERE OPENED WHICH
IS “THE BOOK OF LIFE;” AND THE DEAD
WERE JUDGED OUT OF THESE THINGS
WHICH WERE WRITTEN IN THE BOOKS,
ACCORDING TO THEIR WORKS .”
REVELATION 20:12. AND THE SEA GAVE
UP THE DEAD WHICH WERE IN IT; AND
DEATH AND HELL DELIVERED UP THE
DEAD WHICH WERE IN THEM, AND THEY
WERE JUT)GED EVERY MAN ACCORDING
TO HIS WORKS.” REVELATION 20:13. YOU
CAN?T PAY A PRIEST ENOUGH TO EVER
FORGIVE YOU; HE DON'T HAVE THAT
POWER, NO MATTER HOW MANY HAIL
MARYS YOU SAY. THERE ARE NOT
ENOUGH THINGS YOU COULD WORK AT
TO PAY FOR YOUR SALVATION. GOOD
DEEDS ALONE WILL NOT ALLOW YOU GO
INTO HEAVEN. BEING A METHODIST,
CATHOLIC, JEWISH, BAPTIST, BUDDHIST,
MUSLIM, OR ZIONIST WON'T GET YOU
ONE INCH CLOSER TO HEAVEN. IF YOU
ARE COUNTING ON GOING TO HEAVEN
JUST BY YOUR DENOMINATION OF
FAITH, YOU AREN’T GOING TO MAKE IT.
YOU HAVE GOD’S WORD ON IT, AND HIS
PROMISE.

A PERSONS DENOMINATION OF FAITH
NEVER GOT ONE PERSON INTO HEAVEN,
AND IT NEVER WILL—BUT, IT HAS SENT
SO MANY TO HELL. SALVATION, GOD’S
GIFT OF HIS SON, AND THE DEATH OF
JESUS ON CALVARY FOR ALL PEOPLE’S
SINS IS THE ONLY WAY YOU MAY HAVE
ETERNAL LIFE. EPHESIANS 2:8-9 SAYS,
TFOR BY GRACE ARE YE SAVED THROUGH
FAITH, AND THAT NOT OF YOURSELVES;
IT IS THE GIFT OF GOD, NOT OF WORKS.
LEST ANY MAN SHOULD BOAST.?

IN JAMES 2:18 WE ARE TOLD, ?YEA, A
MAN MAY SAY, THOU HAST FAITH, AND
I HAVE WORKS; SHEW ME THY FAITH
WITHOUT THY WORKS, AND I WILL
SHEW THEE MY FAITH BY MY WORKS.?
IN VERSE 26, “THE BODY WITHOUT THE
SPIRIT IS DEAD, SO FAITH WITHOUT
WORKS IS ALSO, '"WE ARE TOLD BY
JAMES THE BROTHER OF JESUS. IF YOU
ARE TRYING TO GET TO HEAVEN ON
YOUR OWN WORKS, YOU JUST HAVEN?T
GOT A CHINAMANS CHANCE. NOW IF
YOU THINK YOUR DEEDS ARE
RIGHTEOUS ENOUGH TO GET YOU TO
HEAVEN, I CALL YOUR ATTENTION TO
ISAIAH 64:6. PALL YOU HAVE BECOME
LIKE ONE WHO IS UNCLEAN, AND ALL
YOUR RIGHTEOUS ACTS ARE AS FILTHY
RAGS; AND WE ALL DO FADE LIKE A
LEAF AND OUR INIQUITIES, LIKE THE
WIND, HAVE TAKEN US AWAY.? NO OUR
DEEDS WITHOUT CHRIST IN OUR LIVES
ARE NOT RECOGNIZED ? THEY ARE NOT
LIKE A LAY AWAY PLAN ? WHEN YOU
PAY ALL YOUR PAYMENTS THEN THEY
BECOMES YOURS. JESUS CHRIST’S DEATH
ON THE CROSS, HIS ACCEPTANCE OF
YOU, YOUR REPENTANCE OF SIN, AND
ASKING CHRIST INTO YOUR LWE HUMBL-
ED AS A LITTLE CHILD WILL GIVE YOU
ETERNAL LIFE ? THERE IS NO OTHER
WAY. JESUS CHRIST IS COMING AGAIN.
WHEN? MATTHEW 24:42, AND 44 GIVES
US THESE INSTRUCTIONS: *WATCH
THEREFORE: FOR YE KNOW NOT WHAT

HOUR YOUR LORD DOTH COME.
THEREFORE BE YE ALSO READY: FOR IN
SUCH AN HOUR AS YE THINK NOT, THE
SON OF MAN COMETH. JESUS TOLD US IN
MATTHEW 24:36, YBUT OF THAT DAY
AND HOUR KNOWETH NO MAN, NO, NOT
THE ANGELS OF HEAVEN, BY MY FATHER
ONLY.? YES, ONLY GOD KNOWS WHEN
CHRIST’S COMING IS GOING TO BE.

IN THE DAYS OF NOAH, SO IT WILL BE
AT THE COMING OF THE SON OF MAN.
FOR IN THE DAY OF THE FLOOD, PEOPLE
WERE EATING AND DRINKING,
MARRYING AND GIVING IN OF
MARRIAGE, UP TO THE DAY NOAH
ENTERED INTO THE ARK; AND THEY
KNEW NOTHING ABOUT WHAT WOULD
HAPPEN UNTIL THE FLOOD CAME AND
TOOK THEM ALL AWAY. THAT IS HOW IT
WILL BE AT THE COMING OF THE SON OF
MAN. SO YOU ALSO MUST BE READY,
BECAUSE THE SON OF MAN WILL COME
IN AN HOUR WHEN YOU DO NOT EXPECT
HIM.” MATTHEW 24:38-39, AND 44.

FOLKS, WHAT GOD SAID IN THE OLD
TESTAMENT IS MEANT FOR TODAY
ALSO. LISTEN TO ISAIAH 34:1—4 ? "COME
NEAR YOU NATIONS AND LISTEN. PAY
ATTENTION YOU PEOPLES! LET TIIE
EARTH HEAR, AND ALL THAT IS IN IT,
THE WORLD, AND ALL THAT COMES OUT
OF IT! THE LORD IS ANGRY WITH ALL
NATIONS; HIS WRATH IS UPON ALL
THEIR ARMIES. HE WILL TOTALLY
DESTROY THEM, HE WILL GIVE THEM TO
SLAUGHTER, THEIR SLAIN WILL BE
THROWN OUT, THEIR DEAD BODIES WILL
SEND UP A STENCH, THE MOUNTAINS
WILL BE SOAKED WITH THEIR BLOOD,
ALL THE STARS OF HEAVEN WILL BE
DISSOLVED, AND THE SKY ROLLED UP
LIKE A SCROLL; ALL THE STARRY HOST
WILL FALL LIKE WITHERED LEAVES
FROM THE VINE. LIKE SWIVELED FIGS
FROM THE FIG TREE. ISAIAH 60:12 SAYS,
“FOR THE NATION AND KINGDOM THAT
WILL NOT SERVE YOU THEY SHALL
PERISH; YEA, THOSE NATIONS SHALL BE
UTTERLY WASTED. AMERICA, WORLD;
WAKE UP, LISTEN, AND REPENT! FOLKS,
GOD’S WORD IS THAT BY WHICH WE
WILL BE JUDGED. JESUS SAID IN JOHN
12:48, "HE THAT REJECTETH ME, AND
RECEIVETH NOT MY WORDS HATH ONE
THAT JUDGETH HIM; THE WORD THAT I
HAVE SPOKEN, THE SAME SHALL JUDGE
HIM IN THE LAST DAY. JESUS TELLS US
IN LUKE 11:23, 28; OUR FOCAL
SCRIPTURE: "HE WHO IS NOT WITH ME IS
AGAINST ME, AND HE WHO DOES NOT
GATHER WITH ME SCATTERS.? "BLESSED
RATHER ARE THOSE WHO HEAR THE
WORD OF GOD AND OBEY IT.’?

FRIEND, THIS IS THE MESSAGE FOR
TODAY. IF YOU HAVE NOT MADE A
STAND, A COMMITMENT FOR CHRIST;
NOW IS THE TIME. satan DOESN?T WANT
ANYONE TO DO THAT. HIS DESIRE IS FOR
EACH PERSON TO PUT OFF ACCEPTING
CHRIST. IF HE CAN GET A PERSON TO DO
THAT, THEN HE CON’TROLS THAT LIFE,
AND THEY WON'T COME TO KNOW THE
LORD. AND IF THAT PERSON THEN DIES
IN THEIR SINS, satan HAS THEM RIGHT
WHERE HE WANTS THEM ? HIS GUEST
FOR ETERNITY. satan KNOWS HE CAN’'T

WIN; HE WANTS TO TAKE AS MANY
WITH HIM AS HE CAN. ARE YOU GOING
TO BE ONE OF HIS COMOANIONS FOR
ETERNITY?

GIVE YOUR HEART AND SOUL TO THE
LORD AND DON?T LET satan CLAIM YOU
FOR HIS OWN. JESUS DIED FOR ALL
PEOPLE, GOD LOVES YOU SO MUCH
THAT HIS ONLY SON WENT TO THE
CROSS TO DIE A HORRIBLE DEATH SO
THAT ALL COULD HAVE ETERNAL LIFE
THAT WOULD ACCEPT IT. DON?T TURN
CHRIST AWAY. ?FOR GOD SO LOVED THE
WORLD, THAT HE GAVE HIS ONLY
BEGOTTEN SON, THAT WHOSOEVER
BELIEVETH IN HIM SHOULD NOT PERISH
BUT HAVE EVERLASTING LIFE. JOHN 3:16
WHOSOEVER IS YOU FRIEND IF YOU
NEED THE SAVIOR TURN TO HIM NOW. If
YOU need Christ in your life, please don’t
turn Him away. Don’t delay accepting Christ
as your Lord and Savior. Each and everyone
of us will make a decision for or against
Christ sometime in our life- time. We will
either accept Jesus Christ and reject the devil,
or we will accept the devil and reject Christ.

Romans 5:8, 10 tells us: “God
demonstrated His own love for us in this:
while we were still sinners, Christ died for
us. Since we have been justified by His
blood, how much more shall we be saved
from God’s wrath through Him?” Come
accept Christ, now is the time of His favor.
Please don’t turn Him away?

Today is the day of salvation. John 6:37
says, All the Father giveth me shall come to
me; and him, that cometh to me I will in no
wise cast out. John 3:36 tells us, “he that
believeth on the Son hath everlasting life;
and he that believeth not on the son shall not
see life, but the wrath of God abideth on
him.”

Jesus patiently awaits you to come to Him.
“Behold I stand at the door and knock; if any
man hears my voice and open the door, I will
come in and sup with him and he with me.”
Revelation 3:20. For all have sinned and
come short of the glory of God. Romans 3:23.

For the wages of sin is death, but the gift
of God is eternal life, through Jesus Christ
ourt Lord. Romans 6:23 For God so loved the
world, that He gave His only begotten son,
that whoseoever believeth in Him, should not
perish but have everlasting life. John 3:16.
This is the Roman road to salvation. You
have a decision to make if you are lost. You
will reject or accept Christ sometime; today
perhaps or in the future. Come, the master
calls, come to know Jesus as your Lord, and
accept the Salvation He offers you as a free
gift. If you need a Bible, please go to:
www.bible.com. There are Bibles in about 50
languages, and 13 versions. Another site to
visit is: www.blueletterbible.org. This one is
amazing as to what it contains; Hymns,
dictionary, and so much more! Please visit
my web site at:
www.ourchurch.comlmember/w/
wwwthereshope; you can also access the
Bibles from there. Christ loves peoples of all
the nations of the world. He proved that in
a way no one has ever equaled. He could
have said, “just forget this thing about dying,
I am not going through all of this.” I shudder
to thing what would have happened if He
would have done that. Christ died a horrible
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death on Calvary because He loved us so
much. Just ask Christ into you’re life; you
will never regret it I thank you for your time,
God bless you! I will be praying that you too
will come to know Christ, if you need a
Savior. If you are a born again Christian, go
out and share the word of God and your
experience with someone who is yet to have
done this, and try to win a soul for Christ.
The fields are white to harvest and the
laborers are so very few. I'll be praying for
you friend. —Sam—

MIC-298

MTC-00000299

From: Kyle Lussier

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/10/01 12:41am

Subject: Ashcroft on Larry King / Microsoft
Case

Hi Ashcroft, and staff,

I saw you (Ashcroft) on Larry King. While
I can understand your desire to fight
terrorism. Isn’t that what the new Homeland
Defense office is for?

Saying that you dropped the Microsoft case
to focus on terrorism is a total bunch of after
the fact crap. The only reason you are saying
that is because you are now realizing how big
of a mistake you made, and are trying to hide
behind the mistake behind terrorism. We
wont let you. I didn’t realize that a bunch of
idiots flying planes into the WTC cause
federal and civil laws to be suspended. I will
not support anyone who believes that laws
designed to protect consumers,
entrepreneurism, and the fundamental
availability of the American Dream within
the United States can be selectively enforced.
Don’t give me the crap about being too busy
to enforce anti-trust. The reality is, it took
more effort to go out of your way and cut a
side deal with Microsoft than just doing
*nothing* and letting the legal system work,
the way it is designed to, and the way it
should have been. When a total consumer
oriented guy like Ralph Nader who has no
affiliation with high technology stands up
and says this is horrible for consumers, I
don’t know how you can say, with a straight
face that it was good for consumers.

Your imperialist, Al Capone like decision
to stomp on an on-going analysis and
investigation tells me you guys are either
idiots that don’t understand the issues, or
you are anti-entrepreneur. So which is it?
Again, I do not wish to offend the people
within the DoJ who worked hard on the
Microsoft case, I salute you, applaud you,
and sympathize with you. I know you didn’t
sign the agreement. I am holding Bush and
Ashcroft directly responsible for their
actions, not you. I know the DoJ has many
wonderful staff, and I appreciate, so very
much what they have done for America.

I am holding Bush and Ashcroft
responsible for their actions, and I am
counting the days until 2004 to campaign
against them and get them booted from office
to be replaced by people who believe in
capitalism, the American Dream.

You may have made a feudalistic,
unethical dictatorial friend in Microsoft, but
you have made an enemy of high tech. That’s
some 10 million people versus 30,000 or so
Microsoft employees. Pretty stupid if you ask
me.

Regards,
Kyle Lussier, President Tel 770 222—-0991
lussier@AutoNOC.com Fax 770 222—-0998
AutoNOC http://www.AutoNOC.com
CC: ASKDO],president @ whitehouse.gov @
inetgw,vice.presid...
MTC-299

MTC-00000300

From: Michael A. Alderete

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/10/01 1:53pm

Subject: U.S. v. Microsoft: Security
provisions

From <http://www.msnbc.com/news/
655131.asp>

James rejects these criticisms and says the
decision to protect Microsoft’s security
provisions was “one of those ‘duh’ issues.”
He continues: “Microsoft has security
protocols. Are we going to tell everyone how
they work? Do you want people to get access
to your credit-card information when you
shop on line?”

You obviously don’t understand electronic
security and encryption. The only security
systems that work are those where everyone
knows how they work. Depending on
keeping the mechanism secret
GUARANTEES that the security will
eventually be broken. Requiring the
mechanism to remain secret means the
security system is not very strong. There’s
plenty of security systems which are publicly
documented and well-understood, and which
still stand up to attack. Maybe you’ve heard
of DES, AES, and other current encryption
systems.

History is riddled with security systems
which were kept secret, and then were
broken. Recent examples are CSS for DVDs,
various watermarking techniques for digital
music, and Microsoft’s Passport system. The
most famous example is Enigma, the
“unbreakable” cipher system used by the
Germans in WWII. Have you heard of WWH?

Don’t hide your settlement loopholes
behind the word ““security,” because it’s a lie,
and eventually people will recognize it as a
lie, and hang you for it.

Michael A. Alderete

<mailto:michael@ alderete.com>

>http://www.alderete.corn>

voice: (415) 861-5758

MTC-300

MTC-00000301

From: root@wt6.usdoj.gov @ inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR,antitrust @ ftc.gov @
inetgw,Ralph @essen...

Date: 11/16/01 2:17pm

Subject: Microsoft Hegemony: Mafia Monster
Bribery

CC: letters@latimes.com @ inetgw,letters @
sjmercury.com @i...

Re: Microsoft Makes Offer to Holdouts

Join in the settlement signed last week by
the Justice Department and nine other states
and the company will pay all litigation costs
they have run up so far, including attorneys
fees. The states have 10 days to accept the
offer.

Bush’s Mafia Monster, Microsoft, attempts
to bribe litigators into chucking their
principles. It is the profound lack of it’s own
principles that causes Bush’s party to bribe

the defenders of productivity, justice,
integrity and of course, principles...

the Justice Department yesterday filed a
formal defense of the agreement, arguing that
it provides consumers with ‘prompt, certain
and effective protection from the software
giant’s anti-competitive practices.

Considering the Mafia Monster’s modus
operandi, this is just wishful thinking and lip
service— nothing more.

While the court system’s inherent flaws
would postpone relief for at least two years
this is no license for the continued abuse that
is assured we will witness by this settlement.

“You whine about bribery after
government ok murder, rape and torture, I
think you simply like to whine...”

