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MTC-00024449

From: Keith B. Bassett

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:11pm
Subject: Microsoft Antitrust Case

Hello,

I am writing to address the possible
settlement of the US vs Microsoft case.
Simply put, the current remedy worries me.
If we subscribe to a strictly behavioral
punishment for a company which has been
proven a monopoly, then how can we design
it so that the changing face of technology
doesn’t allow Microsoft to sidestep it?
Because of the volatile nature of the field of
technology, and because of Microsoft’s
proven habit of undermining or purchasing
competitors, how can any behavioral
punishment forsee the direction that the
company will move? Microsoft has shown
great ingenuity in getting around this sort of
punishment in the past, and the current
remedy doesn’t appear to be properly drawn
to prevent Microsoft from doing so again.

I still subscribe to the idea that a structural
remedy would be the best course of action.
A dissolution of the company into parts that
could compete with each other would seem
to produce the greatest economic good for the
largest number of consumers and companies.
Microsoft would produce better products
without the stranglehold on the oem market
that they currently hold. Oems would have
the option of going with several varieties or
flavors of the current Microsoft offerings,
which would cause serious competition and
improvement in the OS offerings. Bugs
would be fixed quickly, and the basic solidity
of the OS offerings would increase at a
similar rate, as the companies struggled for
position. File formats might still be a weapon
against competitors, but without one clear
leader, the level of interoperability would be
a serious selling point. Currently the Office
offerings import all documents perfectly, but
cannot export to other formats without major
problems, even ostensibly “‘open” formats.
However, it appears that the structural
remedies have been discarded in favor of
action which will be perceived as less
drastic. Perhaps some appropriate remedies
include the dissolution of the current OEM
preload aggrements, with a prohibition of
future ones. The Microsoft office suite data
file formats could be placed into the public
domain, with future format changes coming
under review from an independent open
standards body. The .NET formats,
interconnects and standards could be placed
under the overview of an independent open
standards body, as could the Microsoft
networking protocols.

A drastic, but effective solution would be
the seizure and relicensing of the core source
code for the range of Microsoft’s OSes. If they
were relicensed under an open source license
they would remain available regardless of the
changes made to them. This, while extreme,
would allow for the use of the code by the
entire marketplace and increase competition
in other areas, forcing Microsoft to compete
elsewhere. These solutions may seem
extreme, but they depend upon the fact that
Microsoft has a proven monopoly which was
obtained by illegal means. If they did not
have a monopoly or if it was retained legally
these rules would not apply.

If an effective long term remedy is not
obtained, then Microsoft will have been
given implicit permission to continue their
current and former business practices. In fact
it will be an endorsement of them and will
endanger what little remaining commercial
competition they have. I don’t know what
this will mean for other big companies in the
information business, but it certainly gives
them a frightening level of control of the
American public’s access to those companies
and to information in general.

Thanks for your time, I know that this was
a simple and general letter, but I wanted to
let you know what the general public was
feeling.

Keith B. Bassett

MTC-00024450

From: James M. Moe

To: Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov
Date: 1/25/02 12:14pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I do not agree.

Microsoft is a monopoly as found in the
original judgment. While not a bad thing in
itself, Microsoft has persistently abused its
position to the detriment of the computer and
software industries. Further it is
contemptuous of the prevailing laws and
openly continues its abusive practices.

MTC-00024451

From: Dankovits, Kris
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 12:14pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I disagree with the Microsoft settlement. It
is a foolish move, designed to help only
Microsoft.

Kris Dankovits

MTC-00024452

From: Ryan Lucier
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:14pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I think Microsoft develops O.K products,
but getting rid of competition is not a good
practice.

MTC-00024453

From: Don Ramier

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sir or Madam:

I would like to have my comment entered
into the Federal Register as required by the
provisions of the Tunney Act (Antitrust
Procedures and Penalties Act) with respect to
the proposed ““settlement” of the Microsoft
Corporation anti-trust case.

Since Microsoft has shown absolutely no
remorse or change in business attitudes
following the 1995 anti-trust decision
rendered against it, and has been found to be
in contempt of court regarding subsequent
violations, business activities, business
strategies, and programs, I hope and pray that
the Federal Government will deny the
validity of this settlement on many grounds,
including and not limited to the one
mentioned above.

This provisions of this settlement are
unenforceable. The penalties cannot be

enforced, monitored, or even imposed upon
the Microsoft Corporation.

I never wanted to have a browser supplied
by Microsoft Corporation with their operating
system forcibly imposed on my property, my
Personal Computer, called Internet Explorer.
I use Netscape, a competitor of Microsoft’s.
My computer fails to operate properly due to
malicious engineering by the operating
system (Windows) when I respond that I
don’t want to use Internet Explorer as my
default browser. How can I be sure that the
L.E. code is to blame? How can the provisions
of this settlement be enforced? Computer
programming can be “transparent to the
user” and can cause lingering damage, and
even crippling effects on the property of
people like myself, if I don’t answer the
questions the way the code interprets I
should. How can situations like this be
monitored by the U.S. Government, or by
anybody else, for that matter? This is just one
of many examples I could use to describe the
performance (or lack thereof) of my property,
my Personal Computer, when maimed by any
number of versions of the Windows operating
system. I am a technical writer by trade, and
it is my job to document highly technical
programming code of sophisticated software
applications. Over the last twenty years, I
have been employed by the International
Business Machines Corporation (IBM), the
Federal Express Corporation (FedEx) and
three smaller software development
corporations. I have been very well trained to
know what the code is supposed to do, and
what the code is NOT supposed to do (the
actions and mistaken actions of programming
code).

In these twenty years of computer related
technical writing experience, I have seen the
emergence of the operating system named
DOS (short for Disk Operating System) that
Microsoft created for delivery on the IBM PC,
the evolution of DOS to Windows, and, over
time, the gradual, yet perceivable,
encroachment of the Windows operating
environment on my ability to perform my
specified tasks within the framework needed.
Jumps from versions of operating systems
affected the performance of other
applications that should not have been
affected and this caused much delay in the
delivering of my services to my employers in
a timely manner.

How can the U.S. Government hope to
understand, much less enforce, the terms of
this proposed settlement on the intricacies of
the Windows operating environment and the
thousands upon thousands of lines of code?
It is inconceivable to me that the U.S.
Government, in all it’s might and glory,
cannot see that this settlement is just a cop
out and is not justice, but an appeasement to
the monolithic Microsoft Corporation.

For these and other reasons, I hereby voice
my concern over the terms of the proposed
settlement and ask that remedial steps be
taken to truly and justly dismantle the
monopolistic Microsoft Corporation by force
of law.

Sincerely,

Don A. Ramier, III

Documentation Specialist

Geobot, Inc.

Memphis, Tennessee
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MTC-00024454

From: Jonathan Kamens

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:17pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern:

I have been developing computer software
for Windows, Linux and other operating
systems for over fifteen years.

I have reviewed the Proposed Final
Judgment (PFJ) in United States v. Microsoft.
In my opinion, the remedies outlined in that
judgment are inconsistent with the Finding
of Facts in the case and will not achieve the
required goals of eliminating Microsoft’s
anticompetitive conduct and making it
possible for other software vendors to
compete with Microsoft on an even playing
field in the future.

To mention just one of the many problems
with the PFJ, it stipulates that Microsoft must
document Windows API’s so that
competitors can write software which uses
those APT’s to interoperate with Windows,
but (a) the definition of what constitutes
“API's” and therefore must be documented is
just plain wrong, (b) there are no
requirements on when API’'s must be
documented, and hence Microsoft may be so
slow in documenting them as to make it
impossible for other software vendors to take
advantage of the documentation in time to
compete effectively. Furthermore, the terms
of the PFJ and of Microsoft’s own end-user
license agreements would seem to imply that
Microsoft can continue to prohibit other
software vendors from implementing and/or
using emulations of Windows API’s on non-
Windows operating systems. For example,
even under the PFJ the legality of the
“WINE” Windows emulator for linux would
still be questionable, despite the fact that
“WINE” is clearly one of the largest and most
effective tools for leveling the playing field
between Windows and Linux.

I sincerely hope that the Court rejects the
Proposed Final Judgment and instructs the
Justice Department to come up with a new
one which addresses the many problems
which I'm sure have been brought to your
attention.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Kamens

Curl Corporation

MTC-00024455

From: Ernie DeVries

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:19pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am not a lawyer. I cannot speak to the
legal points of the proposed settlement of
DOJ’s anti-trust action against Microsoft.
Although I am a computer professional, in
many ways I am just a consumer who is
directly affected by the actions of Microsoft
because I use personal computers. I can
speak to the impact of a settlement on
consumers.

The largest personal impact of Microsoft’s
conduct has been the lack of choice by
consumers. Microsoft has a long history of
actions such as pre-announcements, feature
add-ons and exclusive agreements which
have been done not to improve the use of MS
products, but simply as preemptive strikes to

keep competitors from continued
development on products. For me, this kind
of behavior is the core issue in MS using it’s
existing monopoly to enter new markets.

Although it was not specifically addressed
in the trial, events at Gateway computer
illustrate this problem. There was a time
when Gateway included “Office” software
with each new computer at no additional
charge. Gateway customers were given the
choice between Microsoft Office and
WordPerfect Office, with no push or coercion
toward either product. This practice did not
last long, but was replaced by Gateway
offering no choice—only MS Office. Anyone
who believes that Gateway took this action
on its own, without behind-the-scenes
“encouragement’”’ from MS, is a fool.

The connection to this case is that even if
MS never actually leaned on Gateway to
exclude competing products, MS was able to
create an environment wherein vendors had
to live with the constant threat that they
would be cut off by MS or have prices
increased by MS so that the manufacturer
could not compete. This environment lead
directly to reduced choice for consumers
with resulting higher prices and lower
productivity because the “better mousetrap”
never had a chance in the marketplace.

Certainly there were errors in judgment by
the original trial judge regarding the sharing
of his thoughts about the trial, but as I
watched the trial unfold I was repeatedly
struck with the thought that Judge Jackson
seemed to be the only one involved in the
case who was making any sense at all. If the
actual judgment of Judge Jackson cannot be
implemented, then certainly his intent needs
to be preserved.

To accomplish this, I see the following as
being critical pieces of the conclusion of this
case:

(1) Consumer choice will only be restored
when MS is forced to open its files to share
information on API calls and file formats so
that all competitors have the same advantage
as the internal developers at Microsoft. This
is not sharing source code, but interfaces.

(2) Exclusive contracts must be prohibited
between MS and its OEM customers as well
as with VARs (Value Added Resellers).

(3) MS must be prohibited from giving
away products. I know this is very difficult
to define, but we must never again have a
situation like Internet Explorer which was
created and given away for the exclusive
purpose of undercutting a competitor that
did not have the same financial resources as
MS. Consumers are not benefited by “free”
products when the result is the lack of real
alternatives in the marketplace.

(4) Financial penalties. The financial
penalties from Microsoft’s past behavior must
be so severe that MS will never again
consider repeating its behavior.

The bottom line is that we need a sentence
that restores choice and innovation to the
marketplace. MS must become one player
among equals instead of being the only
player that counts.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ernie DeVries

Flagstaff, AZ

MTC-00024456

From: KMGREENHAW®@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:20pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Department of Justice:

Please accept the settlement with
Microsoft.

Bringing this matter to a conclusion will
help the economy and boost confidence in
the stock market.

Thank you,

Kevin Greenhaw

MTC-00024457

From: Tony H
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:21pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
All T can say its a BIG JOKE.
Users Lose
Microsoft Wins
Thank You
Tony Hromadka

MTC-00024458

From: Paul Dupuy, Jr.

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:21pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To Whom It May Concern:

I am opposed to the proposed settlement in
the Microsoft antitrust trial. I feel that the
current proposed settlement does not fully
redress the actions committed by Microsoft
in the past, nor inhibit their ability to commit
similar actions in the future.

The vast majority of the provisions within
the settlement only formalize the status quo.
Of the remaining provisions, none will
effectively prohibit Microsoft from abusing
its current monopoly position in the
operating system market. This is especially
important in view of the seriousness of
Microsoft’s past transgressions.

Most important, the proposed settlement
does nothing to correct Microsoft’s previous
actions. There are no provisions that correct
or redress their previous abuses. They only
prohibit the future repetition of those abuses.
This, in my opinion, goes against the very
foundation of law. If a person or organization
is able to commit illegal acts, benefit from
those acts and then receive as a
“punishment” instructions that they cannot
commit those acts again, they have still
benefited from their illegal acts. That is not
justice, not for the victims of their abuses and
not for the American people in general.

While the Court’s desire that a settlement
be reached is well-intentioned, it is wrong to
reach an unjust settlement just for
settlement’s sake. A wrong that is not
corrected is compounded.

Sincerely,

Paul Dupuy

Software Engineer

Vancouver, WA

MTC-00024459

From: Lori Dupuy
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:22pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
To Whom It May Concern:
I am opposed to the proposed settlement in
the Microsoft antitrust trial. I feel that the
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current proposed settlement does not fully
redress the actions committed by Microsoft
in the past, nor inhibit their ability to commit
similar actions in the future.

The vast majority of the provisions within
the settlement only formalize the status quo.
Of the remaining provisions, none will
effectively prohibit Microsoft from abusing
its current monopoly position in the
operating system market. This is especially
important in view of the seriousness of
Microsoft’s past transgressions.

Most important, the proposed settlement
does nothing to correct Microsoft’s previous
actions. There are no provisions that correct
or redress their previous abuses. They only
prohibit the future repetition of those abuses.
This, in my opinion, goes against the very
foundation of law. If a person or organization
is able to commit illegal acts, benefit from
those acts and then receive as a
“punishment” instructions that they cannot
commit those acts again, they have still
benefited from their illegal acts. That is not
justice, not for the victims of their abuses and
not for the American people in general.

While the Court’s desire that a settlement
be reached is well-intentioned, it is wrong to
reach an unjust settlement just for
settlement’s sake. A wrong that is not
corrected is compounded.

Sincerely,

Lori Dupuy

Mother

Vancouver, WA

MTC-00024461

From: Scott Tietjen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:22pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Commentary due to the Tunney Act
requirements:

I am a Consultant Computer Programmer/
Analyst and Data Security Analyst. I have
reviewed the proposed settlement with
Microsoft, and have read many commentaries
on it, and I am shocked that our government
and nine states have given in to Microsoft in
such an outrageous way. There is no possible
chance that Microsoft will change its
behavior in any noticeable way with the
application of this settlement—they will in
fact be left alone to do what they want, to
whomever they want, any time they want,
with no controls whatsoever, despite this
“review committee” will do or say. This
settlement does nothing to stem Microsoft’s
anti-competitive behavior—in fact, it
provides so many large loopholes that you
can drive a truck through them (and,
Microsoft will drive many trucks through
those loopholes). I will not go into any
significant detail—my other collegues that
have provided commentary that more than
do justice to the topic.

In closing, I support the other nine states
and their attorneys-general who disagree
with the proposed settlement. Their
proposals come a lot closer to actually
restoring almost reasonable competition to
the marketplace, although they are not
perfect requirements either. I am of the camp
that believes that Microsoft properly needs to
be broken up into several smaller companies,
that the industry and economy will not be

harmed by such a breakup (just like AT&T,
the industry will thrive after such a breakup),
and that anyone that claims that harm will
result from such a breakup is merely
parroting Microsoft spin doctors.

—Scott Tietjen, West Haven, Connecticut

MTC-00024462

From: Christopher Fitch

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:23pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
To: Renata B. Hesse

Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street NW

Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Under the Tunney Act, I would like to
comment on the proposed Microsoft
Settlement. In the Antitrust trial, a number of
findings were made. Further, upon appeal a
number of facts were affirmed including that
Microsoft has a monopoly on Intel-
compatible PC operating systems, and that
the company’s market position is protected
by a substantial barrier to entry.
“Furthermore, the Court of Appeals affirmed
that Microsoft is liable under Sherman Act ?
2 for illegally maintaining its monopoly by
imposing licensing restrictions on OEMs,
IAPs (Internet Access Providers), ISVs
(Independent Software Vendors), and Apple
Computer, by requiring ISVs to switch to
Microsoft’s JVM (Java Virtual Machine), by
deceiving Java developers, and by forcing
Intel to drop support for cross-platform Java
tools.” (from Dan Kegel: http://
www.kegel.com/remedy/remedy2.html )

Since Microsoft illegally maintained its
monopoly, Microsoft enjoys a strengthened
Barrier of Entry and little or no competition
in the Intel-compatible operating system
market. As such, the Final Judgement must
remedy the situation by significantly
reducing the Application Barrier of Entry and
by greatly increasing competition in the
market. The proposed settlement does not
remedy either situation, and it actually
strengthens their current monopoly and
allows for new monopolies to be created.
There are a number of areas that are flawed
in the Proposed Settlement. A list of them is
located here: http://www.kegel.com/remedy/
remedy2.html

Some other problems:

* There is no provision for preventing an
extension of Microsoft’s monopoly into other
areas. Any Microsoft products must be
provided as additional-cost options with a
new computer which allows for a user to not
be forced into buying them if they do not
wish to.

* There is no provision for opening
Microsoft’s current and future file formats so
that any competitors” applications can
properly read/write/modify documents
created using Microsoft applications.

* There is no provision for requiring
Microsoft to publish, in entirety, the
specifications for any networking protocols
used in Microsoft’s products.

One other critical flaw is the lack of any
enforcement in the settlement and the lack of
any serious punishment if Microsoft violates
the terms of the settlement. In the Proposed

Settlement, only investigative issues are
covered. There are no mechanisms for
punishing Microsoft if they violate any terms.
This is akin to a convicted criminal (which
Microsoft is) being told at a sentencing
hearing that his only punishment is to agree
to not commit the crime again, and if the
criminal does commit the same crime, he
will just be “watched” some more. Without
any mechanism for punishment, Microsoft
can easily violate the settlement terms with
no fear of costs or consequences. The current
Antitrust proceedings resulted from
Microsoft’s violation of a Consent Decree
from 1995, and indicate a willingness by
Microsoft to break the law to maintain their
market share.

For years, it has been stated that computing
is critical to the United States”” economic
future, and as such, to the entire world. If we
allow Microsoft to continue to impede
competition and destroy innovation by
accepting the Proposed Settlement, the
country’s future and perhaps the whole
world’s future are in danger of suffering
significant damage from which it may take
years to recover. Competition is vital to any
important market and provides benefits to
customers and to the economy. A great
example of competition’s benefits is in the
area of Intel-compatible processors or CPUs.
Intel and AMD are the two main competitors
in this area, and their competition has had
a large positive effect. Their products are
better, cheaper, and easily available.

Finally, Microsoft has eliminated
customers” choices by restricting changes to
applications bundled with their operating
system and by forcing computer
manufacturers to install their operating
system through the use of restrictive
contracts. One of the cornerstones of our
country is freedom of choice. Microsoft has
violated that right and must be prevented
from violating freedom of choice any further.

In summary, Microsoft has been found
guilty of violating the law. These violations
and their damage to the market must be
remedied, and future damage must be
prevented. The Proposed Settlement does
neither and MUST be rejected since it does
not serve the public interest.

Thanks for your time,

Christopher Fitch

Senior Software Engineer

Memphis, TN

MTC-00024463

From: Marc Grubb
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:24pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Honorable Judge Kollar-Kotelly:

I would like to call to your attention what
I feel are glaring omissions in the PFJ], which
allow Microsoft to continue to dominate and
monopolize in almost every market, allow
exclusionary practices to continue, and fail to
adequately punish Microsoft for its anti-
competitive behavior. As a Macintosh user, I
feel the effects Microsoft’s strangle hold on
the consumer software market every day. By
using the Macintosh Operating System, I can
avoid using Windows, though it is a constant
struggle to avoid having to use Microsoft’s
Explorer for Web Browsing or Word and
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Excel for Word Processing and Spreadsheets,
which are just a few examples. Through their
domination, they have virtually eliminated
competition for consumer and small business
software applications even within the Mac

The PFJ is so vague that it only
STRENGTHENS Microsoft’s barriers to entry
and WEAKENS competition. This hurts
consumers and limits innovation and is
contrary to the free market principles of our
nation’s economy. Please strengthen the PFJ
to satisfy the Court of Appeal’s mandate
ruling “‘a remedies decree in an antitrust case
must seek to “unfetter a market from
anticompetitive conduct”, to “terminate the
illegal monopoly, deny to the defendant the
fruits of its statutory violation, and ensure
that there remain no practices likely to result
in monopolization in the future” (section
V.D., p. 99).

The PFJ, in its current form, does none of
these things, thereby violating the public
trust.

Thank you for your consideration.

Marc Grubb

Roslindale, MA

MTC-00024464

From: Mark Stevenson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:25pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

The proposed settlement is a poor one
because the “remedies’”” imposed are so
unrestrictive and narrowly-defined as to let
Microsoft continue with anitcompetitive
actions with almost no change in corporate
behavior. There is no sting, and there is no
remedy in the proposed settlement.

Mark Stevenson

Fishers, IN

Personal computer consumer/enthusiast

MTC-00024465

From: William Buchanan
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:25pm
Subject: Comment on Microsoft-DOJ
settlement

I am outraged at the proposed ‘‘settlement”
of this conflict. It makes as much sense to me
as the first court conclusion in the OJ
Simpson case. Gates has simply conned his
way out of being found clearly guilty by the
very expensive but well executed
investigation of Microsoft’s actions by the
Clinton DQOJ. Gates” entire career is based on
lying, cheating, stealing and bullying his way
around in the consumer community. He has
no scruples, other than continually doing
anything he can to get the public’s money in
exchange for their purchases of Microsoft’s
so-called “innovative” products. These sub
par products only appear to be innovative
because he has used his wealth and maligned
cunning to squash any legitimate
competitors. Jackson’s characterization of
him as a “little Napoleon” is right on. And
now for the corrupt tie between G.W. Bush
and W. Gates (following White House
meetings between the two) to surface as a
“just settlement” thrown quickly before a
war-distracted US public and its Congress, is
really rubbing salt into a big wound.

Hooray for the valor of the states who are
holding out and continuing to gun for a real

“just settlement”, in this case. The only
reason the other states that originally were
involved had to drop out is that the Gates
machine is so well endowed, financially and
legally, it is able to intimidate even a
relatively large collective of public/legal
representatives in its obsessive path of
destruction. I'm glad to be a citizen of
California, and able to watch my attorney
general, Bill Locklyer, lead the charge against
prematurely settling with Microsoft.

I would hope that the Federal DOJ could
follow the same path in this case, but think
that the eagerness of the current
administration to satisfy Gates” dreams of
walking away unscathed from this situation
are so far handing him his wishes, just as
though it was a “‘pardon”. If there is still
such a value as “justice” in our US, then let
it reign supreme. Require Microsoft to be
held accountable for what it has already been
found guilty of, and make it pay the full and
responsible cost of having deliberately
committed its heinous actions. And see to it
that the Bush administration be held just as
responsible and accountable for exercising its
Constitutional requirement to uphold justice
in this case. Anything less only brings to
light that the Bush administration and
Microsoft are colluding to dupe the taxpayer
into believing that both are worthy of honor,
a conclusion that is just not acceptable and
well should not be.

CC:abraham fred,Jacobsen Dianne,Lips
Rolf,Marasco Joe

MTC-00024466

From: pickens—kim@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:22pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Kim Pickens

1901 W Imhoff Rd

Norman, OK 73072

MTC-00024467

From: Chris Mayhall
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement—AOL Private
Suit
The last thing our country and economy
needs right now is yet another frivolous

lawsuit that will surely do further damage to
nearly everyone’s retirement portfolio
(particularly in light of recent events with
Enron Corporation). Please dismiss the recent
lawsuit file by AOL Time Warner against
Microsoft Corporation, and ask that AOL
Time Warner compete with technology
instead of litigation.

Three important points should be noted
regarding AOL Time Warner:

1. AOL purchased Netscape for $10 billion
dollars in the midst of the DoJ trial, even after
hearing concrete evidence that IE’s success in
the market was based on merit, not market
share.

2. Microsoft has tried to with AOL in a
variety of areas, including improvement of
instant messaging interoperability and getting
fair and open access to AOL’s dominant cable
assets.

3. AOL has repeatedly rebuffed Microsoft’s
efforts, to the detriment of consumers and the
technology industry, and has turned to
politics and litigation instead.

As a small-business entrepreneur, I view
the relationship between Microsoft’s Internet
Browser (IE) and AOL’s browser (Netscape
Navigator) as a straight-forward, very tough,
competition between two companies
operating in a free-market arena. Nothing
more.

AOL Time Warner needs to step up to the
plate, quit whining (or rather, attempting to
derail Microsoft and as a side-effect derail
our economy via litigation), and come out
with a superior browser and method for
interacting with the internet. AOL Time
Warner certainly has the financial assets to
compete, and no doubt has technology and
personnel to compete, AND has massive
leverage in the form of its cable rights and
media content (via Time Warner assets).

Do I file a lawsuit when my competition
across town comes up with a better service?
Hell no, I work longer hours, invest in newer
technology, and get my &%$ in gear or else
I'm out of a job and the vision that is my
company goes down the tubes.

Sincerely,

Chris Mayhall

Applied Digital Photography, LLC

MTC-00024468

From: Michele Midofer
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Under the Tunney Act, I wish to comment
on the proposed Microsoft settlement. The
conclusions reached in the Revised Proposed
Final Judgment is NOT in the public interest.
It encourages Microsoft’s monopolitic ways
to continue, and this is wrong.
Sincerely,
Michele Midofer

MTC-00024469

From: Ev Plant

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
July 22, 2001

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530
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Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

It is time to stop fiddling with the
Microsoft antitrust lawsuit, while the
American technology industry burns. I
strongly support your leadership in directing
your Department of Justice to settle this
embarrassment. After three years of
lawyering and three months of negotiations,

I am glad that the parties, including my home
state of Illinois, have agreed to what agreed
to what may be the least flawed settlement
possible.

Microsoft agreed to give up a great deal in
the settlement. Were I in charge of Microsoft,
I fantasize that I would have led out to
maintain the principles of American free
enterprise. However, I respect what Microsoft
went through, and Microsoft’s choice. Under
the settlement, Microsoft sets a precedent as
the first company to disclose to its
competitors the code for its internal
interfaces of an operating system, its popular
Windows programs. Further, Microsoft will
release its server interoperability protocols,
and on a non-discriminatory basis license its
copyrights and patents to other companies
who might otherwise infringe. Microsoft will
modify Windows XP and later to make it easy
for others, including competitors, to add their
own programs or remove Microsoft’s
programs integral to Windows. A three-
person oversight committee will monitor
compliance and field complaints from any
party. I think at all of this is too much, but
support Microsoft’s decision to accept the
settlement.

America has always been at the forefront
of computer software development. Let’s
maintain America’s leadership position. Your
leadership was essential to reaching the
settlement. Now your leadership can help
convince the Federal Judge to accept the
settlement. [ appreciate your strong
leadership.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Everett Plant

20 Grand Circle

Danville, IL 61832

CC:fin@mobilizationoffice.com@inetgw

MTC-00024470

From: Al Yee
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:27pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ever school child in America has been
taught about fairness and justice and yet the
American political system continues allow
Microsoft to crush its rival. The legal system
has proven Microsoft guilty so enforce the
law and for once prove that the justice
system is above politics.