MTC-301

MTC-00000302

From: dmazzoni @dydimus.dreanthost.com@
inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:18pm
Subject: My opinion on the MS/DOJ
settlement

I'm not all that happy with the MS/DOJ
settlement. Rather than get angry, though, I'd
like to suggest a small change to the terms
of the settlement that would make me a lot
happier: Right now there is no penalty for
Microsoft if it does not comply with the
terms of the settlement. It seems to me that
this panel of three experts that oversees
Microsoft’s compliance should have the
power to extract fines from Microsoft for
every incidence of noncompliance.
Otherwise the whole settlement seems silly.
Microsoft agrees not to do certain things—but
there’s no agreed consequence if it does so
anyway! I'm especially concerned that
Microsoft will find a way to obey the letter,
but not the spirit, of the settlement—and that
is why a third part must have the ability to
punish Microsoft for ignoring this settlement.

Thanks very much for accepting the public
feedback via this email address. It means a
lot to know that even if you don’t agree,
you’ve heard my opinion.

Dominic Mazzoni

Research Programmer

Pasadena, CA

MTC-302

MTC-00000303

From: brian hanson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:18pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a user of home pc’s the Microsoft/Dol
settelment does nothing to force Microsoft
from attempting to manipulate the type of
software that I use, let alone stopping the
predatory tactics which allow Microsoft from
entering new areas of innovation and driving
the orginators out of business.

This settlement is a farce. Mircosoft knows
it and the Dol knows it. What is worse, as
long as the present administration remains in
power, Microsoft knows that even if it
flagrantly breaks the agreed-upon remedies,
the DoJ anti-trust division will look the other
way.

The settlement should be scrapped. The
courts need to be the instrument of
punishment if meaningful change in
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Microsoft’s monopolistic and predatoristic
ways are going to happen.

It is shameful that the Do] is allowing itself
to become nothing more than an apologist for
the Bush Administration. The proposed
settlement is not even a slap on the wrist,
and as such, the DoJ should be embarassed
to have any association with it.

Brian Hanson

3806 Powercat Lane

St. George, KS 66535

MTC-303

MTC-00000304

From: Gary Prideaux

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  2:19pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

It looks like Microsoft’s power reaches
deeply into the justice department! After
years of watching Microsoft use their sheer
size to destroy numerous companies, many of
whom told their story during testimony, I
find it unfathomable to accept the judgment
as proposed!

By not punishing Microsoft, you are
granting them free rein to carry on business
as usual. I am sure they have targeted the
companies that tried to stand up to them
during the trial as their next victims.

Hopefully someone will rise above the
Microsoft political contributions and allow
justice to prevail. Or will it be left to the
states to punish this behavior? If we catch bin
Laden, and he promises not to kill any more
Americans, will you let him off too?

MTC-304

MTC-00000305

From: JD

To: Microsoft ATR,microsoftcomments @doj
.ca.gov @ inetgw,...

Date: 11/16/01 2:20pm

Subject: Microsoft Vs. DOJ Case

Break them up. Make them open their
source-code, not let them come out with a
new product for the next eight years, and
force them to use standard protocols, and
standard formats, as well as make them open
them. This is a monopoly we are talking
about. NOT just some large company. The
Baby-Bells are STILL monopolys and these
criminals in Redmond should pay for
breaking the Law.

Microsoft should NOT be let off lightly no
matter how much money they have. I don’t
care how many states were paid off, or how
many government officials were bought.
Somthing MUST be done to punish them.
You fry criminals for murder in an electric
chair, but those who harm on a wide-scale
basis in the industry, suffers nothing. Why?
Because they have all this money? Because
the governenment enjoys swimming in their
room of dollar bills?

The release of XP should have been
stopped, for privacy violations of U.S
citizens, but nothing was done. It seems like
nothing is being done to stop them even now!
I, as a citizen of this country DEMAND that
REAL action (Above) be taken against them.
That they be slammed harder than Bell/
AT&T, and prevent them from monopolizing
a market in the future.

].D. Meadows

Linux & BSD Systems Administrator

128 CR 753
Tupelo, Ms
38801

MTC-305

MTC-00000306

From: slawso@artic.edu @inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:20pm

I believe that harsher penalties should be
imposed on Microsoft. Currently the
consumer market for a PC is approximately
90% for Microsoft. Apple, Linux, BE, and a
few even smaller others are scraping for the
remaining 10%. I also think that Microsoft
should be held responsible for software that
it releases that might comprimise personal
information. For example Microsoft passport
has been cracked into three or more times
already. Once using email via hotmail
(another Microsoft owned company). The
Code Red internet virus scare was only
affecting Microsoft machines running their
115 software with the language set to English.
It seems to me that our industries
dependance on this company is too great.
Clearly they should be presenting the best
possible software, and responding to security
holes in a timely manner. If our industry was
built on some diversity then not all areas of
the economy would be taken under at once.
Then there is the forced passport signup with
Windows XP. Or that at Starbucks.com one’s
only option for paying online is to use
microsoft passport. Then there is the xbox,
another microsoft invention to take over the
privacy of the consumers home. Completely
compatable with microsoft windows, games
will be easily ported, etc. Users are already
posting pictures on the web about the xbox’s
“green screen of death” which everyone is
familiar with the blue version on previous
Microsoft products. Contrast this with Sony’s
playstation or Nintendo’s gamecube who
have near perfect track records so far in the
game console area. They know and
understand that consumer quality is of
upmost importance. I believe that Microsoft
just doesn’t care. Take for example
microsoft’s new play per use software
licensing idea. Where users with be forced to
upgrade their software at a cost, whether they
want to or not. Or how about Microsoft’s
exclusion of the java virtual machine from
Windows XP? They are making it easier for
users who may not know alot about compters
to get hooked on j# and the .net system,
instead of even knowing what java is and
then choosing. Microsoft forces smaller
companies to use their standards, and file
formats. Recently I found that the search
engine in windowsXP will refuse to find files
that have extentions not registered with
Microsoft. ie: a file.png might never be found.
Try reading the End user license agreement
for microsoft frontpage, maybe some freedom
of speech issues there.

Regardless I think that Microsoft should be
held resposible for its products, and should
be forced to provide the best possible system
they can. If eventually we have to use
Microsoft products, then I will quit using
computers all together and find a job painting
houses or something.

my two bits,

Shawn

MTC-306

MTC-00000307

From: root

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:21pm

Subject: Microsoft settlement

CC: daly @ idsi .net@ inetgw,remotejob
@yahoo.com inetgw,s...

Your Honor, the Court and the Department
of Justice,

I am lead to believe that this address is the
proper place to forward opinions on the
ongoing Microsoft trial. Please find mine
attached.

Conclusions: If the Court decides to follow
thru with this settlement we will be back in
the situation we had in 1995. The world will
be waiting another 5 years until Microsoft’s
behavior requires yet another monopoly trial.
A quick settlement that does not resolve the
root cause of the problem is not in the public
interest.

Prosecute and restrain the bundling, tying,
code-mingling. This issue is the “root cause”
and if this is not restrained there will be no
effective market for software. I understand
that the higher Court has changed the criteria
but this item MUST be pursued and
restrained. IBM was forced to “‘unbundle” it’s
hardware and software. It was further
required to publish interface specifications.
Why can’t such a remedy apply to Microsoft?

Microsoft should be required to ship every
application in a separate, shrink-wrapped
form that can be installed or removed at will.
This is clearly technically possible because it
is what every competitor must do. The
playing field should be level and require the
same behavior by Microsoft.

A three person “oversight” panel that is
unable to report concerns to public review is
useless as an effective vehicle for restraint. It
is also too small to police any judgement.

Who I am: I'm a programmer with 30 years
experience. I've worked on software ranging
from applications (e.g. Axiom, a computer
algebra system), languages (ECLPS, an expert
systems language), compilers (AMLX, a
robotics automation language), operating
systems (VM1370, writing the free storage
algorithm) and networking (Pinger, an
network monitoring software package).

Biases and Affiliations: I've worked for
IBM Research, Approach (Microsoft NT
consulting), Centrport (Web Advertising) and
Worldcom (Networking).

What my interest is: Microsoft has a
pervasive effect on me and the industry that
has been my career. I've watched the changes
over the last 30 years and I have concerns
about the long term health of this industry.

Sources of information: I've read every
available published report from the courts
including the original trial and the Court of
Appeals. I've read every press release and
article I've been able to find on the web.

My position on the proposed settlement:

(a) I'm appalled.

(b) I do not believe that the proposed
settlement represents an effective remedy for
past actions, including actions infringing the
original 1995 settlement.

(c) I do not believe that the proposed
settlement will be an effective deterrent to
future infringing actions.
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(d) I do not believe that the proposed
settlement will enable other companies to
compete against Microsoft.

(e) I do not believe that the negotiation
team for the Justice Department understands
how easily the proposal can be
circumvented.

(f) I do not believe that the proposed “three
person” oversight team will in any way act
as an effective watchdog for Microsoft.

Comments and Opinions on the proposed
settlement:

(a) I'm appalled.

Any negotiation can be measured by the
fact that it finds a middle ground between
opposing forces. Except for Microsoft I find,
and hold the opinion that, this proposed
settlement is widely seen as unjust, unfair,
unworkable and outrageous.

The argument has been given that this trial
will last another year or two and that it is in
the “public interest’ to settle this trial now.
If the current behavior is so damaging that we
require relief immediately rather than full
and fair relief why doesn’t the DOJ just
request a restraining order from the Judge?

Why are we not fixing the “root cause” of
the Microsoft problem? I'm technically
skilled enough to advise you that THE KEY
ISSUE that needs to be restrained is the
bundling (integration, or to use Microsoft’s
misuse of the word: “innovation”). The
Appeals Court remanded this issue to the
lower Court to be resolved. If you don’t
pursue this issue you have NOT solved the
problem. The software market will NOT
thrive and consumers (and myself) will be
harmed.

Why is there no discussion of XP and
future operating systems? It is clear to me, as
an expert in the field, that XP is a glaring
example of using bundling, tying and code-
mingling (none of which are technically
justified) to pursue monopoly maintenance.
It is not acceptable to ignore XP as part of any
settlement. If the DOJ decides to follow thru
with this settlement we will be back in the
situation we had in 1995. The world will be
waiting another 5 years until Microsoft’s
behavior requires yet another monopoly trial.
A quick settlement that does not resolve the
root cause of the problem will is not in the
public interest. It will simply delay justice
another 5 year.

(b) I do not believe that the proposed
settlement represents an effective remedy for
past actions, including actions infringing the
original 1995 settlement.

Microsoft agreed with the DOJ and the
Court in 1995 that it would take steps which
would stop it’s infringing behavior. Moments
after the agreement was signed Bill Gates
publicly declared that he could effectively
ignore the agreement. Which he did.
Claiming the right to “innovate” but pursing
a technically unjustified scheme of bundling
Microsoft has continued to build and
maintain it’s monopoly position.

This proposed settlement is not even
accepted yet and Bill Gates has already stated
that he is happy that “this issue is behind
us”. Microsoft will not willingly change it’s
behavior to pursue something that is not in
it’s best interest. Indeed, to make such a
change would be illegal as the company is
required by law to operate in the best interest

of it’s stockholders. The new settlement
MUST be coercive. This one requires
behavior changes that have no effect on the
market or future infringing behavior. It
restrains prior but abandoned behavior.

(c) I do not believe that the proposed
settlement will be an effective deterrent to
future infringing actions.

At the heart of this case is the issue of
bundling, tying and code-mingling. Microsoft
has NO TECHNICAL JUSTIFICATION for
this. The pure reason for such actions is to
tie one product to another in such a way that
they are both required by design but not by
function.

Microsoft should be required to ship every
application in a separate, shrink-wrapped
form that can be installed or removed at will.
This is clearly technically possible because it
is what every competitor must do. The
playing field should be level and require the
same behavior by Microsoft.

(d) I do not believe that the proposed
settlement will enable other companies to
compete against Microsoft.

According to the proposal Microsoft is
capable of deciding what parts of the system
will be available for publication. There are no
outside experts to question their
“judgement”. How are we to know that some
portions of the code and API are ““security
related? Microsoft said so.

Surely you jest. Does the Court believe that
statements about infringing actions by
Microsoft should be taken at face value? Is
the oversight panel capable of reviewing the
reputed many million lines of code to
dispute the claim? If the review panel
disputes the claim and the DOJ disagrees will
anyone ever know? Will the public be
informed? Will it be entered into Court
records? Without proper API and interface
specifications it is not possible to write
competing code. Without restraining
Microsoft against changing published
specifications a competitors code is at the
mercy of changes it cannot control but
Microsoft can. Microsoft should, like IBM
before it (the disk drive case), be required to
publish specifications of their APIs. They
should be required to maintain backward
compatible specifications in the case of
changes.

Microsoft should also be required to ship
products in a separate, shrink-wrapped form
through channels that are available to
competitors. If the programs are installed by
OEM manufacturers then the shrink-wrap
versions should be shipped with the
equipment. It should be possible to install
and uninstall every application. This is not
only technically possible (contrary to
Microsoft’s testimony) but is exactly the
situation faced by every competitor. Without
at least these controls there is no
competition.

(e) I do not believe that the negotiation
team for the Justice Department understands
how easily the proposal can be
circumvented.

Programming is a subtle art. I've been
doing it for 30 years. Given the proposed
settlement I could easily make it worthless.
While I have great respect for the legal skills
of the Court and the DOJ I feel that neither
party understands how easily the proposed

restraints are ignored and how little effect
they can have to ensure effective
competition. Bill Gates is technically savvy
enough to be aware of this. He is making a
mockery of the Court and you don’t even
understand how.

(f) I do not believe that the proposed ‘three
person’ oversight team will in any way act as
an effective watchdog for Microsoft. If a
breakup is not the final result of this
proceedings then the Court MUST ensure
that there are a sufficient number (much
more than 3) of technically capable people to
provide oversight to any final ruling.

Microsoft claims (though it is obvious
nonsense technically) that XP has many
millions of lines of code. I know that the API
specifications number in the many
thousands. Surely the Court does NOT
believe that a 3 person panel, one of which
is appointed by Microsoft, can possibly
police a judgement.

With all due respect,

Tim Daly

daly @ idsi.net

Nov 16, 2001

MTC-307

MTC-00000308

From: THami 247@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:13pm
Subject: Microsoft Litigation

Great job on the Microsoft settlement. This
country needs innovative people like the
inventors at that company to retain
incentives to forge ahead into new endeavors.
I am now proud of our Justice Department
again. I live in California, and will ask our
state to butt out of the case now.

Thomas E. Hammack

MTC-308

MTC-00000309

From: Nathan S. Van Curen
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:25pm
Subject: If you are just going to give Microsoft
a slap on the wrist why don’t you just
make windows 2000 50

If you are just going to give Microsoft a slap
on the wrist why don’t you just make
windows 2000 source code public domain. If
Microsoft has a superior product then the
new operating systems built off the source
code will not be successful. But if Microsoft
is inferior as I believe, the open source
industry will take over. Level the playing
field and then let market decide. I'm sure that
I'm not the only person that knows that this
the best solution. please leave the politics out
of this decision. There is still time to change
the DOJ’s place in the history of the software
industry.

Thanks

Nathan Van Curen

MTC-309

MTC-00000310

From: Marc Brumlik
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Litigation
I could not resist making a comment here.
I have been in the computer industry since
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1979 and have watched with horror and
amazement and amusement as Microsoft has
consumed or trampled on one company or
idea after another. They have become the
company they are today through years of
abusive practices that have left comsumers
with a product (in Windows) that is in some
ways the sum of many good products and
ideas that were either bought or stolen from
other companies, and at the same time far
less of a product that they would have today
had Microsoft had to compete and innovate
through these years. A simple and glaring
example of the lack of quality consumers
have been forced to accept as status quo is
the fragility of all Microsoft’s operating
systems through Windows 98, which they
themselves now admit in touting the new XP
version. That this unreliability is apparent in
only Microsoft’s product line and not
inherent to computers in general can plainly
be seen in the fact that Unix and Linux
operating systems running on the same
computer hardware are hundreds of times
more stable.

One of the earliest examples of Microsoft’s
boldness in intellectual property theft was
with the case of Stack Electronics. I have
often wondered, as this lengthy trial
progressed, why nobody seems to remember
how blatantly Microsoft stole that company’s
only product and simultaneously “added a
new feature” to MSDOS version 6 that made
that version a must-have upgrade from
version 5. Had they not “aquired” that
feature, version 6 upgrades would have had
lackluster sales and history would have been
much different. At that time, Unix was still
a big player in the market, as was DR-DOS
(remember how THAT disappeared?—
another story altogether) and other true
competitors.

If you do not recall, Stack electronics had
a wildly popular program that created more
space on hard drives by compressing the data
stored on it. About half a year prior to
Microsoft’s release of MSDOS version 6, they
pre-announced that it would have a disk
compression feature built in. This set the set
the stage for the death of Stack electronics
because their sales immediately dried up.
When Microsoft finally began shipping
version 6, it literally included Stack
Electronic’s product unchanged! Stack sued
Microsoft and won, but the settlement vastly
understated the amount of revenue the
company had lost considering the huge
number of copies of their software that was
now distributed with every single copy of
DOS sold. This was, in part, becasue their
recent sales were seen as miniscule (thought
the reason was obvious—that the pre-
announcement had killed the company
months earlier). Then, Microsoft had the
audacity to counter-sue Stack over the fact
that the compression software had tied itself
into MSDOS through some undocumented
software features (very similarly to the way
current software vendors need certain
information about Windows “API” in order
to make their product work seamlessly).
Amazingly Microsoft won this suit, resulting
not only in their ownership of the product
they had stolen, but also ownership of 15%
of Stack Electronics itself!