MTC-00024471

From: Josh
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:30pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I just want to say that I disagree with the
proposed settlement. I don’t think I need to
go into great detail as to why I disagree with
it, 'm sure many others have already. My
feeling is basically this: This settlement is
equivalent to sentencing a serial killer to 100
hours of community service instead of the
life sentence (or worse) that they deserve.

Joshua Fluty
Independent Programmer
Greenville, SC

MTC-00024472

From: gagetman33@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:26pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Donald Grempler

611 West drive

Glen Burnie, MD 21061-2034

MTC-00024473

From: Shilpa Tilwalli
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 12:33pm

To Whom It May Concern:

In accordance with the Tunney Act I am
submitting my opinions on the proposed
government settlement with Microsoft in
regards to the pending anti-trust case.

I am firmly opposed to the current
proposed settlement term in the Microsoft
case. The terms do no fully redress the
actions committed by Microsoft in the past,
nor their ability to commit similar or anti-
competitive actions in the future.

Many of the provisions in the current
settlement will not effectively prohibit
Microsoft from abusing its current monopoly
position in the operating system market. In
view of Microsoft history of anti-comptetitive
practices correcting this is vitally important.

A few issues that have been brought to my
attention are:

1) The settlement does not take into
account Windows-compatible competing
operating systems. Microsoft increases the
Applications Barrier to Entry by using
restrictive license terms and intentional
incompatibilities. Yet the settlement fails to
prohibit this, and even contributes to this
part of the Applications Barrier to Entry.

2) The settlement Fails to Prohibit
Anticompetitive License Terms currently
used by Microsoft. Microsoft currently uses
restrictive licensing terms to keep Open
Source applications from running on
Windows.

3) The settlement Fails to Prohibit
Intentional Incompatibilities Historically

Used by Microsoft. Microsoft has in the past
inserted intentional incompatibilities in its
applications to keep them from running on
competing operating systems.

4) The settlement Fails to Prohibit
Anticompetitive Practices Towards OEMs.
The current settlement allows Microsoft to
retaliate against any OEM that ships Personal
Computers containing a competing Operating
System but no Microsoft operating system.

Please refer to http://www.kegel.com/
remedy/remedy2.html for other issues that
must be addressed for the settlement to be
fair and equitable to all interested parties.

While the Court’s desire that a settlement
be reached is well-intentioned, it is wrong to
reach an unjust settlement just for
settlement’s sake. I implore you to look into
these and the other issues before before
pursuing closure on this matter.

Thank you.

Shilpa Tilwalli

MTC-00024474

From: dave robinson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern:

I believe that the proposed settlement is a
bad idea. It will not prevent Microsoft from
breaking antitrust laws in the future, or
punish them for the illegal damage they have
already done to companies in my area.

Thankyou very much for your
consideration,

David Robinson

MTC-00024475

From: David Sullivan
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The proposed settlement is inadequate as
it stands. There are a number of glaring
flaws—for instance, the PF] prohibits certain
behaviors by Microsoft towards OEMs but
allows Microsoft to retaliate against any OEM
that ships Personal Computers containing a
competing Operating System but no
Microsoft operating system. But this means
that the proposed remedy is little remedy at
all for it allows Microsoft to continue to
dominate the Intel based OEM market with
abandon.

Please reconsider the proposed settlement.

David Sullivan

Associate Professor, MSCD

MTC-00024476

From: Christal Phillips
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:32pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
the proposed settlement is bad idea !!!!

MTC-00024477

From: Caroline Lambert
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:33pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am sending this email because I am
concerned that the Proposed Final Judgement
does not go anywhere near far enough to stop
Microsoft’s anti-competitive behavior. There
are too many loopholes which others have



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

2002 / Notices 27489

adequately described. Microsoft’s only
concern at the end of the day is how many
dollars they can suck out of their customers.
If the remedies are not made more severe,
there will be no limit to the damage they will
cause to consumers and the high tech
industry in the future.

Caroline Lambert

IT Infrastructure Manager

Agilent Labs

MTC-00024478

From: Mike Zyphur
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:33pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern,

My name is:

Mike Zyphur

New Orleans, LA 70118

I am a Ph.D. student in Industrial and
Organizational Psychology at Tulane
University, a US citizen, and I do not agree
with the proposed ruling. This settlement is
a bad idea. If this settlement is the outcome
of what was a very telling antitrust trial and
fact-finding process by the DOJ then I am
going to lose even more faith in the ability
of the DOJ to be an island in a sea of
corporate-sponsored governmental policy-
making than has already been erroded by
past DOJ actions. If the currently proposed
ruling is allowed to stand, Microsoft will
continue its subtle and publicly covert
operation of stifling competition and
innovation, and (for those who know a fair
amount about technology and programming)
blatantly produce some of the worst products
on the market with virtually no competition
that is adequately Windows compatable.
Please, please, please, reconsider your
proposed decision and be true to the name
of your organization. The name that is, in this
country, supposed to mean something: The
Department of Justice. For how can we, as a
nation, attempt to bring and preach justice
throughout the world (as we are currently
attempting to do) if we cannot even remain
unbiased and just in our homeland?

Thank you for your time,

Mike Zyphur

The immature man desires to die for a
cause. The mature man desires to live for a
cause, humbly.

J.D. Salinger

MTC-00024479

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

Date: 1/25/02 12:30pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Betty Norman

326 N. Evans

Pierre, SD 57501

MTC-00024480

From: Anne Dirkse

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:34pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I would like to express my sincere dismay
at the injustice of the proposed settlement
terms of DOJ vs. Microsoft. Such a settlement
does nothing to remedy the stifiling impact
that Microsoft has had on the industry. Quite
the opposite, in fact It opens up a new
audience for Microsoft in a market that they
would very much like to permeate.
Tecnology can and will do great things for
this country, but the essence of its sucess
should be the same essence that made this
country great: freedom. By allowing
Microsoft to continue their non-competetive
practices you all but ensure that they will not
only have increasing control over the
operating system market but also that they
will continue their attempts to obfuscate and
disable other viable technologies, protocols
and revolutionary ideas.

You must act now to make sure the
Internet, and communications standards
remain open to everyone. The following are
critical to any agreement terms:

1. Any application or web service
distributed by Microsoft which
communicates over a network must first have
its protocol approved and published by a fair
committee. (The idea is not to hinder
Microsoft’s ability to create their own
protocols, only to insure that other
applications will compete on their relative
merits.)

2. The committee will also provide a
protocol compatibility suite (PCS) for the
protocol.

3. No Microsoft product, patch, or web
service may be distributed without first
passing the protocol compatibility suite
(PCS).

4. The latest Java Runtime Environment
must be installed and configured on all
future Microsoft products for the next ten
years—including Java WebStart.

Sincerely,

Anne L. Dirkse

anne@annedirkse.com

MTC-00024481

From: barrie@siast.sk.ca@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:32pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The Settlement does not go nearly far
enough in punishing Microsoft for it’s
business practices. The Justice Dept, for
political reasons only, completly caved on
the settlement.

Bryce Barrie

MTC-00024482

From: Helen Traaen
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:38pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Please settle with Microsoft and quit
spending tax payers money on this long
drawn out process, thank,,,,,

Helen Traaen

MTC-00024483

From: (q)Charles Hethcoat(q) (060)Charles
Hethcoat

To:RFC-822=verify@*fxsp0;-
kegel.com.microsoft.atr@usdoj.gove@i...

Date: 1/25/02 12:36pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Name: Charles L. Hethcoat III

City: Houston

State: Texas

Title: Concerned citizen; Senior Engineer/
Stress Analysis

Organization: Currently unemployed

To Whom It May Concern:

I have signed Dan Kegel’s Open Letter to
the DOJ because I fully agree with it.
Microsoft is being rewarded, not punished.
Now, as a part of this goofy “settlement,” the
Pied Piper of Redmond is geing given the
next generation of school children to do with
as he wishes.

I say it’s spinach and I say to Hell with it.

Cheers.

Charles Hethcoat

MTC-00024484

From: Matthew Jones
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:37pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe the current Microsoft settlement
is not a good idea. Please review the
settlement and make sure it meets
requirements and standards of existing laws
and regulations. When a corporation such as
microsoft defies federal anti-trust laws and
calls it aggressive business practices,
something must be done about it. now is the
time to hold microsoft accountable for their
actions and see that the company does not
continue in its illegal courses of action.

Thank you for your time

Matt Jones

MTC-00024485

From: ddaupert@csc.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:12pm

Subject: Microsoft is a monopoly.

Microsoft has been found guilty of
monopolistic practices, but my government is
set to reward its behavior.

The DOJ/Microsoft settlement is a
disproportionately weak response to the
harmful, predatory practices of that business
entity. Most of the time I believe it is not in
our best interests for the government to
micromanage free market activities. But in
this case, the actions of Microsoft have
proven to be harmful to the marketplace
community, and by extension the larger
economy.

If my government fails to protect the
interests of its citizens on such a hugely
influential matter, that failure will corrode
the trust its citizens place in it. Furthermore,
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letting the monopolist off so lightly
essentially codifies into law its monopolistic
practices, and paves the way for further and
more egregious activities.

It is my view that a structural response,
such as breaking the company into operating
system and application entities is not an
unfair nor an uncalled for response. I believe
Microsoft has proven in the past it is well
capable of circumventing the rules other
business entities follow in its predatory
campaign to stamp out competition. Thus, I
believe more conservative behavioral
remedies will, in the end, prove no barrier to
further illegal and egregious behaviors on the
part of this entity.

Dennis Daupert

MTC-00024486

From: ayahone@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:35pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsotft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

F N Ingram

POB 12446

Odessa, TX 79768

MTC-00024487

From: sherbet—50@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:36pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Herbert Rowland

7565 Keating Dr.

Indianapolis, IN 46260—-3300

MTC-00024488

From: Christopher Plummer
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:33pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Greetings,

I would like to submit the following as a
Tunney Act comment regarding my
opposition to the proposed final judgement
against Microsoft:

As an information technologies
professional for twenty years I have observed
the rise of Microsoft and noted with concern
many of its anti-competitive and
monopolistic practices, only some of which
have been addressed by the DOJ case.

In general I am convinced that the remedy
proposed will not prevent Microsoft from
unfairly maintaining its monopoly, not stop
it from thwarting competition and innovation
in the computer and every other industry it
touches, and will not in the end prevent
Microsoft from harming consumers by
hindering their choices in the marketplace.
The PFJ Contains Misleading and Overly
Narrow Definitions and Provisions, Fails to
Prohibit Anticompetitive License Terms
currently used by Microsoft, Fails to Prohibit
Intentional Incompatibilities Historically
Used by Microsoft, Fails to Prohibit
Anticompetitive Practices Towards OEMs,
and as currently written appears to lack an
effective enforcement mechanism.

Please go back to the drawing board and
come up with a remedy that will actually
protect and benefit consumers!

Thank you,

Christopher Plummer

Lotus Notes Administrator

Independent Contractor

Flemington, NJ USA

MTC-00024489

From: bsteinhour@santeccorporation.
com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:36pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare”” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Bill Steinhour

220 Malibu Street
Castle Rock, CO 80104

MTC-00024490

From: Tazanator

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

sir;

I believe that the original proposal of
splitting up microsoft into several smaller
independant companies is truely what is
needed in the intrest of fair play. The court
records show they have run a monopoly and
violated anti-trust laws and have continued
to bully the computer market even during the
trial. To belive they won’t continue to do the
practices that made them the largest in the
business is a travisty to justice. In fact to
belive they will change and be open to
compition is to belive that the windows XP
isn’t them tring to fix the lemons in Windows
95. If they built cars you know they would
have been pushed out of business by now for
inferior support and a product that is very
unstable. They have kept the markets closed
thru their legal department and arm
wrangling to the point that there has never
been a chance for the american people to
stand up and voice what we belive is a better
product let alone a company to try to make
a better product available to the people.

Please in the interest of the american idea
of free competiton bust the microsoft
monopoly into several smaller corporations.
It would give the computers back to the
people that created them allowing the
programs to improve instead of repair what
microsoft has crippled. —

MTC-00024491

From: Sam Mills
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Do not settle with microsoft. People who
abuse the system must be held accountable.
Sam Mills

MTC-00024492

From: Cesar Rebellon
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:41pm
Subject: comments

Just a quick comment on Microsoft— My
feeling, for whatever it may be worth, is that
Microsoft, intentionally or not, has so much
market share that they inhibit the very
competition that our country prides itself in
promoting. Just my two cents worth...

Cesar J. Rebellon, M.A.

Applied Research Services

MTC-00024493

From: IVAN BOTVIN
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:41pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Gentlemen, I understand that you are now
in the process of reviewing the governments
settlement with Microsoft. It is my opinion
that the settlement is fair and should not be
touched. Microsoft is a very important player
in the growth of the computer industry. It has
been the leader in developing the technology
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that has brought the computer into the homes
of a large percentage of our people. It also is
an important source of foreign sales which
helps us in our balance of payments problem.
It has helped make American business more
competitive with it’s applications for them.
In short, we need Microsoft and we need it
with the ability to keep innovating. I support
the settlement as it now stands.

Sincerely,

Ivan J. Botvin

5300 E. Weaver Dr

Centennial, CO

MTC-00024494

From: Andy Rosen

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:40pm

Subject: Proposed settlement—unacceptable

To whom it may concern,

I have worked in the computer industry as
a software engineer and systems
administrator for over 15 years. I am writing
to express my concerns about the proposed
settlement by the Dept. of Justice and
Microsoft. There are two primary goals in any
anti-trust remedy: gains achieved through
illegal means should be recovered and
competition should be restored to the
relevant market.

It is my strong belief that, if approved, the
settlement would not penalize Microsoft in
any way, nor would it restore competition to
the relevant market. In fact, it would further
entrench Microsoft’s monopoly position and
allow them, legally, to extend that position
to new markets. The proposed settlement
includes no penalties for Microsoft. They
would simply be allowed to keep the
countless billions of dollars they have
acquired as a result of their illegal practices.

While the relevant market was defined as
Personal Gomputer Operating Systems, the
proposed settlement does nothing to restore
competition to that market. Instead, it tries to
ensure that third parties will have continued
access to the information necessary to write
application software for future Windows
platforms.

It was shown in the trial that there is a
significant “‘applications” barrier to entry. By
helping companies write *more*
applications for Windows we would be
helping Microsoft to strengthen their
position. Additionally, there are loopholes
that even a casual observer can recognize. For
example, Microsoft would be allowed to
determine who will have access to new and
existing system interfaces. In other words,
they would be allowed to pick and choose
who their competition will be in any
application software market.

Microsoft would also be allowed to block
all access to major portions of their interfaces
by claiming they are part of system security,
or virus protection, or content management,
etc. As they have shown in the past,
Microsoft is quite capable, and willing, to tie
unrelated products together not for technical
reasons, but to eliminate competition. Instead
we should be taking steps to bring existing
applications to platforms that attempt to
compete directly with Windows, such as OS/
2, Linux, BeOS, FreeBSD and UnixWare.

Microsoft had their year in court and were
found guilty. The trial is over. The appeals

process is over. Now is not the time for
settlements. Now is not the time for
judgment. Now is the time for remedy.
Andy Rosen <ajr@ajr.cx> Senior Software
Architect and Systems Administrator
http://www.ajr.cx/pubring.asc

MTC-00024495

From: Carl Stewart

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:41pm
Subject: The Microsoft Case

Hi there,

While I may not be a US citizen, I'm in
Canada by the way. Microsoft has abused its
monopoly and it should have a remedy put
at it. And here’s my proposed remedy for it.

1. Split it up into 3 companies. One for
operating system products. One for Internet
software. And the third for any other kind of
software.

2. Make it open up the API for all of its
operating systems, and future operating
systems. So that programmers have the same
chance to make great products as it does
itself.

3. Any proprietary feature in its Browser
that it has, it must open up so that
competitors that make other internet
browsers can have that same set of features.
In other words, it has to submit it to W3C
first, then if its approved, it can then add it
to its browser. So then its competitors can
have the same features as well.

4. When it gives out licenses to OEM’s, it
cannot limit the OEM to just having its
operating system on the computer. This way
if the OEM wants to put 2 operating systems
on the computer to give its customer’s a
choice of which operating system to use, or
to explore another operating system like
linux, while still using windows.

5. Give the OEM'’s a choice of which
browser to ship with the operating system. So
if an OEM wants to ship Netscape instead of
Internet Explorer, it can. And if the consumer
wants to use Internet Explorer, then it can
download it from Microsoft. Or at the very
least, a stripped down browser, with basic
download capabilities and html reading so
that the consumer can choose which browser
to use.

6. Open up the samba sharing system, so
that competitors can have full access on how
to implement it in their operating systems.
Including how to access it from their
operating system.

7. Microsoft cannot limit OEM’s as to
which software to include and not to include,
for example Microsoft cannot give them a
lower price or some other deal by only
including Microsoft Office and not a
competitors Office Suite.

Well there’s my ideas on the type of
remedy Microsoft should be given. Thanks
for listening.

Regards,

Carl Stewart

MTC-00024496

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

Date: 1/25/02 12:39pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Charles Middlebrooks

5005 Casa Grande Dr.

Dickinoson, TX 77539

MTC-00024497

From: Ed Boutros
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:22pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a user of Apple computer products it
should be noted Microsoft has not produced
a version of their database called Access for
the Macintosh. To many people this may
seem insignificant, but what it does is
eliminate the full integration of apple
computers in business environments. The
other point is that in the windows version of
Outlook, the mail client, Microsoft created a
networked calendar system, which again was
not provided for the Macintosh mail client
called Entourage. People may say so what,
what I say these omissions were done on
purpose to maintain Apple’s niche status in
the computer industry, since when an Apple
computer is sold Microsoft generates no
money from the transaction, but may my
benefit from the purchase of their limited
office suite. In order to level the playing
field, the company needs to be split in 3
ways, one for operating systems, one for add
on software and another for services like web
tv and .net. The company has vast influence
and must be monitored more closely, since
now Microsoft now has the ability to shut off
software that is purchased but not registered.
There is always the possibility that at some
point there could be massive computer shut
downs if someone hacked into the activation
system, or if a bug occurred in the activation
system. This would represent a serious
nation security risk to the national and world
economy. The implications are serious.

Ed Boutros

24 Oak Brook Dr.

Ithaca, NY 14850

607-272-8902

MTC-00024498

From: Nall, Clinton (SCH)
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 12:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlment

I would like to register my disappointment
with the current proposed final judgement in
this case. The terms API and middleware are
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so narrowly defined as to make the impact
of this judgement minimal to Microsoft. If
anything, it will be licensed to continue it’s
anti-competetive practices with impugnity.
Any settlement that does not toss out
Microsofts preload agreements and open
their office suite formats and networking
protocols to the light of day will be a travesty
and will pave the way for many more years
of the Microsoft non-benevolent monopoly.

Go back and get it right!

Clint Nall

250 Fairfax Drive

Alpharetta, GA 30004

MTC-00024499

From: Kevin Carter

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

RECOMMENDATION: Reject the current
proposal. Two facts lead to one conclusion
my recommendation:

FACT 1: Microsoft Corporation has proven
itself to be a powerful and dangerous force
because of the many ways it has leveraged its
monopoly in Windows OS-dependent
markets.

FACT 2: The current potential settlement
between Microsoft Corp. and the U.S.
Department of Justice proposes to maintain
that dynamic in the long term and impose
short-term restraints based on regulatory
oversight. CONCLUSION: The current
proposed settlement between DOJ and
Microsoft Corp. will fail to put an end to the
illegal monopoly; fail to prevent a return to
anticompetitive behavior; fail to deny the
violator the benefits of its illegal actions; and
fail to ensure competition going forward.

RECOMMENDATION: Reject the current
proposal.

Thank you.

—XKevin Carter
—18 Longfellow Road
—Arlington, MA 02476

MTC-00024500

From: Travis Morgan
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:46pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
The proposed settlement for the Microsoft
Anti-Trust case is outrageous and should not
be allowed!
Travis Morgan
CIO, Inc.
Main Line: 913.962.6222
New Direct Dial: 913.562.5645
Turning Systems into Solutions
www.cioinc.com <http://www.cioinc.com/
Please make note of our new address:
11656 West 75th Street
Shawnee Mission, KS 66214

MTC-00024501

From: bruceleev823@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division
601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This

has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

bruce venable

26311 judy circle

romulus, MI 48174

MTC-00024502

From: Robert K. Murawski
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:46pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
The settlement falls short.
Robert K. Murawski
Research Assistant
Physics Department
Stevens Institute of Technology
Hoboken, NJ 07030
work 201.216.5657
fax 201.216.5638

MTC-00024503

From: GO2GARCIA@
HOTMAIL.COM®@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:44pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jose Garcia

245 N RIDGEWOOD PLACE

APT. #110

LOS ANGELES, CA 900044045

MTC-00024504

From: macworks@telocity.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:48pm

Subject: Settlement unjust!

Re-instate the original verdict and
recommendations of the trial judge. Microsoft
should be broken up into a operating system
company, and an applications company. The

Explorer browser and interface should be
removed from the operating system to
become a standalone application. Substantial
fines should be levied against it for the
outrageous misconduct engaged in by
Microsoft.

Thanks for listening!

MTC-00024505

From: Steve Meyer

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:49pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am completely perplexed at the actions of
AOL. It is so obvious that AOL (among
others) is using the Justice Department/States
Atty Generals” offices to act as its private
outside counsel in its battle against
Microsoft, that it’s hard to for me to believe
that no one in the government can see what’s
occurring. This is pure economic politics on
the part of the hold-out states and economic
blackmail on the part of AOL; and as a
taxpayer, I find it offensive that AOL has
been using my tax dollars to boost earnings
that it cannot get in the marketplace via old-
fashioned competition.

If the hold-out states are truly interested in
stamping out anti-competitive practices, they
need to look no further than their AOL
bedfellow. Weren’t they the ones who
promised open access if they were allowed
to acquire Time-Warner? Didn’t they promise
to allow other instant messaging vendors
access to their IM system so we all could
benefit? They can’t have it both ways. You
can’t claim Microsoft is anti-competitive in
one market while AOL is doing the same
thing in another market.

For the record, I don’t own Microsoft stock
(nor have I ever), but I do use their products
daily which is why I, and thousands like me,
have jobs today.

Pull the back the covers and stop the
charade.

Steve Meyer

Communication Partners, Inc.

858-673-2266 x110

MTC-00024506

From: Barron Koralesky

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:44pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern—

I am firmly against the current Microsoft
settlement. The penalties do not at all
address Microsoft’s misdeeds in the past.
Moreover, it allows them to futher gain
footholds in other markets. Thereby
—increasing— thier monopoly status.

Please rethink the settlement terms.

Thank you,

—Barron Koralesky
Barron Koralesky
AIA[Science]
Macalester College

MTC-00024507

From: Timothy A. Musson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:50pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I would like to voice my opinion that
Microsoft should be severely punished for
their anti-competitive actions. The corporate
“citizen” that is Microsoft has used its



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

27493

monopoly to severely injure fellow
corporations, and thus has hurt consumers.
Their actions warrant heavy financial
penalties (real dollars to be spent completely
freely by the recipients, not donated software
and old computers) and oversight.

Thank you,

Timothy Musson

1900 E 30th St. #601

Cleveland, OH 44114 —

Timothy A. Musson

NASA'’s John Glenn Research Center at
Lewis Field

Software Engineer

Zin Technologies

216-977-0608

mussont@zin-tech.com

MTC-00024508

From: shirleyb3@earthlink.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:47pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Shirley Basista

8623 Hollis Lane

Brecksville, OH 44141-2031

MTC-00024509

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

Date: 1/25/02 12:48pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsotft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Carol Runger

24372 N 113th P1

Scottsdale, AZ 85255

MTC-00024510

From: A. Corkins

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:51pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Judge Kollar-Kotaly:

I'm a Network Engineer working for a large
networking equipment provider. I'm writing
to express my disagreement with the
Proposed Final Judgement for the Microsoft
AnitTrust Lawsuit.

After all the effort that has been expended
and the findings of numerous Courts that
Microsoft in fact established an illegal
monopoly. This PFJ does not go far enough
to remedy the past wrongs, nor create
sufficient provisions to curtail its behavior in
the future.

I am very much in favor of free markets
and competition, and allowing those that win
by establishing new technologies that clearly
benefit society from profiting from their
efforts. I work for a large networking
company that is clearly the leader in its
industry, and I also enjoy the fruits of our
collective efforts and am proud of how we
have benefitted society as a whole.

Microsoft though has sought to maximize
its profits and market dominance, through
methods which I believe compromise the
delicate ethical balance between the benefits
of competing in free markets and benefitting
society.

Their predatory practices of using their
market strength to wrestle Intellectual
Property from competitors and partners, they
have violated all kinds of fairness standards
in my mind. I don’t mind seeing weak
companies and products being beat, that is
certainly a normal and healthy part of
business. But when those that might develop
competing products are bribed not to do so,
are we really better for that? The PF]
supposedly addresses this, disallowing
Microsoft from paying people not to develop
code, but then allows it if it is “reasonably
necessary”’. But there is no provision for who
decides this standard.

The “bolting” of IE, where Microsoft
feigned ignorance in allowing people to use
other HTTP browsers in my opinion was
again abuse of their OS monopoly. IE is an
inferior product to some of the other
browsers that are no longer being advanced,
because Microsoft (who is supposed to be
serving its customers well with its OS
product), creates barriers to ease of use for
other browsers.

Their pre-installation of “middleware”
products that can’t be removed is yet another
area I believe the PF] doesn’t sufficiently
address.

Please do not allow this PFJ to go forward
in its current form, this would be a dis-
service to the General Public.

Best Regards,

Adam Corkins

PO Box 640244

San Jose, CA 95164

408-527-5098
CC:microsoftsettlement@
alexbrubaker.com@inetgw

MTC-00024511

From: Philip Sekar

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:53pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Mr. Hesse,

There is an old saying:”” Do not beat the
cow that feeds you with milk”.

I am a consumer. As a consumer all I need
is the best software for a good price. Bill
Gates has provided this to me. I am not alone.
We have millioons of people around the
whole world who depend on Microsoft
Products.

Bill Gates is one of the major contributors
to our economy. It is totally unwise to hurt
him. I have used Netscape Communicator.
My computer was crashed. Netscape
Communicator is not as good as Microsoft
Internet Explorer. Therefore, if Netscape is
not up ro the mark, why should Micrsoft be
Punished?

Please spare Microsoft. Please Do not beat
Microsoft.

Thank you .

Sincerely,

Philip c. Sekar,Ph.D

MTC-00024512

From: William keith

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Gentlemen,

Enough is enough regarding the attempted
AOQOL/Netscape interference with the
settelment of the Microsoft case. It should be
remembered that the “injured” netscape was
sold for an enormous amount of money
during the litigation over it’s “injury by
Microsoft”. If the company that bought it
thought it was so “injured”, why did they
pay so much money for it? The simple fact
is, Netscape is not as good as the Microsoft
product, and people do not want to buy it.
Please proceed with the settlement,
disregarding the attempt to prolong it by
AQOL.

William N. Keith

HC1

Box 650

Pontiac MO 65729

417-679-3421

MTC-00024513

From: Michael Thomas (San Diego)
To: ‘microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov’
Date: 1/25/02 12:58pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern:

I would like to make my comments against
the proposed Microsoft Settlement of the
Antitrust suit against them, pursuant to the
Tunney Act. I oppose the Settlement in its
current form.