History has repeated itself, over and over,
in front of anyone who has been watching.

In my opinion, no settlement that is based on
legal language and the responsibility of
continued enforcement could possibly
succeed. Aside from the diligence and
technical expertise required, the fact that
such offenses take so long to pursue and
resolve means that, as in the past, the damage
is done and Microsoft has succeeded in its
goal far in excess of what any reasonable
penalty could undo.

I do not think that splitting the company
is necessarily the solution. However, I do
think that one thing which should be done
is to require them to publicize the API’s to
Windows so that a third-party software
vendor can create a product that is integrated
into Windows as cleanly as a Microsoft
product. Failing to do that would be like
allowing an auto manufacturer to create a car
that requires a new and undisclosed fuel
which can only be purchased from the
manufacturer. It could be called
“innovative”, but it prevents the consumer
any choice in purchasing and it prevents
competition for fuel suppliers.

Marc Brumlik

Tailored Software, Inc.

marcbrumlik@hotmail.com

MTC-310

MTC-00000311

From: Nilan, Jon
To: microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov
Date: 11/16/01 2:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Antitrust Case

Microsoft, and every other software
company, must give programmers equal
access to the codes needed to make their
software work with Windows and every other
program. Isn’t the preceding statement the
end result to this case. Will this case effect
other industries rights to produce proprietary
products and eliminate competition that will
eventually destroy product quality for
consumers. The software companies that
choose not to make operating system
programs should not dictate, through our
government, to those that do make operating
system programs. The next case will be GM
suing Ford for not allowing a GM product to
be installed on a Ford product. Aside from
the tactics Microsoft used to manipulate
oem’s and those actions they should be
punished for, this and every other company
in the future should not be regulated by our
government to force one company to use
another’s products. I do not want to be forced
to by an inferior product because its the only
one available.

MTC-311

MTC-00000312

From: Dustin Vargas
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:35pm
Subject: PUNISH THE FELON MSFT

.NET is MSFT’s next monopoly tool. YOUR
JUDGEMENT is a JOKE.. .you all should be
ashamed with that deal. ITS like OJ all over
again... .guilty but nothing u can do about it..
.so lemme get this straight * MSFT was
FOUND GUILTY OF 4 FELONOUS CRIMES
BUT YET NO PUNISHMENT?? JUST
SUPERVISION?? PS. VOTING DEMOCRAT
NEXT YEAR

MTC-312

MTC-00000313

From: Edward Wustenhoff
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:37pm
Subject: Settlement

I think it is obvious that Microsoft will not
be able to change its behavior as long as
“Justice can be bought. Its in the nature of
the Beast.

I believe the American Justice system is in
deep trouble. Too many times we see that
rather than doing justice, the exact letter of
the Law is followed not the intend.

That is why nobody votes anymore, thats
why nobody believes being a juror is an
honor and that’s why politician are perceived
to be the new aristocracy.

The settlement confirms the above again. If
the justice department had any courage and
a real will to represent the people’s interests,
MSFT would have been put under a lot more
scruteny and Windows XP would not have
been allowed to be released. I will not buy
XP, but tell me, what alternative do I have?

Oh and its not MSFts “innovation” that
has put them where they are:

Windows = comes from Apple
Browser = Comes from Mozilla & Netscape
Streaming Media = real networks

etc....

I hope the Europeans will do a better job..

My 2cts.

Edward

MTC-313

MTC-00000314

From: Robert Low

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement.

Hello.

The proposed settlement does absolutely
nothing to Microsoft, which is why they
agreed to it. Any changes are cosmetic and
of no real value to consumers or industry.

The only “proper” decree was breaking the
company into 5 separate companies that
could only communicate with each other via
a public internet newsgroup (or similar.) The
original decree of two parts was barely
acceptable, and, as I read the reversal, only
based on the the Judge’s extra-curricular
comments. It could have been, and should
have been reinstated without question.

There needs to be a punitive component,
as well as a guide for corrective action. With
the current agreement, you have thrown
away BOTH components!

Very upset

Bob Low
MTC-314

MTC-00000315

From: Brian Sullivan
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01  2:41pm
Subject: M$oft
Don'’t settle with Microsoft, they make crap
products that cost to much and dominate the

industry.

Thanks,

Brian Sullivan

President Vitamincart.com
MTC-315
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MTC-00000316

From: Gary Prideaux

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  2:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

It looks like Microsoft won again! All those
resources have now conspired to make
everything work out to their advantage. It
looks like they will now be able to continue
their practices of tanking competitors by
stuffing more non-operating system additions
to their product.

It looks like Mr. Gates’ contributions to the
current administration have paid off.
Hopefully the individual states will look at
the case with a more open mind.

MTC-316

MTC-00000317

From: Jim Dompier

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:47pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement (Unhappiness)

Hello,

I am totally flabbergasted by the DOJ
toothless answer to a company that has
brutally abused its power in the marketplace
which has ultimately led to damaging
consumers and costing this country millions
of dollars, needless to say the countless
companies that were ruined by this beast.

What a JOKE! Microsoft must be laughing
their way all the way to their bank accounts
over this one.

Jim Dompier

3075 Ala Poha PL 504

Honolulu, Hawaii 96818

MTC-317

MTC-00000318

From: bbc@bealenet.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:49pm
Subject: you have failed to do your job

First, let me say that it was obvious to
many software professionals that Microsoft
had violated the consent decree. Of course
Internet Explorer was separate from the
operating system, and had been bundled! At
the same time that Microsoft was bundling
Explorer with Windows, it was providing
Explorer for Apple’s MacOS. Obviously, if
Explorer was available as a separate product
for another vendor’s operating system, and
could so easily be__added_ to__another
vendor’s operating system, then it had been
added to Microsoft’s operating system as
well. The fact that Microsoft’s engineers had
wedded Explorer tightly or loosely to
Windows was not relevent. They provided an
application as a product for another
company’s operating system, and included
that same application with their own
operating system, obviously in violation of
the consent decree. Any discussion of
whether or not it could be easily removed
from Windows is unimportant. They agreed
not to bundle, and then they did bundle.

Next, the fine for contempt of court, when
Microsoft failed to comply with Judge
Jackson’s orders, was too small by an order
of magnitude or so. An easy and effective
strategy for Microsoft, rather than relying on
lawyers, would have been to simply take its
sweet time in “‘separating” Explorer from
Windows, and simply pay the fine. What was

the fine, $1 million per day? Say that
Microsoft simply had taken 6 months to
essentially do nothing but gain even more
market share from Netscape and others by
continuing to bundle Explorer with
Windows. Put this seemingly large amount of
money in its proper perspective by
comparing this to the marketing money that
Microsoft cheerfully spent promoting each
release of its Windows operating system. You
will see that $180 million would be an
acceptable price for the “product launch” of
Explorer. In the future, judges contemplating
fines should not rely on history, but on the
problems in front of them at the moment.

Moving right along, to the next legal
disaster. . . Splitting Microsoft should have
been allowed as a remedy. It should have
never been taken off the table.

In fact, Microsoft should have been split
into separate parts. At the very least, one
company should have been given the
applications, and another the operating
systems. Probably other parts should have
been split off as well. Among other reasons
to choose this remedy it has the benefit that
it would be obvious to the government
whether or not Microsoft was complying
with it. The current settlement does not have
this nice property, and I predict more legal
action against Microsoft will be indicated, if
not taken, before too long.

There remains no great incentive for
Microsoft to provide Office on OS platforms
other than its own, other than the threat of
more legal action. Microsoft Office (and
Word in particular) is a de facto standard and
requirement in the business community.
Allowing Microsoft to force the rest of its
software on us by attaching it to the Office
suite is wrong, expensive, and harmful to the
consumers. For example, the success of
Apple’s MacOS operating system is
dependent on the availability of Microsoft’s
Office suite. The likelihood of that
availability continuing would be improved if
the people selling Office did not have an
interest in seeing sales of Windows 2000,
Windows XP, etc also increase. Notice that
Office is not available for any version of Unix
other than MacOS X. Why is this? Given that
Microsoft has gone to the expense of porting
Office, why would they not make the modest
additional effort to port it to other versions
of Unix? Certainly Microsoft could sell more
copies of Office, if it would also sell to the
entire Unix market (including Linux). The
existence of a market for the Office suite on
the Unix operating system is evident from the
existence of StarOffice, a poor knockoff,
created initially by a single person, without
much funding, and since purchased and
adopted by Sun Microsystems. But for
Microsoft to port and sell Office for Unix
would mean less sales of Microsoft Windows.
This linkage needs to go away. Microsoft
Office is expensive enough already as it is,
without the consumer being obligated to also
pay for Windows, and incur additional
network effects from also being tied to that
operating system.

I wonder, though, as I bother to write all
this, what the point is, in even trying to make
this letter as informative and clear as it is
(which is not very, yet). You have already
settled. What remains?

Ben Chase
Software Engineer
http://www.bealenet.com

MTC-318

MTC-00000319

From: Lonnie Mullenix

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:51pm
Subject: Microsoft’s monopoly.

It is very interesting to see that Microsoft
is still controlling the outcome to their anti-
trust case.

Even if a person wants to Special Order a
computer from Compagq, you have to take a
version of Windows as the operating system.

When someone in the government can
explain WHY Microsoft has the power to
dictate what operating system I can get on a
NEW COMPUTER and why Microsoft is the
only supported OS for nearly all ISPs and
then make me believe that Microsoft DOES
NOT have a monopoly!

As an American consumer, I should be able
to walk into ANY computer store and buy a
computer with ANY OPERATING SYSTEM I
WANT, pre-installed. Until that day comes,
you will never convince me that the
government is doing anything to prevent
Microsoft from perpetuating their current
monopoly in the computer industry. And as
such, keeps my opinion of government
lawyers and judges pretty much where it has
always been.

PAWNS OF BIG BUSINESS WITH TOTAL
DISREGARD FOR THE AMERICAN
WORKING MAN.

Thanks,

Lonnie

Well, Windows Got Me Again. Need new
address book entries, etc.

MTC-319
MTC-00000320

From: Bob Porporato

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’

Date: 11/16/01 2:51pm

Subject: Microsoft should be penalized for
their actions

I am extremely disgusted in the outcome of
this Microsoft trial. Microsoft has clearly
broken the rules and yet they continue to
only get their hand slapped.

I would like to remind you of other
instances where Microsoft has not played fair
or followed the State and Federal laws. When
I worked for Borland in the early 90’s,
Microsoft was accused of stealing our
code(reverse engineering the compiled code)
in a Borland Conference in Palm Springs.
Microsoft at first denied any wrong doing but
then came out with a public apology. Awhile
later, Microsoft was accused and convicted of
stealing (compression or anti-virus?)
code(incorporating another vendor’s product)
from a small Carlsbad(Southern CA) software
company into their OS without permission or
an agreement license. Microsoft was
arraigned(tried), lost, and slapped with a
small fine. Microsoft responded by investing
in the company! If Microsoft can’t steal or
cheat their way out, they buy them!! With the
anti-competitive browser case, Microsoft was
found quilty of anti-competitive tactics(and
monopoly?). The outcome: No break up of
the company and now a settlement.
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I hope people realize we should be setting
an example for the next generation and
current set of businesses in US and the
world—TIllegal or wrongful business tactics is
not acceptable. They are clearly a monopoly
and have been wrongfully hurting other
businesses. Instead it looks like Microsoft is
being let off the hook for other business
reasons—we need the taxes they generate
or...
I urge you—Do the right thing!! Since they
were convicted of wrong doing, throw the
book at them!!! Please do not settle on this
issue—this action only sets the wrong statue
for other businesses inside and outside of the
US and for individuals(both the current
generation and the upcoming generation).

Bob

Disclaimer: The views represented in this
email do not reflect the views of my company
and are solely the views and opinions
presented by me.

MTC-320
MTC-00000321

From: Steve Hayhurst

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:54pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

This is not a settlement. Microsoft has
shown clearly that they are predatory, that
they will not honor the rules, and can not be
trusted. Witness after witness from Microsoft
found themselves caught in flat out lies about
events, strategies, and conversations.

The states have rejected the “settlement”
for what it is—more worthless than the 1995
agreement which Microsoft ignored. This
new ‘““Settlement” does not resolve
anything—and, with what we have seen with
the release of XP, Microsoft continues to
force it’s predatory behaviors into new areas
of the industry with arrogance and nose
thumbing at the rest of us and the
government.

While I am disappointed in Judge Jackson’s
behavior, I found his rulings to be accurate.
The DOJ did a masterful job of proving
Microsoft’s predatory behavior AND their
violation of the 1995 agreement. Now, the
DOJ is throwing in the towel—even though
Bill is sitting on the mat with a bloody nose.

Why should Microsoft be any different
than the rest of us? If I chose to make a legal
agreement, then break it, I would be fined for
breaking that agreement.

WHERE IS THE FINE FOR
MICROSOFT??7?!!

DO NOT ALLOW MICROSOFT TO GET
AWAY WITH THIS! It will only be tougher
the next time, and there will be a next time
unless the fine is severe enough. Frankly,
based on their record, I bet there will be a
next time regardless.

Regards,

Steve Hayhurst

email: shayhurs@accessone.com

site 1: http://
www.accessone.com[khayhurs

site 2: http://mywebpage.netscape.com/
shayhurs/index.htm (3D work)

MTC-321
MTC-00000322

From: Lee Warren
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:54pm
Subject: Decision

Here’s my 2 cents for what is worth:

This is a blasphemy of justice. “This
settlement might help restore some
competition if implemented as they read, but
whose definitions are so full of loopholes and
exceptions that imagining the agreement
restraining Microsoft is like imagining river
restrained by a hair-net.” 1

1. MWJ, 11/10/21

Thank You

Lee Warren

MTC-322

MTC-00000323

From: Scott Anderson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 3:02pm
Subject: settlement

I am a small software developer that is
creating a product that would directly
compete with Microsoft. From carefully
reading the settlement, it is clear that with it
in place I will have no chance of being able
to fairly compete with Microsoft. They will
never let me package my technology with
Windows and if I did they would use their
monopoly to crush me the same way the are
attacking products that currently compete
with their browser, media player, instant
messenger, and digital media tools. I cannot
get any financing for my venture because of
this. I have to assume that some sort of deal
was made between the Justice Department
and Microsoft because it is inconceivable to
think that the “experts” at Justice could be
so ignorant to think that this will solve
anything. Microsoft has never been able to
introduce any home grown innovations. They
steal or purchase their innovations. Pretty
soon there will be no one left to steal from
or buy out and Microsoft will be able to do
as they please and tax the internet.

This is exactly why we need campaign
finance reform legislation now. Microsoft
bought this settlement.

Scott Anderson

CTO, mediaComponents.com

San Francisco

MTC-323

MTC-00000324

From: Worldlist@aoLcom@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 3:03pm

Subject: On MS

Good day!

I believe one of the biggest problems with
us developers is that MS will bundle.

The OS is now only a small part of the
Windows software. All the bundling of the
other software is what’s putting us out of
business.

Example: MS sees that a program is doing
very well. So. in it’s next release. It bundles
a clone of the competitors software. And of
course being free with the OS, puts the other
company out of business. How can you
compete with free? Example: ZIP is the
biggest download on the Internet. So what
did MS do. It included ZIP in XP. For free!
This will put about 5 top companies out of
business.

That’s all they have to do to put someone
out of business. Just clone it. Include it in

Windows for free. End of competitor, end of
story for those companies.

The OS should be nothing but the OS. And
when you have a monopoly on the OS, you
have the advantage of bundling any software
you want to put out the competitors.

Mike O’Rourke

Brandyware Software

MTC-324

MTC-00000325

From: Paul N. Schatz
To: microsoftcomments@doj.ca.gov @inetgw
Date: 11/16/01 3:11pm
Subject: I strongly urge you to continue your
pursuit of more

I strongly urge you to continue your
pursuit of more stringent anti-trust penalties
against the Microsoft corporation. The
present half-hearted settlement proposed by
the Federal Government seems more
informed by political considerations rather
than looking out for the welfare of
consumers. As we speak, Microsoft continues
with the same unlawful anti-competitive
practices for which they have already been
cited by the Federal courts, a citation upheld
at all levels. The proposed Federal settlement
will have very limited effect on this
continuing anti-competitive behavior of
Microsoft.

Paul N. Schatz

Paul N. Schatz, Professor Emeritus

Chemistry Dept, University of Virginia,

McCormick Road

Charlottesville, VA 22901

ph 804—-924-3249 (office); 804-293-4810
(home)

fax: 804-924-3710

CC: Microsoft ATR

MTC-325

MTC-00000326

From: Scott Russell—Network Engineer
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 11/16/01 3:12pm
Subject: I believe the goverment is blowing
this all out of porpotion. Microsoft made
I believe the goverment is blowing this all
out of porpotion. Microsoft made an exellent
product, and should not have to share. If
comsumers do not like Microsoft products
there are alternitives. Don’t blame microsoft
for lazy consumers that do not want to
reaserch any alternitives. Other companies
can write software for Microsoft Windows
Operating System, and they sell it every day.
If you don’t like the software, don’t buy it.
Scott Russell
Network Engineer
The Forecast Group
909-987-7788

MTC-326

MTC-00000327

From: Allan Bonadio
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 3:13pm
Subject: not enough

As many others have reiterated, I'm telling
you that the microsoft settlement is not
enough to keep them under control and
competitive. I am a programmer and I can see
things that most of these decision makers
can’t see.