The Proposed Final Judgment (PFJ) has
many issues that do little or nothing to
prevent Microsoft from continuing their
monopoly of the personal computer
operating system market, and is therefore
—not— in the public’s interest. I agree with
all of the problems identified by Dan Kegel’s
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analysis of the PF] (on the Web at http://
www.kegel.com/remedy/remedy2.html).

I would like to expound on one of the
issues that affects my interests the most. If I
would like to purchase a computer from any
of the major Original Equipment
Manufacturers (OEMs) in the market
(Gateway, Dell, HP, Compaq), but would like
to get a computer with a freely available
Open Source Operating System (such as
Linux, OpenBSD, etc.), I am unable to do so.
This is because these OEMs have found it
fiscally unfeasible to offer such alternative
Operating Systems.

I would like to point out the oddity of the
statement that an OEM can not sell a
computer with an operating system that
incurs no cost to them, because it is fiscally
unfeasible. This unfeasibility derives from
the fact that these OEMs entered into
contracts that allow them to purchase a
Windows Operating System at a lower price,
due to Market Development Allowances— in
effect, discounts. These contracts prevent the
OEMs from selling other Operating Systems,
by threatening to no longer sell them the
Windows Operating System at a lower cost,
effectively raising the cost of their
manufactured PCs, which leads to fewer sales
for that OEM (due to competition amongst
the OEMs).

The PFJ has no recourse for this issue, and
in fact allows such things. The PFJ prevents
Microsoft from retaliating against OEMs that
ship computers that have a Windows
Operating System —and— a non-Microsoft
Operating System, but makes no mention for
computers that have —only— a non-
Microsoft Operating System. Microsoft is
given free reign to retaliate against OEMs that
want to sell machines in a configuration that
will have either a Windows Operating
System or a non-Microsoft Operating System.
This is not the way to prevent Microsoft’s
monopoly from continuing. Instead, it
furthers it, allowing Microsoft to force OEMs
to sell computers that contain their products.

This is but one of the many things I find
problems with in the PFJ. Again, I oppose the
PFJ in its current form. Please consider this
my plea to reconsider, and to work to make
a stronger, PFJ to better serve the public’s
interest.

Michael J. Thomas

San Diego, CA

MTC-00024514

From: Deanna St. Louis
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Please uphold the the ruling in the
Microsoft Lawsuit. The settlement is fair, and
further action, such as breaking Microsoft up
or stiffer penalties, would lead to higher costs
for both consumers and for businesses. As a
computer user, I have not seen the evidence
that they state in this lawsuit. I use a variety
of software from many different
manufacturers. Through the years I have
used, and still do, a variety of browsers.
Internet Explorer is the browser that I prefer
for my general web surfing. This is only
because I prefer it to Netscape. Before
Netscape or IE, I used Mosaic and Spry
Mosaic. I have also experienced other

browsers, such as Genii and have written my
own browser in Java. All these browsers were
free, even before Netscape or IE existed. I
downloaded them legally free, received them
bundled with a software program, or got
them from an ISP. When Netscape became
available, I changed from Spry Mosaic. At
that time, it had a better interface and more
functionality. I then tried Internet Explorer.
At first, I did not like IE as much and I was
also used to Netscape. However, I continued
to use both browsers equally depending on
what mood I was in that day. Then newer
versions of IE came out with functions and

a more professional appearance that I
preferred to Netscape’s interface. I believe
that they were not improving Netscape in its
functionality or design. Both browsers
installed has not caused my computer to
become unstable. Throughout the years, I
never noticed any problems with
downloading or getting any browser free and
legally, including finding the links to
download them. I also, did not purchase
other software programs that I use, such as
Corel’s Word Perfect Suite because it had
Netscape or Microsoft’s Office because it
included IE. Today, I use IE. I still have
Netscape installed and use it to test Web Site
Development. Because the browser now
comes as a part of Windows is not the reason
that I prefer it, as I started to prefer IE’s
functionality far before this occurred. In my
position I also have to know about a variety
of software programs, including browsers. I
use Linux, and Windows as operating
systems. I have found that Windows to be
more user friendly. Costs to businesses that
had employees who must learn Linux or both
operating systems would be high. However it
is an alternative operating system for those
who want to use it. In that Linux is available,
I do not feel that Microsoft has been
curtaining software development. I also am
concerned that needing to create new
chipsets to run new operating systems or
different versions will drive the cost of
computers up. I am sure that Hardware
manufacturers pass the cost of this research
and manufacturing onto the general
consumer. Unix has the monopoly on the
Internet as it runs on more servers than
Microsoft products. I do not feel that
Microsoft is curtailing the creativity or
competition of software developers. The
information that Microsoft has provided in
their knowledge base on their product is
beyond what most other companies provide
to their customers. I appreciate this aspect of
Microsoft. Other companies provide little
information, and often require a consumer to
pay for their repair services for their software
products. Giving information about the
product would not be a large financial
burden to them. Microsoft has been
extremely fair to the consumers of their
products. I have had OEM’s make changes to
the Operating System to make their bundled
software run. It has been my experience that
this has lead to severe instabilities in the
operating system. Our financial world and
industry depend upon the stability of that
operating system. I feel that any advancement
toward this end, whether it is integrating the
browser or not allowing changes to the start-
up screen is very important.

Computers are not easy to troubleshoot
when something goes wrong. It simply makes
the technicians job harder and adds more
costs to businesses. They can already make
enough changes to the windows desktop, to
satisfy most general office workers and
computer users. Since the world economy
and my own work relies upon the stability
of the operating system, some
standardization may need to be done to
continue to provide this growth.

As someone who has used computers,
taught computers, developed programs in
java, c++, and ¢, I have not seen the evidence
of the issues in the lawsuit. I can only feel
that this has been done for other reasons.
Since some businesses have made bad
business decisions or not produced a
superior product, Microsoft should not be
broken up or undergo further penalties.

MTC-00024515

From: Ryan VanderMeulen
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:58pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Like many other people I'm sure you've
already heard speak out, I don’t understand
how you can say the proposed settlement
with Microsoft is fair and just. For as much
of my tax dollars that went into fighting them
in court and ruling against them, I don’t see
anything to show for it. Since when does the
court allow the guilty to choose their own
punishment? I strongly urge you to please
reconsider your previous judgment and to do
something that will actually punish
Microsoft for the horribly anticompetitive
actions they’ve undertaken.

-Ryan VanderMeulen

MTC-00024516

From: Jason Edwards
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 12:59pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I would like to comment on the Proposed
Final Judgement(PFJ). First I hate buying a
new computer and not having a choice for
the operating system. I think this settlement
will help give people a choice in operating
systems. While the PF] prevents Microsoft
from changing it’s commercial relations with
an large OEMs if that OEM is shipping a
system with Windows and a non-Microsoft
0S, or with more than one OS, it does not
prevent Microsoft from changing it’s relations
with the OEM if the OEM is shipping a
system with only one non-Microsoft OS.
Additionally, the PF] does not prevent
Microsoft from changing it’s relations with
small “hometown”” OEMs. Please consider
these things into consideration when the
final judgement is made.

Sincerely,

Jason Edwards

Software Engineer, Utah Interactive

801-983-0275

68 South Main Street SALT LAKE CITY,
UT 84101-1525

MTC-00024517

From: Lou Ceci

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:59pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
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I am writing under the Tunney Act
concerning the proposed Microsoft
Settlement (United States v. Microsoft Corp.,
Civil No. 98—-1232). I believe the settlement
is inadequate and unjust. It will not serve to
end Microsoft’s unlawful conduct, and does
not adequately penalize Microsoft for its
unlawful conduct. I am writing this to
officially note my opinion as allowed by the
Tunney Act.

Sincerely,

Louis G. Ceci

MTC-00024518

From: Jan Robison

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:02pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement
2470 Caladium Drive

Atlanta, GA 30345

January 25, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DG 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

The last thing the economy needs is for
Microsoft to suffer damage at the hands of the
federal government. If Microsoft is punished
to the extreme for their antitrust violations,
the consumer will suffer and the technology
industry will receive a crippling blow. Last
November, a settlement was proposed that
allows Microsoft to remain intact, but
prevents future antitrust violations. I do not
believe that further action is necessary on the
federal level.

The settlement provides means through
which computer makers and software
producers will be able to compete fairly with
Microsoft, either by operating within the
Microsoft framework, or working
independently. For example, Microsoft has
agreed to reformat future versions of
Windows so that non-Microsoft programs
will be supported within the operating
system. Microsoft has also agreed not to take
retaliatory action in the event that software
should be introduced into the market that
directly competes with Microsoft technology.
I believe the settlement is generous on
Microsoft’s part, and I do not wish to see this
generosity taken advantage of. I do not
believe litigation should be continued against
the Microsoft Corporation. Those who are
currently seeking to undermine the
settlement do so for their own profit and not
for the greater good. I urge you to support the
settlement. It is time to move on.

Sincerely,

Janet Robison

MTC-00024519

From: fmr@mtcw.org@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:58pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the

fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Frank M. Rich, III

114 Lenape Drive

Lansdale, PA 19446

MTC-00024520

From: Tom Yahnke, Sr.

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:01pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello,

I state my opposition to the proposed
settlement as follows: The settlement as
proposed allows Microsoft to keep their ill-
gotten gains. MS has made far more money
by illegally leveraging their monopoly power
than this litigation has cost them. No amount
of new rules, guidelines or increased
oversight will change this. If the settlement
goes forward as it now stands, they will have
come out ahead by billions of dollars. What’s
a few million in legal fees compared to the
billions they’ve garnered by illegally
leveraging their position?

The ““security”” provision is an enormous
loophole. This section of the settlement is so
broadly worded that Microsoft can and will
drive a truck through it. Word has recently
leaked from Redmond that “‘security will
now be a fundamental part of everything we
do.” While I applaud this change from their
previous ‘“‘see no evil” policy, one must
question the implications of its timing. If
Code Red, Nimda, and a million email
viruses didn’t cause them to do this, why
now? The answer is clear. If security related
technology is exempted from disclosure...

Microsoft does not negotiate in good faith.
How many consent decrees and other such
agreements were broken before the current
suit was filed? Why should we believe that
they will follow either the letter or spirit of
the proposed settlement, given their past
behavior? If they violate the terms of the
settlement, how many years will the ensuing
litigation take? How many more billions will
they glean from their illegal practices in the
time that takes? How many more consumers
and businesses will be shackled to their
revenue stream in that time? Microsoft’s
negotiations should be given as much
credence as the testimony of a convicted
perjurer.

The public has a golden opportunity here
to curb the abuses of an otherwise
untouchable monopolist. Please do not
squander it out of any desire for expediency.

Thank you.

—TY

MTC-00024521

From: gprechel@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:58pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Gordon Prechel

777 E. Thomas Rd.

Phoenix, AZ 85014

MTC-00024522

From: Jason Hummel
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft’s stranglehold on the computer
industry is stifling competition in almost
every sector of the computer field. The
proposed settlement is incredibly light and
will not deal with their anticompetitive
practices at all.

Jason Hummel

MTC-00024523

From: Franz
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I support the current settlement between
Microsoft and the Department of Justice. The
settlement provides a fair and reasonable
outcome of the case. The settlement will
deliver what the DOJ intended to receive
without limiting the competition in the
market. One has to keep in mind that the
ruling will not only effect the way Microsoft
can and will do business, but also how the
competition and new industries will have to
conduct themselves. In my opinion, it’s the
consumer who is still able to make a decision
and they will chose the best and least
expensive solution. Other companies are free
to develop and market better solutions and
the market will take care of this. Any
limitation of one company alone will not be
just. It will have to be a solution which is
valid for all and will also be relevant for the
future, no matter which company or product
will have the highest market share.

Regards

Franz Rau

Redmond, WA

MTC-00024524

From: Mariette Knoblauch
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:04pm
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Subject: Microsoft Settlement

My thoughts are that the proposed
settlement in the Microsoft case is
completely inadequate. It ignores the damage
Microsoft’s past anti-competitive practices
have done in the past to competing systems
(OS/2 and Amiga, for example), and does not
do enough to prevent future anti-competitive
practices. Any fair settlement must allow
competitors access to the desktop and to the
APIs, and must contain provisions for
oversight of Microsoft’s dealings with
competitors and OEMs.

Mariette Knoblauch

MTC-00024525

From: Shane Williams

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:04pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am writing to indicate that I believe the
proposed Microsoft settlement is insufficient,
contains loopholes and does not properly
ensure a fair market for competitors. A
number of the flaws with the settlement are
listed at http://www.kegel.com/remedy/
letter.html (which I have co-signed).

In addition, I would like to emphasize a
few problems in particular. First, I strongly
believe that one of the keys to creating a fair
playing field for Microsoft’s competitors
(both in the OS and application markets) is
opening ALL the APIs in all of Microsoft’s
OSs. Application developers have long
believed that Microsoft (MS) has held back a
number of “secret” APIs that allow its
software to run more effectively and
smoothly on its OSs. In my expereience as a
computer user I strongly believe this to be the
case. Forcing MS to document such APIs
openly and completely will place non-MS
application developers on the same footing as
MS application developers. In addition, open
and complete API documentation would
allow competing operating systems to
implement similar APIs in the own code.
Such non-Microsoft implementations of
Microsoft APIs would allow software written
for Microsoft operating systems to be
significantly more compatible with
competing operating systems. In order to not
put microsoft at a disadvantage by requiring
that only it release full API documentation,
the settlement could stipulate that any
competing operating system wishing to
implement Microsoft’s APIs should also
make their APIs open and available.

On another note, I am greatly disappointed
by the lack of a punitive facet to the proposed
judgement. The Findings of Fact in this case
clearly indicate that Microsoft abused its
monopoly powers to increase it profits and
keep out competitors. Furthermore,
Microsoft’s conduct during and since the trial
would seem to indicate no sense of remorse
over their actions. To this day they still paint
this legal battle as the big government vs.
“the right to innovate” rather than out of
control monopoly vs. truly free markets. I
strongly believe that corporations who not
only violate antitrust laws, but continue to
flout such restrictions should be punished.
Further, if we follow the Findings of Fact that
Microsoft’s actions helped it strengthen its
market position, it is only reasonable to
assume that such strengthening led to an

increase in Microsoft’s profits, even if
indirectly. For instance, it is worth noting
that since Microsoft’s market position has
strengthened over the last decade, the prices
of their products has increased at a rate
beyond simple inflation. This price-gouging
is precisely one of the results that antitrust
laws were desgined to prevent.

Thank you for you consideration of these
points regarding the proposed DOJ settlement
with Microsoft and I look forward to hearing
about changes to the currently proposed
remedies. —

Shane Williams

Systems Administrator UT-GSLIS

Public key #7BBC68D9 at

http://pgp.mit.edu/

MTC-00024526

From: Rodney Gooding

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:04pm

Subject: Bad idea for government settlement

Hi

I wish to voice my objections too the
government’s settling of the Microsoft anti-
trust case as Microsoft still hasn’t made any
changes necessary as ruled prior with regards
to the Microsoft vs. Netscape cases.

What hope is their that any settlements
now will be fulfilled. Unless you really allow
competition, we are all going to be paying
ridiculous pricing for software as their will
be no real choice..

Thanks, rodney gooding

Real media user

Opera browser user

Linux user

MTC-00024527

From: Flores, Herbert

To: ‘microsoft.atr(aJusdoj.gov’
Date: 1/25/02 1:05pm

Subject: Microsoft Case

Herbert D. Flores

MCSE, MCT, CNE, CNI, CTT
ITD—St. Network Engineer x 6405
Sony Electronics, San Jose

CC: Flores, Herbert

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

I understand that the settlement that was
recently agreed to between the federal
government and the Department of Justice is
currently undergoing a sixty-day public
comment period. It is my hope that when this
period is over, the court will accept the
settlement.

The settlement is fair and reasonable and
is a far better alternative to breaking- up the
company. The settlement was reached after
intense negotiation and does not let
Microsoft “off the hook,” as some of its
adversaries are claiming. Not only does the
settlement address the all of the complaints
in the original lawsuit, but Microsoft has
agreed to measures not even at issue in the
original case. First and foremost, Microsoft
has agreed to share portions of its patented
code for the Windows operating system. On
a more pedestrian note, it has also agreed not
to enter into any agreements obligating any
third party to distribute or promote Windows

technology exclusively or in a fixed
percentage. Furthermore, it has agreed not to
retaliate against software developers that
develop or promote software that competes
with Windows. These measures should
appease Microsoft’s competitors.

A Microsoft break-up is not necessary. To
do so would have seriously compromised the
integrity of its operating system that would
have disastrous consequences for everyone.
This settlement is a far better alternative.

Sincerely,

Herbert Flores

Owner

MTC-00024528

From: adam bowker

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:06pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whomever it may concern,

I am against the proposed final judgment
in US vs. Microsoft. I feel the damage
Microsoft has done to the software and OS
marketplace is incalculable, and the
proposed settlement does little to correct it.
I don’t feel the settlement levels the playing
field for competing operating systems or
office software, and would like to see a much
stronger penalty imposed. The proposed
settlement does not sufficiently relieve
Microsoft of the ability to leverage hardware
and computer manufacturers unfairly against
competing products, nor does it adequately
open the Windows API to programmers.

Adam Bowker

Dover, NH

MTC-00024529

From: Jon Laufersweiler

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:06pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello,

I state my opposition to the proposed
settlement as follows: The settlement as
proposed allows Microsoft to keep their ill-
gotten gains. MS has made far more money
by illegally leveraging their monopoly power
than this litigation has cost them. No amount
of new rules, guidelines or increased
oversight will change this. If the settlement
goes forward as it now stands, they will have
come out ahead by billions of dollars. What’s
a few million in legal fees compared to the
billions they’ve garnered by illegally
leveraging their position? Why should they
change their behavior if it continues to be
profitable in spite of antitrust litigation?

The “‘security”” provision is an enormous
loophole. This section of the settlement is so
broadly worded that Microsoft can and will
drive a truck through it. Word has recently
come from Redmond that “security will now
be a fundamental part of everything we do.”
While I applaud this change from their
previous ‘“‘see no evil” policy, one must
question the implications of its timing. If
Code Red, Nimda, and a million email
viruses didn’t cause them to do this, why
now? The answer is clear. If security related
technology is exempted from disclosure...

Microsoft does not negotiate in good faith.
How many consent decrees and other such
agreements were broken before the current
suit was filed? Why should we believe that
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they will follow either the letter or spirit of
the proposed settlement, given their past
behavior? If they violate the terms of the
settlement, how many years will the ensuing
litigation take? How many more billions will
they glean from their illegal practices in the
time that takes? How many more consumers
and businesses will be shackled to their
revenue stream in that time? Microsoft’s
negotiations should be given as much
credence as the testimony of a convicted
perjurer.

The public has a golden opportunity here
to curb the abuses of an otherwise
untouchable monopolist. Please do not
squander it out of any desire for expediency.

Thank you.

—Jonathan Laufersweiler

MTC-00024530

From: evil_spock@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:04pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robert Giramma

16 Crestview Avenue

Medway, MA 02053-1431

MTC-00024531

From: za60@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:04pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the

most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Alex Zappavigna

9250 Dunbhill Ct.

Colorado Springs, CO 80920

MTC-00024532

From: Maureen Yahnke

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:07pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello,

I state my opposition to the proposed
settlement as follows: The settlement as
proposed allows Microsoft to keep their ill-
gotten gains. MS has made far more money
by illegally leveraging their monopoly power
than this litigation has cost them. No amount
of new rules, guidelines or increased
oversight will change this. If the settlement
goes forward as it now stands, they will have
come out ahead by billions of dollars. What’s
a few million in legal fees compared to the
billions they’ve garnered by illegally
leveraging their position? Why should they
change their behavior if it continues to be
profitable in spite of antitrust litigation?

The “security” provision is an enormous
loophole. This section of the settlement is so
broadly worded that Microsoft can and will
drive a truck through it. Word has recently
come from Redmond that “security will now
be a fundamental part of everything we do.”
While I applaud this change from their
previous ‘“‘see no evil” policy, one must
question the implications of its timing. If
Code Red, Nimda, and a million email
viruses didn’t cause them to do this, why
now? The answer is clear. If security related
technology is exempted from disclosure...

Microsoft does not negotiate in good faith.
How many consent decrees and other such
agreements were broken before the current
suit was filed? Why should we believe that
they will follow either the letter or spirit of
the proposed settlement, given their past
behavior? If they violate the terms of the
settlement, how many years will the ensuing
litigation take? How many more billions will
they glean from their illegal practices in the
time that takes? How many more consumers
and businesses will be shackled to their
revenue stream in that time? Microsoft’s
negotiations should be given as much
credence as the testimony of a convicted
perjurer.

The public has a golden opportunity here
to curb the abuses of an otherwise
untouchable monopolist. Please do not
squander it out of any desire for expediency.

Thank you.

—Maureen Yahnke

MTC-00024533

From: Keith E. Risler
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:07pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
EMAIL TO: microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov
RE: Microsoft Settlement
FROM: KEITH E. RISLER
DATE: 25 January 2002
These comments are supplied as part of the
public comment process required by the

Tunney Act, and refer to the proposed
settlement of the antitrust trial involving
Microsoft Corporation.

As you are likely aware, Microsoft
Corporation maintains a mailing list that it
refers to as the “Freedom to Innovate
Network.” During the long period involving
its antitrust trial, Microsoft Corporation has
sent many “FINFlash” mailings (the term
FINFlash being coined by Microsoft itself in
such mailings) to persons on their
“FINFlash” list.

Microsoft has recently been dispatching
FINFlash mailings encouraging people on the
FINFLash list to submit comments on the
proposed settlement, as permitted by the
Tunney Act. Microsoft noted in a FINFlash
I received on December 31, 2001 that:

“The law (officially called the Tunney Act)
requires a public comment period between
now and January 28th after which the District
Court will determine whether the settlement
is in the “public interest.” Unfortunately, a
few special interests are attempting to use
this review period to derail the settlement
and prolong this litigation even in the midst
of uncertain economic times. The last thing
the American economy needs is more
litigation that benefits only a few wealthy
competitors and stifles innovation. Don’t let
these special interests defeat the public
interest.”

Although I do not agree with Microsoft’s
unsupported assertion that ““special
interests” seek to defeat the proposed
settlement, I do wish to offer comment as
allowed by the Tunney Act. I am not a
particularly “special” interest, but for many
years was supportive of Microsoft
Corporation, purchasing thousands of dollars
worth of fully licensed Microsoft software.

I am one of Microsoft’s most loyal, repeat
customers. I have been on Microsoft’s
FINFlash mailing list for some time; during
the initial phases of the Microsoft antitrust
trial, I was a supporter of Microsoft
Corporation with respect to the allegations
made by the U.S. Government against the
company. During the trial and especially in
light of the Findings of Fact in the case, my
position changed.

I was compelled to conclude by the
rational and logical way in which the
Findings of Fact summarized many Microsoft
practices that had seemed a mystery to me in
previous years, that Microsoft has indeed
engaged in illegal practices.

As Ireviewed the Findings of Fact, it
became logically and rationally evident that
Microsoft for many years has not been so
much in the business of selling products in
demand by the public, so much as Microsoft
has been aggressively funnelling the public to
products it happens to market, or has plans
to market.

I use Microsoft products that I have
acquired both from my location in Canada, as
well as direct from Microsoft in the United
States. I am a licensed user of Microsoft
Visual Basic version 6.0, and have used that
product dating back to its early days as
Microsoft QuickBASIC. I am a licensed user
of two fully licensed copies Microsoft Office
2000 Premium Edition, one such package
being acquired in the United States, in
addition to other Microsoft products, the
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patches and upgrades for which have often
been shipped from Microsoft in the United
States.

As one who has used Microsoft products
in one form or another for almost 18 years
now, I can only conclude that the proposed
Microsoft antitrust trial settlement is
inadequate. My comments are as follows:

1. The proposed settlement fails to
effectively prohibit in the future the same
illegal or similar conduct that Microsoft
Corporation committed in the past.

The oversight concept that has been rolled
into this settlement will do no more than
guarantee the same kind of corporate
behavior that Microsoft engaged in with
respect to the previous consent decree. That
is to say that, in effect, no real restrictions
have been placed on the company by the
settlement, in terms of people who would
supposedly supervise Microsoft in some ill-
defined manner.

2. The proposed settlement does nothing to
reign in Microsoft’s ability to shape the
market as it pleases.

My understanding of U.S. antitrust law is
that the general presumption is that the
potential harm to the consumer should be the
guiding factor; that principle seems to be
ignored in the proposed settlement or at best
given short shrift.

I believe there is plenty of extant evidence
to suggest that Microsoft, despite the antitrust
trial proceedings, is even now exercising a
degree of market manipulation that suggests
it totally dominates most of its key markets.
It is reasonable that the court consider how
the proposed settlement affects such ability
on Microsoft’s part to effectively decide
where both consumers and competitors go
today, tomorrow, and long into future.

Case in Point: Microsoft Corporation some
time ago announced its .NET (pronounced
“Dot Net”) initiative. Referred to as bringing
“tware as a service” to the market, when I for
one haven’t heard anyone I know express an
interest in what amounts to forced rental of
software, .NET very clearly implies
Microsoft’s capacity to shape the market at
will to the detriment of consumers and
competitors.

To be more specific, consider how
Microsoft has behaved, and is behaving at
this very moment, with respect to its very
widely used Visual Basic software,
previously in current version 6, and reissued
with a pricey new twist in ‘“‘upgraded” .NET
form.

When Microsoft recently announced that
the next versions of its programming
languages were available, Visual Basic users
found that they could no longer continue to
upgrade to just Visual Basic! Instead, the
Visual Basic user must acquire or “upgrade”
to the full suite of Microsoft programming
languages now reworked as Visual Studio
.NET, just to upgrade Visual Basic. The
standalone Visual Basic product has been
abruptly eliminated.

Microsoft, as of this writing (January 25,
2002) maintains a web page with a Visual
Studio .NET FAQ (“Frequently Asked
Questions” page). It is located at: http://
msdn.microsoft.com/vstudio/prodinfo/qa.asp

One of the rhetorical questions on that
FAQ page asks: “Where are the Professional

and Enterprise versions of Microsoft Visual
Basic(R) .NET and Microsoft Visual C++(R)
NET?”

The glib Microsoft answer on that FAQ
page is that: “The functionality previously
available in Professional and Enterprise
versions of the individual language products
is now available in the Professional and
Enterprise versions of Visual Studio .NET ....

Few companies that I know of have the
ability to engage in such tied selling and
make it work to their advantage without
losing market share. Although one is
nominally free to continue using Visual
Basic, one has to buy the new Visual C#.NET
(pronounced “‘See Sharp Dot Net”) .NET
programming language as well, as it comes
with Visual Studio .NET. One cannot see
many small developers bothering to continue
with Visual Basic after being forced to buy
much of Microsoft’s .NET kitchen sink. Once
this forced march investment is made one
might as well cave in and rationalize the
“investment.”

This is the kind of nudging that I have seen
Microsoft use over the years; it comes in
many forms in my experience, the key
indicator being that one tends to be forced
marched where Microsoft wants to go today
or whenever. Very few companies have the
capacity in the marketplace to take a product
that stood alone and sold well as such, and
then tie its continued currency to buying a
full range of .NET specific programming
languages as well. I submit that no company
should have such power in the marketplace.
Aside from the compelled option of having
to buy into much of .NET just to get Visual
Basic’s latest upgrade, there is the not-so-
trivial issue of the major cost increase that is
involved as well.

Moreover, this bundling move on the part
of Microsoft will surely result in .NET
applications evolving faster, artificially
tending to entrench to a greater degree than
otherwise the .NET application framework.

I also feel that one can see Microsoft’s
control of the marketplace in other respects
that the settlement does not address.

Case in point: Once upon a time there
existed a whole range of relatively
inexpensive tape backup drives that operated
off of the floppy cables within desktop
personal computers (PCs). Windows 2000
eliminated support for such tape drives,
obsoleting users of these devices overnight.

I had two such tape drives in service. One
was an HP Colorado 350, the other an Iomega
Ditto Max tape drive that was barely two
years old. These drives could both operate off
of separate controller cards in the PC but they
both ended up being unsupported by
Microsoft under Windows 2000. In the early
days of the PC it tended to be software alone
that was obsoleted by version upgrades; now
we are seeing a pattern of hardware devices
being obsoleted rapidly as well.

I do not believe that it is entirely
coincidental that the availability of tape drive
support for reasonably priced tape drives in
Windows has diminished just as Microsoft
introduces optional web-based data storage
options. Here is that nudge again.

What seems key here is that Microsoft
controls the operating system, which no

longer has support for such low-cost tape
backup devices built in. The company should
not have the power to position consumers to
rent subscription (ultimately “.NET”’) storage
space for data, by virtue of dropping out low-
cost localized backup options, if indeed that
is what the firm has been up to here. After
all, Microsoft has maintained support in its
operating systems for other devices of similar
vintage.

Consequently, I suggest that it is especially
important for the court to carefully and
studiously examine Microsoft’s NET
initiative before issuing any final ruling.

Although Microsoft has claimed that the
.NET standards broadly adoptable, the key
.NET programming tools are clearly
proprietary to Microsoft. If past patterns
hold, Microsoft will emerge dominant on the
Internet with .NET just as it dominated the
desktop with Windows.

It has been said by others that .NET is
essentially a Windows redo for the Internet;
I believe that to be the case and that the court
should examine .NET with great care in this
context. Microsoft by all accounts is now
sitting on mammoth cash reserves, a portion
of which surely represent ill-gotten gains
from its antitrust practices.

Microsoft is therefore positioned to
leverage its dominance of the emergent
software-as-service market from a position of
strength even greater than in the past.

In this respect as well, the proposed
settlement’s failure to require Microsoft to
publish the source code of its operating
systems (and the code for the NET
framework) looms as a glaring omission, as
critics have long argued that Microsoft likely
builds secret hooks into software code that
favor its own products” operational efficacy.

Any final settlement should require the
unconditional, unrestricted, fully public-
accessible publishing and web-posting of
Microsoft source code, at the very least for all
of its operating systems and .NET, past and
present.

3. Microsoft was found to have engaged in
illegal antitrust practices. My understanding
is that there exists a requirement that the
party so convicted be deprived of the gains
from such activity.

There is nothing in the proposed
settlement that suggests any substantive
penalty here.

I would suggest that a fair penalty must
reflect the removal of some major part of the
ill-gotten gains. Perhaps a fair compromise
would be to ban Microsoft from proceeding
with .NET for a period of some years, and
from offering any product definable in any
manner as a ‘“‘web service,” or as, ‘““‘software-
as-a-service” or anything broadly equivalent
for an appropriate period of time as well.
Care would have to be taken to prevent
Microsoft from simply establishing separate
firms, or partnering with other firms in this
respect, during any period of prohibition.

To address the gains Microsoft made
during past periods of antitrust behavior,
some very heavy dollar penalty should also
be imposed in my view, in order to reduce
the ill-gotten cash reserve that Microsoft has
available now to over-leverage future
endeavors.

Such a financial penalty should be
sufficient to reduce Microsoft’s cash assets to
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levels similar to other software companies.
This would effectively prevent Microsoft
from leveraging its massive cash assets and
effectively subsidizing its process whereby it
funnels both consumers and developers to
.NET.

Thank you for affording the public an
opportunity to comment at this time.

Keith E. Risler

80 Adelaide Street South, London, ON
Canada N5Z 3K5

Wireless: (519) 851-1323

FAX: (630) 214-5568

Email:

kerisler@execulink.com or
KeithRisler@alumni.uwo.ca

http://go.to/KeithRisler.com

MTC-00024534

From: ben@stanford.edu@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02  1:09pm
Subject: Break microsoft up

Hi, T hope this is the address to which the
public should send comments on the
Microsoft trial. I would like an effective
remedy of Microsoft’s monopoly. I really
resent how everyone sends me .doc files and
I have no way to read them unless I give MS
some money.

Thanks.

Ben Escoto

MTC-00024535

From: Laurie Keegan
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:10pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I believe the microsoft proposed Settlement
is not a good idea. They are a monopoly
hurting small business. Please do not sign on
to this horrible proposal and force them to
come to a real solution to this problem. Don’t
allow politics to get in the way of justice!
Thank You,
Laurie J. Keegan

MTC-00024536

From: Geoff Newberry
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 1:13pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The proposed settlement lacks strong
penalties against Microsoft which is the
better beneficiary in the end. Microsoft will
continue to conduct its business regardless of
the requirements by law to change their
monopolistic practices. Your settlement itself
lacks “innovation”, a term Microsoft loosely
uses to describe their product line. Another
sad day for America if this settlement is
approved.

Geoff Newberry

IT Support

(954) 973-2477

(954) 979-4414 Fax

Taylor Made Environmental

2000 N Andrews Ave Ext.

Pompano Beach, FL 33069

MTC-00024537

From: Bryan Maggard
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:06pm
Subject: Relief from Illegal Actions of
Microsoft Monopoly
Dear DOYJ,

Following the findings of fact in the U.S.
v. Microsoft case, which have stood on
appeal, my sincere wish is that relief from
future illegal actions by this monopoly can be
provided by my government, acting through
our courts. Please do not give up the fight to
protect US from continuing illegal actions
simply because the fight will be long and
arduous. I believe that the proposed
settlement not only establishes, but enshrines
the behaviors of Microsoft that have been
found to be illegal and have been significant
factors leading to their current monopolies
(Operating Systems, Office Productivity
Software, Web Browsers). I believe that the
consequences of the proposed settlement
would be to reward the past illegal acts of
Microsoft by encouraging Microsoft to behave
illegally as they use the power of their
current monopolies to leverage and extend
into new monopolies in Internet commerce/
trade, Internet certification/credentialing,
and providing Internet application services.
These three examples are potential growth
areas where I am afraid we will see strangled
competition and Microsoft establishing new
monopolies through illegal actions under the
proposed settlement of U.S. v. Microsoft.

I wish to see a remedy that will deter (not
encourage) future illegal actions by this
monopoly. I realize that it may be impossible
to restore competition in current monopoly
areas because many of the competitors have
long since fallen by the wayside. We need to
focus on the future where changes can be
made.

Very Truly Yours,

Bryan Maggard

J. Bryan Maggard, Ph.D.

Harold Vance Department of Petroleum
Engineering

Texas A&M University

College Station, TX 77843-3116

Phone: (979)845-0592 FAX: (979)845-1307

MTC-00024538

From: wt.catch1

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:08pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please continue the economically
necessary prosecution against Microsoft. This
hasn’t gone on long enough. Microsoft has
only agreed to hide its Internet Explorer icon
from the desktop; the fact is, this case against
Microsoft is little more than “levelling the
playing field” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those grieviously harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user. This is another
method for states to recover illegally obtained
money, and an important precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen. Please prosecute this much delayed and
stymied execution of justice more forcefully
than has been the case previously. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

John McDonald

247 Bancroft
Pacifica, CA 94044

MTC-00024539

From: Hcards707@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  1:09pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Louanna Peace

204 Cambridge Sta. Rd.

Louisville, KY 40223

MTC-00024540

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

Date: 1/25/02 1:21pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sir & Madame,

I’'m writing to register my opinion in the
Microsoft anti-trust settlement. The proposed
decision is an inadecuate response to the
problem posed to the computing & consumer
market by Microsoft’s business practices. My
only request is that your office reconsider the
pending decision further to account for the
broader interests of the U.S. and global
computing market. My experience as a
system administrator (maintaining and
managing Microsoft products) has given me
a different perspective on the issue. If
monopoly practices in themselves do not
offend your office, perhaps a consideration of
the billions of dollars in lost business and
personal revenue caused in the last year
alone from the insecure products Microsoft
has released with their guarantee of security
may give you pause. Microsoft behaves like
a classic monopoly, and spends more money
on public relations than it does on securing
their products. Their interest in control of the
market and the planned obsolecence of their
products (for further future revenue) are
contrary to the public interest. Only by
breaking their hold on the computing world
will competitors be able to force higher
standards on them. Again, please register my
disapproval with the current proposed
settlement. I thank you for your time and
your efforts in your service.

Sincerely,

Louis Juska

851 Guerrero St. Apt.10

San Francisco, CA 94110
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MTC-00024541

From: Michael Klein
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:13pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
The proposed settlement is a bad idea.
Microsoft continually breaks the law, and
shows no respect for the legal process.
—Michael Klein, 25-year veteran
programmer

MTC-00024542

From: AlanLand@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:15pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

I'm afraid I must agree with Steve Jobs
complaint about the proposed settlement for
Microsoft in the anti-trust issues. Having
Microsoft “give” HW and SW to schools is
tatamount to “‘giving”” Microsoft part of
Apple’s most loyal customer base. It really
doesn’t relieve the pressure of monopoly on
any of Micosoft’s competitors. I had hoped to
see a settlement that helped competitors keep
their marketshare, not the reverse. Just
having Microsoft “give” away some of the
billions of $$ they made using anti-
competitive practices doesn’t alleviate the
issues in the marketplace, especially if it
opens new doors in a competitor’s market.

Alan Land

Technical Educator and Engineer

San Diego, CA

MTC-00024543

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

Date: 1/25/02 1:16pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I wish to add my comments to the
proposed Microsoft Settlement. I am a person
who has been heavily involved ever since the
mid 1950s with application software
development, and am a current user of
Microsoft’s PC software.

I urge acceptance and implementation of
the settlement and an immediate end to the
associated litigation. From my experience as
a user of software products over almost 50
years, I am convinced that Microsoft has
brought far more benefits to mass market PC
consumers than has any other software
company. Microsoft has been a major force
for simplifying products, reducing prices,
and bringing order out of chaos in a field
where techie, user-unfriendly, expensive
products and services run rampant. Microsoft
simply understands better than its
competitors do what the average consumer
wants and needs, and how to satisfy those
needs at low cost. The average consumer can
use Microsoft’s products more easily—
without expensive consulting help—than the
usually more expensive products of other
vendors needed to accomplish the same
result. Throughout the 1950s, 1960s and
1970s, computer users spent far more to
develop and maintain their software than to
buy and maintain their computer hardware.
When the PC arrived, it dramatically reduced
computer hardware costs. One would have
expected the relationship between user
software and hardware costs to become even
more heavily weighted toward software costs.
But thanks almost entirely to Microsoft, the

exact reverse happened. Software - both
operating systems and applications—now
cost much less than PC hardware. This is so
in spite of the fact the absolute cost of PC
hardware keeps dropping at a delightfully
rapid rate.

Those who assert that Microsoft’s actions
have damaged consumers are simply dead
wrong. No such damage has occurred or is
likely to occur. Quite to the contrary,
enormous consumer benefit has resulted.
Microsoft is a leading pro-consumer
company of our age. It is with great angst that
I have observed federal and state litigation
against Microsoft in recent years. There are
many who, for their private reasons, would
wish this litigation to succeed. But had it
succeeded in its original form, it would have
severely limited the extent to which
Microsoft could further improve its products.
That would be extremely hostile to consumer
public interests. It would mean that
consumers would be forced to deal with
more software vendors, pay for more for their
software products, and endure costs and
frustration of having to coordinate among
multiple software vendors. Please, do not let
this happen. It is time to end this litigation
madness now. The Court should approve the
Microsoft Settlement and deny all efforts to
expand the scope of the Settlement.

A. Douglas Murch

3 Seton Court

Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

MTC-00024544

From: Benjamin Moser
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 1:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe that the proposed settlement in
the Microsoft case is leaving many doors
open to anticompetitive behavior. Microsoft
has demonstrated in the past that they will
consistently exploit any loopholes in a ruling
to continue the very behavior that the intent
of the ruling is designed to prevent. There are
many excellent information sources on the
world wide web detailing various loopholes
which Microsoft can and probably will
exploit if they are not corrected. This
settlement should not be approved in its
current form.

Benjamin Moser

MTC-00024545

From: Kevin Swarts

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:15pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

With all due respect, the lawsuit that the
Federal Government brought against
Microsoft was a tragic waste of time and
taxpayer money. Unfortunately the biggest
losers in this ordeal have been the economy
and technological innovation. I am very
pleased that a settlement was reached
between Microsoft and many of its
adversaries and that it will not be broken up.
My division of Smead Manufacturing creates
document management software and our
success relies on standardization and
Microsoft’s integrated software design. If
Microsoft were to be broken up it would
surely jeopardize the standardization of

software we depend on, and thus adversely
affect our efficiency. The results could be
devastating. Anyone who analyzes the
settlement will recognize that it is very fair
and resolves the government’s grievances
against Microsoft. If anything, it deals with
Microsoft too harshly. First and foremost,
Microsoft has agreed not to retaliate against
computer makers who ship software that
competes with anything in its Windows
operating system. Second, it has agreed to
document many of Windows” protocols that
help with interoperability. It also sets up a
commission to deal with future problems.

Please finalize this settlement as soon as
possible. It is the right thing to do for
America.

Kevin M. Swarts

Software Development Manager

Smead Software Solutions

2651 E. Chapman Ave., Suite 201

Fullerton, CA 92831

Phone: (714) 446—6600 ext. 100 Fax: (714)
446—-6604

MTC-00024546

From: Marv06@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:15pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Elam Family

Box 1423

Pearland, TX 77588

MTC-00024547

From: choluk@shelton.wednet.edu@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:14pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
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for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Conrad Holuk

732 West Satsop Road

Montesano, WA 98563—-9734

MTC-00024548

From: Jordan M. Hirsh
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:17pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Any remedy seeking to prevent an
extension of Microsoft’s monopoly must
place Microsoft products as extra-cost
options in the purchase of new computers, so
that the user who does not wish to purchase
them is not forced to do so. This means that
for the price differential between a new
computer with Microsoft software and one
without must be equal to microsofts MSRP
for the products bundled with the system,
Only then could competition come to exist in
a meaningful way. The specifications of
Microsoft’s present and future document file
formats must be made public, so that
documents created in Microsoft applications
may be read by programs from other makers,
on Microsoft’s or other operating systems.
This is in addition to opening the Windows
application program interface (API, the set of
“hooks” that allow other parties to write
applications for Windows operating systems),
which is already part of the proposed
settlement. Any Microsoft networking
protocols must be published in full and
approved by an independent network
protocol body. This would prevent Microsoft
from seizing de facto control of the Internet.
As Ibelieve it is and as the judge has
suggested it is, it is crucial that Microsoft’s
operating system monopoly not be extended,
and in this I quote the study released a year
ago by the highly respected Center for
Strategic and International Studies, which
pointed out that the use of Microsoft software
actually poses a national security risk. In
closing, I say that all are surely in agreement
that the resolution of this case is of great
importance, not just now but for many years
to come. This suggests a careful and
deliberate penalty is far more important to
the health of the nation than is a hasty one.

Jordan Hirsh

1098 B Street

Ashland OR. 97520

541-488-3190

MTC-00024549

From: Aunger, Mitch

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”

Date: 1/25/02 1:22pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement—Don’t allow
this to happen!

I am shocked that the DOJ can possibly
believe that this “settlement” is good for
anyone except for Microsoft. I'll put it this
way—how can you say that Microsoft is a
monopoly—and then allow them to expand
the monopoly by giving them a bigger hold
on the education market? Especially when
they give away products that cost them

NOTHING to make! I could go on and on, but
nobody’d want to read it. I think you get my
point. I'm against the current

Mitch Aunger

1934 Parkridge Ave
Brentwood

MO

63144

MTC-00024550

From: Randy Weinstein
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:38pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

the remedies to microsoft’s monopoly in
this settlement are too weak. more must be
done to restore competition in the industry.

MTC-00024551

From: Ruth Carver
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:23pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
The proposed settlement of the Microsoft
Antitrust case is far too favorable to Microsoft
and does not go far enough in punishing
Microsoft for past behavior not does it
contain terms strong enough to prevent a
reoccurrence of the type of behavior that
cause the Government to bring the suit in the
first instance. In particular the school
settlement provision is a boon for Microsoft.
Ruth Carver

MTC-00024552

From: Allan Baruz

To: Microsoft ATR,ASKDOJ
Date: 1/25/02 1:24pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Ms Hesse,

The proposed settlement is no remedy for
the proven monopolistic behavior of
Microsoft as found in the statement of fact.

If you believe that corporate wrongdoers
should be held accountable for their actions;
if you believe that that accountability should
be commensurate with the wrong done; if
you are a Democrat who believes that the
public interest should be protected from
ravening corporations; if you are a
Republican who believes that corporations
should compete on a field free of bullying
and threats; if you believe that the future of
software, computing, technology, media, and
even business should not be left in the hands
of the specimen that has consistently shown
the worst behavior in each of these fields; if
you are at all a moral, ethical, or even self-
interested being; you will find that the
proposed settlement is no remedy to
Microsoft???s monopolistic behavior. As a
programmer, I find it most disturbing that the
proposed final judgment does not lower the
applications barrier to entry in terms of either
undocumented file formats or undocumented
APIs, for corporations or non-profit
organizations. The arrogance of Microsoft
speaks of disrespect for its customers, its
competitors, and the government which tries
to keep a level playing field between them.
Please amend the proposal in a manner
consistent with the fair application of law—
Microsoft must be shown that they are not
above the law.

Allan

MTC-00024553

From: Job7@bright.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:23pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Frank Ca;enda

5147 N Countyline Rd

Marion, OH 43302-9718

MTC-00024554

From: Jamie

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Department of Justice Folks,

I'm writing to add another voice to the
chorus against the proposed Microsoft
settlement. It appears to reward Microsoft for
years of criminal and predatory practices that
have damaged and eliminated innovative
competitors and limited consumer choice.
Good technologies have been lost, standards
have been hijacked into a proprietary
fiefdom, consumer choice has been
diminished and we now have an industry
dominated by a company, Microsoft, that has
a history of winning through intimidation
rather than through merit. Microsoft’s much
ballyhooed ““freedom to innovate” seems to
really mean “freedom to intimidate.” They
continue to use their monopoly position to
move into other markets by forcing others out
or simply buying out other companies using
their huge stash of ill-gotten gains. It seems
to me your case has been too narrowly
focused on only a few of the abuses, and even
at that, the currently proposed remedy does
not have sufficient teeth to prevent further
such abuses in the future. It basically tells the
world that, in our country, justice is about
having money and influence.

As a consumer and as a software developer
I am appalled at the limited choices and poor
state of technology in the operating systems
market as now dominated by Microsoft. I
mourn for better technologies that have been
eliminated along the way, such as the Amiga
and BeOS. I am alarmed at the prospect of
Microsoft’s philosophy of bullying and
mediocrity taking over other markets in
technology, commerce, media and the
internet itself, all leveraged illegally off of
their desktop monopoly. If we are going to
have an effective government by and for the
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people, it behooves us to make every attempt
to keep our corporations under our control as
a nation, rather than vice versa. If we want
a vibrant competitive marketplace that helps
us lead the world in technology, commerce
and real innovation, we cannot afford to let
Microsoft’s criminal abuses go essentially
unpunished nor can we afford to let these
sorts of abuses continue. If we want our
economy to thrive we need to unleash real
competition.

Best Regards,

Jamie Krutz

MTC-00024555

From: lbstuart@webtv.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

It is high time all legal litigation be put to
rest. The people now need to get on with the
need for building back their “nest eggs” this
is not necessary. Any more of this kind of
court battle needs to be nipped in he bud. It
is clearly a waste of money which everyone
needs. Stop this now!!

L.B. Stuart

MTC-00024556

From: Devon E Bowen
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:28pm
Subject: microsoft case

I am writing to express my concern over
the recent proposed settlement to the
Microsoft case. My understanding is that the
settlement involves allowing Microsoft to
“repent” by donating large amounts of
software to schools. Honestly, it is hard to
believe this settlement is even being
considered. It should be clear to anyone that
allowing Microsoft to further spread
themselves—especially to youths in a state
sponsored educational system— will only
serve to extend their monopoly. Education is
one of the few areas where truly innovative
competitors like Apple still have a reasonable
share of the market. Please reject this
settlement to the Microsoft case. It is bad for
the public, bad for the industry, bad for
innovation in general. The only one that will
benefit is Microsoft. And aren’t they
supposed to be being punished?

Devon

MTC-00024557

From: Carnduff, John
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Input into the settlement process: Navantis,
a independent software developer, and our
customers are exasperated by the ongoing
DOJ issues with Microsoft. This issue and
other related legal efforts by competitors run
counter to the principles of a free market and
in our view are an attempt to distract
Microsoft from focusing on developing
innovative products and on operating its
business. These tactics negatively affect us as
well as Microsoft customers. We do not sense
that Microsoft customers and partners believe
Microsoft is acting inappropriately; we
believe that competitors are using unfair
tactics to impede Microsoft efforts to satisfy
customers instead of directing energy into
improving their products, services and

marketing messaging. We actively support
Microsoft and pass these comments forward
as input into the settlement process.

John Carnduff

Executive Vice President

Chief Strategy Officer

Navantis Inc.

21 Randolph Ave., Suite 300

Toronto ON, M6P 4G4

t: 416.532.5554 x271

f: 416.583.4937

MTC-00024558

From: Glenn Shuster
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:21pm
Subject: Microsoft has been through enough
letter

Dear ATG Ashcroft, While you have many
matters before you, I feel strongly enough
about this one to add to your office’s
burdens. Please end the intercine warfare
between the economic leaders of the United
States and the government thereof.

Very Truly Yours,

Glenn Shuster

MTC-00024559

From: Edlund, Paul

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
January 24, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

The settlement reached between Microsoft
and the Department of Justice will be
beneficial for the IT industry and the
economy during this difficult time. The
antitrust suit may not have directly affected
my IT-based business, but it does not mean
that it did not have an adverse affect on
businesses across the nation. The settlement
is designed to provide a guide for good
business practice. The settlement promises to
provide consumers with more choices, and
compensates the so-called losses of Microsoft
competitors. Microsoft has agreed to license
out its Windows operating system to the 20
largest computer makers on equal terms and
conditions. The settlement also instructs
Microsoft to provide its competitors with
information regarding the various interfaces
of Windows. This will lead to better software,
at lower prices overall. I strongly recommend
that you decide to finalize this settlement so
things in the technology sector get back to
usual. The usual of the technology sector
should be innovation, not litigation.

Sincerely,

Paul Edlund

Quest Technologies

MTC-00024560

From: Job7@bright.net@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:27pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001
Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Frank Calenda

5147 N Countyline Rd

Marion, OH 43302-9718

MTC-00024561

From: kfmiers@earthlink.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:26pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

kelly miers

1011 hewitt avenue

everett, WA 98201

MTC-00024562

From: baatman74@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:25pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
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the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Virgil Cottongim
3090 64th St SW
Naples, FL 34105-7300

MTC-00024563

From: Jarred Fehr

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 1:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello,

I have reviewed much of the proposed DOJ
settlement with Microsoft and I must say that
it is not adequate. I lack the time to go
through all the points I have problems with,
however I am sure many others will point
them out. I can only say that I hope that my
government representatives will uphold this
nations belief of a government ““for the
people, by the people” and not “for the
corporations, by the lobbyists.” Please do not
approve any settlement without further
review and stronger enforcement.

Thank you,

Jarred Fehr

PC Coordinator

Peachtree Business Products

Marietta, Georgia

678-819-1825

MTC-00024564

From: Boyle, Kevin

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:30pm
Subject: microsoft settlement
To: Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

Dear Renata,

I object to the current settlement that
Microsoft is offering. They are promising to
open up their operating system to all and at
the same time promising to specialize in
security. Their security measures will force
every software developer to use their
“secure” applications which creates another
monopolistic situation. Please reject the
currect offering infavor of a truly workable
solution, ie. dismemberment or restrict
Microsoft’s available markets.

Thank you,

Kevin Boyle

Systems Engineer

Diebold, Inc.

MTC-00024565

From: Gary Shade

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:28pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov Microsoft

Settlement

Hello,

The settlement offered by the Bush
administration and some states was not in
the public interest. The antitrust case
involved abuse of monopoly power by
releasing the Windows operating system with
the Internet Explorer browser embedded into
the operating system. The remedies offered
by the Bush administration do not address
the nature of the case, and would only serve
to further reduce competition in the schools,
one of the last remaining venues where
competing software can still be found. Any
sound remedy should separate the Internet

Explorer browser from the operating system.
The remaining states that refuse to settle
stress this point. Each time the government
allows Microsoft to release another version of
Windows with the Internet Explorer browser
embedded into the operating system, the
monopoly path is entrenched further. Make
the remedy be an actual remedy to the facts
of the case.

Sincerely,

Gary Shade

US Citizen and software consumer

MTC-00024566

From: Robert Eugene Wood
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:30pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The following document is an electronic
version of a document faxed to your office on
25 Jan 2002. It is unchanged from the Faxed
version.

Robert Wood

117 Gibbon Drive.

Harvest, AL 35757

25 January, 2002

Renata B. Hesse

Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street NW

Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Hesse:

The following document is a brief
objection to the terms of the proposed
settlements to Civil Action No. 98-1232 and
98-1233. It is being sent on 25 January 2002
both as a signed FAX (202-616—9937 or 202—
307-1454) and as an e-mail message
(microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov) to aid in any
transcription that might take place. As a
defense engineer whose work has been
associated with Information Technology for
the past 15 years, I have witnessed the
damage done by the monopolistic activities
of the Microsoft Corporation. I am concerned
that if these activities are allowed to continue
(and the proposed settlement does not seem
to do anything to curb these practices) the
company will continue to squeeze out
competing operating systems and ISVs until
there are no practical alternatives to the
Microsoft products. For the sake of
innovation, competition, and security we
need viable alternatives for operating systems
and applications that have been developed
independently of Microsoft’s codebase. The
high numbers of macro viruses (both in
documents and e-mail attachments) as well
as the recent IIS worms demonstrates the
danger of widespread adoption of a single
product. With healthy competition, there are
enough alternative products that it is
impossible to attack them all since they will
have different weaknesses. Paragraph IIL.] of
the proposed settlement is especially
troubling, since the argument can be made
that any component of a Communications
Protocol has the potential to “compromise
the security of a particular installation or
group of installations...” Considering that
Microsoft has recently announced that they
are finally going to “‘make security its first
priority,” I believe that this section will be
used to withhold any useful data from
release. I recognize the positive aspects of

Microsoft’s role as the dominant provider of
Intel Operating system software, middleware,
and applications. The software industry can
benefit from the leadership of one entity who
has the power and resources to introduce
new technologies. Unfortunately, I have seen
Microsoft’s dominance increasingly used to
force alternative products and approaches
out of the marketplace. For example, in my
organization, no alternative to Microsoft
Word is considered by management because
it is presumed that no other product can
read/write Word formatted text files
perfectly. Even those products that currently
do a good job on Word file reading/writing
are not guaranteed to be able to continue to
be able to keep up with the changes to the
largely undocumented Word format. The
documentation of the modifications
Microsoft made to the widely-accepted
Kerberos authentication protocol was
distributed under a restrictive license
designed to prevent the information about
the changes to an open standard to be used
to create compatible software. This is a
disturbing trend. The proposed settlement
does not appear to do anything to curb the
monopolistic practices of Microsoft. It
appears, in fact, to simply formalize them
and allow the company to continue its
practices with little interference. It does not
touch on some of the most commonly used
Barriers to Entry that the company puts up
to discourage competition such as document
formats and changing communications
protocols. The proposed settlement appears
to set up a system where any potential
competitor is relegated to the role of a
Microsoft Developer (MSDN is explicitly
mentioned as a delivery medium for some of
the information) rather than a competitor. It
is difficult to compete in an environment
where you can not get necessary information
on a product until it is almost ready for
release. Quality software demands extensive
testing in addition to basic development time
and if the required information is only
released ‘“‘no later than the last major beta
release,” then by the time a competitor’s
product can be finished and tested, the
Microsoft product would have long since
been deployed.