There’s a provision that says that Microsoft
must publish their APIs. Well, microsoft
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already publishes their APIs. They send tons
of DVD’s full of gigabytes of information to
all the programmers who sign up for their
developer program ($1300 apiece). This has
been going on for many years.

But this is never enough. There’s always
secrets about MS Windows that they don’t
reveal to programmers, and this allows their
applications to have an unfair advantage in
the marketplace. I've seen it myself and I've
talked to countless programmers who
confirm the same thing.

There is a group who makes software
called ‘Wine”, they allow Windows software
to run on Linux. If Microsoft really revealed
ALL of their APIs, then Wine could run any
Windows software, because the programmers
work from the APIs. And, in fact, they can
run Windows software from Adobe and many
other companies, no problems, because these
companies abide by the APIs that microsoft
publishes—they play fair.

The only software that Wine can’t run is
applications from Microsoft—because
Microsoft does NOT play fair. Microsoft
programmers use unpublished APIs to gain
an unfair advantage that no other company
can compete against.

Please consider strengthening this
settlement—THAT’s what’s good for the
economy, rather than letting off one
corporation that’s sabotaging the rest of the
computer industry. Haven’t you noticed that
Microsoft is the only computer company
that’s not had layoffs?

“Come to the edge,” he said. They said,
“We are afraid”.

“Come to the edge”, he said. They came.

He pushed them... And they flew—
Guillaume Apollinaire

MTC-327

MTC-00000328

From: Hal Widlansky
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 3:23pm
Subject: re: settlement

To whom it may concern,

As a member of the technology community
and a user of many Microsoft products, I feel
the need to give you feedback on the
proposed “‘settlement” with Microsoft.

First, let me be absolutely clear: I think the
proposed settlement is *A JOKE*. It’s
completely inappropriate, given the facts of
the case and the realities of the industry. It
does not even begin to address the grievances
brought against the company. Given the
outcome of the trial and appeal, one would
have assumed any settlement would have
included SOME sanctions and SOME forced
changes in the behavior of the company. It
suffers from the same weaknesses as the 1995
settlement, being worded as to apply ONLY
to Windows XP. All MS has to do is rename
the product next year, and all bets are off.

The settlement, as it is currently written,
only requires miniscule changes in the way
the company was doing business before the
trial strarted and does not begin to address
the realities of the monopoly-driven market.
It’s clear that whoever negotiated this deal
does not understand the technology industry
to the extent required. If that’s not the case,
then the government has suddenly lost
interest in punishing the guilty.

Please consider at least giving them a slap
on the wrist. The current deal represents
more of a pat on the head.

—Hal Widlansky

CIO, RuckusGames

310-553-0900

MTC-328

MTC-00000329

From: Christian BAYER
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 3:25pm
Subject: Microsoft

Hi,

It is my sincere hope that some party will
allow the process of justice to continue. The
Microsoft corporation has seriously
suppressed innovation and competition in
the software industry. It has been clearly
found that the company has operated in an
illegal manner, much to the detriment of
consumers and competitors. It is my hope
that these violations result in penalties of the
greatest severity allowed by law. As one of
the many who has been harmed by the illegal
and immoral actions of the Microsoft
corporation I have expectations that the
justice system should perform it’s function.
The Microsoft corporation flagrantly abused
it’s monopoly and continues to do so. The
company’s behavior is making a mockery of
the charges brought against it. The new
Windows XP operating system incorporates
programs which take the violations the
company has been found guilty of to a new
level. The taxpayer dollars spent on the legal
proceedings should not be wasted. The
criminal behavior of the Microsoft
corporation should not be allowed to
continue and it’s past behavior should be
severely punished, for the greater good of
those who have suffered from Microsoft’s
foul deeds. Thus far no remedy I have heard
of begins to address the crimes Microsoft has
committed.

Christian Bayer

IT Assistant

Timberline Lodge and Ski Area

Accounting Office

24540 East Welches Road

Post Office Box 1238

Welches, Oregon 97067

503.622.0796

cbayer@timberlinelodge.com

MTC-329

MTC-00000330

From: Cal Chany

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 3:35pm
Subject: M$ Settlement

I see this as another OJ Simpson trial
...proof that if one has lot’s of money, one can
get away with murder.

M$ will continue their strangle hold on the
consumer and corporate America. They will
continue unfair practices ... dose the DOJ
actually expect 3 auditors to keep M$ on the
straight and narrow? Osama bin Laden the
millionaire terrorist supporter sees to it that
thousands of people are killed with planes.
We sent special forces after him and his kind.
Billionaire Bill Gates and company (a US
Terrorist/Monopoly if there ever was one),
does not kill people ... he just bleeds them
of their hard earned money by deceptive

practices, terminates competition by buying
or squashing them out of existence. This is
fair?

I'm working on switching to Linux rather
than sending any more money to M$.

Cal Chany, Ph. D.

Assistant Professor

Section of Ob/Gyn Research

Rush Medical Center

1653 W. Congress Pkwy, J5818

Chicago, IL 60612

312-942-6377 (phone)

312-942-2771 (fax)

MTC-330

MIC-00000331

From: rumall @earthlink.net@ inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 3:43pm

Subject: NO to settlement!!

I am gravely disappointed with the Justice
department settlement with Microsoft. As a
consumer I don’t want to be given only one
choice of products. Reject the settlement and
procede with more severe penalties than the
slap on the wrist currently proposed.

Thank you.

MTC-331
MTC-00000332

From: R. M. Panoff, Ph.D.

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  3:47pm

Subject: The settlement is as fraudulent as
you are!

Sirs/Madams:

This settlement will do nothing to help the
consuming public or the education system;
rather, it will enable Microsoft to continue to
perptuate a fraud: lousy software that
requires undue service and support, and will
be harmful to public and private education.
It is not just their monopolistic tactics: their
insidious attempts to force all education
developers to “do it their way’’ are famous.
They repeatedly “break” features in their
browsers, or fail to support them, so that
developers will be forced to buy server
services from them. They are actively trying
to kill Java as a platform-independent
language, which will cripple the education
and scientific communities as we work to
build QUALITY COURSEWARE that will run
on any platform and any browser. To wit: all
of the award-winning course ware that we
have developed AT GOVERNMENT
EXPENSE for the Department of Defense
Schools will be rendered useless if this
settlement is approved. Microsoft will be able
to kill off anyone’s use of any browser but its
own, will further suppress Java and its
implementations, and will corrode the value
of the good work already done.

I would welcome the opportunity to prove
my assertions and to demonstrate for you
exactly what their monopolistic practices
have already done and will likely continue
to do in the future. Stop lying that this is in
the public interest. You have no idea what
the public interest is if you believe this to be
the case.

Robert M. Panoff

MTC-332

MTC-00000333
From: Adrian Quinonez
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To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 3:48pm
Subject: Your proposal

Your proposed settlement for the Microsoft
case is embarrassing to say the least. I cant
help but worry about the future of real
competition in the U.S. I keep hoping that
some one I your office will raise a voice to
say how wrong this agreement is. Microsoft
is stifling competition. Microsoft is hindering
if not completely preventing innovation,
unless it fills its own wallets. I am really
hoping that the court sees that this agreement
in not in the best interest of any one except
for Microsoft. This agreement does nothing to
punish Microsoft or for that matter hinder its
ability to prevent any competition in
anything that Microsoft might have a hand
in. This agreement is an embarrassment. Its
no agreement at all, its just a license for
Microsoft to continue to do everything it has
been doing with out any thing being done. Its
as if this whole case was for nothing. And at
then end Microsoft will continue to do what
it have always been able to do. Kill
innovation. What this agreement is saying, is
that innovation can only come from
Microsoft.

I will write to as many people as I can to
fight against this agreement. I Believe it is
wrong for the Long tem economy, it is wrong
for the tech sector, it is wrong for the
common user, and it is wrong for America.

Adrian Quinonez

Delias MIS

435 Hudson St

New York NY 10014

2125906555

MTC-333

MTC-00000334

From: Steve Brooks

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 3:51pm

Subject: The Settlement will change nothing

There is little or nothing in the proposed
MS antitrust settlement which will prevent
MS from using its proven monopolistic
power to dominate new marketplaces,
specifically in the internet marketplace.

A case in point: One week before the
settlement was announced, Microsoft
disabled access to the msn.com portal to all
non-Microsoft browsers. Although they later
reversed this decision due to universal
pressure, there is nothing in the proposed
settlement to stop MS from this clear use of
monopolistic power. After years of
dismissing and sabotaging Java, Microsoft
will deploy their C# (C-Sharp) language with
the same goals as those of Java. This new
language doesn’t provide any features or
benefits that haven’t been available with Java,
with the exception that Microsoft will now
have the ability to ensure that new Web
applications will operate properly only on
Windows-based platforms. There is nothing
in the proposed settlement to prevent
Microsoft from co-opting the software
development industry in this manner.

The excitement and promise of the World
Wide Web were based in the platform
independant nature of web applications. The
Browser and the Java programming language
are tools which were developed to enable
this vision to be achieved. Microsoft has, and

will continue to, do all in its power to ensure
that they will control the development of the
internet in the same way that they have
controlled the desktop computing
marketplace.

Steve Brooks

Healdsburg, CA

stbrooks@altavista.com

References:

C# and Java:

http://news.cnet.com/news/0-1003—-200—
4603136.html

http://news.cnet.com/news/0-1003-201—
4591145-0.html

Microsoft disabling msn.com access:

http://news.cnet.com/news/0-1005-200—
7655334.html

http://news.cnet.com/news/0-1005-200—
7660935.html

http://news.cnet.com/news/0-1005-200—
7667367.html

MTC-334
MTC-00000335

From: chuck@sonar.cpsoft.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 3:51pm
Subject: Proposed settlement not long and
strong enough, in my opinion
I am mainly concerned about the short
term of the proposed settlement. After one or
two years into the agreement, manufactures
will again face uncertainty over potential
Microsoft retaliation for promoting
competing products. The five year term is
hardly a large enough time window to allow
competing products to establish themselves.
Also, the spirit of the proposed settlement
is fine. However, we can be sure that
Microsoft will largely ignore the spirit of the
settlement, and with continual legal
stonewalling, largely circumvent the
proposed measures.
Charles Pilkington chuck@cpsoft.com
25 Glenn Drive http://www.cpsoft.com
Halifax, N.S. 902-450-5761 (W)
B3M 2B8 902-443-9392 (H)

MTC-335

MTC-00000336

From: Jeff Hassler

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 3:52pm
Subject: Microsoft ‘settlement’

This so called settlement is a complete
travesty.

It does absolutely nothing to prevent their
continued predatory practices and
destruction of fair competition and does
absolutely nothing to punish Microsoft.

Microsoft has ripped off the public for
hundred of billions of dollars and you fools
want to let them keep the resources they
unlawfully gained and continue to rip us off.

You must work for the government; no one
else would hire idiots like you!

MTC-336

MTC-00000337

From: Dailey, Paul
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 11/16/01 3:52pm
Subject: I am writing to voice my displeasure
with the settlement with Microsoft. The
I am writing to voice my displeasure with
the settlement with Microsoft. The resolution

was no more than a slap on the wrist. As
Judge Sporkin said “simply telling a
defendant to go forth and sin no more does
little or nothing to address the unfair
advantage it has already gained.” This will
not be beneficial for the consumer or the
economy. Any undergrad level economics
class will teach that a monopoly is never
good for the consumer or the economy. Look
at what happened with telecomm.

Thanks,

Paul F. Dailey

MTC-337

MTC-00000338

From: Ken Gilmore

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 3:52pm

Subject: settlement does nothing to help
consumers

The proposed settlement doesn’t force MS
to do much except look for ways to get
around the toothless provisions.

What would truly benefit consumers
would be to force MS to make and sell a basic
operating system that does not include any
software or features except those needed to
access the computer hardware and allow
other programs to run. The focus should be
on stability and security.

There are many good, capable, and
innovative programs available from third-
party developers. Many are completely free.
They are designed to do a job well, with no
hidden agendas. I use Mozilla for browsing
the web, Pegasus Mail for email, Xnews for
reading Usenet newsgroups, etc. There are
extremely capable free programs out there for
manipulating digital photos, for working
with sound and video, for writing letters,
keeping a database, tracking finances, etc.
Most people are unaware of these other
options; they end up just using whatever
came with Windows. The result is a huge
competitive advantage for MS, and little
incentive for MS to innovate or make their
products secure. Why should MS care about
making their email program immune to
viruses when they have 95% of the market
share? Answer: they don’t care. The result is
billions of dollars in losses for business and
home users due to viruses and other security
risks. There is no need to tie the browser,
email program, media player, or any other
software to the operating system. The only
reason MS does it is to force their programs
on consumers and gain market share.
Consumers benefit from competition and
choice. They would benefit greatly from a
stable and secure basic operating system.

Please reconsider the sanctions against MS.
Consumers are being robbed of innovation
and choice.

Kenneth Gilmore

2331 Mills Road

Jacksonville, FL. 32216

MTC-338

MTC-00000339

From: Larry Simmers
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:03pm
Subject: oppose proposed MS settlement
Renata Hesse,
In regards to the proposed settlement, the
text of which I read at: http://
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www.usdoj.gov/atr/cases/f9500/9549.htm I
wish to register my very strong
dissatisfaction with the government wimping
out and essentially letting Microsoft promise
not to do such illegal acts any more. Letting
them get off with violations of the law
without any penalties and nothing stronger
than another version of the consent decree of
’95 is laughable. Years from now when the
government has to go after MS again for their
monopoly over PDAs, set-top boxes, or web-
browsing cell phones people will point to
this as when the DOJ should have achieved
a meaningful settlement.

In particular the section on “Enforcment
Authority’ appears to be meaningless.
“Enforcement by the United States or
plaintiff States may include any legal actions
or proceedings that may be appropriate to a
particular situation, including petitions in
criminal or civil contempt, petitions for
injunctive relief to halt or prevent violations,
motions for declaratory judgment to clarify or
interpret particular provisions, and motions
to modify the Final Judgment” Except for
state or federal action finding Microsoft in
contempt of the order, I don’t see how this
so called enforcement creates any different
situation than if Microsoft was never found
to have violated the law.

Even though I'm from MA I'm a registered
Republican and supported President Bush’s
election. I am disgusted that he would
cowtow to industry this badly. I believe in
minimal government intrusion in industry
but have personally experienced the
downside of Microsoft’s monopolistic control
of PC/Windows usage. I set up a Passport
account to provide follow on information to
a serious error report that Windows XP sent
to Microsoft. When I did so I was also set up
with Windows Messenger and was online,
without my knowledge or consent. It was
only because I noticed the icon in the systray
change that I even knew I was online. I had
to find the information to hack a system file
to allow me to remove Windows Messenger
from my system, and this is the kind of thing
MS will keep doing.

It wasn’t necessary to settle this weakly to
remove any negative effect of this anti-trust
case on the economy.

Larry Simmers

Dedham, MA

Lsimmers @mediaone.net

MTC-339
CC: Lany Simmers

MTC-339

MTC-00000340

From: Grimj12342@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  4:03pm

Subject: no penalty?

I'm not sure if this is the correct message
to send to the young people of this nation (or
to the people of the rest of the world). The
message that seems to be too easily gleaned
from the Justice Department decision not to
penalize Microsoft for past wrongs is that if
you are a large enough corporation then all
you have to do is promise not to do the
things you’ve been doing wrong for the past
15 years in the future and all will be forgiven.
What would the effect be if this sort of
reasoning were applied equally to all? Drug

dealers, murders, money launderers, white
collar criminals, basically anyone that has
ever done anything legal would be able to
say, “I'm sorry. I won’t do it anymore. Can
I go now? Thanks.” A bully in the schoolyard
is being allowed to keep the money it has
beaten out of the other school children as
long as he doesn’t do it again. This is all very
disturbing. Situations like this make it
difficult to be “proud to be an American.”
Corporate profits seem to be the focus of this
administration, not the health and well-being
of its citizens. After reading as much as
possible about this proposed settlement I feel
embarrassed for this nation.

Regards.

MTC-340

MTC-00000341

From: Damian Murtha
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:04pm
Subject: WAKE UP

It makes me sick to think what the DOJ was
thinking when they came out with this deal.
Power lies with the control of the API’s. It’s
like giving a test to two people and telling
one of the two they can write the test. The
person who wrote the test is going to do
better. One phrase I have heard that makes
me mad is “It’s better for the country to end
this case”. It maybe better for the country in
the short run, but not for the long run. If it
ends with this settlement the states will have
wasted six years and millions of dollars.
“simply telling a defendant to go forth and
sin no more does little or nothing to address
the unfair advantage it has already gained.”—
Stanley Sporkin

Damian Murtha

MTC-341

MTC-00000342

From: Rusty Neff

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:04pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

I would like to applaud the Justice Dept.
for reaching a settlement with Microsoft that
is fair, and will actual benefit consumers.

Many of the supposed remedies put forth
by MS competitors have no benefit to
consumers. In most cases, the consumer
would be harmed. And that’s what anti-trust
is really all about . . . consumer benefit. Not
welfare for competitors as MS competitors
seem to believe.

The concept that tying additional products
to the operating system is harmful to the
consumer is pretty weak to begin with.
Maybe people don’t remember the wonderful
days when fonts were not part of the OS. I
do, and it was a royal pain. Fonts were
purchased separately (from a variety of
sources, I might add) and were not always
compatible with certain programs or printers.
There was a lot of competition, but no benefit
to the consumer.

E-mail is another example . .
competing programs and lots of
incompatibilities. It was nearly impossible to
e-mail attachments to someone with a
competitive program in the early 1990s.

If the Internet and computing are ever
going to be fully functional for people like
my mother (75 years old) software must be

. with

bundled. Don’t even think about having her
install add ons, plug-ins and the like . . . all
in the name of competition. Why should she
be forced to deal with arcane technical
matters just to satisfy Real Networks, Sun
Microsystems and their ilk?

If people want an alternative to Microsoft’s
operating system, they can buy a Mac, or
install Linux. I've lived through PC program
choice at the very basic level in the
workplace from 1982 onward. Anyone who
says those were the good old days obviously
wasn’t there. An operating system with
continual added functionality is
WONDERFUL, as long as consumers have the
ability to add on any additional software they
choose.

Rusty Neff

200 SW Scheuner Dr.

White Salmon, WA 98672

phone: 509—493-3947

fax: 509-493-8556

MTC-342
MTC-00000343

From: usbgavp

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01  4:07pm
Subject: Settlement

I for one believe that the entire anti-trust
suit was initiated erroneously. Microsoft did
nothing that any other company would do to
protect its product. The concept that they
didn’t provide access to Netscape and other
internet software was false. They did not
include that software in the windows
program but they did provide that any
internet software program could be used in
windows. This the same as saying
WordPerfect did not include Microsoft word
in their program. The internet software and
Windows are produced by the same
company, Microsoft and they packaged them
together which to me makes sense.

A company starts from nothing and
becomes the major supplier of a computer
operating system. I thought that was the idea
of free enterprise, if you built a better mouse
trap everyone will flock to your door.
Microsoft built a better computer operating
system and everyone bought it. The
competition could not build a better system
to compete so the government steps in to slap
them down with a law suit. That is not the
free enterprise system I know.

I think the entire suit should be thrown out
an let Microsoft get on with designing more
and better software.

Keith Melick

MTC-343
MTC-00000344

From: Helga Kocurek

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:08pm

Subject: MS Deal is reprehensible

MS has a history of writing buggy
programs. The reason that MS is so
successful is its tendency to use shady deals
to eliminate the competition.

Your deal will hurt all of us, we will be
forced to deal with more and more buggy
code.

Helga Kocurek

MTC-344
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MTC-00000345

From: Greg Dainard

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  4:09pm

Subject: Proposed Microsoft Antitrust
Settlement

I believe Microsoft has not changed their
attitude. I believe they looked for any simple,
little thing they could do to assuage the
government lawyers at little to no real cost
to them.

What is needed is to fashion a remedy that
Microsoft will understand. I propose we take
some dollar amount from Microsoft—say 5 or
10 billion dollars—and divvy it up among
corporations hurt because of Microsoft’s
documentable actions prior to October 25,
2001 (date of Windows XP release). That big
wad of cash in their bank account didn’t
happen because they played nice, and we
need to make sure they understand that those
who don’t follow the rules don’t get rich.

Companies who should receive at least part
of the settlement: Sun, for the MS Visual J++/
Java for Windows garbage that MS pulled
Netscape, because MS gave away a product
for free that Netscape was successfully
charging for Real Audio and other audio
playback software which is now likely to get
killed by the WMA features integrated into
XP Be (now out of existence), but who had
a brilliant OS killed because of Microsoft’s
illegal stipulation to hardware makers that
they couldn’t install more than one OS on a
box. Some of this should also be given to the
Linux crowd.

Adobe, for the screwing John Warnock took
over the PostScript licensing that MS
preempted when they created TrueType fonts
and probably many more . . .

The existing remedy as proposed is simply
not sufficient.

Sincerely,

Greg Dainard

gdainard@kingwoodcable.com

CC: thurrott@win2000mag.com@inetgw

MTC-345

MTC-00000346

From: Jones, Dave

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’

Date: 11/16/01 4:11pm

Subject: Let competition reign free . . .

Greetings,

First off, allow me to thank you for setting
up this e-mail address. I've wanted to voice
several opinions on this ongoing trial for
quite some time and never really had a place
to send them.

Next, let me say in brief, do NOT let
Microsoft off the hook.

As a long-time computer user (since
around 1984), and computer professional, I
can attest to the monopolistic practices of
Microsoft. Unfortunately, in my opinion, I
don’t think the trial went deep enough into
the technology and the practices Microsoft
uses to eliminate competition. Seeing
however as this process is winding down, it
doesn’t make much sense to lay out a point-
by-point letter to you now.

I would like to make mention of a recent
tactic Microsoft tried to pull to lock more
users and companies into spending more
money and being more ingrained into
Microsoft products. Several months ago

Microsoft announced that they would be
invalidating all licenses on any of their OS
products that were older than Windows ME
(for home users) and Windows 2000 (for
business users). This means that a user of
Windows NT4 would no longer be able to
receive support from Microsoft, nor would
Microsoft continue to develop upgrades and
software patches for the OS to fix things like
security holes because, in their eyes, the
product was no longer valid. This equates to
buying a car with a 10 year 100,000 mile
warranty, taking it into the dealer shop two
years later to have a hazardous defect
repaired and not being able to get any parts
for it because the company ‘“‘discontinued the
model.”

Fortunately, based on public opinion
(which obviously wasn’t very positive)
Microsoft decided to revoke their plans and
statement for the time being to re-evaluate
their decision. However, the point remains,
Microsoft was saying “You buy our latest and
greatest stuff, or you're screwed.” Even
though, at least on this day, Microsoft has not
gone forward with this business practice, the
fact that they started the ball rolling (i.e..
public announcements were made, letters of
notice sent to corporations, etc) to force
people to upgrade shows just what a bully
they are.

That’s the most recent item I can think of
to bring to your attention. I could obviously
go on about how their forcing/tying of
software makes my job harder, and my home
computing experience less than enjoyable
most of the time. How their “Trade Secret”
OEM licensing scheme forces manufactures
to put only Microsoft OS’s and Software on
PC’s they sell, eliminating choice at the
consumer end. How they force software
developers to “‘comply or die” just to get
their software to run somewhat decently on
the Windows OS platform. Yes, I could go on
about it, but I'm sure you've heard it all
before.

In closing, I'd just like to reiterate,
Microsoft needs to change. And since they
don’t seem to be willing to do it on their
own, someone needs to change them. If they
were willing to force their customers to
upgrade even after a guilty verdict was
brought upon them, it’s obvious they aren’t
afraid. I have faith in you, my government,
our government, to do what is right and
strike some fear into Microsoft.

Very Respectfully,

David Jones

Des Moines, Iowa

MTC-346

MTC-00000347

From: Eric Benedict

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 4:14pm

Subject: Microsoft capitulation decree . . .

To whom it may concern:

I noticed on a cnn web page that this email
address was set up to collect comment on the
pending agreement between Microsoft and
the US DOJ et al. Based on the agreement
which I have read and the public statements
by the DOJ, I don’t expect that there is much
interest in my commentary; however, since
there is a non-zero chance it might have an
impact on reviewing the agreement, I'm
writing this letter.

I am not a lawyer, but I can read and
understand what the literal meaning of text
is, and am quite capable of thinking inspite
of the presence of “legalese”. . .

I am against the agreement as it currently
stands. Microsoft has been found guilty of
illegal practices (and accepted previous
consent decrees of similar actions { which it
subsequently violated}). This agreement does
not contain any puntitive actions against
Microsoft. While I would be disappointed in
the lack of puntitive action(s), I would accept
such an agreement provided that it provides
suitable mechanisims to prevent future
improper behavior. As written, this
agreement starts to provide such protections;
however, they are effectively nullified by the
vagueness of several exceptions. The ability
to exercise the exceptions is left to the
discretion of Microsoft and so this agreement
provides no real check on Microsoft’s
behavior.

In particular, the Final Judgement IIL.D
states that Microsoft must provide to ISVs,
IHVs, etc., the API's and related
documentation to allow for 3rd parties to
interoperate with a Windows Operating
System Product. This sounds good; however,
in II1.J.2(b) and (c) Microsoft does not have
to release this information to someone who
_in_Microsoft’s_opinion does not have a
reasonable need. Furthermore, (d) states that
someone who recieves this information has
to agree to submit to a 3rd party (of
Microsoft’s approval) their program for
testing, at that person’s expense. Combined,
these exceptions pretty much allow Microsoft
to exclude numerous and legitmate 3rd
parties by either declaring carefully written
standards or only approving 3rd party
verifiers with excessive fees (and pricing out
low budget developers).

Next, in III.H.2, Microsoft is supposed to
allow users, et al., to designate a non-
Microsoft Middleware product to be used in
place of a Microsoft Middleware product.
This also sounds good; however in III.H.3’s
second paragraph there are two exceptions: 1
where the Middleware product would be
interacting with a sever maintained by
Microsoft or 2. that the 3rd party product
does not implement some feature consistent
with a Windows Operating System Product.
Since Microsoft again gets to control what is
required, they can assure that there is always
at least one “required” feature which only
their Middleware provides. It is true that they
must provide the specifications to any ISV
who asks for the information, but only in a
“reasonably prompt” manner. During the
intervening time, a “‘technical innovation”
can easily occur at Microsoft, resulting in
another new technical requirement. Thus,
Microsoft can quite easily and legally keep
any competing Middleware Product off of
their platform by careful specification writing
(and updating . . .).

I am sure that there are probably several
other more subtle loopholes; however, these
are so glaring that I was able to find them
with little effort.

Thus, the exceptions in this agreement
effectively nullify the restictions on
Microsoft’s behavior. I strongly encourage
that this agreement be, at a minimum,
amended to close these loopholes. Ideally, I
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feel that this agreement should be re-written
to include some form of a punititive measure
given the overwhelming Findings of Fact
against Microsoft. Leaving this agreement
unmodified is, in my opinion, a complete
capitulation to Microsoft.

Sincerely yours,

Eric L. Benedict

175 Lakewood Gardens Lane

Madison, WI 53704

MTC-347
MTC-00000348

From: McDougal, Daren D

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 4:16pm
Subject: Microsoft

Hello,

I think this case has taken more time than
it is worth. The facts are companies don’t like
Microsoft because they offer a superior
product and they have there hands in
everything. Microsoft offers a product that
helps consumers get work done and that does
not cost us an arm and a leg. That’s why
states like California (my home state) don’t
like it. Because the other companies cant
make better products. Please once in for all
protect all consumers and end this...

Daren McDougal

Sacramento Customer Service Supervisor

(800) 876—3151 Ext. 49069

“Would somebody please tell Donald
Rumsfeld to stop Squinting...He is giving me
a complex”.

MTC-348

MTC-00000349

From: Helga Kocurek
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 4:18pm
Subject: MS decision
The deal with MS is appalling and
detrimental to all computer users.

MTC-349

MTC-00000350

From: tim

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 2:11pm
Subject: The settlement

Dear Sirs,

I wish to voice my opinion that the
proposed settlement with Microsoft is too
soft to accomplish any real changes in the
industry. Microsoft will still be allowed to
dominate it’s rivals in anti-competitve
fashion. This settlement does nothing to
restore the heavy damage done by Microsoft,
nor does it do enough to ensure that
competition will revive in the future.

Microsoft has squirmed it’s way out of all
the restrictions place on it in the past by
hiding behind technical excuses, and that is
what it will do in the future as well. You
can’t ask a thief to suddenly be ethical, you
have to put him in jail, or punish him in
some way. This tiny slap on the wrist is
going to do little to protect us, and will likely
embolden Microsoft to continue in it’s
monopolistic abuse. Thank God that some of
the states have rejected your sellout
agreement, and realize that more must be
done, if equity is going to be restored to the
computer industry.

A very unhappy constituent,

Tim Lakey
CTO CarbonWave

MTC-350

MTC-00000351

From: Kevin Evans
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 8:56am
Subject: Microsoft

Big surprise a big money president helps
a big money defendant get off easy! Funny
thing that Microsoft only exists because of
antitrust against IBM and the requirement to
publish their technical specifications. How
come Microsoft is not required to do the
same? Guess we already know. Why not just
shut down the antitrust division since you
guys exist in name only.

MTC-351

MTC-00000352

From: Jason.Xiong @fairchildsemi.com@
inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:56am

Subject: Protect consumters, but not
Microsoft

The settlement annoucement in Nov. 2 was

a disappointment but not a suprise. It is a

disappointment becase Microsoft is almost

assured that it can keep their practice and

virtual monopoly with minimal adjustment

mainly for show.

MTC-352

MTC-00000353

From: Genewray @aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 8:59am

Subject: Microsoft Decision

Now that you have reached the decision
regarding Microsoft lets get on with letting
Microsoft do what it does best, produce great
products. You will always have to listen to
the “whiners, e.g., Sun Microsystems, and all
the others that testified before Congress about
how Microsoft has “done them wrong.

Really, these losers are just crying on your
shoulder because their products can’t
compare with Windows and other Microsoft
products. I wouldn’t buy Microsoft’s
competitor’s products anyway. These
competing products like Linus, Unix, Sun
Microsystems online servers are OK for
businesses to use, but, they will never be able
to lure home users like me to their products.
Why switch to something harder to use when
you don’t have to make the change.

I am going to buy the product that I want
to use, not what these “whiners’” want me to
buy. Press on with the decision you have
made and tell the court to tell the remaining
states that want to further rake Microsoft over
the coals to grow up and stand down.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment
on this important issue. P.S. I am certainly
happy to see Microsoft’s competitors losing
their corporate butts in the stock market.

Gene Wray

Chesterfield, Virginia

MTC-353

MTC-00000354

From: Fredrick Fogg
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:00am

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

All of Microsoft’s competitors keep
complaining about all the software that
Microsoft bundles in with their operating
systems (Windows Messenger, Internet
Exploerer, Windows Media, etc) saying that
the users will not want to buy their software
because their computer will already have
software to do these things already loaded.
Well, being a computer programmer and a
home computer user daily, I can assure you,
people find software that they like and they
use it, be it Microsoft or any other company.
Everything that Microsft bundles into their
operating systems can be removed and other
software can be loaded and used with their
operating system. The choices are out there
for all consumers, so why do these other
businesses cry and complain about Microsoft,
because Microsoft has provided and will
continue to provide software that it top of the
line and equal, if not better, than all the
others. I use a lot of other software besides
Microsoft. As a matter of fact, I like to use
3 or more different programs to do the same
thing because each has its own unique
abilities and I like to have them all available
to me.

So it is time for other businesses to quit
crying and for the government to settle this
case. If you want more business, make a
better product. Consumers are not stupid,
they will buy the product that best suits
them.

Fredrick Fogg

MTC-354

MTC-00000355

From: Al Legatzke
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:02am
Subject: Comment

I believe that Microsoft has done what it
could without turning the key in the lock and
shutting down it’s operations. I think that a
person that has committed to a business and
risked his money is entitled to make a profit
whether it is a few dollars or a lot of dollars,
it was his risk and guts that enabled this to
happen and it creates jobs for thousands of
people. I have a small business and it has
taken several years of hard work and
dedication to get to where I'm at today (still
barely showing a profit) almost all of the
dollars earned from this company have gone
right back into it to make it what it is today.

Allen Legatzke

legatzke@home.com

MTC-355

MTC-00000356

From: GH

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:02am

Subject: Microsoft Settlement Plan

Sirs:

After a first cursory reading of your defense
of the settlement agreement causes me great
concern. At first glance this appears to be a
sellout against this country’s citizens of the
most agressive monopolist we have seen in
the last 50 years.

Microsoft will effectively evade your
settlement conditions and their behavior will
not change. Allowing the company to
continue to add features to their OS that have
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nothing to do with an operating system is one
of the worst forms of tying that I have seen.
Your settlement will not change behavior or
increase competitive pressure on the
company. The DOJ has sold out. It’s simple
and no amount of spin can change that fact.

Gene Harris

Tetron Software, LLC

300 Cricket Hollow

Edmond, OK 73034

405-359-0345

MTC-356

MTC-00000357

From: N. Bohr

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:03am

Subject: Pedicabo ego vos et irrumbo

These are the word that Mr. William Gates
told to the DoJ. DoJ failed to understand what
is going on—I pray that the Judge will toss
this settlement and investigate

Mr. Charles James and his team for
malfeasience.

Please have Mr. Ashcroft issue the
following: Ashcroft to Restructure Justice
Dept.

WASHINGTON (AP)—Attorney General
John Ashcroft plans to announce a
restructuring of the Justice Department,
including a revamping of the FBI and the
immigration service, to better fight terrorism
and collect revenues for it new parent, a
senior department official said Wednesday.

The five-year plan, which Ashcroft is to
present in a meeting Thursday with his top
deputies and other employees, as required by
a secret protocol within in capitulation to
Microsoft, will reflect new emphasis on
preventing Open Source Coding and Linux
usage. Forthwith Linux and IBM mainframe/
enterprise server programmers or supporters
will be prosecuted as terrorists, the official
said, speaking on condition of anonymity.