In the interests of competition, security,
and interoperability, Microsoft should be
compelled to develop and deploy those
protocols required for communication and
authentication in cooperation with an
appropriate standards body for the widest
possible examination and testing. The
standards body could then properly oversee
the distribution of the protocol to ensure that
competitor’s software is truly interoperable
with the Microsoft product as well as
ensuring that competing products do not
introduce incompatibilities with the
Microsoft product. Microsoft should be
compelled to disclose upfront which
elements of a new and existing API,
Communications Protocol, or Middleware
product are covered by the company’s own
or licensed intellectual property as a part of
this standards acceptance process. The result
would be a set of protocols that benefit from
community involvement and more extensive
security testing than Microsoft is capable of
on its own.
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MTC-00024567

From: ray@greeble.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft has put forth a very good
proposal that will benefit the country in
many ways. Please end this waste of money
and time quickly, keeping Microsoft in tact.

MTC-00024568

From: Nate Clark

To: Microsoft
ATR ntclark@attglobal.net@inetgw

Date: 1/25/02 1:32pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement January 25,
2002 re: Public comments; US VS
Microsoft Coporation

To Whom it may concern:

This e-mail is in response to the request for
public comments on the case of the U.S. VS
Microsoft. My major concern is that those
responsible for assessing the extent of the
damages to the US consumers, businesses,
and general technology environment are fully
aware of the breadth of the damage that has
been caused by Microsoft’s actions.

I watched a US official commenting on
Microsoft’s actions as he acknowledged the
fact that Microsoft’s actions were in fact
unjust and plain wrong, but went on to say
that afterall, Microsoft’s superior
implementation of software technology
produced a browser that was much better
than the competition—mainly, the Netscape
Browser. The very important point missed by
this official is that—It IS NOT About the
quality of or any aspect of the browsers that
have come out of the respective companies
in the last few years. Indeed it is not about
internet browsing at all !! Please remember
that what Microsoft did to bury Netscape was
NOT driven by the potential sales of
browsers—Free or not, this was not
Microsoft’s goal. The record states clearly
that Netscape was attempting to build a
platform and operating system independent
environment within which ANY company
could develop applications, or any other type
of software, REGARDLESS of where their
customers buy their computer or operating
system. The browser would have been just a
minor stepping stone along. As a product,
even today many years later, the browser is
nothing. It was the intent of the technology
that Netscape wanted to develop, the browser
being just the first manifestation of this
technology, that we NOW DO NOT HAVE.

Netscape saw the opportunity to free the
US consumer from the predatory pricing of
proprietary computer hardware and software
that had been the norm up to and at the start
of the small computer revolution. Because of
this, Netscape wanted to develop a way for
Open Systems software development to
work. This is NOT Open Source or free
software development, this IS that any
company anywhere could write software and
compete in a fair marketplace on the merits
of its good ideas, excellent qualifications, and
better implementation.

What Microsoft did to prevent Netscape
from bringing this concept to fruition has

had this not happened, we would now be
much further advanced in the ubiquitous
integration of computer technology into our
society. My personal feeling is that we are at
least a decade behind where we ought to be
in terms of the extremely powerful and
mature use of computer technology. For
example, we are seeing more and more
powerful supercomputer class equipment,
yet it is still in the hands of specialty
laboraties. I believe that by this time, these
types of machines would have become
available to even small businesses; had those
that produce software for such systems had
the opportunity to supply those solutions to
the small systems platforms through the
(would have been) open systems nature of
the technology. In the original findings of fact
against Microsoft, I refer to the often
mentioned “Applications Barrier to Entry”
which describes the wall, if you will, that
Microsoft knowingly and vicously
constructed to prevent, or at least delay,
other technology companies from playing in
the windows game IF they also wanted to
target other computer platforms and markets.
It has become very clear that it is absolutely
NOT possible for software companies to
provide multi-platform applications at the
single-platform development cost. Why
should Microsoft be allowed to so wantanly
manipulate the market place such that this is
the case ? Unbelievably, companies utilizing
Microsoft’s version of Java, a language whose
basis is that it will help to ensure products
can be cross-platform, found out too late that
Microsoft had even knowingly placed
barriers to cross-platform implementation
within that tool. Providing the explanation
that these were “enhancements’ to the Java
environment while trapping developers
which may very well have been otherwise
successful in an Apple or Linux market. I
reiterate my most important point. It is
absolutely crucial that those considering the
level of punishment Microsoft should recieve
MUST understand the impact the company’s
actions have had on our society from the
DEEPEST technical perspective. It is
absolutely not true that the consumer has
come out all right through what Microsoft
has done. 1) In the absence of Microsoft’s
actions, we would be much more advanced
technologically than we are now. It is not in
any way true that the brightest technology
minds just happened to be at Microsoft over
the last 2 decades. And 2) Microsoft’s
software is not nearly the best there has been
or could have been developed. Frankly we
have missed what could have been
astounding innovation over the last decade at
least. Microsoft’s software is by no means the
best that we could have achieved by this
point. As amazing as this technology, and
some of the software (including Microsoft’s)
we’ve seen come out of it is, I want those
who think Microsoft has provided us with
some nirvana in software power and
sophistication, even without choice, to
consider the difference in software between
now and even 6 years ago. I contend that the
chasm between features and functionality
over that time frame would be twice the size
today. I contend that Microsoft has kept us
from getting there.

625 Popes Valley Dr
Colorado Springs, CO 80919
(719) 265-5191

MTC-00024569

From: Wayne Cater

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear United States Department of Justice,

My name is Wayne Cater. I am a 34 year
old computer programmer. Over the past 12+
years I have been fortunate enough to work
in the computer field. I have a diverse
background of experiences, but as most of the
world I have largely made my living writing
software that runs on the Microsoft Windows
platforms. When the antitrust suite first came
up, I supported Microsoft. Then I had a
perspective change. I personally don’t live in
one of the “high technical meccas” of our
great land, but I realized that many of the
small businesses that used to be around are
gone largely because Microsoft decided to
include very similar products as part of the
Operating System installation. I thought
about my family budget. To cut costs and
save money, I would take a free package over
a purchasable one in most cases. A little late,
but better than never—I have realized that
Microsoft’s actions have stifled creativity in
the market. Yes, a larger number of folks are
enjoying the functionality / possibilities of
the Personal Computer, but revenue that
could have been more diversly dispensed
across the market and country, has gone into
one coffer—Microsoft’s Account.

My perspective change has caused me to
largely take action. I am moving to Linux
desktop product development and to non
Microsoft Web based development. While
this is not a quick, nor easy move, I am
willing to risk the time to prove that it will
be better in the long run. My one
recommendation would be to force Microsoft
to pay for hardware for poor schools and to
set up an account in which money could be
given to school districts to purchase
operating systems and software packages that
it would prefer. Please consider my
recommendation.

Respectfully,

Wayne

MTC-00024570

From: Ray Ross
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:38pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I don’t like the proposed Settlement.
Giving Microsoft software to schools costs
Microsoft little, and further increases their
monopoly. I think they should be required to
pay a large cash penalty that the schools can
then use to buy what computer equipment
and software that they (the schools) see fit.
Thank you,
Raymond Ross

MTC-00024572

From: Buckeyeswede@aol.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:33pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement C/O Renata
Hesse, Esq
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Thank you MS Hesse for allowing me to
respond to the above settlement. I had the
opportunity in the mid 60’s to be involved
with the startup of a small software/hardware
company in Sunnyvale California. We had a
tough time getting the company going and
had encounters with larger companies who
were trying to defeat our company’s mission
of being the best in the market. We fought
back and we eventually grew strong and
became the leader in the industry. We
received a good offer from a major
organization after our sales were in excess of
$100 million per year. That is why I defend
the free marketplace. The issue here is
similar, but only larger in scope. Messieurs
Gates and Allen together with a good support
team have build a wonderful company that
addresses the marketplace. The marketplace
is the key issue here with Microsoft. They
know the market and the market likes and
trusts their product and support line. Sure
there is good competition, but it has to
remain fair and not negative in its actions. It
appears to me that some of their competitors
did not analyze the market in enough detail.
Therefore, they did not get the market share
that they had hoped for in their business
model. The settlement is fair and I trust your
department will uphold the settlement
agreement.

Thank you for your attention to my notes.

Carl E. Holmberg

MTC-00024573

From: Ryan—MacDonald@
allianzlife.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:37pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

This is a bad deal for everyone but
Microsoft. Please don’t let them get away
with this.

Thank You for your time,

Ryan MacDoanld

Excelsior, MN 55331

MTC-00024574

From: Jay Chu

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:20pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Attorney General John Ashcroft
January 25, 2002

US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DG 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

It has come to my attention that the
antitrust suit against Microsoft has reached a
settlement as of November 2001. It is my
opinion that this settlement should be full
and final. One of the biggest complaints from
Microsoft’s competitors was that the
Windows product had a complete monopoly
within the computer makers industry. This
settlement allows computer makers free reign
over which software they choose without
reprisals from Microsoft if a competitors
product is chosen. I think that this fully
addresses this issue fully. It is time to bring
this antitrust case to an end. Microsoft has
offered good terms to its competitors and to
the government. There can be no reason to
prolong this case any further. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Paojeh Chu

President

J Chu Consulting Inc.
329 E Beech Drive
Schaumburg, IL. 60193
(Tel) 847-891-3997
(Fax) 847—891-8857

MTC-00024576

From: Darren Blaser
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:22pm
Subject: Proposed MS DOJ Settlement

A quick recap of events:

(1) Microsoft begins breaking the antitrust
laws.

(2) After a legal spat with the government
we get the Consent Decree.
(3) Microsoft abuses the antitrust laws in
worse ways than before the consent decree.
(4) Microsoft (a repeat offender now) is
convicted in court of breaking several
antitrust laws (things seem to be getting
worse not better) Now here we are discussing
a “‘settlement agreement”” for which there are
absolutely no penalties associated with the
actual convictions mentioned in item 4, and
the thrust of the agreement seems to be: “The
previous consent decree seemed to work
really well before, lets try and do something
just like it again.”” At least now I understand
why my college law professor claimed that
our legal system is not about justice, and that
it will never provide a just settlement
between a “large ruthless entity” (think
Microsoft) and a “smaller kinder
entity”(think DOJ). The US Government has
always been considered the big kid on the
block up to now, and as a result our society
has enjoyed the benefits of the rule of law
generally. It sadens me to think what the
future will bring now that one company has
demonstrated that the government is no
longer the big kid on the block and there are
others out there who can ride rough shod
over the government’s law if they please.

Truely a sad day for the United States. . .

Darren Blaser

5777 N Meeker Ave

Boise, ID 83713

MTC-00024577

From: rlott@insolwwb.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:31pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare”” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Rick Lott

1303 Dupwe Dr.
Jonesboro, AR 72401

MTC-00024578

From: Jonathan Kurtzman
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:35pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft uses its control over the
operating system to lock out competition by
(a) preventing competitors from having the
same access to the operating system as
Microsoft applications have and (b) absorbing
promising competitive fields into the
operating system. The former means that
such applications as Microsoft Office have
significant competitive advantages. The latter
means that potential competitors are deterred
from entering into markets that Microsoft
may then absorb.

Both of these are wrong.

MTC-00024579

From: Rod Hauser

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:21pm
Subject: Dear Sir or Madam,

Dear Sir or Madam,

I am writing to protest the current ruling
on the Microsoft AntiTrust case. I am a
registered voter, taxpayer and citizen of these
fine United States. You may verify my
identity if you need to:

Rod Hauser

1748 Scenic Meadows Drive

Imperial, MO 63052

636—464-0321

As a professional with more than ten years
of experience in the Information Technology
field, I have firsthand experience with the
problems that Microsoft has caused the
consumer, and their support staff. I have
supported teachers and students in the K12
public school system, and have performed
purchasing and license compliance functions
in that same role. The monopolistic
behaviors of Microsoft have been significant,
and they continue to make software that is
not only proprietary, but that does not allow
fair competition, one of the tenets of this
country. This monopolistic behavior is
extensively documented, and I was in favor
of the initial ruling against Microsoft. The
overturning of that ruling is an abomination,
a sign to the American public that the golden
rule is very much in effect, and that
Microsoft can purchase a ruling with
expensive lawyers and big campaign
contributions.

Please review the appeal, and take
whatever steps are required to force
Microsoft to *actually* stop acting like a
monopoly, not so simply *say* that they
will.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Rod Hauser

CISSP, St Louis Missouri

MTC-00024580

From: mlhull99@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:32pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
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Antitrust Division
601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Marie Kuzma

77 Worth Ave

Hamden, CT 06518

MTC-00024581

From: ringme16@pacbell.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:33pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

james keefer

1211 1/2 guerrero st

san francisco, CA 94110

MTC-00024582

From: Russell Harding

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:36pm
Subject: Microsft Settlement

To Whom it May Concern,

I am writing regarding the proposed
settlement between the U.S. Dept. Of Justice
and Microsoft Corporation. I feel as a citizen
of the United States, that my best interests
are not represented in this settlement. I
strongly disagree with the proposed terms of
this settlement. I encourage the Dept. Of
Justice to reconsider their actions, and let the
case be decided by a competent judge, rather
than settled out of court.

Sincerely,

Russell Harding

Boulder, Colorado

MTC-00024583

From: jeff garland

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 12:36pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello,

I am a teacher. I try to teach students good
values by example and by punishment when
necessary. Letting MS get away with their
idea of an adequate settlement undermines
our efforts to produce good citizens. That is
the most important reason for devising a
punishment that does not serve MS interests.
The whole company ethic disgusts me.

Sincerely, Jeff Garland

Jeff Garland

Science Department

South Eugene HS

541-687-3116

400 East 19th Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401

MTC-00024584

From: Lars Johansson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:36pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
BlankGentlemen: The current Microsoft
case is about providing a fair opportunity for
all to compete on a level playing field. A
federal district court and the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals both determined
that Microsoft broke the law by illegally
maintaining its monopoly in computer
operating systems and applications. When a
monopolist abuses its position of power to
choke off competition by its rivals, it is not
only bad for consumers, competing
businesses, and the market place, it is also
illegal. The United States Department of
Justice has proposed a settlement. This letter
is written pursuant to federal law which
requires the Court to take public comment on
the settlement to determine whether approval
of the settlement should be granted. The
determination shall be based on whether the
settlement is in the public interest. The
proposed settlement stipulates in part that
Microsoft will provide a certain amount of
computer hardware and applications to
schools. Unfortunately this “penalty”” will
only strengthen Microsoft’s monopoly in the
long run. Expressed in the simplest of terms,
the proposed settlement is no different than
putting the fox in charge of the hen house.
As further elaborated upon below it is my
opinion that the settlement is not in the
public interest and, therefore, it should be
rejected. The consumer must be given a free
choice to purchase hardware, operating
systems, and applications commensurate
with his real needs rather than needs
perceived and dictated by Microsoft. By
opening up the market place to competition
the consumer will be assured that the cost of
software goes down and that its reliability
increases. In fact, software at least equal to
that now bundled into the Windows
operating system is readily available in the
market place for a fraction of the cost
Microsoft charges. Let me provide two
examples of the costly dilemma an
individual user such as myself can be forced
into as a result of Microsoft’s abuse of power,
and which will not be corrected in the
proposed settlement:

(1) Two years ago I attempted to buy a lap
top computer to be used as a navigational
and radio communication aid on my boat
during long offshore passages. Needless to
say, I had no intention to make my
navigation station into an entertainment
center, nor did I have any desire to use up
valuable space on my hard drive, intended
primarily for chart storage, for applications
such as word processing, spreadsheet
programs, browsers, etc. Considering
reliability and service I approached several of
the major vendors, such as Dell, Compaq and
Gateway, about buying a computer with only
the Windows 98 operating system installed.
The companies I contacted did not even have
the courtesy of providing a response. In fact,
they were most likely prohibited from
meeting my requirements under their
exclusive agreements imposed by Microsoft.
I ended up buying a lesser known brand.

(2) For home use I have used Lotus
Products during many years. Although a few
years old this software is more than adequate
for my purposes and will meet my
requirements for many years to come. I have
also developed extensive spreadsheet
programs in Lotus 1-2—3 97 which I use daily
and which would take weeks to adapt to
Excel. It follows that if I were to buy a new
home computer today I would be forced to
pay for a range of Microsoft applications
which I have no use for, and which I would
most certainly delete immediately.

In summary, I recognize that Windows is
the operating system of choice for nearly all
computer users. However the market place
must be opened up to competition in order
to to achieve the goals outlined above.
Microsoft must be forced to:

(a) discontinue “bundling” of unrelated
applications into its Windows operating
system, and b) allow the computer
manufacturers to pre-load applications of the
consumer’s choice, if any. Needless to say,
this second requirement may require
monitoring of the computer manufacturers as
well.

Sincerely, Lars Johansson 246 La Pera
Circle

Danville, CA 94526-3025 39

MTC-00024585

From: tomkeyes

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:34pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sir or Madam,

I encourage you to settle the Microsoft
lawsuits in the quickest way possible. The
current settlement being considered by
several states and the Department of Justice
seems to be the most efficient means of
disposing of this suit. I am an experienced
small business user of computer products. I
have used at least 10 different operating
systems on different computer brands in the
last 20 plus years. Microsoft is the oly
company that delivered a continually
improving mostly effective operating system
during that time. Its continual inclusion in
the operating system of tools developed by
itself and third parties to solve certain
problems has been an absolute boon to
consumers. You are faced with political
contributions and legislative pressure to
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make life easier for certain competing firms.
Complaints abound that access is not simple.
You isolate on the inclusion of the browser.
Why did you not initiate action when the
various fonts were included in the operating
system? The use of third party fonts, and bit
maps was a real pain by the consumer.
Today, I seldom think about them. They are
part of the utility. I never used a browser
until it became part of the system. Then the
browser helped me, the consumer. Now, at
the instance of businesses that could not
maintain a lead over a utility that Microsoft
made part of the system, you are interfering
in areas of technical development that is
beneficial to the consumer, and to the
economy.

I have much more I can say in support of
settlement being considered. Like, why did
you not help when we consumers were faced
with the fraudulent sales of systems that
promised “we can do that” when they could
not. I was once told a system could perform
some simple accounting functions. It could
not even line up the decimal points. I asked
government organizations for help. I was told
that I should have performed better due
diligence, and that it was a contract problem.
Now that we have a system that works, you
want to limit it. From a consumers
perspective, you have picked the wrong
target. You should have gone after the
various UNIX developers for failing to
maintain a uniform system when
fragmentation kept consumer prices higher
and increased costs of transferring data from
system to system. Instead, you go after a
working system that continually decreases
consumer costs. Nuts!! I told the MN
Attorney General that I would organize voters
against him in future elections when he
joined the suit. I did. He lost. ?70024585—
0002 I thought Gore was part of the decision
to proceed with the suit, so I organized as
many votes against him as I could. I will
continue to organize the few voters I know
against those that continue to pursue this
Microsoft suit until the economic decisions
are back into the hands of the consumer
economists. We know that a continually
improving product at a continually lower
price is important. Some folks do not seem
to understand that. Settle the suit. Tom
Keyes, #262 2650 W. Union Hills Drive

Phoenix, AZ 85027

MTC-00024586

From: srcontracting@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:34pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method

for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Harry Rembe

96 Ryan’s Way

Hoschton, GA 30548

MTC-00024587

From: jlgrdnr@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:34pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare”” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jerry Gardner

1023 McMahan Ave

Nashville, TN 37216

MTC-00024588

From: Barry Tolnas
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I think the settlement proposed will have
little impact in correcting the monopoly
powers that Microsoft has been found by
several courts to possess and exercise. Please
try to do what is right for the people.
Ultimately that is what will help business the
most in the long run as well.

Barry Tolnas

213 Rogers St. NW

Olympia, WA 98502

MTC-00024589

From: Graham Metcalfe
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 1:37pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Under no circumstances should the DOJ
settle with Microsoft in any way which
would allow them to increase their market
share. This would certainly include any
proposals which would create a government
“sanction” in allowing them to dramatically
increase marketshare in areas where they are
historically not the dominant player. In
specific, direct grants of software/hardware
systems to K-12 and higher education
institutions would help them increase
marketshare in an area where use of other
operating systems (mainly Macintosh and
Linux) have a dominant role.

Graham Metcalfe

Creative Strategist/Senior Architect
(707)780-1709

multimedialive

625 Second Street

Petaluma, CA 94952
(707)773-3434

MTC-00024590

From: TURCOFE@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:39pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Attorney General Ashcroft: As a
Microsoft user and stockholder (only 100
shares), I have followed with interest this
ongoing anti-trust case for the past few years.
I must say I was heartened when it seemed
to be reaching final resolution. But, like
many other disputes, it seems to be taking on
a life of its own, with some groups unwilling
to accept the resolution that both the U.S.
Government and Microsoft have agreed upon.
I feel that Microsoft is a strong, innovative
leader in the computer industry and that the
growth of its company has been very positive
for the employment picture in the Seattle
area and elsewhere. It seems to me that the
beginning of the downtrend of technology
stocks in the Nasdaq correlates to the
beginning of the Microsoft anti-trust suit
approximately 2 1/2 years ago. Conversely,
seeing a true end to this conflict could bring
a much-needed rally to that segment of our
economy. I have always felt that Microsoft’s
competitors saw a chance to weaken a strong
competitor by crying “monopoly”, and, had
they spent the time improving their own
products over the past few years that they
have spent accusing Microsoft, there would
be no possibility of monopoly by anyone in
the computer/software industry. I believe
Microsoft has agreed to the terms of the
settlement proposed by the U.S. Government.
It seems they are trying to act in good faith.
Hopefully we can close the book on this
litigation and move forward. As a country,
we seem to have many, many more serious
problems to deal with in 2002.

Thank you for your kind attention to this
matter.

Frances Turco

1065 Rockefeller Drive

Sunnyvale, CA 94087

MTC-00024591

From: Shmuel (Seymour J.) Metz
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe that the proposed settlement with
Microsoft is not in the public interest for
several reasons. First, Microsoft was violating
the consent decree that it negotiated with
Ann Bingamon almost from the moment the
ink was dry. There is no reason to expect
better compliance with a new consent decree.
Second, the propsed agreement does nothing
to alleviate or redress the harm that
Microsoft’s illegal conduct has caused and
continues to cause to users of, e.g., Linux,
0S/2. Third, the proposed agreement diverts
penalties into advertising for Microsoft.
Providing free Microsoft products to the
schools would only exacerbate the harm that
it’s anticompetitive practises have cause to
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developers and vendors of competitive
products. I am a longtime user of the
operating system OS/2, and expect to be a
user of the operating system Linux. When I
buy a PG, I neither need nor want a copy of
Windows. However, Microsoft has used its
economic power to force dealers to sign
contracts under which the dealers must pay
Microsoft a license fee for every computer
sold. Those dealers, of course, pass the cost
on to their customers, and Microsoft has
consistently refused to pay any refunds to
those customers. I believe that in order to be
in the public interest and to satisfy the intent
of the law, any settlement must include the
following elements:

1. Require refunds to everyone who has
purchased a PC from a dealer who bundled
Microsoft products, unless the customer is
using those products.

2. Require penalties to be paid to
developers on competitive applications and
operating systems

3. Require separation of Microsoft into
independent hardware, applications, network
and operating systems companies.

4. Require publication of all current and
future proprietary file formats,
communications protocols, etc. and a free
perpetual license for their use.

5. Require the divested companies to
provide interface data to their competitors at
least 6 months prior to providing them to
other Microsoft companies. There should be
periodic review to determine whether to
adjust the length of the interval.

6. Require the applications companies to
release new versions of its application for
non-microsoft platforms, and require that all
new features be available on competitive
platforms for at least 6 months prior to
making them available on microsoft
platforms. As with item 5, there should be
periodic reviews.

7. Impose substantial fines.

8. Require providing non-microsoft
applications and operating systems to the
schools.

9. Prohibit providing microsoft
applications and operating systems to the
schools.

10. Prohibit any contract with a hardware
vendor that requires or encourages bundling
of microsoft products.

11. Require the hardware company to
develop drivers for non-Microsoft platforms,
and require that all new features be available
on competitive platforms for at least 6
months prior to making them available on
microsoft platforms. As with item 5, there
should be periodic reviews.

Shmuel (Seymour J.) Metz, SysProg and

Team OS/2
Team PL/I

MTC-00024592

From: Johnnie Douglas Muse
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:40pm
Subject: Proposed Microsoft Settlement—
Hell No

What a joke. Microsoft would be getting
over on the DOJ] COMPLETELY if this
settlement is allowed to go forward as it is

now. This would completely defeat the
judgment of monopoly against this arrogant
corporation. Please, for the sake of the
educational consumer market, do not allow
this sneaky attempt to saturate the education
market by Microsoft with their shoddy
software and the inferior hardware that it
runs on. It will only increase the recipient
school’s expenses in the long run as these
computers and the Windows operating
system is very problematic and requires more
technical assistance and maintenance than
systems based on the Mac OS or Linux.

Thank you for your consideration of this
viewpoint.

Sincerely John Muse

MTC-00024593

From: Raphael Fleishman
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am writing under the Tunney Act
concerning the proposed Microsoft
Settlement (United States v. Microsoft Corp.,
Civil No. 98-1232). I believe the settlement
is unfair as it will not serve to end
Microsoft’s unlawful conduct and does not
adequately protect competitors, VARs, and
OEMs against retaliatory or future anti-
competitive action by Microsoft. The spirit of
the Sherman Antitrust Act, particularly those
clauses of which Microsoft was convicted of
violating, is to protect consumers by
protecting competition. I believe the burden
rests on Microsoft to prove to the courts that
adequate anti-monopolist protection is being
provided. I have co-signed a petition which
details my position in greater detail, and am
writing this to officially note my opinion as
allowed by the Tunney Act.

Thank you very much,

Raphael Fleishman

Stanford University

Beckman Center B403

Stanford, CA, 94305-5307

650-723—-4025

MTC-00024594

From: meltondm@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:38pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dawn Melton

CWU
Ellensburg, WA 98926-7875

MTC-00024595

From: Phipps, James B SWG
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 1:38pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The Microsft Corp provides a service with
the products that they offer, however they are
monopoly in every sense of the word. They
use a variety of tactics to ensure their
position in the business. Without question
the Government should look at the AT&T
Break up as a reliable model in dealing with
Microsoft. I am in favor of breaking Microsoft
up into segments that don’t overwhelm and
control the computer industry and much
business today.

James (Jim) Phipps

PMC Solutions

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Galveston District

Project Management Branch

Phone (409) 766—-3919

Fax (409) 766—6372

MTC-00024596

From: Kerry Gerhard
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The purpose of this email is to show my
support for Microsoft’s decision to integrate
a browser into their operating system. The
following paragraph, taken from a technical
piece, best describes my support. “Since
Internet Explorer 3.0, Microsoft has provided
an open architecture, inviting application
developers to integrate Web technology into
their applications. Most see this simply as a
way to integrate Web browsing into their
application. Others see this as a way to
implement sophisticated display features that
were previously too difficult to implement,
or perhaps to replace a less-flexible and hard-
to-maintain homegrown system. And best of
all, since Microsoft has positioned its Web
browser technology as part of the operating
system, this functionality comes without
prohibitive licensing and royalty issues.”
Taken from an article written by:

Dave Templin

Microsoft Corporation

January 2000

As a software developer, every time
Microsoft adds a new feature into the
operating system, that is another piece of
code I don’t have to develop myself or
license from a third party. This benefits
consumers because software vendors can
utilize these features without further cost to
the customer. With that in mind I can only
hope for a speedy settlement that is favorable
towards Microsoft.

Sincerely,

Kerry Edwin Gerhard

MTC-00024597

From: Raphael Molina
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe that the proposed agreement is
unjust. You will be forcing schools to have
an open arena of technology. By forcing
Microsoft down schools throat, I believe that
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schools, consumers, or anyone in general
should have the freedom to choose any
computing platform. Microsoft should be
forced in giving the schools monetary
amounts that then the schools can use at
their will as to what platform to go to in the
computing world. Otherwise Microsoft will
continue its monopoly that is currently
holds.

Thanks,

R. Molina

MTC-00024598

From: meowdw®@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:41pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dolores Wolf

5002 Olympic Drive

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

MTC-00024599

From: Dan, Brian and Miranda
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 8:32am
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ladies and Gentlement,
Anyone who knows better, thinks the
proposed settlement is bad idea

MTC-00024600

From: Brent Ware
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:41pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The proposed Microsoft settlement is a bad
idea for many reasons, not least of which is
that it is no punishment at all for a twice-
convicted monopolist. Allowing them to give
away “$1 billion” worth of software which
costs them virtually nothing to manufacture
is merely a way for them to pry Apple out
of the school market, which in fact just
furthers their monopoly at the cost of yet
another competitor. They have $38 billion
dollars in cash, projected to increase by $10
billion in the next year—have them give an
actual $5 or $10 billion cash to the schools.
They feel a slight financial pinch, the schools
get to buy things they need, and it doesn’t
necessarily kill Apple in that market. In fact,
it allows the market to work, instead of
having Apple driven out of the school market

as a result of Microsoft being thrown in the
briar patch.
Brent Ware

MTC-00024601
From: swingingclub
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Thomas P. Johnson, III Esq.
3904 Montrose Driveway
Chevy Chase, MD. 20815
Phone (301) 215-9889
Fax (301) 215-4178
January 25, 2002

Dear Madam or Sir:

May It Please The Court: I am in favor of
a Settlement of the Microsoft matter based on
the fact that prolong litigation does nothing
for either side but waste resources. In
retrospect, this protracted matter of anti-trust
litigation against a company who has greatly
influenced modern technology does nothing
for creativity in the business community.
When the Honorable Judge Thomas P.
Jackson issued a decision to break up
Microsoft, the decision had an earthquake
reaction on the stock market. The entire
market declined on the day his decision was
issued. Further, no entity has come up with
definitive numbers to show how Microsoft
has caused actual damages. The damages that
have been formulated against Microsoft by
the plaintiffs have been pure hyberbol and
mere speculation at best. I would speculate
that the recent move to file a law suit by AOL
is a retaliatory act because of Microsoft’s
involvement in the bidding for AT&T’s cable
network against AOL. Comcast was the
winner and AOL was the loser. Case law in
contract matters states: ‘“where there is
competition” fairness is not part of the
calculus as long as there are no illegal acts.
The same principle apply to matters
involving Microsoft and its competitors.
Some of the business plaintiffs in this
proceeding did not have the financial
resources to compete in the development of
their products prior to this law suit; and, now
is crying foul because Microsoft is at a
disadvantage at this juncture. There is never
a level playing field when there is
competition. Microsoft should not be
penalized because of the largess of its pocket
book. You compete with the cards you are
dealt when you do not have the financial
resources to compete. A settlement is in the
best interest of all sides because: limited
judicial resources; defendants, plaintiffs, and
the shareholders of all entities involve will
benefit because the resources used to litigate
this matter could be better used to pay
shareholders in terms of dividends derived
from profits instead of a writedown because
of litigation cost; the litigation cost will most
likely be deducted from research and
development of new products; and, there will
be more money available to settle this claim
instead of litigation. On record, which is
public knowledge it has been factually
shown that the states who participated in the
tobacco settlement did not use the money
they receive properly according to the terms
of the settlement agreement. The states were
supposed to use the money to curb teen
smoking. Some states used only a fractional

amount. I argue this point because the
attorneys generals from the various states
who are participating in this proceeding
cannot show actual physical injury.
Economic injury which the states will most
likely argue is pure speculation. Economics
is a science of speculation and courts do not
reward damages based on speculation. This
case is unlike the tobacco suit where people
died because someone was less than candid
about a particular product. This case hinges
on business competition and not personal
injury. Settlement by any means necessary
and not protracted litigation. I would
speculate in the event of litigation it will
greatly impact our economy negatively as
will be reflected in the stock market as was
the case in a past decision.

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas P. Johnson, III

MTC-00024602

From: Michael
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:48pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe the proposed settlement is a bad
idea. I am not in the computer industry, just
an end user who has had a personal
computer since 1983. I have purchased
Microsoft products as well as products from
their competition. It is my observation that
many hardware as well as software
companies failed due to unfair business
practices on the part of Microsoft. Others
with far great expertise than I have detailed
this out for you. As a concerned citizen, I
want you to know that I believe the proposed
settlement will not effectively stop Microsoft
from continuing on as they have in the past,
i.e. benefiting from unfair business practices.
Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Kane

MTC-00024603

From: Brent Ware
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:47pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The proposed Microsoft settlement is a bad
idea for many reasons, not least of which is
that it is no punishment at all for a twice-
convicted monopolist. Allowing them to give
away “$1 billion” worth of software which
costs them virtually nothing to manufacture
is merely a way for them to pry Apple out
of the school market, which in fact just
furthers their monopoly at the cost of yet
another competitor. They have $38 billion
dollars in cash, projected to increase by $10
billion in the next year—have them give an
actual $5 or $10 billion cash to the schools.
They feel a slight financial pinch, the schools
get to buy things they need, and it doesn’t
necessarily kill Apple in that market. In fact,
it allows the market to work, instead of
having Apple driven out of the school market
as a result of Microsoft being thrown in the
briar patch.

Brent Ware

MTC-00024604

From: Steven Barnes
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:49pm
Subject: settle now
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MTC-00024605

From: kforrest
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 12/17/01 1:15pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft needs to be repentant and not
rewarded for its previous actions. For years
Microsoft has attempted to squeeze into the
K-12 education market and now they elect to
do it as “compensation’ for previous wrong-
doing. Please don’t give them this “free
lunch.” If they want to do pentance for k—
12 education let them drop a billion dollars
into the e-fund and supply truly FREE
internet access to all underfunded schools in
the nation.

thanks

Kent Forrest

Technology Leader

Parkway School District

Chesterfield, MO

MTC-00024606

From: parkru@saic.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:46pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Russ Park

9826 Colt Lane

Lakeside, CA 92040

MTC-00024607

From: james t. pendergrast
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:50pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

My name is James Pendergrast. I have used
Microsoft products, but have settled upon the
Macintosh operating system as being superior
for my needs. It is disconcerting to me to see
the business practices Microsoft employs to
dominate the field and drive their
competitors out of business. The lack of
government interest in creating an effective
remedy, particularly since the advent of the
Current Bush administration, has been
disheartening. The current proposal, with
Microsoft giving a sham offer to schools is
like a slap in the face to everyone who holds
fairness and equal dealings for all persons in
high regard. It won’t cost them anywhere
near what they will get credit for, and have
the effect of further increasing their presence
in the education market, at the expense of

Apple computer. Some punishment indeed.
Please do what is necessary to prevent such
a travesty of justice taking place.

Yours truly,

James T. Pendergrast.

MTC-00024608

From: Syndergaard, Ernie
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:51pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I work in the IT Industry and am very
concerned with the proposed settlement of
the Microsoft Antitrust Suite. Of particular
concern is: Section III.A.2. allows Microsoft
to retaliate against any OEM that ships
Personal Computers containing a competing
Operating System but no Microsoft operating
system. Section IIL.B. requires Microsoft to
license Windows on uniform terms and at
published prices to the top 20 OEMs, but
says nothing about smaller OEMs. This
leaves Microsoft free to retaliate against
smaller OEMs, including important regional
“white box” OEMs, if they offer competing
products. These sections clearly allow
Microsoft to continue to strong arm most
companies who wish to stay competetie
“bend”” to microsoft will. This proposed
settlement is NO FIX TO THE
MONOPOLISTIC POLICIES OF MICROSOFT
AT ALL! This is purely my personal opinion
and does not in any way reflect that of
Compaq Computer Corporation or any of it’s
subsidiaries.

Ernie G. Syndergaard

IT Specialists

Compaq Computer Corporation

MTC-00024609

From: DJMaytag
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am part of a worldwide network that is
working on getting the BeOS or equivalent
back into the market place, but there is no
hope of success if the following issues aren’t
addressed: examples: open Office file
formats, Win32 APIs, make dual-boot options
mandatory, etc... I am not a very eloquent
speaker/writer so I am going to include some
links to another who is. I can say with certain
confidence, that any remedy that leaves out
the OEM bootloader license will have zero
effect on any competition being able to
someday enter the marketplace to compete
against Micorsoft. Here are some exceprts
from some articles written by Scot Hacker
from byte.com: Regarding the state of the
Microsoft monopoly: “But the reality is that
Be’s failure has made a point to the world,
to whit: “Don’t bother trying to create a better
commercial desktop OS—it doesn’t matter
how hard you try, how many engineers you
throw at the problem, how much money you
spend, or how many years you put into it.
Microsoft owns that space and, worse, the
public is totally complicit with that fact.
People will not stop using Windows. It is a
losing battle.” It is unlikely now that anyone
will ever again attempt what Be, Amiga, and
IBM attempted. And that’s the saddest thing
of all—the insidious ways in which the
monopoly has wormed itself into the fabric
of our economy and culture. The message

that “resistance is futile” has been hammered
home. The only OS projects that stand a
chance are open source, because they don’t
play by the rules of the economy.” Regarding
the part of the monopoly the DOJ has
seemingly completely missed, the Microsoft
bootloader:

“In the 1998-1999 timeframe, ready to
prime the pump with its desktop offering, Be
offered BeOS for free to any major computer
manufacturer willing to preinstall BeOS on
machines alongside Windows. Although few
in the Be community ever knew about the
discussions, Gassee says that Be was engaged
in enthusiastic discussions with Dell,
Compagq, Micron, and Hitachi. Taken
together, preinstallation arrangements with
vendors of this magnitude could have had a
major impact on the future of Be and BeOS.
But of the four, only Hitachi actually shipped
a machine with BeOS pre-installed. The rest
apparently backed off after a closer reading
of the fine print in their Microsoft Windows
License agreements. Hitachi did ship a line
of machines (the Flora Prius) with BeOS
preinstalled, but made changes to the
bootloader - rendering BeOS invisible to the
consumer—before shipping. Apparently,
Hitachi received a little visit from Microsoft
just before shipping the Flora Prius, and were
reminded of the terms of the license.”

“So here we are in 2001, and guess what?
It’s still not possible to purchase a dual-boot
Win/Linux machine. Doesn’t that seem kind
of odd? With all of the hype Linux has
gotten, and with the technical simplicity of
shipping dual- boot machines, not a single
PC OEM is shipping such a beast. The
technology marketplace is glutted with
options. Vendors use even the smallest
opportunities to trumpet their differentiating
factors. Linux is free. And yet there are no
commercially available dual-boot machines
on the market. Not one. The silence of the
marketplace speaks volumes. There is no
other way to explain this phenomenon other
than as a repercussion of the confidential
Windows License under which every
hardware vendor must do business.” From an
article entitled “The De Facto Hardware
Monopoly” http://www.byte.com
/documents/s=97/byt19990727s0011/
index.htm “While the Department of Justice
trial focuses on issues such as browser
integration, the real point of the trial is often
lost in all the hubbub: The hardware industry
is, by necessity or by choice, beholden to
Microsoft. It’s one thing to see an “Intel
Inside” sticker on a new machine, but when
I see hardware labeled ‘“Designed for
Windows 98" or “Windows 98-compatible”,
a shiver of frustration runs up my spine.
Since when should hardware care what
operating system it’s working with?”’ From
http://lists.elistx.com/archives/interesting-
people/200108/msg00238.html

From: “Brian David Hungerford”
<bhungerf@umich.edu>

To: “David Farber \(by way of Bernard A.
Galler\)” <dave@farber.net>

The boot license doesn’t actually say that
you can’t install a second OS.

What is says is:

1. You can’t deliver a preinstalled machine
in which Microsoft’s code bootstraps
someone else’s OS. It is technical possible to
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do this with NT/2000/XP/etc., because the
NT bootloader is specifically designed to
respect the preexistence of another OS and
incorporate that into the boot sequence; any
MCSE knows this. It's how NT systems allow
you to preserve your previous boot option
when you upgrade from DOS, OS/2, or
Windows 9x/ME. However ...

2. OEM’s must use Microsoft’s
preinstallation tools to deploy the OS on the
machine. Since those tools (usually) start by
blasting away the contents of the disk and
laying down Windows in a fresh partition,
any preexisting OS would be destroyed in the
process. Hence the trap: deploy the other OS
first, and the OEM tools wipe it away;

Deploy it after Windows, and you’ve used
Microsoft’s boot code to launch a different
0s.

It is trivially easy for end users and VAR’s
to set up dual-boot systems. But—as the
article points out—this would require some
interest on the part of customers for post-
purchase installation, and there is none.
http://www.theregister.co.uk/content/
archive/21410.html] Between 1997, when the
DoJ began taking the browser issue seriously,
and when the final arguments were made late
in 1999, Be was the only competitor whose
business solely depended on providing
competition to Microsoft on the consumer
desktop. It’s strange then that it should
ignore such compelling evidence of anti-
competitive behaviour. But the Antitrust staff
aren’t the only people who are reluctant to
grasp the nettle. There’s a widespread view
in the Linux community that offering head-
on competition to Windows on the desktop
isn’t how Linux will eventually win. The
argument has some sound reasoning—it
points to historical changes in the economics
of the infrastructure, of the sort which saw
midrange system replaced client/server
PCs—but ducks the difficult question. If you
are going to offer consumers an alternative to
Windows, you're going to need distribution,
and overwhelmingly the least troublesome
and most convenient distribution point is a
preloaded, pre-configured installation. That
means access to the PC’s boot sequence.

At the LinuxWorldExpo panel discussion
Jeremy Allison made few people comfortable
with his point that unless you break the
client monopoly, “your alternative
infrastructure is irrelevant,” Very few OEMs
can afford not to offer Windows, and while
their freedom to offer alternatives is dictated
to by the Beast, the alternatives will languish.
http://www.theregister.co.uk/content/4/
22670.html One possible concession by
Microsoft in the proposed AntiTrust
settlement has come too late to save the
company which pressed hardest for its
inclusion: Be, Inc. Section C/4 of the remedy
states that Microsoft may not forbid OEMs
“offering users the option of launching other
Operating Systems from the Basic Input/
Output System or a non-Microsoft boot-
loader or similar program that launches prior
to the start of the Windows Operating System
Product”. OEM agreements preventing PC
manufacturers from advertising the fact that
an alternative was in fact, right in front of the
user, pre-installed.

In the case of Hitachi, the most significant
OEM to offer BeOS preinstalled, the user had

to manually install a boot manager to activate
the BeOS partition, a process which involved
creating their own floppy boot disk. The
package could not include a boot floppy, and
the Windows desktop had no icons enabling
the automation of the process, or even giving
any indication that an alternative existed on
the PC. I can’t grab everything from this
article, but it’s a good read: http://
www.netaction.org/msoft/world/ I found this
document via http://www.nyx.net/-
Imulcahy/microsoft-bad- faith.html There a
whole host of articles out there explaingin
why the DOJ missed the boat and why
Microsoft is going to get away scot free from
this mess if some sever changes don’t take
place. I can’t even begin to explain how bad
this is going to be for the US and world
economy if Microsoft isn’t stopped.

Thank you for yout time,

Mitch Anderson

MTC-00024610

From: Tom Denman

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 1:52pm
Subject: Microsoft

AVTEX

Thomas J. Denman

5775 West Old Shakopee Road
Suite 160

Bloomington, Mn 55437

(952) 831-3710

January 9, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice,

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I am writing this letter to simply state my
support of the DOJ antitrust settlement
involving Microsoft. The settlement reached
between Microsoft and the Department of
Justice is fair and reasonable. The design of
the settlement is to be beneficial to both the
IT industry and the consumer alike, without
unfairly attacking Microsoft.

It is essential that the DOJ resolve this
issue swiftly. An exorbitant amount of
American tax dollars have been spent just so
that Microsoft’s competitors could attack
their opposition. This country is based on
free enterprise, and it seems that the
settlement already goes against the grain of
that idea. To continue litigation would just
mean a slow suffocation of laissez-faire
principles.

As it is, Microsoft will have to give up
software codes and intellectual property just
to appease the DO ], yet some jealous and
selfish special interests would prefer to move
on, even though this is clearly not in the
public interest. I strongly recommend that all
action at the federal level be stopped.

Sincerely,

Thomas Denman

Executive Vice President

MTC-00024611

From: luthered@cox.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:49pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Edward Luther

94 Henry Clay Rd

Newport News, VA 23601

MTC-00024612

From: Jonathan Leinwand
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:52pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am concerned that the Microsoft
settlement is letting Microsoft do something
that would otherwise be illegal. By letting
Microsoft provide free software to a market
it has not yet dominated, the Justice
Department is letting them do exactly what
was done to Netscape. Free Windows
software will tilt decisions towards Intel
based computers running Windows, thus
hurting competition in the education market
place. The settlement needs to correct the
behavior of the offender and not try to punish
it or try to do a good deed. Giving out free
software from Microsoft will not benefit
educators, students or competition.

Jonathan D. Leinwand, Esq.

MTC-00024613

From: Charles Borner
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Pardon me if I seem naive about this. I
simply do not understand why, if Microsoft
is guilty of monopolistic practices, the
government isn’t stepping in and demanding
real measures to dismantle this monopoly.
Simply allowing Microsoft to give away
product and old, refurbished computers isn’t
an effective remedy to this. It simply mirrors
what happened when they began giving their
Internet Explorer browser away for free.

Because they have huge, effectively
bottomless cash reserves, they can easily
weather this settlement. Note: The
settlement’s cash value is roughly equal to
Microsoft’s MONTLY profit margin. It
doesn’t even begin to touch the billions
Microsoft has socked away in the bank.
Additionally, this damages the competition
even further. Because now the government is
effectively distributing software for
Microsoft. For free. How are competitors
supposed to compete with products being
GIVEN away? The answer? They CAN’T. So
the settlement isn’t even a slap on the wrists
for Microsoft. It has the effect of giving a
government sanction to an illegal monopoly.
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And more, government assistance in
furthering that monopoly. The DOJ needs to
stop trying to take the easy, feel-good way out
of this, admittedly, painful situation. The
DOJ needs to begin seeking hard, truly
workable soloutions that REALLY penalize
Microsoft for their illegal activities. Stop
doing what’s easy, and do what’s RIGHT for
a change.

Charles Borner: chas@evilnet.net

5550 Abbey Dr.

Suite 4M

Lisle, IL 60532

MTC-00024614

From: P T Withington
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:52pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
In my opinion, the Proposed Final
Judgement in United States vs. Microsoft is
insufficient to prevent Microsoft’s
continuance of anti-competetive practices to
the detriment of computer users everywhere.
P. T. Withington

MTC-00024615

From: David Halonen
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I oppose “fining” Microsoft by allowing
them to have a free hand to donate MS
software to schools—its tanamount to letting
the fox in the henhouse! The fact that MS
writes bad code, has a lousy user interface,
and can’t spell security to save Bill’s fortune
is beyond refute. And should not be a part
of this settlement process. The fact is that MS
has been found in violation of the law. The
fact that they look at the law in disdain
(ignoring prior rulings) calls out for a stiff
punishment. I strongly encourage the gov’t to
punish MS to the fullest extent of the law.
MS has clearly demonstrated time and time
again, it only respects pure, unadulterated
force. Hit them between the eyes! Its the only
language they understand.

Regards,

David Halonen

The Halonen Company

10131 Fairlane, Suite 1215

South Lyon, MI 48178

(734) 449-2956

(810) 923-0780 cell

MTC-00024616

From: Aaron Sherman
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:55pm
Subject: Propose Microsoft settlement

I'll keep this short, since I'm sure many
who submit will not. The basic problem that
Microsoft’s business practices present to the
rest of the industry is incompatibility of
interfaces. The rest of the industry works
very hard in standards organizations,
documentation and in other ways to unify
interfaces between software applications.
Microsoft has done just the opposite. If the
only change that results from this
investigation is that Microsft is forced to
publish details of their interfaces between,
e.g., Internet Explorer and the Windows NT/
2000/XP operating systems or between Office
and the Win32 subsystem in full (not in
general detail), then the industry would be

able to compete on those platforms with the
existing Microsoft products. Generally, this is
not required of software companies because
they do not straddle the operating system and
application software markets. Where
Microsoft does, they present a barrier to
market for non-Microsoft applications simply
by hiding the interfaces that their application
products use.

So, in short: publish interfaces well in
advance of major revisions; maintain and
support published interface implementations
accross minor revisions; restrain Microsoft
from applying for any patents which could
prevent application software competitors
from using said interfaces without paying
royalties (note: this does not prevent
Microsoft from acquiring patents, so long as
they do not touch on application/platform
interfaces). Interfaces should include: save
file formats; application embedding protocols
and controls; network protocols; extension
languages; system libraries; operating system
interfaces to application such as the browser.

MTC-00024617

From: Florence Jones

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:56pm

Subject: Microsoft antitrust settlement
agreement

Attorney General John Ashcroft

US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I support the Microsoft antitrust settlement
agreement. While I have been opposed to this
lawsuit from its inception, I believe settling
the case now is in everyone’s best interests.
The settlement agreement provides for a
variety of concessions on Microsoft’s part.
They have agreed to increase server
interoperability. They have also agreed to
make a great deal of changes in the way they
handle their relationships with software
developers. Once the settlement agreement is
finalized, Microsoft will not retaliate against
software or hardware developers who
develop or promote software that competes
with Windows. Nothing more should be
expected or required of Microsoft beyond the
scope of the current settlement agreement. I
urge your continued support of resolving this
case. Thank you for your efforts in this
regard.

Sincerely,

Florence Jones

PO Box 281/451 Coul Ave.

Buckley, WA 98321

phone 360-829-9293

MTC-00024618

From: Phil Parker
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:06pm
Subject: proposed settlement
I support the Kansas AG and *do not*
support the pending settlement.
Phillip E. Parker
Math. Dept. #33
Wichita St. Univ.
1845 N. Fairmount
Wichita KS 67260-0033
USA

MTC-00024619

From: mcgraw@cejka.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:55pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft is a convicted monopolist and I
do not trust them with my data. I will vote
with my conscience next time you guys are
up for re-election or anything. “What’s good
for General Motors is what’s good for the
country” is and was WRONG.

Haven’t we learned enough about the
Enron scandal, for instance? What are you
guys thinking?

Patrick McGraw

Network Analyst

Cejka & Company

800.678.7858

fax 314 863 1705

MTC-00024620

From: Getz, Steve (SM)
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 1:59pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

This settlement is a bad idea. You need to
break up the company—split off the
operating system group from the rest. First
they claim the browser is now part of the
operating system. What keeps them from next
saying Microsoft Office is now part of the
operating system thus killing off the
competition for word processing,
spreadsheets, etc. Then they can add virus
utilities to the operating system.

Steve Getz

Sarnia

519-339-6412

MTC-00024621

From: MKEYSTONEFI@CS.COM®@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 1:55pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

MONROE STRAWN

P. 0. BOX 1001

NORTH HIGHLANDS, CA 95660

MTC-00024623

From: Tim Van Riper
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 9:06am
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
In order for this settlement to be fair,
Microsoft should not be allowed to pay
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damages by providing “free” software and/or
hardware. The penalty must be monetary so
schools can have the freedom to choose
which platform they wish. By giving
Microsoft the option of paying their penalty
in kind, they not only settle the lawsuit, but
grab and even larger marketshare by dumping
their garbage software and tired old clone
hardware off on unsuspecting students and
teachers. That surely wouldn’t be fair. Make
Microsoft pay with REAL money.

Timothy Van Riper

Salem, Virginia

MTC-00024625

From: David Diplock
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 2:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
To: Renata B. Hesse
Antitrust Division
U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street NW Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

As a software engineer with over 10 years
of experience developing for various
platforms, I wish to comment on the
proposed Microsoft settlement (PFJ) under
the Tunney Act. I agree with the problems
identified in Dan Kegel’s analysis (on the
Web at http://www.kegel.com/remedy/
remedy2.html <http://www.kegel.com/
remedy/remedy2.html> ), and have asked to
be included as a co-signer to his letter. In
addition, I would like to summarize my
personal views on the PFJ. The PFJ as
currently written simply does not go far
enough. There is no doubt, given Microsoft’s
past behavior, that it will attempt to
circumvent and evade the terms of this
agreement. The PFJ is so narrowly defined
that it allows plenty of maneuvering room,
especially considering that it will be applied
in an industry as fluid as the software
industry. Therefore, the PFJ will fail in its
intended purpose—to prevent Microsoft from
continuing its illegal and anticompetitive
practices. Such failure would clearly not be
in the public interest. Strengthening the
settlement agreement, as proposed by Dan
Kegel and by certain plaintiff states, is
necessary for the remedy to be effective.