The FBI has already shifted resources to
focus on investigating and disrupting
additional Linux attacks, though agents
continue to investigate the Sept. 11 attacks
and anthrax cases. IVIr. William Gates, Sr.
the new de facto head of the newly renamed
Department of Justice has informed the soon
to depart head of the soon to be renamed FBI
that all investigations concerning Anthrax
must be dropped. The Justice Department
restructuring was in the works before
Microsoft coup d’etat. All law enforcement
activities will now be control in Redmond.
The CIA and NSA will be joined into one
unit to be named .NET.

Ashcroft will no longer report to Pres. Geo.
W. Bush but to William Gates, Sr. Agents of
Redmond in pre-dawn raids seized the assets
and people of Oracle, SUN, and RED-HAT.
Rumors of summary executions have been
denied by the DoM. The Department of
Microsoft is the official name of the former
Department of Justice.

Along with the settlement announcement,
the DoM (Formerly known as the Dept. of
Justice] also has acknowledge that AAG
Charles James will leave the DoM in six
months to accept the role and responsiblity
of Microsoft’s Chief Irrumatist. It is reported
that he will earn his $6.3 million Cayman Is
account in three months by just being in
Redmont for M. Wm Gates, pere et fils and

M. Ballmer. All citizens are urged to report
to the DoM any individual who is known or
may know any computer language other than
VB, there is a $50,000 reward for all C or C++
programmers who are captured and killed.

MTC-357

MTC-00000358

From: jlapeer.mindspring
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:06am
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe the most simple, direct solution,
that creates the best “Win/Win” solution for
all, is to break Microsoft into at a minimum
of 2 separate corporations. One cooperation
would be the “Windows” operating system
and the other would be all other things. The
Windows Operating system would need to be
defined as that code that provides the
interface between Applications and the
underlying hardware. It is strange that this
administration advocates the removal of
terrorist and terrorist actions, yet is in the
process of single handedly reversing the
efforts of many, over a period of time to
resolve one of the most outrageous
“Computer” terrorist in the last 15 years.

MTC-358

MTC-00000359

From: Rick E.Moore

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:07am

Subject: You are oonce again failing to
protect us.

Hello,

How many times are you going to give
microsoft the benefit of the doubt. They are
expanding and forcing competitors out of
every space they enter. As a consumer, I am
faced with no choice for many of the
entertaiment applications I run. They have
squeezed all competition out of the pc os
market space. YOU have proven this practice
is the result of illegal leveraging of their
monopoly. This practice is also affecting our
organization at work.

I am the systems architecture manager for
a 250 person architecture firm. This year we
are facing 60,000 dollars in increased
licensing costs based on Microsoft changing
its licensing practices midstream. We have
tried to minimize this costs by using servers
which run unix to handle authentication and
share files. These are the few areas where any
platform should be able to do the job.

Microsoft has implemented proprietary
services in areas where all other operating
systems can seamlessly integrate. I am able
to connect apple, sun. hp, and linux for free
and without difficulty. Many vendors were
giving away software that would allow
Microsoft NT to integrate with the systems at
a low cost of for free. Microsoft changed the
way their servers connect with 2000 once
again breaking this interpretability. We now
have bought 20,000 dollars worth of software
to overcome their attempts to force us to use
microsoft servers. In the end we believe this
will be cheaper than getting further in debt
to microsoft. This software is not necessary
to integrate any other vendors. Vendors
which don’t have a monopoly don’t seem to
work so hard to break connections with their
rivals.

This practice is prevalent in every area that
microsoft enters. How far are you going to let
this go? Is this the first time Microsoft has
broken a deal with you? Don’t blame the
economy for your inability to beat them.
Microsoft is not an asset to this country and
we don’t need to protect it. We need you to
protect us from it. Thankfully a few states
have a little more integrity than you.

Exposed,

Rick Moore

MTC-359

MTC-00000360

From: Syd and Marty Carison
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:07am
Subject: microsoft settlement

No kidding! !! !!! You really expect us to
believe that all those bribes (excuse me,
campaign contribution) to the Bush
Campaign have had no affect on your
decision to softball the penalties for
Microsoft. Your boss, the Attorney General
serves at the pleasure of President Bush! I bet
the professional staff is just livid. This is just
another case where campaign contributions
(bribes that have been deemed legal by the
politicians) have affect a major government
decision. Why not ask us to believe in Santa
Claus or the Tooth Farie?

MTC-360
MTC-00000361

From: Mike Harrington
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov
Date: 11/16/01 9:08am
Subject: Microsoft
Enough already, I believe that Mr Gates
and company have been punished enough
just in legal bills. Let’s get on with life.
Mike Harrington
Network Administrator
Trek, Inc
716.798-3140 ext 232
http://www.trekinc.com <http://
www.trekinc.com>

MTC-361

MTC-00000362

From: Isif

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:09am
Subject: Hello,

Hello,

I believe that requiring the option rather
than being forced to have MS products
(internet explorer, media player etc) installed
by default is the right approach. In windows
XP this had gotten much worse.

As an avid computer user, student and part
time IT pro I still haven’t found a way to
remove media player or MSN messenger.

I think this review summarizes the glaring
problems I am trying to illustrate http://
www.redhat.comlaboutlopinions/xp.html
This problem will only get worse unless
something of large proportion is done. In this
case fines aren’t really the answer, if my
company made 1 billion dollars a month I
wouldn’t really mind being fined.

Thank you for your time,

Isif Ibrahima

MTC-362
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MTC-00000363

From: Bob Rattner

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:12am

Subject: MICROSOFT SETTLEMENT

Dear DOJ,

After reviewing the Settlement Documents,
I do not believe that Microsoft will be
effectively constrained by the proposal, nor
will its monopoly be neutralized. I urge a
more detailed review of the charges, and
significantly stronger penalties and controls.

As a consumer, I have little complaint
about Microsoft desktop products; indeed the
PC upon which I am composing this note
runs Windows and other MS code. While
some of the anti-competitive practices related
to desktop PCs are real, and have been
addressed in the proposed settlement, there
is a much larger issue; a Microsoft monopoly
of the browser market and the Worldwide
Web.

I have two points:

1. Security Risk. Microsoft is the portal of
choice for hackers, particularly those who
spread viruses. Every major virus propogated
in recent years has been spread through
Outlook. As a nation, can we afford to allow
one company to control the Internet, and
allow it to be sabotaged? I think not.

2. Media Monopoly. As the Web becomes
more integrated with other media (such as
Television), we run the risk of having one
company capture an overwhelming share of
news and information services. Just as there
are laws which limit the ownership of
multiple media/news media by a single
publisher or broadcaster, we should be
protected against an Internet/Network
operator’s ability to control public
information. In summary, the questionable
marketing tactics used by Microsoft, and the
effects on consumers (and our currently frail
economy), are minor issues compared to their
greater corporate goal of a “Microsoft Web”".
The time to address this is now. Microsoft
should be ordered to remove its browser and
network code from all PC desktops, and
promote/market them seperately on a CD or
elsewhere. Simultaneously, Windows should
be made to accomodate other browsers easily,
though open source coding. Consumers are
just too lazy to remove the MS options on
their own, and Microsoft knows it!

Respectfully submitted,

Bob Rattner

43 Nieman Ave.

Lynbrook, NY 11563

MTC-363

MTC-00000364

From: Thomas Ellen
To: Dept Justice
Date: 11/16/01 9:13am
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am disappointed in what I have heard so
far in the news in regard to the Microsoft
antitrust settlement. I began using IBM’s OS/
2 operating system back in the mid 90’s (then
a joint project between Microsoft and IBM)
because DOS and early WINDOWS operating
systems were not powerful enough. Since
Microsoft split with IBM they have
undermined the use of other operating
systems by consumers on PC’s by their
monopolistic contracts with PC

manufacturers and their deliberate writing of
their software so it would not work on other
systems such as OS/2. This obviously
deprives consumers who would like an
alternative to Microsoft Windows that choice.
In terms of a settlement, I would like to see
Microsoft forced to repatriate the tens of
billions of monopoly rents they have made to
the other companies who had competing
products such as IBM, Linux, Netscape and
so forth. This money should be held in trust
by DOJ and distributed to the harmed
companies. To get this money, these
companies have to spend it on development
and marketing of these competing PC
software products. For instance, I would like
to see IBM continue with the development of
0S/2 and put a real push on to market it to
consumers. The second part of the settlement
should be the mandate that Microsoft has to
make their software (Office, games, etc.)
compatible with other operating systems.
Finally, the third part should be the
elimination of the monopoly contracts they
have with PC manufacturers.

Please reach a settlement that really
restores competition.

Tom Ellen

MTC-364

MTC-00000365

From: SqueegeeG@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:14am

Subject: Don’t miss the big picture!

Dear Justice Department,

When considering the remedy against
Microsoft, please consider just how difficult
and expensive it was to bring this case to
trial. America has a long history of powerful
corporations, and of vigorous political
debate, but this trial marked a change where
the corporation had far greater resources than
either the state or federal governments to
litigate the case. Concentrations of power,
whether monopolistic or not, pose the
greatest threats to our everyday freedom. To
allow a monoloplistic and powerful central
enterprise like this one to continue is
foolhardy. We will pay the price if you lack
the courage to correct this aberration.

Recently I received a message when I
launched Internet Explorer that something
needed to be updated and that it would take
17 seconds. I said ok. Well, it took more than
17 seconds, and it wasn’t a necessary update.
It was some foolish little program that
changed the cursor into a picture, and I could
buy enhancements for it for some amount,
15.00, I think. A couple of days later I read
about how popular this new gizmo was and
that 93 million copies had been downloaded
already! This Orwellian experience
demonstrates what the future of computing
will be where Microsoft dominates the
desktop. It is monitoring my use, force
feeding and falsely packaging its products,
and exposing the most powerful asset of the
modern age to all sorts of mayhem. Allowing
this company to go forward with its everyday
practices would make as sense as allowing
bin Laden to buy an airlines. Continuous
negotiation will not lead to practical changes.
If you are afraid to bear your teeth, then the
American people have no effective defense.

Respectfully sunmitted,

Steve Consilvio

Squeegee Graphics

69 Main St

Cherry Valley, MA 01611

1-800-388—-4454

Local 508-892-1022

Fax 508—-892—-8968

<A HREF=‘http://www.
squeegeegraphics.coml”’>www.
squeegeegraphics.com4A>

MTC-365
MTC-00000366

From: bkofoed@compuserve.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:15am
Subject: What to do to restore the market.
Have MS make a open source version of
Windows that will do the basics things and
keep it updated. When everyone can have a
equal chance in the market. 1* http://
ourworld.compuserve.comIhomepages/
bkofoed *1 The ALL NEW CS2000 from
CompuServe Better! Faster! More Powerful!
250 FREE hours! Sign-on Now! http://
www.compuserve.com/trycsrv/cs2000/
webmail!

MTC-366

MTC-00000367

From: Richard54b

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:15am
Subject: Antitrust settlement

I think the US enforcement of anti-trust is
way off the mark in the Microsoft settlement.

Suppose I had a business with $1,000,000
of revenues and $50,000 a year in profits and
have no deep pockets.

Some company with deep pockets (i.e.
Microsoft, GE, etc.) could come in a sell at
cost for a year or two and drive me out, and
then have a business that produces 5% return
on sales indefinitely. Netscape, not
Microsoft, created a full fledged browser. It’s
OK with me that Microsoft wanted to
compete in the market. To me, they should
have had to sell above their cost, including
development, as well as support, unless they
were already priced above Netscape. It’s easy
to drive another company out of business by
giving away the product if you have more
resources.

I would have suggested a fine to the effect
“Great, you want to help the American
Consumer by giving away software. Since
you have decided to give away the browser
and bundle so much into it, we are going to
let (REQUIRE) you to bundle Microsoft Office
for the next 5—10 years also for no cost and
support it. This way you can really help the
American Consumer that you love so much.”

I have heard of a company that has drivers
who frequently took a day or two off to go
fishing, get drunk, or whatever. When the
driver returned, the company told them to
take 2 more days off with no pay, as the
company decided the driver should have 2
more days off. The driver said that he needed
the pay and couldn’t afford to miss the extra
2 days. The company said it couldn’t service
it’s customers when the driver didn’t show
up and the employment obligation was for
the driver to show up. This quickly solved
the problem and it would quickly solve
Microsoft’s problem of competing unfairly. If
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they give away more software in the future,
Windows could be free for 2—3 years to help
them see how too much of a good thing is

a disaster.

I love the competitiveness of the software
industry that gives us decent products at
great prices. It has one terrible drawback that
is caused by monopoly. We are stuck with
the weaknesses of their product. Windows is
incredibly weak with security. The old IBM
360’s were 100 times harder to hack into then
today’s Windows products. Letting Microsoft
dominate by acquiring more software
monopolies in sectors where they didn’t
create the original software is hurting
consumers as well as the original software
creators. It’s similar to me of letting a huge
generic pharmaceutical company
immediately produce knock-offs of
successful drugs, without honoring patents.
Maybe software should have a 2—3 year
‘patent’ and when Microsoft or some other
‘powerhouse’ wants to enter the market, they
can’t sell below certain thresholds, so it’s fair
competition.

Richard Banon

MTC-367

MTC-00000368

From: Paul Nelson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:18am

Subject: Comments on the Settlement

As a consumer, I think the settlement is
completely bogus. Microsoft is all about
opportunism and nothing about innovation.
Its flagship Windows program originated as
a copy of an Apple program (itself a copy of
a Xerox program). Internet Explorer
replicates Netscape. Where its programs are
different it is often because the company
bought them from the innovative originator.

The settlement merely perpetuates the
company’s bad habits. Microsoft has
consistently won in the marketplace through
its tying practices and not because its
products are better. Examples:

Its office suite is the standard of business,
but it is still not as functional as competing
products. WordPerfect is superior to Word.
Quattro Pro is superior to Excel. Non-
Microsoft products have lost only because
Microsoft has linked their products to the
operating system and businesses meekly
accept the linkage.

Internet Explorer—a major cause of the
litigation—is not demonstrably superior to
Netscape. It’s easier to use simply because
Microsoft has tied it to the Windows system
and they have made it difficult for users to
use another browser as a default.

Microsoft will probably take over the e-
mail market in the same way. For example,
I notice that I cannot use Lotus Notes as an
e-mail forwarding service when using
Microsoft Internet Explorer. Now I find that
Justice will not stop the similar linking of
multimedia players to the Windows system.

So far as I can tell, the settlement will do
nothing to assure fair competition. In my
opinion, the Windows system is just an
essential utility. I object to the settlement
because it will continue to allow Microsoft to
use its monopoly power in exactly the way
it has in the past. The settlement is a
surrender.

This communication is confidential and is
intended only for the person to whom it is
addressed. If you are not that person, you are
not permitted to make use of the information
and you are requested to immediately notify
IB] Whitehall Financial Group, NYC, that you
received it and then destroy the copy in your
possession. Views expressed in this E-mail
do not necessarily reflect the views of IB]
Whitehall Financial Group.

MTC-368

MTC-00000369

From: Jeff Cartwright Smith
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:18am
Subject: Microsoft settlement

I am outraged at your cave-in to Microsoft.
The proposed settlement will only give
support to those who have been thumbing
their noses at Justice for your irresolution.
After all the evidence presented at trial, to
give in like this is shameful. You have
exposed their corrupt practices; now to let
them escape with a few scratches is
shameful.

Jeff Cartwright-Smith

Senior Director, marketRx, Inc.

1011 U.S. Route 22W

Second Floor

Bridgewater, NJ 08807-2950

(908) 541-0045 x348, Fax (908) 541-1595

jcsmith @marketrx.com

MTC-369

MTC-00000370

From: Chris Augustine
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:21am
Subject: Settlement
What a waste of time.... Does anyone at
Justice have a “backbone.”
Chris Augustine, MCSE, MBA

MTC-370

MTC-00000371

From: Aaron Miller

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:22am

Subject: Totally, completely unacceptable

Mr. Hesse,

That you have sold out to Microsoft I'd
hope bothers you more than me. However, in
selling out, you’ve done *more* to damage
the health of the economy, not to mention
innovation and the future of computing than
strong sanctions against one of the worst
abusers in modem history. Imagine a world
in which IBM had been allowed to continue
its domination of the past, there would be no
Microsoft. Or Apple, or Sun, or HP. We are
in a similar situation today, and you go along
with this? Microsoft lies in federal court,
drives a competitor out of business abusing
monopoly power, makes back room deals in
an attempt to stop innovative new technology
(Java) because it threatens their monopoly, all
this and get away with a scolding and sieve-
like sanctions?

You're encouraging all those who wish to
succeed against Microsoft to be as lawless as
they are. Way to go. You instill zero faith in
our judicial process because you have failed
to uphold it.

Unacceptable.