Sincerely,

David Diplock

San Diego, California

Software Engineer,

Peregrine Systems

MTC-00024626

From: Michael Dragone

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  2:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To Whom it May Concern:

I'll keep my comments regarding the
proposed Microsoft Settlement brief. The
settlement in its current form essentially
gives Microsoft the legal right to continue to
do as they please. Furthermore, I've noticed
that it seems to be relatively easy for
Microsoft to circumvent any restrictions that
are in place that they find to be a hindrance.
Microsoft has been found to be a monopoly.
This has been affirmed by a Court of Appeals.
When AT&T was found to be a monopoly,
they were broken up into Baby Bells. I'm not

entirely certain that a breakup of Microsoft is
the best solution (a slew of Baby Microsofts
might not help the matter). Regardless, a
harsher penatly must be imposed on this
company. They literally have their collective
hands in almost every facet of the
Information Technology industry. Their use
of disgusting business practices to enhance
their own net worth causes nothing but
disdain. If they are not stopped now, our
entire IT infrastructure may one day be
entirely Microsoft-driven. This is highly
undesirable.

Thank you for your time.

MTC-00024627

From: LUC,BIEN (HP-Cupertino,exl)
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 2:03pm

Hi Mr Attorney General,

Attached please find my opinion about the
Microsoft litigation.

Thanks,

Bien Luc

19420 Homestead Road

Cupertino, CA 95014—-0606

January25,2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft

US Department of Justice,

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Attorney General:

The economically damaging and unfair
litigation against Microsoft must come to an
end. The current settlement with Microsoft is
in the best interests of California, the IT
industry, and the economy. The settlement
has placed a number of restrictions on
Microsoft. For example, Microsoft has agreed
to a “Technical Committee” that will monitor
the company’s compliance with the
settlement. In addition, Microsoft agreed to
design future versions of Windows to make
it easy for consumers and computer makers
to promote non-Microsoft products within
Windows. Also, Microsoft has agreed not to
retaliate against computer makers who ship
software that competes with anything in its
Windows operating system. These changes in
Microsoft’s behavior will result in more
options for consumers as well as expanded
competition in technology sector. More
importantly, the settlement will end three
years of unnecessary litigation and will let us
move forward. I urge you to support it.

Sincerely,

Bien Luc

MTC-00024628

From: Ann Lee
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe that the proposed settlement that
has been offered, Microsoft giving approx. $1
billion in refurbished computers and
software to schools to settle their lawsuits, is
not only acceptable, but possibly illegal. Nor
does it do anything to address the actual
people and businesses that have been harmed
by it’s monopolic behavior. As John Kheit
pointed out in his article in The Mac
Observer, http://www.macobserver.com/, ““. .
. Such predatory pricing and/or dumping
tactics are normally illegal for a convicted
monopolist. U.S. v. Columbia Steel Co., 334

U.S. 495, 530 (1948); Western Concrete
Structures Co., Inc. v. Mitsui & Co. U.S.A.),
Inc., 760 F.2d 1013, 1018 (9th Cir. 1985).
Thus, it is currently illegal for Microsoft to
give its software to the educational market for
free or at a price below its costs because they
have been found to be a monopoly. However,
if the government agrees to Microsoft’s
proposed settlement with the states, then the
government will at the very least be
providing Microsoft with an exception to this
rule, or at worst be a collaborator in illegal
predatory pricing and dumping.”

Microsoft should be punished for their
anti-competitive behaviour, not rewarded
with another market to monopolize. Also,
any settlement should be focused towards the
consumer and business community, not an
irrelevant third party.

E. Ann Lee

2520 W 32nd Avd

Denver, CO 80211

303-455-6728

MTC-00024629

From: Chris McGrew

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sirs,

It is my opinion that the proposed
settlement is flawed. If Microsoft is guilty of
monopolistic practices, as they have been
found to be, then the proposed remedy of
solution amounts to nothing more than a
wrist slap. Microsoft will be little
inconvenienced by these measures. I don’t
believe that breaking up Microsoft into
different companies will help and that is not
what I believe is fair. I do believe that MS
is guilty of monopolistic practices, though I
also believe that virtually any company that
was able to maneuver themselves into the
same position, would have employed almost
identical tactics. These need to be curbed to
allow industry to flourish.

Microsoft is not a very innovator company,
but they do update their products from
customer input. They should not be allowed
to kill off the smaller fish in the pond before
these fish can become real competition by
giving away a competing product for free.
This practice doesn1t allow for fair
competition.

I am not sure how to fix this, but as I have
stated earlier, the proposed settlement is
nothing more than an ineffectual wrist slap.

Chris McGrew

2605 Oaks Ave

Everett, WA 98201

MTC-00024630

From: Mike Everett-Lane
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
To: Renata B. Hesse
Antitrust Division
U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street NW Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Under the Tunney Act, I wish to comment
on the Microsoft settlement’s inadequacy in
improving the competitive environment in
the software industry. Specifically, I would
like to address the veto against open source
programming.
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Open source programming is one of the
most important revolutions in computer
science. The Internet has enabled
programmers from across the globe to create
software collaboratively. Examples include
Apache, GNU/Linux, Samba, etc. Under
section J.2.c., Microsoft does not need to
make ANY API available to groups that fail
to meet “reasonable, objective standards
established by Microsoft for certifying the
authenticity and viability of its business.”
This effectively gives Microsoft a veto over
sharing any information with open source
development projects, because Open Source
projects are usually performed by volunteers,
and therefore would not be considered
authentic, or viable businesses. This will
have a chilling effect on Open Source
development—which in turn will reduce
competition and halt the creation of new
software. I cannot see how this would benefit
consumers. The DOJ should revise its
settlement, so that Microsoft cannot
discriminate between for-profit and nonprofit
groups in API disclosure.

Sincerely,

Michael Everett-Lane

155 Seventh Avenue

Brooklyn NY 11215

MTC-00024631

From: Ron Robertson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I wish to comment that I don1t think the
proposed settlement against Microsoft goes
far enough. Nothing will change or be
improved with your current proposal. I also
think it1s wrong the way Microsoft breaks
every standard and uses their market share to
force everyone to use their products,
particularly web browsers.

Sincerely,

Ron Robertson

Fresno, CA

MTC-00024632

From: doodles8@pacbell.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:04pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Gentlemen,

A few brief words stating how upset I am
that you are letting Microsoft get away with
anti-competitive practices with nothing more
than a slap on the wrist. No fine could be
enough, given the company’s huge resources,
and the whole idea to give schools their
inferior software was just another obvious
grab for market share. The only way to force
MS to cooperate is to force them to open their
operating system’s code for all to see. Barring
that, they must make all API files open
source, so that other software companies
might be able to write programs without the
handicap of not having access to the internal
system dynamics. If this is the best that the
Department of Justice can do for the people
of America, you may as well turn in your
resignations.

disrespectfully yours

Steve Gattuso

MTC-00024633

From: Larry Melillo
To: Microsoft ATR,microsoftcomments

@doj.ca.gov@inetgw
Date: 1/25/02 2:04pm
Subject: Comments on the Microsoft
Proposed Final Judgment

TWIMC: Having read the Proposed Final
Judgment, I believe harsher remedies are
needed to prevent Microsoft from extending
its monopoly in the future. In particular,
Microsoft can not be allowed to self-regulate
itself regarding the classification of new
technologies as part of the Windows OS.
Unless emerging companies are allowed to
have a fair opportunity to develop and
exploit breakthrough technologies, this
proposed PFJ may allow future technology
development to be delayed/ignored based on
the whims of a single company’s strategic
intent. As technology will likely continue to
be a major driver of the world’s economy,
this simply is not an acceptable alternative.
At the very least, harsher regulatory controls
should be implemented as part of the PF]J.

Regards,

Larry Melillo

San Francisco, CA 94109

MTC-00024634

From: Spunk S. Spunk III

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:05pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello,

I would like to voice my opinion of the
Microsoft Settlement and ask you to PLEASE
continue the trial. The current settlement
does nothing to Microsoft and worse yet,
many of the “penalties” actually strengthen
Microsoft’s monopoly. I think it allows them
to continue bullying everyone who gets in
their way as they always have done and, in
fact, are continuing to do.

Thank you,

Brian Ray

MTC-00024635

From: aruss1@gte.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare”” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

andrew russell 2414 state street erie, PA
16503

MTC-00024636

From: ed@alcpress.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  2:05pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The settlement reached between the
Department of Justice and Microsoft is a
disgrace. Microsoft committed crimes and
their punishment is no punishment at all!
How can I be proud to be an American under
these conditions? I take an active part in the
education of my children. How do I explain
to them that our country is based on law but
that law does not apply to the wealthy—that
our leaders are corrupt. You're destroying
MY country and it’s heritage. I'm ashamed of
the whole lot of you. You disgust me.

Ed Sawicki

MTC-00024637

From: RBush11235@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:05pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern:

The constant litigations brought against
Microsoft, simply because the company is a
success, need to stop, and those already
brought against Microsoft need to be
dismissed, or at least, diminished. The
original case brought against Microsoft was a
case of “‘sour grapes”, fueled by the liberal,
and nonsensical idea that “it’s not fair” that
one company succeeds more than another.
That same nonsensical idea extends to the
individual, and therefor those indivduals
who succeed are excoriated and punished by
an increasingly dictatorial and intrusive
government. The idea that the success of one
individual helps the success of the next
individual is no longer paramount in this
country, because that is a capitalistic
concept, and the country is becoming more
and more socialistic. if not out-right
communistic. However, Communism and
Socialism are not what made this country
great, nor will they keep it great.

Richard L. Bushman

165 Fruit Street

Hopkinton, MA 01748

508—-435-4003

MTC-00024638

From: Rod Martin
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 1:52pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
The proposed settlement for Microsoft is a
very bad idea and completely insufficient.

MTC-00024639

From: George Heller
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:06pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The proposed settlement is a bad idea. All
it will allow for is big companies with deep
pockets to tie up cases in court long enough
that when the time comes for judgement the
whole case seems irrelevant. At that point,
they’re unaffected because they’ve already
accomplished what they’'ve wanted to do:
completely destroy all competition.

MTC-00024640

From: E. Tomchin

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:06pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
To: Renata B. Hesse
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Antitrust Division
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Hesse,

After reviewing the Microsoft settlement
documents it is my considered opinion that
the proposed settlement not only does not
prevent Microsoft from continuing in their
heavy-handed and competition-strangling
behavior, but it completely fails to address
one of the worst offenses Microsoft has
committed to date: to wit, the inauguration
of Microsoft’s new XP operating system with
its Windows Product Activation (WPA)
function. WPA appears fraudulent and
monopolizing in that if a consumer fails to
get Microsoft’s permission to activate the
operating system, which arguably is their
right, it prevents that consumer from
accessing their own personal and private files
on that computer and permanently locks that
consumer out of their own computer. This
simple fact seems prima facie evidence that
Microsoft has not only failed to adhere to the
spirit of the settlement agreement, but has
taken their heavy-handed monopoly to new
heights.

Further, Microsoft has announced that it
soon will cease all support of earlier
operating systems, including Windows 95,
Windows 98, Windows ME and Windows
2000. This appears to be a monopolizing
move that is designed to force people to
abandon any earlier operating system they
may own and choose to keep and force them
to purchase XP. This cessation of support for
earlier Microsoft operating systems would
not be that heavy-handed and monopolizing
if Microsoft would allow the downloading of
all necessary security patches and Service
Packs so that a user may bring those
operating systems up to secure functionality
when the operating system needs
reinstalling, which it quite frequently does
due to numerous bugs and defects in the
original product. Overall, it appears that
Microsoft is being allowed to continue to
control and interfere with a consumer’s right
to maintain an operating system they have
purchased from Microsoft. The settlement
does not address any of the issues I have put
forth above.

Thank you for the opportunity to address
these issues.

Sincerely,

Edward A. Tomchin

P. O. Box 10009

Golden Valley, AZ 86413

MTC-00024641

From: kanb—us@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:04pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft

competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Betty Launius

3827 Verner Dr.

Peoria, IL. 61615

MTC-00024642

From: Drew Dean

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:07pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

(I'm not sure this got through the first time;

it’s the same text)

Renata B. Hesse

Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street NW Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Hesse and Judge Kollar-Kotelly:

I wish to express my belief that the Revised
Proposed Final Judgment (RPF]) in US v.
Microsoft is not in the public interest, and
respectfully urge the Court not to approve it.
While the RPFJ is a substantial improvement
over the original PFJ, it remains the case that
the exclusions swallow the rule. The
following three examples are illustrative, but
by no means the only problematic areas in
the RPF].

(1) Section IIL.J.2. The exclusions in
subpart (b), “has a reasonable business need
for the API, Documentation, or
Communications Protocol for a planned or
shipping product,” (c) “meets reasonable,
objective standards established by Microsoft
for certifying the authenticity and viability of
its business,” and (d) “agrees to submit, at its
own expense, any computer programs using
such APIs, Documentation, or
Communication Protocols to third-party
verification, approved by Microsoft, to test
for and ensure verification and compliance
with Microsoft specifications for use of the
API or interface, which specifications shall
be related to proper operation and integrity
of the systems and mechanisms identified in
this paragraph.” serve to exclude the people
that most need this documentation, namely,
the Samba team (see http://www.samba.org).
The Samba team has produced an open-
source implementation of the Microsoft
SMB/CIFS protocols for file and printer
sharing. Being an open source project, their
code is freely available, and they are not a
business. A reasonable interpretation of
subparagraphs (b) and (c) would make them
ineligible to benefit from the remedies
prescribed in Sections III.D and IILE.
Furthermore, the cost of the testing required
by Section I1.J.2.(d) is likely to be prohibitive
for individuals, and non-profit open source
projects, further limiting competition. While
the Samba team is the most immediately
relevant example, these concerns also apply
to the developers of the Linux operating
system and the Apache Web server.

All three of these programs are used by
large numbers of people, and represent direct
competition to Microsoft.

(2) The definitions in Sections VL], VLK,
and VLT (“Microsoft Middleware”,
“Microsoft Middleware Product”, and
“Trademarked”, respectively) appear to
exclude Microsoft’s Reader (see http://
www.microsoft.com/reader). Microsoft
Reader is the company’s software for the
display of electronic books. I reach the
conclusion that Reader is not covered by the
RPFJ as follows: (1) Sections V1.]J.2, and
VI.K.2.b.iii both require that the software “is
Trademarked.” (2) Section VI.T defines
“Trademarked”. Sub-paragraph (iii) says
“asserting the name as a trademark in the
United States in a demand letter or lawsuit.
Any product distributed under descriptive or
generic terms or a name comprised of the
Microsoft(r) or Windows(r) trademarks
together with descriptive or generic terms
shall not be Trademarked as that term is used
in this Final Judgment.”

(3) Microsoft Reader certainly is a name
comprised of “Microsoft”” and a generic term,
“Reader,” and by the plain meaning of
Section VI.T.(iii) is not Trademarked. Hence,
it is neither Microsoft Middleware nor a
Microsoft Middleware Product, and appears
to fall entirely outside the scope of the RPF].
While the electronic book market is highly
immature at present, many believe that it will
come to dominate traditional, paper-based,
publishing. The potential economies of
digital storage and transmission are
enormous. Publishing is a multi-billion
dollar per year market and so the status of
Microsoft Reader and competing products
will be of great competitive significance. I
believe that the public interest is best served
by letting this potential market evolve in a
free, competitive manner. Leaving Microsoft
unconstrained is not consistent with this
goal. I also note that Microsoft can avoid
having any new product designated as a
Microsoft Middleware Product under the
RPFJ by the simple expedient of naming it so
that it falls outside the definition of
Trademarked (Section VI.T). (3) I quote
Section VI.U in its entirety: “Windows
Operating System Product” means the
software code (as opposed to source code)
distributed commercially by Microsoft for
use with Personal Computers as Windows
2000 Professional, Windows XP Home,
Windows XP Professional, and successors to
the foregoing, including the Personal
Computer versions of the products currently
code named “Longhorn” and ‘“Blackcomb”
and their successors, including upgrades, bug
fixes, service packs, etc. The software code
that comprises a Windows Operating System
Product shall be determined by Microsoft in
its sole discretion.

This definition has two problems. First, it
is internally inconsistent. It begins by
defining the code comprising a “Windows
Operating System Product.” It then follows
that definition by contradicting itself, “The
software code that comprises a Windows
Operating System Product shall be
determined by Microsoft in its sole
discretion.” Which definition is meant to
prevail? Neither is clearly subordinate to the
other. Second, in numerous places in the
RPFJ, language of the form “not inconsistent
with this Final Judgment”, “consistent with
this Final Judgment”, or “‘exercising any of
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the options or alternatives provided for under
this Final Judgment” appears. It is, however,
notably missing in Section VI.U. Given the
numerous other appearances of this language,
its lack here appears to be significant. While
one might assume that any such
determinations by Microsoft would have to
be consistent with the RPFJ, plain reading of
this definition does not require it. As there

is no indication that this definition is
subordinate to the rest of the RFP]J, this could
be interpreted as undermining the intent of
the RFPJ, particularly in regard to
middleware products. I believe the
settlement would be substantially
strengthened by replacing the final sentence
with: “The software code that comprises a
Windows Operating System Product shall be
determined by Microsoft in its sole
discretion, consistent with this Final
Judgment.”

The above examples are illustrative of the
flawed approach taken in the Revised
Proposed Final Judgment. I believe that the
Revised Proposed Final Judgment is not in
the public interest, and respectfully urge the
Court not to approve it.

Sincerely,

Drew Dean

21070 White Fir Ct.

Cupertino, CA 95014

MTC-00024643

From: Terryk
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02  2:14pm
Subject: Microsoft

I am adamantly opposed to the proposed
DOJ settlement. I have been in the computer
business since the early “60’s. I watched for
years as Microsoft ran business after
business, out of business. Netscape, a fine
browser, was one of the most visible, but by
far, not the only one. Stac, a disk
compression company is one that comes to
mind, when Microsoft “‘added’ a near copy
of it to Windows, in the form of “Double
disk”. The original proposed settlement,
breakup of Microsoft, and a Windows
product without Internet Explorer was by far
the best proposal. I believe the remaining
nine states, and now AOL, are absolutely
right to demand a much better solution to a
major monopolistic company that Microsoft
is. Not to mention the arrogance of Mr. Bill
Gates.

I. L. Koelling email =
ikoelling@houston.rr.com

MTC-00024644

From: Russell Tilton
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:11pm
Subject: microsoft

We hope that Microsoft stays strong in the
marketplace. Personally, we like their
products and have no complaints about their
service. I would hate to see another negative
impact on the NW at this point in time. As
long as there are checks and balances, I don’t
even mind if they control the market place
because decentralization may be cumbersome
and difficult to work with given the technical
expertise needed to work with different
systems. They would all need to be
integrated. A big order, wouldn’t you say?

MTC-00024645

From: Jerome
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:10pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The Federal Anti-trust settlement in this
case was a travesty. It did little to a company
that violated past agreements on anti-
competative behavior of microsoft. The
American public deserves a Judicial system
that will look out for them, and this
settlements do not do this. The Government
has proven their case agenst Microsoft, and
the Federal Courts have a duty to the people
of the United States to ensure that it does not
happen again, and the only way that they can
do this is to apply a penelty which will
discourage, or make it impossable for
Microsoft to practice this behavior in the
future. Given some of Microsoft’s latest
aquisitions (intelectual property which
includes a rival 3-D graphics technology,
Open GL), and software technologies in thier
latest OS, I feel that they have continued
these pracices even while litigation in the
current Anti-trust case is pending. I would
like to see harsher penelties applied to
Microsoft for these reasons.

Jerome Gantner

MTC-00024646

From: Nick Snyder
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 2:12pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I believe that the only thing Microsoft
should be able to do, is pay the money. They
should not donate software, computers and
what not. They should put the money into a
“fund” for each school and have the school
buy what computer software, hardware and
whatever other computer stuff they need.
Thought I would share.
Nick Snyder

MTC-00024647

From: L.C. Mathison
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:16pm
Subject: Stop Microsoft’s Monolopy

The proposed DOJ vs Microsoft settlement
is bad for everyone except Microsoft. Please
do not accept and make legal the monolopy
Microsoft now holds. Please take any
appropriate measures to completely stop
Microsoft’s monolopy by breaking them into
competitive companies or stop the pre
loading of Microsoft Operating systems and
add-on programs such as Internet Explorer
which caused the first public outcry.

Please!

Please!

Listen to the people!

Leslie C. Mathison

1128 West Collinwood Circle

Opelika, AL 36801

Phone 334-749-5891

MTC-00024648

From: Son, Seha (S.)
To: “Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 2:14pm
Subject: Current AOL litigation

I believe that the both companies time and
resources should be spent toward ultimate
end-consumers, not in the courtroom. Both

companies should be engaged in fair and
mutual competition and perhaps cooperation
for the benefit of ,again, consumers. I'd like
to see AOL’s litigation to end immediately so
that the consumers win.

MTC-00024649

From: phillyfanatic@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  2:13pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Glenn Koons

5314 4th

Long Beach, CA 90814

MTC-00024650

From: Tom
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The proposed settlement is not sufficient
punishment to Microsoft. Microsoft uses
their control of the operating system harm
other companies who were trying to compete.
A proper settlement would lessen the power
that Microsoft wields over the industry.

Tom Solnok

706 Sumac Rd

Derby, KS 67037

MTC-00024651

From: Scott Layman
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:18pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I would like to see Microsoft broken up. If
not broken up, then the governmnt needs to
keep a very close watch on them. Microsoft
shouldn’t decide on thier punishment. The
courts should, and the punishment should
not be in Microsoft’s favor. The giving 1
billion $ of microsoft products to schools is
just feeding the monoploy fire! Microsoft’s
business practices are down right EVIL. Tt
amazes me at how they could get away with
most of the stuff they do. Microsoft’s
punishment needs to be harsh.

MTC-00024652

From: rdlamb@attbi.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:18pro

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
RICHARD LAMB
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1357 43rd Avenue Unit 35
Greeley, Colorado 80634
January 25,2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

The reason I am writing to you is to ask
that you make certain the settlement that was
reached recently between the Justice
Department and Microsoft is concluded. T am
concerned that anti-Microsoft groups may try
to harm the settlement process. The Justice
Department and Microsoft want to settle this
case. Antagonists of the settlement contend
that this agreement is hard enough on
Microsoft. However, considering this
settlement makes Microsoft share more
information with competing software firms
than ever before proves these contentions are
wrong. This settlement discloses Microsoft/
Es internal interfaces, which is a major
concession and unprecedented. Also,
Microsoft has agreed to share its secrets of
server interoperability. With these two
disclosures, Microsoft will be creating more
competitiveness in the IT industry.
Opponents of the settlement don’t seem to be
concerned with this; they appear to have
more concern with punishing Microsoft.

I appreciate you taking time to consider my
views on this issue. I urge you to settle this
case as has been planned.

Sincerely,

Richard Lamb

MTC-00024655

From: Sonia Arrison

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:20pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
January 25, 2002

Ms. Renata Hesse

Trial Attorney

Antitrust Division
Department of Justice

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DG 20530

Re: Settlement of US v. Microsoft

Dear Ms. Hesse:

The Pacific Research Institute is a non-
profit, San Francisco-based public policy
think tank dedicated to promoting individual
freedom and personal responsibility. This
letter is being submitted to the courts as part
of the Tunney Act proceedings as it relates
to the Final Judgment Stipulation and
Competitive Impact Statement in US v.
Microsoft. On behalf of Pacific Research
Institute, I have written on and researched
the Microsoft issue extensively. It is the
position of our organization that approving
the settlement in this case is in the best
interest of consumers and the technology
industry.

As the director for the Pacific Research
Institutes Center for Technology Studies, I
have worked on this issue from very early on
in its history. I reviewed the position of the
federal government and state attorneys
general as well as the position taken by
MicrosoftA competitors. The antitrust case
brought against Microsoft was neither
justified nor in the best interest of American
consumers. Now, four years later, the courts

have an opportunity to mitigate the mistakes
made by the Justice Department and previous
courts by supporting the settlement. The
settlement being proposed is the right course
of action to take. By forcing Microsoft to open
their operating system, prevent unfair
bundling, and create various forms of
oversight, the settlement will address the
concerns of those who called for this trial in
the beginning. As an added benefit, accepting
the settlement will provide a greatly needed
lift for the national economy. The damaging
effect of this case on our economy is obvious.
In the two weeks when the first round of
settlement talks between Microsoft and
Justice Department collapsed, the value of
Microsoft stock in the California Public
Employees Retirement System fell by over
$700 million. Our current economic climate
is not one that can easily withstand another
setback of that severity. I am including with
this letter an article I wrote in July 2001 and
a white paper written by our policy fellow,
Helen Chaney. I hope this information is
helpful to the court.

Sincerely,

Sonia Arrison

Director, Center for Technology Studies

Pacific Research Institute

755 Sansome Street, suite 450

San Francisco, CA 94111

451-989-0833 x107

MTC-00024656

From: dr2nd@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:17pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare”” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen. Please put a stop to
this travesty of justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Clyde Reynolds

2012 17th Ave

Forest Grove, OR 97116

MTC-00024659

From: Phil Russell
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:20pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I respectfully ask that you carefully avoid
being swayed by a massive Microsoft-led
write-in campaign. I do not favor the “billion
dollars in computers and software to
schools” settlement for many reasons. It is
difficult to trust Microsoft, given the lies Bill
Gates is prone to telling. Would Microsoft

claim the $429 cost for every copy of
Microsoft Office it would give to schools? Or
would they claim their actual cost of
somewhere less than $2? I suspect the latter.
When that copy of Microsoft Office has to be
upgraded, doesn’t this lock the schools into
Microsoft products far beyond the initial
copy of the application? Apple Computer is
much admired and used in schools. This is
one area where Microsoft does not have a 90
to 10 advantage over Apple. The proposed
settlement would tear into Apple’s share.
Given the extreme wealth of Microsoft,
gained while unlawfully running roughshod
over other companies, one billion dollars in
restitution is a huge joke. Perhaps 10 or 15
billion might be more rational. Microsoft is
one huge predatory company, intent on
taking over EVERYTHING in the computer
and internet world and MORE. Strong
penalties are necessary.

Thanks for listening to an every-day
computer user.

Phil Russell

1420 SW Crest Circle

Waldport, OR 97394

541-563-2501

Explaining the proposed Microsoft
punishment:

“...someone is caught breaking into your
house, offers to repair the damage instead of
going to jail, if they can put up a massive
billboard for their house maintenance
business in your front yard for six
months...”—MacOpinion

MTC-00024660

From: Joel T. Osburn
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:21pm
Subject: Please reject the proposed settlement
A quick review of pertinent Facts: *
Microsoft had (and maintains) a monopoly
on desktop computer operating systems. *
Microsoft used (and still uses) this monopoly
to extend it’s reach into other markets. *
Microsoft developed monopolies in other
markets using this general tactic, including
but not limited to: internet browsing
software, office suites, entry level database
software. * Microsoft violated a Consent
Decree issued 15 July, 1994 (Civil Action #
94-1564, US vs. Microsoft (http://
www.usdoj.gov/atr/cases/f0000/0047.htm),
also as a result of abusing it’s monopoly to
stifle competition, and extend into new
markets. * In court, Microsoft, including it’s
Chairman and it’s CEO, repeatedly lied under
oath. * By extending it’s monopoly via these
illegal means, Microsoft has grown at
unprecedented rates for twenty years, and is
one of the richest corporations in the world,
with no debt, and a vast amount of cash.
Observations regarding the impact of the
above facts on consumers: * The price of
software in those markets which Microsoft
dominates has remained steady while in
other markets average prices have dropped.
* There have been no new innovations in
general internet browsing software from
Microsoft since they released version 5 of
Internet Explorer over four years ago. The
pace of innovation previously observed was
a direct result of competition that no longer
exists. Microsoft’s Internet Explorer has yet
to conform to published, accepted standards;
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instead, web developers conform to Internet
Explorer’s peculiarities rather than the
accepted standards. This leads to: By
dominating markets, Microsoft has
positioned itself and it’s products as a
defacto standard by extending it’s monopoly.
This prevents competition; potential
competitors cannot meet an unpublished
defacto standard, and therefore cannot
compete; products developed in this manner
appear substandard to the public, which
expects behavior as per the “standard” set by
the monopoly. Thus competition is stifled
and innovation outside of Microsoft limited
to those areas in which Microsoft either
cannot or has yet to leverage it’s existing
monopolies to enter.