Aaron Miller

2255 Showers Drive, #353
Mountain View, CA 94040

MTC-371

MTC-00000372

From: Patrick Schmidt
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:22am
Subject: my perspective

Dear DOT,

I am an American currently living in the
UK. I don’t expect that this email (or even a
thousand like it) will have any effect on the
Administration’s thinking, but I want to
voice my opposition to the poor handling of
this litigation. Most of all, giving away your
(legal) hand by stating publicly what
penalties you would not seek (i.e. no breakup
of Microsoft) is a bone-headed way to enter
settlement talks. Why would you willingly
give away bargaining chips? I have never
favored break-up, but that doesn’t mean I
wouldn’t want that as a credible threat. Oh
well. At least I can put my hope in the EU
to effect the kind of resolution to this that I
and many other American consumers want.
You have made yourselves irrelevant.

yours,

Patrick Schmidt

Centre for Socio-Legal Studies

University of Oxford

patrick. schmidt @csls.ox.ac.uk

MTC-372

MTC-00000373

From: Michael Palopoli
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:27am
Subject: Settlement

It sounds to me like Microsoft is getting
away with it (as usual). Are they really
paying any significant amount of punitive or
compensatory damages? If not, then their
tactics worked perfectly.

Best regards,

Mike.

Mike Palopoli, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor, Biology Department,
Bowdoin College, 6500 Gollege Station,
Brunswick, ME 04011

PH (lab): (207) 725-3657

PH (home): (207) 729-4263

FAX: (207) 725-3405

E-mail: mpalopol@bowdoin.edu

MTC-373

MTC-00000374

From: SSchmitz99 @ aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:27am

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Gentlemen,

I am a software engineer and have been
involved with this industry for over 15 years.
Microsoft’s bullying tactics have been well
known within industry circles and I was glad
to see that the federal government decided to
take action 5 years ago.

I am disappointed in the final settlement,
however. The reasons for this are as follows:
The appeals court was able to determine

that Microsoft is a monopoly and had
illegally used its monopoly powers. The law
calls for (a) compensation for past wrongs (b)
a forward looking remedy so as to protect
companies from further predatory tactics.



23726

Federal Register/Vol. 67, No. 86/Friday, May 3, 2002/ Notices

The settlement does neither of these things.
Microsoft has gained billions of dollars in
excess profits as a result of its illegal acts
over the past several years. It is important
that Microsoft not be permitted to keep these
gains for two reasons: (a) They further tilt the
playing field in favor of the well funded
monopoly. (b) They further embolden
Microsoft and other would-be monopolists by
creating a moral hazard.

The settlement is too narrowly defined and
does not protect fledgling industries which
are clearly important, but for which
Microsoft wants to expand into. Specifically,
it does not offer specific protection for
handheld device makers (who are not given
access to the OS source code. This is
particularly relevant as e-mail from Bill Gates
specifically directed managers from within
the company to modify the Windows OS and
Pocket PC code so as to make it more difficult
for Palm to connect devices competitively.

It also is too narrowly defined in that it
does not account for quick changes in
technology. It is difficult tell which new
companies would benefit from access to
Microsoft’s source code. However, if specific
provision is not written in for an industry it
does not have access. This will result in
denying access to important technology for
fledgling startups who might benefit from
open access. Seven years ago, the Internet
and Browsers would have fit within this
category and should this agreement been
made at that time it is unlikely that it would
have included browsers.

The settlement does not reasonably curb
the illegal practices of Microsoft Office
bundling and pricing of Office. Microsoft
office is a monopoly and Microsoft can wield
a big club when negotiating with companies
when it wields this. A specific example is
when Microsoft negotiated with Apple
computer. They threatened to halt
development of office for Mac.

I am also concerned regarding some of the
general exceptions which have been placed
into the agreement. These exceptions, while
they may seem reasonable are large loopholes
which have been specifically crafted my
Microsoft to further its specific monopolist
plans over the next 5 years. I would direct
you towards the following fledgling
industries: (a) Microsoft Passport—loophole
encryption (b) Microsoft NET—loophole,
denial of access to open source community
(c) Microsoft Music and Video players—
loophole encryption—remember digital
rights is a basic part of these services, as it
is on DVD players. (d) Microsoft Internet
Servers—the unholy interconnection
between servers and operating systems
directs users away from competitive
products. There remains limits on access to
commercial vendors.

In short, your agreement is unreasonable
and not in the public interest. I object to it.
You have clearly been outwitted by
Microsoft’s lawyers I would remind you that
5 years ago Microsoft was placed in contempt
of court for not following explicit court
directions. Microsoft has a long track record
of minimally following the law and court
directions. It will clearly attempt to do
whatever is within its power to weaken any
provisions that restrict its monopoly power.

Instead, I would suggest that you work out
an agreement in which the free forces of
capitalism wrote to your benefit, instead of
against you as this agreement does. Lastly,
why does the agreement only last 5 years?
The monopoly will last longer! If I could
have a lifetime monopoly but only if I lived
with restrictions for 5 years, that would be
a gift.

Scott.

MTC-374

MTC-00000375

From: Richard Sohanchyk
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:29am
Subject: lawsuit
Bottom Line: A) I still cant choose which
products to put on my PC B) Removing
unwanted Windows functions is difficult and
sabotages smooth operation of computer in
general C) MS makes it extremely hard for
competing products to run properly in
Windows (see item B). End result: Microsoft
wins because republican government
approves of this monopoly.
Richard Sohanchyk
Gregory Richard Media Group
pelhamprint.com
914.738.6066 T
914.738.6073 F
http://www.grmgroup.com
http://www.pelhamprint.com

MTC-375

MTC-00000376

From: Kathy Caldwell
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:29am
Subject: Microsoft

I think this suit should be settled quickly
and move on to crimes that are hurting the
country. Microsoft led technology into a
boom in the 90’s and led it into a bust when
the Justice Dept. Went after them and
threatened to take them down. I think this
suit has hurt the whole ecomony and the
stock market. My retirement fund, as well as
millions of other people’s, has gone down
over 50%. I think this suit got the plunge
started.

MTC-376

MTC-00000377

From: LOUIS A. MINAFRA

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:30am

Subject: USDOJ Comments on Microsoft

To whom,

Any company that does what Microsoft has
and continues to do can NOT be trusted and
should have been broken up. In my mind the
fact that it has not been broken up and the
reasons given thus far, cast a dark shadow on
the real intent of the Department of Justice
and those that work there.

A Concerned American Citizen

Louis A. Minafra

MTC-377
MTC-00000378

From: Stuart, Graham

To: microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 9:30am
Subject: Pathetic

I think your settlement with Microsoft is
pathetic. A little slap on the wrist.., that’s all.
What about all the companies which have
gone out of business and all the people who
lost jobs as a result of Microsofts behavior.
Gates sums it up “we’re very pleased...”.
Good job selling everyone else out.

MTC-378

MTC-00000379

From: Matthew Kazmierczak
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:30am
Subject: Microsoft Case

Dear Justice Dept.

I believe that you are letting Microsoft off
to easy in the anti-trust case. Their bundling
of products into their operating system has
the ability to kill any competitor. This threat
will slow the innovative spirits as people
will not be able to benefit from their
innovations because Microsoft will copy the
innovative and use their muscle to gain
market share. If you look at all the
innovations in the computer world, very few
of them actually come from Microsoft.
Microsoft normally copies the ideas from
others and bundles them into their operating
system. You should enact a system where the
operation system is not the means by which
Microsoft can dominate. Remember that
Microsoft has already killed Netscape.

Matthew Kazmierczak

1114PStreet, NW

Washington, DC 20005

MTC-379

MTC-00000380

From: Anatolii B
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:35am
Subject: microsoft settlement

There is practically no competition to them
now on the office and multimedia
applications market, nor on the operating
systems market. Their lawyers might say that
there are competing products, but in reality
these products are almost defunct, because
they are so bad that users don’t like to use
them, e.g. people prefer using microsoft
media player vs. “real player”. And it’s not
because microsoft is so much better, it’s
because microsoft has destroyed all good
competition, the ones remaining are the ones
that microsoft didn’t want to “’kill off’
because they are harmless and help create the
illusion of the good competition. **** The
existence of can be shown through usage of
their products across user base with similar
technology level experience.****** Keep in
mind that some users today still use “those
dummy”’ competitors’ products because they
are not quite on the same experience level
and don’t spend enough time finding the
better products, do not use such users
example as a ground for competitors product
statistics. I believe the latest Microsoft
settlement is inadequate, and the govemment
should be concerned with protecting the
customers, and not the company. Just like in
AT&T case they complained that they would
be hurt and customers would hurt, but it
worked out well anyway, the same should be
done with Microsoft.

—Anatolii Belomestnov

New York, NY
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(212) 799-5408
anatolii@hotmail.com

MTC-380

MTC-00000381

From: Phan, DuyMy

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’

Date: 11/16/01 9:37am

Subject: Microsoft Monopoly Settlement

Dear US Department of Justice,

The case that the government and 18 states
is very costly and time-consuming to prove
that Microsoft is monopoly. Everyone in
high-tech business acknowledges the
Microsoft monopoly problem. Please do not
come to a settlement with Microsoft with the
current proposal. It is a big easy way out for
Microsoft and I know for sure, it will abuse
other companies again with its dominant in
Windows OS.

DuyMy L. Phan

Inciscent, Inc

Tel: 703—-205-5928

Fax: 703-876-5973

E-Pager: duymy.phan@my2way.com

2735 Hartland Road, Falls Church, VA
22043

MTC-381

MTC-00000382

From: Trimble, William

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:38am
Subject: antitrust settlement

Dear Sir or Madame:

I have been following the proceedings in
this case carefully and I would like to
vehemently protest your proposed settlement
with Microsoft. This company shown a long
history of an intent to stifle competition.
Whether by gutting proposed standards with
almost “compatible” versions or supposedly
“integrating other functions” into Windows,
they continuously have displayed anti
competitive behavior that is harmful to
consumers. As long as we get “Windows
everywhere”’, Microsoft will be satisfied.
Their focus now includes several venues
where they want to take over, including the
Internet. Consumers will get only what
Microsoft and their bloated and kludgy code
puts out because they are the 900 pound
gorilla. The courts have found that Microsoft
is in violation of the law. As consumers and
citizens, we must rely on you to protect us
from abuses such as with this company. I
urge you to reconsider your settlement and
provide one that will give us protection from
this monopoly.

Any settlement should have clear and
unambiguous language and measurable
compliance goals. This one, in my opinion,
does not. I believe that the current language
and oversight scheme will continue to allow
Microsoft to stifle competition while waging
a delaying action in the courts over the
definitions of the current language.
Meanwhile, they will be forcing their
competitors out of business and reducing the
choices of consumers to one. Again, I urge
you not to allow a monopoly to continue
their conquests by accepting the current
agreement.

Regards, Bill T.

MTC-382

MTC-00000383

From: McNeill, Robert
To: microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 9:39am
Subject: Microsoft

I realize that I am just a professional user,
and that my opinion probably means little to
no one. But it appears to me that if Microsoft
was taking the conviction seriously, the XP
product would not so blatantly do the same
thing to Media players as they did to
browsers last time. They basically stole the
browser market from Netscape, and now they
are aiming for the messaging and media
player market. They have shown no remorse
about their past actions, and continue to use
their position within the operating system
market to attack the application market. And
for them to state that applications are an
integral part of the operating system is an
utter falsehood, and can be shown by just
looking at what the definition of an operating
system is. The longer Justice delays, the more
Microsoft has profited. And by the time this
is finally resolved, unfortunately the
competition will have already been
decimated.

Robert McNeill

Network Engineer

MTC-383

MTC-00000384

From: atrieger@wt6.usdoj.gov @inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:39am
Subject: Microsoft must be stopped

I am a software developer, Internet
Entrepreneur having started 2 companies and
dedicated citizen and I feel it is the
governments responsibility to not only
penalize Microsoft for their years of damning
behavior, but structurally reorganize the
company so that market pressures, not
contract wording, will force its compliance to
accepted business practices. As an early user
of NeXTSTEP and other advanced operating
systems, it is impossible for me to describe
the amount of efficiency and productivity
that has been removed from the US Economy
because of Microsoft’s dominance with
inferior products. I also feel, however, that
user’s are also to blame for continually
purchasing microsoft products. If it is too late
to continue the fight to split microsoft into
an operating system company and an
applications company (where the delineation
between the two is made by a consortium of
experts from the field and some accepted
governing guidelines), perhaps it is also
possible to impose fees for illegal behavior on
microsoft and use the money to fund a
“user’s have a choice” ad campaign. Such a
campaign’s goal would be to study the
alternatives to microsoft in the home-user,
business-user markets and provide unbiased
information to consumers letting them know
that even though they may only see rows and
rows of microsoft products at Circuit City,
there are other choices. Perhaps, also, grants
could be awarded by an independent panel
to fledgling technologies to help them
compete. (A perfect example is how
advanced most all flavors of Linux are, but
they lack a cohesive user interface and
simple install capabilities . . . when the
capital markets fail to provide funding for

such an effort (as they have here with two
linux-all-in-one-easy-to-use companies
folding) this panel could provide grants to
groups dedicated to making this technology
a reality.) Almost a venture financing arm of
the government dedicated to diversifying the
choices for consumers and levelling the
playing field.

Thank you for your efforts,

Andrew Trieger

Chicago, Ii.
MTC-384

MTC-00000385

From: Ed and Helen Isenberg

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01  9:40am

Subject: Proposed Microsoft settlement

I would like to register the strongest protest
against the proposed settlement between the
U.S. Government and Microsoft. The latter
company has been found guilty of both being
a monopoly and misusing the power, with a
Court of Appeals confirming those
convictions. Microsoft has been unwilling to
abide by previous Consent Decrees, and its
many public statements over the past years
make it clear that they reject the very notion
that antitrust legislation is valid or applies to
it. If this settlement goes into effect it will
have a very ineffectual enforcement
mechanism, with Microsoft fully aware that
violations will not result in serious
punishment even if detected.

I first began working with computers in
1968 and, before becoming disabled 11 years
ago, had reached senior marketing
management in medium to very large
computer companies. As might be expected,
I am also a so-called “power user” of
computers at home, my wife and I sharing
two desktops and two laptops. I have worked
with Microsoft as a partner, competed with
it in the marketplace, and used its products
on my computers, and so know the company
in all its guises.

Microsoft, like most companies led by a
single strong leader, takes on the personality
of that leader. Mr. Gates has many fine
attributes that have benefited his company,
the computer industry and our nation and
world. However, he has a “take no prisoners”
“what’s good for Microsoft is good for
America” “laws don’t apply to me”’ core
belief system that has in the past and will
continue to lead him to push his company
past the legal limits for a company that holds
a near-absolute monopoly in a major market
segment.

Currently, within the mass-market arena,
virtually all manufacturers, software
developers and users are faced with only one
choice: Microsoft and its products. By
leveraging off its strength and control of the
operating system and through illegal
bundling and typing, Microsoft has gained
monopoly control of not just the operating
system but core applications (word
processing, spreadsheet, presentation
graphics, database management, and
programming languages). More recently it has
used these techniques to gain monopoly
control of Internet browser software and web-
creation software (its Frontpage product and
Office Suite of products are designed to
create web pages that won’t work properly
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when viewed in a Netscape browser).
Microsoft is quickly on its way to gaining
control of the multimedia marketplace as
well (e.g., Windows Media Player, MSN—
Chat). It holds a very strong if not monopoly
control over large segments of the computer
games industry (with simulation games like
Flight Simulator, Combat Simulator, Links/
Golf, and the Bicycle-brand of simulated card
games). It is currently attempting to take
effective control over the Java programming
language, requiring developers to use its
proprietary version of this multi-platform
language or lose access to the end-user
desktop. The only reason Microsoft doesn’t
completely control the home and small
business finance software market is that the
Justice Department nixed its attempted
merger with Intuit (creators of Quicken).

It is one thing for Microsoft to use public
relations to suggest that the antitrust effort is
“anti-consumer” and ‘“‘only of benefit to its
competitors,” but the government’s antitrust
Division should know better. The purpose of
anti-trust laws is exactly to protect
competition from unfair practices by
monopolies. It was never envisioned as a
consumer protection act; it is a “free
marketplace protection act” that allows
capitalism and competition to flourish in
circumstances in which one company could
use its size and strength to take over a market
and destroy all competition. This is what
Microsoft’s goal has always been, it is what
Microsoft has done in the past despite
repeated warnings and consent decrees, it is
what Microsoft is doing now even during the
period the antitrust lawsuit was being
litigated, and it is what Microsoft will do
forever if the proposed government
settlement is approved.

I personally do not look fondly at the
prospect that all of my computing choices
will be made by Microsoft. I do not think it
will be meaningful competition if the only
reason for other companies to create new
software is in the hope to be bought out by
Microsoft, where their products can be used
or buried depending on not what is best for
the public but what is best for Microsoft.

I most respectfully request that you rescind
your settlement offer and go after more
meaningful remedies as approved by the new
Judge in the case.

Most sincerely yours,

Edward D. Isenberg

disabled, current computer user

former Vice President of Marketing and
Technology, IM?Learn

former Director of Marketing Support,
Oracle

former Vice President of Sales and
Marketing, Kimtron

former Director of Software Marketing,
MDS Qantel Computers

former programmer, webmaster, and
consultant

E-mail: ed @imlearn.com or
edisenberg2@home.com

Voice: 505-922-1072

Fax: 505-922-1078 (call first)

Address: 675 Camino Arco Iris, Corrales,
NM 87048-7289

MTC-385

MTC-00000386
From: Tracey, Dominic P

To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov
Date: 11/16/01 9:4lam
Subject: shame on you

You should be ashamed of yourselves for
throwing away all the hard work done by
those who have come before you. As an IT
professional who has suffered under
Microsoft’s stifling practices for nearly two
decades, I have carefully followed this case.
Your _complete cave-in to Microsoft and
your farcical proposed sanctions bring the
entire process into disrepute. What kind of
reasoning is “we don’t think we’ll be able to
get them to behave so we aren’t even going
to try”’!? Thank you for the opportunity to
express my frustration and I hope you will
reconsider this extremely unwise track you
are following.

Dominic Tracey

Developer Services

UnumProvident

MTC-386

MTC-00000387

From: Eric

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:42am
Subject: Microsoft Antitrust

This deal is a complete sell-out. The DOJ
has just handed Microsoft card blanch to
bundle anything they want into their OS.
This means that they could bundle Microsoft
Money into the OS and squeeze out the
competition of Quicken.

Microsoft was guilty in a court of law that
it is a Monopoly (even Israel came to the
same conclusion), however, they are not
being penalized for any of their previous
actions. This clearly sends a message to
corporate America that “hey, you too can
break the Law and the DOJ will just slap your
wrists”.

Also, there are so many loopholes is this
final draft that Microsoft will be able to get
around almost all of the sanctions that are
placed against them. I can see this and I'm
not even a lawyer, therefore, I wonder how
the DOT even came up with this.

Thanks to the DOT, Microsoft appears to be
above the law if not controlling it like they
control everything else.

Eric R. Fairhurst

MTC-387

MTC-00000388

From: Tom Edwards
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:42am
Subject: Microsoft Case

This note is in response to an article I read
on Excite. I am in favor of the DOJ dismissing
the Microsoft case in total and putting
whatever pressure you can on the states to do
likewise (i.e. tell them they will lose any
appeals). Watered down penalties will create
a lot more bureaucracy, but for no gain.
Stiffer penalties designed to help Microsoft
competitors will weaken Microsoft, but only
add to the clutter on the other side. If the
competitors had product with a clear
advantage people would already be buying it.
If they don’t, they don’t deserve being
propped up by pulling Microsoft down. I see
no real gain for the consumer. As for the
competitors, I would love to have an
alternative to Microsoft Windows that works

well, doesn’t glitch as often, and is more
intuitive to operate. Maybe they should be
spending their money on that instead of on
lawyers!!! T have been a PC user since 1978,
starting with a Radio Shack TRS-80. Since
that time I have always had a PC at home,
trading up every 2-3 years. I currently have
two PC’s personally and am looking to buy
a third. I also have a server and four other
PC’s that I co-own with a partner in my
business. I am considered by all but “real
power users” to be a power user. If the DOJ
wants to do something for folks like me, you
should look at software licenses, not just
Microsoft. Once upon a time many software
companies took the approach that you had to
own enough licenses to make sure you never
had more users using a piece of software than
you have licenses. The industry is evolving,
however, to an approach that says one
license per machine. In my case, where I
have multiple machines per user, that
significantly increases my cost to own
software that sits idle almost all the time.
With a change is license policy, I could then
buy Microsoft Office Professional for about
$600, install it on all three of my personal
machines, and use it on the machine I want
to at any given time. If my wife wanted to
use it, I would have to make sure I wasn’t
using it at the same time or buy two copies.
Either way, I wouldn’t be stuck buying three.
In the current environment and under
current licensing, I would get branded a
“Software Pirate” under either scenario.
Thanks for listening.

Regards,

Tom Edwards

IdeaWorks, LLC

tedwards@ideaworksllc.com

tel (616) 454—4033

fax (616) 454—4474

MTC-388

MTC-00000389

From: Arnold Gregg

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:46am
Subject: Consumer comments

Mr. I Ms. Regulator:

I understand the DOT is accepting
comments on the proposed Microsoft
settlement. These are mine. I believe in our
free enterprise system and a level playing
field. Although Microsoft (MSFT) has been a
very positive force in shaping the PC
industry, they have also become unduly
powerful. The fact is MSFT’s dominance of
the PC operating system environment limits
consumer choices. As the owner of a small
business with a network of less than 50 PCs,
we have to continually upgrade our
application software, with little or no
increase in benefits, because when we
purchase new PC’s they are pre loaded with
MSFT software that is in one way or another
incompatible with previous releases of the
same applications. MSFT has driven the likes
of Lotus, WordPerfect and Netscape into
virtual extinction as a result of their
marketing practices. The DOJ should force
Microsoft to sell a stripped-down version of
Windows that doesn’t include built-in
software for browsing the Internet, reading e-
mail, listening to audio I video; and that is
truly open for other software developers to
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build on the Windows OS platform. I realize
that many fine software companies are
already extinct, but there will be many new
developments in the future and MSFT should
not be allowed to kill them off before
consumers have an opportunity make a
choice.

PS:Iam a MSFT stockholder!!

Arnold Gregg

Anaheim, CA

MTC-389
MTC-00000390

From: Tony Brocato
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:46am
Subject: fair settlement for microsoft

Bill Gates and Microsoft have changed our
world for the better. I think that Microsoft
will survive these lawsuits and continue to
make the best system in the world even
better. thank you

Tony Brocato

Raynham, Mass.

MTC-390

MTC-00000391

From: Atteckus@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:48am
Subject: Penalties for MS

The federal government (Justice) has not
pursued the very crux of Microsoft’s abusive
use of monoply power. Shame on DOJ!
Shame on the Court! You have done nothing
to address the bundling issue, which is the
core of the problem with Microsoft. MS’s
ability to “force feed” computer
manufacturers add-on software by virtue of
the absolute requirement for the purchase of
its operating system, is the issue. It is anti-
competitive, shameless and compulsory. It is
unnecessarily adding to the cost to
consumers of computers for the benefit of MS
shareholders. Nine states and the European
Union WILL address this issue, even if
Justice and our court decides to lay down for
its MS pal. It would be preferable to see our
federal government demonstrate more
interest in protecting American consumers
than protecting Republican campaign
contributors.

Very truly yours,

Steven M. Gottlieb

goulston&storrs

a professional corporation

400 Atlantic Avenue

Boston, Massachusetts 02110-3333

U.S.A.

direct: (617) 574—3569

office fax: (617) 574—4112

http://www.goulstonstorrs.com

MTC-39 1

MTC-00000392

From: Mike Mahoney
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:50am
Subject: Comment on Settlement

Microsoft is the 500 1b. gorilla of the
computer software industry. Your settlement
is tantamount to giving it permission to sit
anywhere it wants to. Lots of little players are
going to get squashed. Many not so little
players are already squeezed out of some
markets.

Their tactic is to give their products away
until the corner the market and then jack the
price up once consumers have little choice
other than to pay their exorbitant prices. MS
Office is a good example. It used to given
away free. I attended an MS Office seminar
(free) and received a complimentary copy of
their software. Today a full copy of MS Office
is about $800. Meanwhile, Lotus Smartsuite
has lost significant market share. As that
share continues to dwindle, look for MS
Office prices to continue to climb. The same
can be said for all the other productivity suite
vendors.

Strong arm tactics are what forced IBM to
basically stop selling OS/2. Oh, it’s still
available but you don’t ever see any ads for
it anymore. Technically, it’s a far superior
operating system, but no one would develop
applications for it because Microsoft
threatened to withhold API information from
developers if they wrote their programs so
that they would work on both Windows and
0S/2. Without applications the operating
system is useless. MS knew that and brought
their fist down on the developers to make
them conform to their wishes.

Your recent settlement with MS gives them
license to continue their strong armed tactics.
We're all going to be poorer for it. Despite
what Bill Gates says, their issue isn’t a
“freedom to innovate”’, it’s a freedom to steal
good ideas from competitors and then force
them out of the market.

If my government isn’t interested in a level
playing field there won’t be one.

Mike Mahoney

MTC-392

MTC-00000393

From: Marc One
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:50am
Subject: Anit-trust settlement

The Goverments settlement amounts to less
than a slap on the wrist and should be an
embarrassment to every one involved.

MTC-393
MTC-00000394

From: Simpson, Randy
To: microsoft.atr(a)usdoj .gov’
Date: 11/16/01 9:51am
Subject: enough already

The legal system in this country is
becoming a joke. Justice delayed is justice
denied. Careful consideration of all angles
does not lead to a better decision when the
time it takes to accomplish this is out of
proportion to the decision. US government
resources, state government resources and
private company resources are being ground
up and digested by the legal system while the
environment that triggered the initial
questions has turned over and reinvented
itself several times. For Gods sake and the
good of the country, make a decision so we
can get on with our collective enterprises.

Dr. William R. Simpson

Institute for Defense Analyses

703—-845-6637

fax 703-845-6848

1801 N. Beauregard

Alexandria, VA 22311-1772

MTC-394

MTC-00000395

From: wade f dansby 3
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 11/16/01 9:53am
Subject: shame on you

Shame on you for imposing inadequate and
weak penalties on a company that has
consistently ignored similar and almost
identical measures in the past. You just gave
them a slap on the wrist. The courts
determined that Microsoft is an aggressive
and damaging monopoly and broke law
thereby. As long as they hold back all the
code to their operating system and also
develop major software for it, they will
always have an insurmountable advantage
over any other software developer. They can
enter any new software paradigm and
immediately dominate it. How does this
foster any sense of competition. How can this
possible be good for the industry. Shame on
you all.

wade dansby 3 reply to:
wade3@webslingerZ.com

media designer wk 919.933.1222 mb
919.270.5598

webslingerZ, inc  http://
www.webslingerZ.com

MTC-395
MTC-00000396

From: jimmy.wilson @ att.net @ inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:56am

Subject: Thoughts on Microsoft ruling

Personally, I am not happy with the final
agreement orchestrated between the
government and Microsoft. I think it amounts
to a mere slap on the wrist and does
absolutely nothing to penalize the company
for many years of gross disregard to the PC
industry and to the competitive process for
that industry.

To have been better served as a consumer,
Microsoft must be forced to allow their
customers to decide what is installed on their
PCs. I don’t want Microsoft to make those
decisions for me. Most customers are
intelligent enough to decide on what
software best serves their needs and either
install that software or have it installed for
them.

Microsoft needs to be punished for their
actions over the years. My thought would be
they should either be required to do either
personal computer software (i.e. operating
system, games, productivity) or business
software (i.e. database, applications) but not
both.

My thoughts and opinions only.

Jimmy Wilson
MTC-396

MTC-00000397

From: M. Giglio

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:57am

Subject: Comments on Microsoft Antitrust
settlement

To Whom it may concern...

I have competed in the sales arena against
MS for over 13 years and have sees every
dirty trick in the book that their organization
can pull to crush the competition. The
solution you are proposing, your beliefs
about its enforcement, and Microsoft’s
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sincerity are a joke. Either you have been told
to back off, or you just don’t care any more
are the only reasons that I can come up with.
Microsoft just recently slandered our
company to our own customers RE: Novell
Sues Microsoft Over Advertisement. Novell
is taking aim at a series of statements
Microsoft printed on a piece of marketing
collateral and sent to technology buyers,
including some Novell customers. The
advertisement was delivered in a package
designed to look like a breakfast cereal box
with the name “Microsoft Server Crunch.”
http://www.computerworld.com/storyba/0,4
125,NAV47_ST064398,00.html I have heard
first hand from my customers the damage
this caused my company and my family has
felt the economic impact these blatant lies
and slander have caused. My customers have
told me what their Microsoft sales rep said
about the antitrust suit ““...we knew all along
the Justice department had no teeth and the
political climate would not tolerate a break
up. If you go with the proposed settlement,
Microsoft will not only walk all over it, they
will become more abusive and aggressive
than before destroying what little is left of
their competition.

Michael Giglio

MTC-397

MTC-00000398

From: Don Tilleman

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 9:58am
Subject: Settlement Comments

To Whom It May Concern,

After carefully reading the proposed
Micrsoft settlement, it appears to me thast
you have caved into Micrososft. NOTHING in
the agreement will rectify past abuses and
any changes that Microsoft would have to
make apply only to future releases.

It is like you have said, OK you guys were
bad, but boys will be boys, play nicer in the
future.

This settlement must address the flagrant
violations of previous court orders and slap
a substanstial finacual penalty on Microsoft.
It also should help to create a level playing
field for current players. By allowing
Microsoft to say what they can and cannot
release is similar to allowing a hungry wolf
to share a cage with several sheep and
admonishing it to not eat them, it just is not
going to happen in this lifetime.

I realize that you have a political stake in
this, after all your boss and his political party
accepted millions of dollars in campaign
contribyutions in the 2000 elections and you
cannot bite the hand that feeds you, but as
an IS professional it saddens me to see
consumer protection reduced to political
expediancy.

The settlement should include major
finacial penalties, forcing Microsoft to sell a
bare bones Operating System, stripping the
.NET products out of the current OS, and the
establishment of a committee that consists of
representaives from the Justice Dept,
Consumer Watchdog Groups, IS professionals
and Microsoft that reviews and releases code
to Microsoft competeitors. Microsoft would
not have veto power over any release. You
are dealing with a monoploy power here that
took steps to insure that it’s competetiors

would not be around at this point to dictate
the terms of this settlement. There is
precedent here, look at the IBM and AT&T
decions of the 1970’s. Both of those
settlements actually helped to create wealth
and empowered consumers to make choices.

I am glad that several states chose not to
cave into the whim of an elected offcial and
continue to press for real and substantive
gains for the consumer against a monopoly
that has abused it’s power time and time
again.

Don Tilleman

Pinetree Peripherals inc

(303) 772-3915

dtilleman@pinelnc.com

http://www.pinelnc.com

MTC-398

MTC-00000399

From: kabazuki

To: Microsoft AIR

Date: 11/16/01  9:59am
Subject: Microsoft Settlement?

Sirs:

Billions of $$ in sales. Why doesn’t it
work? It isn’t meant to work, it’s a cash cow.
Can’t avoid it because US Federal authorities
folded on the AntiTrust suit. Personally, I
have 5 yrs research archives held hostage to
MSFT marketing malice.

Netscape? The only way to save email
records—unless your name is Monika
Lewinsky, of course. But if you have an
“uncontrollable situation”
(DataRecoverySpeak for MSFT marketing
practices) and you haven’t used Netscape,
your’e in trouble.

Java? It’s more secure than DirectX, but
MSFT forces it’s “clients” to agree to the
contrary when they pick up and install the
MSFT browser’s java-enabling package. Their
practice of forcing individuals to agree to
matters of fact under dispute or in which
they have no personal expertise at their
command which would afford informed
consent/dissent remains open to legal
challenge, nonetheless. Furthermore, one is
ill-advised to accept MSFT updates
throughout the “life” of one of their products
because these updates merely prepare for a
major programming design switch, a
questionable marketing method tantamount
to blackmailing individuals into the purchase
of “new” product versions which MSFT
would like to sell in large numbers but for
which individuals have no pressing,
overwhelming need.

This happened in the switch from
W1N95=W1N98 and it is happening again
with the switch W1N98/MEIOO to WinXP.

Add to all these outrages and shoddy
practice the fact that to get their “‘seamless
package” to function, service advice must be
purchased. It seems there is nothing in the
manner in which MSFT’s “offer is structured
likely to prevent further developpment of
this marked trend in negative marketing. It is
safe to assume that as the “product” is
divided into smaller pieces and more
complex calculation packages are fitted to
each product module in order to book higher
revenues on sales of the same old stuff,
features which demand heavy service will be
built into the corporation’s produt range. It
is suggested that the Court’s IT specialists’

attention be drawn to the evolution of
Microsoft’s .dll/migrate calculations from
1995 to October 2001, and that they evaluate
the objective usefulness of this type of
product developpment.

Respectfully,

Jackie Hulme

MTC-399

MTC-00000400

From: Bruce A Furnival
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 12/6/01 1:43pm
Subject: Microsoft’s so called monopoly.
Microsoft needs to be left alone. If anyone
else in the computer world wants to make
operating systems for consumers they can.
They prefer to keep things complicated.
Yours truly,
Bruce Furnival

MTC—-400

MTC-00000401

From: Minh Duong

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 11/16/01 2:15pm
Subject: Settlement not adequate

With two federal judges having found that
Microsoft is guilty of monopolistic practices,
the settlement agreement is wholly
inadequate to redress nor prevent the
infractions for which Microsoft was found
guilty. While a breakup may not be in the
best interest of the company nor the industry,
this settlement has less merit than the 1995
consent decree that Microsoft violated.

Any settlement made must do more than
rely on the vigilance of the Justice
Department to assure that Microsoft follows
the settlement. The settlement also must not
be so vague as to allow Microsoft loopholes.
As it stands, the settlement allows Microsoft
to define its own behaviors as conforming or
non-conforming through the wrangling of
what it deems “would compromise the
security of anti-piracy, anti-virus, software
licensing, digital rights management,
encryption or authentication systems [etc]

. . With UTICA/EULA, Microsoft can find
other exceptions. Even if it violated the
behaviors it sets, Microsoft polices itself
through its influence in naming the oversight
committee that oversees it. Finally, in the
unlikely event that Microsoft is found guilty
by the oversight committee of violations,
there are no provisions for punishment or
procedures for redress. Does the DOJ sue
again?

The settlement is not a sellout. It is a
rubber stamp to all the policies that has made
Microsoft a monopoly. The Bush claims to be
business-friendly; this settlement adjusts that
view to be “‘biggest-business-friendly.”

As a test of settlement to address users’
concerns bear in mind the following
scenario: At the moment, the latest version of
Windows (XP) is now selling. While it is an
advance on