The proposed settlement fails to: *
Compensate any of those affected, either
directly or indirectly, by Microsoft’s pattern
of illegal behavior. * Require Microsoft to
either adhere to published standards, or
publish those features and behaviors that it
has established as defacto standards. *
Prevent Microsoft from tying any given new
product to it’s existing monopolies
unbeknownst to the general public, through
the common practice of requiring Non
Disclosure Agreements before any
information is exchanged or contract
negotiated. Therefore a company must risk
it’s very existence under threat of lawsuits,
in order to accuse Microsoft of repeating it’s
illegal behavior. * Provide expedient,
impartial resolution of future examples of the
same illegal behavior. A “three strikes” type
clause may be appropriate, and I'll note that
this particular case is actually a second
strike, having been brought about by
Microsoft’s failing to abide by the Consent
Decree it agreed to over seven years ago. *
Provide any current or future competitors
any assurance that they will be able to
compete on equal footing, thus raising the
requirement to even begin to compete. *
Prevent Microsoft from holding equity in or
substantial contracts with any direct
competitors. They currently hold equity in
Apple Computer, which is currently the only
legitimate competitor for desktop operating
systems, and have a major development
agreement with Corel, makers of
WordPerfect. This creates a potential conflict
of interest for those “‘competitors”: Apple
Computer stopped shipping Netscape
Navigator with it’s personal computers,
instead shipping Microsoft’s Internet
Explorer (which defeats Microsoft’s argument
that Internet Explorer is a part of the
Windows Operating System, and, since this
was in exchange for $150 million) constitutes
illegal dumping); immediately upon
receiving from Microsoft a major influx of
capital along with a development contract,
Corel stopped development of it’s version of
the Linux Operating System, and the version
of the WordPerfect suite of ““office”
applications for the Linux Operating system.
This would appear to be anti-competitive.

Please reject the proposed settlement;
many more appropriate suggestions have
been fielded for how to remedy the illegal
behavior exhibited by Microsoft.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Joel T. Osburn

MTC-00024665

From: Peter C Lott

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 2:21pm
Subject: USAGLott_Peter_1016—0115.doc
2700 S Sunland Drive

Tempe, AZ 85282-3387
January 24, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

As I read more about the recent
developments in the Microsoft settlement, I
become more frustrated in the fact that it may
be even further delayed. By delaying the
enforcement of this agreement, we directly
delay the advancement of our American
technology industry. As the rest of the global
market moves on, America’s technology
industry is forced to focus on litigation rather
than innovation. Not only has Microsoft
agreed to make changes in licensing and
marketing, but has agreed to design future
versions of Windows for easier installation of
non-Microsoft software. Beyond this,
Microsoft has agreed to be monitored by a
committee in order to ensure that they follow
proper procedure. All of these concessions
are clearly a step toward a more unified
technology industry. By working together, we
help our American technology industry
maintain its position of leadership in this
highly competitive global market. As we face
this competitive market, we must be
prepared for the many changes involved in
this industry. By being able to focus on
innovation, we can be prepared for these
changes and stay on top of the market. By
enforcing this agreement, we will be able to
utilize it as a guideline for advancement
within the market.

Sincerely,

Peter Lott

MTC-00024686

From: John Coble
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:23pm
Subject: Public Comment

This is a Public Comment on the proposed
settlement among the Justice Department, the
Nine States and Microsoft Corporation. I am
also including comments about AOL in its
recent filing: I have been a user of Microsoft
Windows and many other Microsoft Products
for many years. Definitively not because they
are the only ones available, but solely
because they are the best. (And indeed I have
tried many others). No one using Microsoft
Windows (any version) is forced to use MSN
Internet Browsers as every computer
manufacturer lists a wide range of other
providers. As for many others including the
worst AOL you can go to any computing
store and many other stores and get a free CD
to load in to your PC in a matter of minutes
and use their service. Just because Microsoft
has started including Internet Explorer as an
integral part of Windows does not force you
into something that you do not want. You
can indeed delete their ICONS and use any
other provider that you desire without any
degrade to the general functioning of
Windows. I was with AOL and used

Netscape and found them to be rife with
problems and forced spam of every thing
from porno to advertising of anything you
could name. I finally got off of AOL and went
with QWest because they offered a high
speed connection (DSL). I continued to use
Netscape until I could no longer stand the
errors and finally switched to MSN Internet
Explorer and could not be happier. Every
Microsoft product that I use is the best and
at the best price.

Finally, I do believe that every one that
appeared before the courts against Microsoft
have in some way been connected to other
manufactures or states. (Probably paid off).
This case can be settled quickly if the U.S.
District Judge, Colleen Kollar-Kotelly would
issue an order that with any settlement there
will be no money involved. Each party will
handle their own legal expenses and once the
Judge rules on the case, that is it. No further
charges or appeals will be accepted. And for
any person or group testifying against
Microsoft they must be investigated to
determine their ties to other manufactures,
states and now AOL. As a final step in the
settlement the Judge should ask that the nine
states involved should report back to the
court within one year on their actions to stop
using Microsoft Products. This is a long
dissertation; however, I am fed up with my
tax dollars being spent on this insurrection
against one of the best companies in the
world by a bunch of money hungry
companies/states that could not succeed on
their own.

John T. Coble

2647 98th Ave. NE

Clyde Hill, WA 98004

425 4544632

MTC-00024688

From: Frank de Lange

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:22pm

Subject: On the Microsoft settlement

Dear sir/madam,

Even though I may not be a US citizen, I
still want to add some comments to the
proposed settlement in the case Microsoft vs.
DoJ. I am a self-employed IT service
architect, who has been employed by several
Dutch and international companies. Others
have commented on many aspects of the
settlement. Much of the text seems
reasonable. I see two minor points which
might need some improvement.

Point 1:

Under I.1. “All terms, including royalties
[...] reasonable and non-discriminatory.” I
would like to refer you to a discussion on
RAND (Reasonable and non-Discriminatory)
licensing as has been proposed for the world
wide web consortium (The organization
which sets standards for the world wide
web). http://www.w3.org/TR/2001/
WD_patent_policy_20010816/ Note
especially objections made by some of the
w3c contributors. To wit: rand is not non-
discriminatory. It discriminates directly
against Open Source and Free Software
projects. These projects simply cannot use or
pay for such RAND licensing due to their
legal structure. The arguments that could be
made here are very similar to those stated in
the w3c discussion. Here are some arguments
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of my own: Royalty Free (RF) Licensing has
been proposed as an alternative, and
overcomes this weakness. Why are Free
Software and Open Source Software
important? There are two arguments based on
reason, and one is based on simple
demonstration: (1) The free software
operating system GNU/Linux is considered
by many to be a somewhat important
competitor to Microsoft. It is distributed
under the GNU general public licence (GPL)
which is a distribution license. Allowing
Microsoft to discriminate against such
competitor would not be fair. It could also
hardly be called non-discriminatory, of
course.

(2) As far as I know, original
implementations of RFC 791 (Internet
Protocol) and RFC 793 (Transmission Control
Protocol) were released under the university
of California’s’ “Berkeley Software
Distribution” License. This is a free software
license. These 2 protocols form the heart of
the current day Internet. The implementation
was left Royalty Free, and hence all parties
adopted it. Also, since the original source
was open, all parties could learn from it, and
the TCP/IP system was quickly adopted
worldwide. This is very important.
references: IETF RFCs can be obtained from
many sources. Here is one on the world wide
web.: http://www.ibiblio.org/pub/docs/rfc/
rfc791.txt http://www.ibiblio.org/pub/docs/
rfc/rfc793.txt

(3) Quite simply put: The Simple Mail
Transfer Protocol(RFC821) is royalty free, to
the best of my knowledge. This protocol is
used to transmit E-mail across the Internet.
If it were not for SMTP, and if it were not
for its royalty free status, I would not have
been able to send this message. A possible
solution to the shortcoming in I.1. (and
similar problems with related points under I)
would be to allow for Royalty Free licensing
of at very least the data interchange formats
used by Microsoft.

As an aside: Requiring Microsoft to submit
their data formats (such as word and excel)
to the International Standards Organization
(ISO) might improve the situation further.
Such standards organizations argue that good
standardization has demonstrably improved
economic gain, and stimulated competition
between all parties concerned. I think that
even Microsoft might actually gain from such
an action in the long run. I see nothing wrong
with this, because such gain would result
from fair competition. Reference:
WWWw.iso0.0rg

Point 2:

Under J it is said that Microsoft may not
disclose information about security systems,
and may set almost any requirement when
sharing security information with a security
vendor.

I am a hacker, not a ‘certified computing
security professional’. I do not feel the need
to be certified by any vendor, as these
certifications usually are no more than a
guarantee of sbujectivity. Open knowledge of
algorithms and methods is a requirement for
truly strong security. This seems reasonable
to me. After all, if one knows of a certain
weakness, one can compensate for it and
prevent people from exploiting it.

If a hostile element was to be the only
person to know a weakness in a security

system, then that person would certainly be
able to exploit that weakness. Further,
security systems which are put up for public
review can quickly be assessed for potential
weaknesses, and these weaknesses can be
repaired. No such process can be used for
systems which are kept secret. A second
slight problem which some people have
brought up is that there might be a weakness
here. People might state ““security concerns”
as an excuse to sidestep what they are
required to do under I in some situations. In
fact this does not seem very hard to do from
a technical perspective.

In short, section J on the whole might have
some weaknesses. It might be a good idea to
gain advice from one or more security experts
(such as perhaps a professor teaching about
data encryption, or people employed by a
government security agency) to determine if
this is indeed the case.

Kind regards,

Frank de Lange

Moldau 27

8226MV Lelystad

The Netherlands

MTC-00024689

From: pd@complex.Eng.Sun.COM®@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:23pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I don’t feel that the proposed settlement of
the Microsoft anti-trust action adequately
addresses the issue of monopoly. It lets the
monopoly remain. I feel that the best solution
would be to break Microsoft into at least 3
pieces, each with rights to the full
intellectual property of the existing company.
The new companies would then have to
compete against each other. The disruption
during the breakup would also provide some
time for alternative competition to join the
market or gain market share. I personally am
an Apple MacIntosh user, and I am
continually frustrated by the lack of “shelf
space” that retailers provide for non-
Microsoft products. I am also worried about
the gradual creep of Microsoft software
becoming the only supported software on
Apple systems. My ISP, AT&T broadband,
does not support Netscape as a browser or
email client. They only support Internet
Explorer and Outlook Express from
Microsoft.

Thank you for your consideration,

Peter C. Damron

MTC-00024690

From: Lawrence F Povirk
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:24pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement
8127 Brown Road
Richmond, VA 23235
January 25, 2002
To the United States Department of Justice:
Like many investors, I own, through
various mutual funds, thousands of dollars
worth of Microsoft (MS) stock. Yet, lately I
find myself wishing MS would simply close
down and vanish. Why? Because I am also
a computer user. I spend at least half my
working hours at the computer, and like most
users, I have dealt with MS products for
years. The quality of those products has been

variable, but that has been true of most
software, so I could not complain too loudly.
If I found one of their products genuinely
dysfunctional, I could dump it and choose a
competing product, as I did several times.
Lately, however, I feel I am being
increasingly coerced into using MS products,
as the alternatives have gradually
disappeared. As anyone familiar with the
industry knows, this is not because MS has
come up with more innovative or more
reliable software. Rather, it is because they
have been able to target any popular piece of
software they choose, use the cash flow from
Windows to build a functional duplicate of
it from the ground up, bundle their copycat
version with Windows or sell it below cost,
and drive their competitor out of business.
This is classic, textbook monopolist behavior,
and it is beginning to stifle the whole
computer industry. We need not belabor
whether MS acted improperly. Their
culpability has already been established.
What is at is issue is coming up with an
effective remedy, that will restore some
degree of consumer choice. It is not only
companies harmed by MS’s behavior, or
consumers frustrated by their lack of choice,
but disinterested industry analysts as well,
who all agree that the settlement now
proposed will do almost nothing to alter
MS’s mode of business or to bring
competition back to the software market.
There are, however, remedies that might
actually make some progress toward that end.
First and foremost, no one should have to
pay for a MS product that they do not want.
I recently began shopping for a notebook
computer, and found it was virtually
impossible to buy one from a major
manufacturer that was not preloaded with
Windows. IBM and Dell both used to offer
models with Linux instead, but no longer.
Tellingly, both manufacturers took them off
the market just when the Justice Department
gave up its only real leverage in the antitrust
case by removing the threat of a MS breakup.
This coercion of consumers to buy a
product they do not want (Windows) in order
to get one that they do want (a computer) is
precisely what the antitrust laws were
intended to prevent. Hence, at a bare
minimum, a simple mechanism should be set
up such that anyone can get a full refund for
any piece of MS software that was bundled
with any piece of hardware that they
purchased. To circumvent MS’s considerable
skills in price manipulation, amount of the
refund should be set at the greater of the
amount the manufacturer paid MS for the
software, or a fixed fraction, say 70%, of the
retail price of the software. Moreover, the
price charged by MS to manufacturers for
preloaded software should be required to be
published and uniform, so that MS cannot
reward manufacturers for promoting MS’s
interests, or, more importantly, punish them
for not doing so. If a consumer wants to
return only part of an “integrated” piece of
software say, keep Windows but get rid of
Internet Explorer, they also should be able to
do so, and get a partial refund based on the
approximate size of that part of the software
(i.e., number of lines of computer code)
relative to the whole. Obviously, MS itself
cannot be trusted to handle the refund
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process itself; that will have to be done by
an independent entity set up specifically for
that purpose, and under court oversight. In
the past, MS has argued that, were this to be
allowed, users would return the software,
and keep using it anyway, or use an illegal
copy. But with MS’s new authentication/
registration requirements, this practice will
become impossible, and their argument will
become moot—the one small benefit of an
otherwise reprehensible policy that may soon
widen the “digital divide” into a chasm.

Second, to help level the field in
application software, MS should be required
to publish the specifications of its main file
formats such as .doc, .ppt and .xls. Currently,
I am often forced to use MS Word, a program
I passionately hate, because coworkers send
me documents in MS Word (.doc) format.
While competing word processors have
devoted considerable effort to creating filters
to import and export .doc files, those filters
not very reliable, partly if not primarily
because the .doc format is secret and ever-
changing. Publishing the specifications
would probably not solve all interconversion
problems, but it certainly would help.
Furthermore, MS should be required to
maintain input filters of their own for the
next three competing applications (e.g.,
WordPerfect, StarOffice and Applixware
word processors), so that documents created
on those applications will open in Word,
Powerpoint and Excel. Again, and
unfortunately, an independent entity will
have to be set up to monitor compliance.
Even so, none of this even begins to address
what may be a much greater means of
coercion in the future: MS’s apparent plans
to make it more and more inconvenient for
any Windows user to use any internet
services that compete with their own MSN
and Passport services. We are now getting
only the first hints to what those tactics will
be, but they are clearly going to be
inextricably built into Windows, and
virtually impossible for any Windows user to
avoid. Given their control of so much of the
basic operation of home and office
computers, they really should be barred from
providing network services at all. Given that
such a restriction is unlikely, their behavior
in this area will have to be closely monitored
as well, to ensure that they do not shut out
competitors entirely.

Of course, I realize that there are those who
are perfectly satisfied with the closed,
controlled world of computing provided to
them by Microsoft. But 20 years ago, there
were those who were equally satisfied with
AT&T’s monopoly phone service, and were
dumbfounded at the government’s effort to
break it up. There were even those who were
satisfied with the state-controlled
monopolies of the Communist era. That
doesn’t mean they should have been
preserved. History has taught us over and
over again that monopolies are a stagnating,
corrosive influence on any industry they
control, whether it’s oil or software. In every
case where they were broken up, the result
was a wave of innovation and expansion,
often going beyond the dreams of even the
most enthusiastic trust-busters. I would
challenge you to name a single case where
the forced restoration of competition in an

industry, resulted in worse products being
available to consumers. Despite their stability
and economies of scale, monopolies are,
invariably, a bad deal for consumers,
entrepreneurs and society at large; a bad deal
for everyone but the monopolists themselves.
Microsoft is no different. A copy of this
comment in PDF format with facsimile
signature, is attached.

Sincerely,

Lawrence F. Povirk

MTC-00024691

From: Robin Downie

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:25pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

The enclosed letter is for your
consideration.

Thank you,

Robin Downic

2684 Elm Drive

Brier, WA 98036—8940
January21, 2002
Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Deparment of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I am writing today to urge you and the
Department of Justice to accept the Microsoft
antitrust settlement. The issue has been
dragged out for over three years and it is time
to put it to rest. Microsoft and the industry
need to move on.

Some critics say that Microsoft has gotten
off easy. In fact, the settlement is quite strict.
Microsoft agreed to give computer makers the
freedom to install and promote any software
that they see fit. Microsoft has also agreed not
to enter into any contract with any computer
maker that obligates the computer maker to
exclusively promote Microsoft software. In
fact, Microsoft has agreed to terms that
extend well beyond the products and
procedures that were actually at issue in the
suit. In order to move forward, Microsoft has
The settlement is fair and should be
accepted. forward is to put the case in the
past. made many concessions. The only way
to move

Sincerely,

Robin Downie 00024691—0002

MTC-00024691

From: Tony Magnuson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:25pm
Subject: anti-trust case

The settlement was presented in a way that
showed Microsoft’s cost in settlement as
inflated. The perception is one of Justice
serving special interests. This is in the face
of the large cache of capital Microsoft
maintains which constitutes a tax break for
the company and its investors and inflates
the value of its stock. A decision by Justice
should foster competition, increase
shareholder value overall, increase
transparency, and send a message that
dissembling tactics are not acceptable, even
by powerful corporations. I believe the

original proposal to break Microsoft into
discrete units would have accomplished this.
Microsoft is not the only company in the tech
arena to be guilty of such tactics, but it
represents a clear starting point. This action
should not finish with a settlement like this
that shows the federal government partnering
with Microsoft in wrongdoing. This action
should be a beginning of scrutiny of the
standards of behavior for industry and the
nation as a whole. You will remember Enron.

I am a small business owner and investor
in Northern California and user of Microsoft
products. I do not want a refund from the
company nor anything that would benefit the
company nor even the sector specifically.
Such a settlement would validate legal
bullying and squabbling as a method of
reducing competition. I would like to see any
settlement invested in the establishment of
fairness and transparency in industry as a
whole.

sincerely,

David Magnuson

Moss Beach, California

MTC-00024693

From: John (038) Sandee Walker
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:27pm
Subject: Gates lawsuit

This is not about forcing people to buy
browsers other than Microsoft. This is about
inferior products being pawned off on
unsuspecting consumers. The average
computer owner has little or no knowledge
of how their computer operates—they
shouldn’t have to it should be designed to
work for them. Bill Gates puts out inferior
products before they are perfected. He has
the money to hipe his products.
Unsuspecting consumers have to go through
hell using his inferior products. Hard
working quality minded smaller companies
interested in coming out with superior
products don’t have the funds or connections
to get their products included in the sale of
a computer. The general public will benefit
because small businesses with superior
products are benefiting because Bill Gates
has been called on the carpet for
unscrupulous tactics. Please realize Bill
Gates is not interested in quality product. His
ONLY interest is quantity profits at any
expense.

MTC-00024694

From: Rick Peterson

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 2:14pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Your Honor,

I have worked in Silicon Valley for 15
years and have personal contact with many
high-tech companies. There is a very
common theme and that is “fear of
Microsoft”. Microsoft has clearly abused
their monopoly. There are companies that
never get funded because they predict that
Microsoft will not allow the competition.
This is unhealthy for our economy! We need
the best technology and the best software to
have a chance to make it to the marketplace
and to compete fairly there. This won’t
happen if Microsoft is somehow threatened
by it. Microsoft has demonstrated its
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complete disregard for the law. They do not
operate with honor or fairness in the
marketplace. Please do what is right and
needs to happen. Please break up this
ruthless monopoly and force Microsoft to
play by the rules of commerce, that govern
our great country.

Sincerely,

Rick Peterson, IDSA

Vice President

Studio RED

Tel:650.324.2244 x231

Cel:650.722.2782

MTC-00024695

From: Shulamit
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:24pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Under the Tunney Act, the court must
consider public comments prior to deciding
on the Microsoft proposed settlement. I am
writing to urge you to reject the proposed
settlement offer. It does nothing to solve the
problem of Microsoft’s monopoly and in fact
will increase Microsoft’s stranglehold in the
education market, further adding to the
problem.

MTC-00024696

From: JT Thomas
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:27pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

In the words of Robert X. Cringely (from
pbs.org): Section III(J)(2) contains some very
strong language against not-for-profits.
Specifically, the language says that it need
not describe nor license API, Documentation,
or Communications Protocols affecting
authentication and authorization to
companies that don’t meet Microsoft’s
criteria as a business: “...(c) meets reasonable,
objective standards established by Microsoft
for certifying the authenticity and viability of
its business, ...”” This loophole (as well as
others, but I find this the most offensive) are
unacceptable. Please reconsider the
settlement decision.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

MTC-00024697

From: jeff

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello Renata—

As a resident of Washington you would
think I would be favoring Microsoft in this
action. That is not the case. The current
settlement actually has the effect of further
strengthening Microsoft’s monopoly. Make
them give the school cash and let the schools
decide on what equipment and software to
purchase.

Apple Computer has traditionally been
very strong in the education market and this
is simply a backdoor play for Microsoft to
gain market share.

Thank you for letting me voice my opinion.

Jeff Chin

MTC-00024698

From: jpence711@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:28pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jamie Pence

PO Box 752

Clinton, MO 64735-0752

MTC-00024699

From: Landrus, Kurt

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:30pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I think this settlement is an extremely bad
solution. This is not a punishment form
Microsoft monoplistic prcatices, it merely
enables them to expand into another niche
market (education) they do not yet already
own.

They have plenty of cash, the settlement
should require them to put up cash not
donations of MS software.

Please stop this insaity from being
approved.

Kurt Landrus

MTC-00024700

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

Date: 1/25/02 2:30pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sirs:

The settlement with Microsoft seems fair
and equitable and should be settled. It would
seem that at this point in history the people
would be better served utilizing government
resources in more productive ways.

Sincerely yours,

Claudia Pletter

MTC-00024701

From: niner@xel.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare”” for Netscape and other Microsoft

competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

J. NINER

149 Topaz

Kissee Mills, MO 65680

MTC-00024702

From: Connie Wickland

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:32pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement
9928 181st Avenue NE
Redmond, WA 98052

January 25, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I am writing to express my opinions
regarding the Microsoft antitrust case. I
believe that your office reached a fair and
reasonable settlement that should allow the
industry to return its focus to innovation,
rather than litigation.

Microsoft has already agreed to
concessions that have set new antitrust
precedent. The competition will be allowed
to use Windows as a springboard to launch
their products that compete directly to those
programs already included within Windows.
Also, Microsoft will disclose, for the
competition, various interfaces in its
Windows operating system. Most
importantly, Microsoft has agreed not to
retaliate against any software or hardware
developers that develop or promote software
that competes with Windows or that runs on
software that competes with Windows.

Microsoft has made these concessions
because it realizes that settling the case
sooner is better than later. If these
concessions were asked from more
traditional and understandable industries, I
think they would be denounced as going
against the principles of competition and free
enterprise. Imagine if every Coke can had to
have a sample of Pepsi inside, or if
McDonalds had to offer Burger King’s
Whopper to those that wanted it. Would that
be reasonable?

This settlement will allow the consumers,
the industry, and the economy to move
forward. I hope when reviewing this case it
will be judged it by its merits, and not by the
everlasting chain of competitors” demands.

Sincerely,

Connie WicklandGet more from the Web.
FREE MSN Explorer download :

http://explorer.msn.com

MTC-00024703

From: Jay W. Luther

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:35pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
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Ms. Renata B. Hesse
Antitrust Division
U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street NW
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

United States v. Microsoft has been a long
and complicated case, and a detailed critique
of the proposed settlement it has spawned is
best left to those who have considered the
implications of every line. As one who has
represented software concerns, and has some
sense of the industry, I would simply offer
my conclusion: It is highly likely that the
proposed settlement will be completely
ineffectual. Put another way, it appears to me
that it will have no impact on the industry
as the industry currently exists, though some
of its provisions might have been modestly
helpful in preserving browser completion
during the Netscape-Explorer fight.

Particularly egregious here is the carve-out
of the free software movement from
essentially all of the proposed judgment’s
benefit. In operating systems, this is the only
competition to MS that is significant today,
and if there is to be any benefit to consumers
from the judgment, open source
representatives must have full, complete, and
prompt access to all significant
interoperability data for Windows, MS
middleware and MS Office, with access being
controlled by disinterested third parties. This
is also true for all competitive office
applications. After all these years, it’s time to
bring to a close the famous axiom, “DOS’s
[Windows’s] not done ‘til Lotus
[WordPerfect, Netscape, etc.] won’t run.”

Jay W. Luther

Law Offices of Jay W. Luther

Voice: 415-456-6197

Fax: 415—456-8597 00024703—0002 01/
29/2002 10:08

MTC-00024705

From: Thomas M. Ferlauto
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:36pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I oppose the settlement. Microsoft has
proven to be a monopolistic predator. From
Netscape to Java to countless other examples,
Microsoft has used its dominate position in
the PC desktop OS market to bully
competitors or even drive them out of
business. The justice department, at the tax
payer’s great expense, prevailed and
demonstrated Microsoft to have violated the
law. This settlement renders all of that effort
futile and teaches Microsoft the valuable
lesson that you can violate the law, but if you
fight like hell in the courts you can get away
with it. This will only encourage Microsoft
to continue its illegal behavior (to this day,
Microsoft contends they did nothing wrong).
To teach Microsoft a lesson, to deter future
criminal conduct, to make Microsoft a good
corporate citizen, to foster free competition,
and to benefit the consumers, it is imperative
that the settlement be rejected and more
drastic remedies be sought.

The problem is Microsoft’s dominance in
the OS market. This gives Microsoft the
power, which they are too at ease with using,
to dominate every other aspect of computing.
Control over the OS leads to control over

office suites, which leads to control over web
browsers, which leads to control over
internet access and content. This domino
effect will never end until Microsoft’s OS
division is made a separate company from its
software and internet divisions. That is the
remedy that I suggest.

MTC-00024706

From: C.D. Larson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:36pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear DOJ Team:

First, thank you for all you’ve been busy
doing on the terrorism front. I deeply
appreciate and support what your team has
been doing—both publicly and behind the
scenes—to keep all of us safe. I'm writing
regarding the Microsoft Settlement. I've been
in the computer industry for some number of
years and have seen how Microsoft operates,
and I'm disappointed by the proposed
settlement. It stifles competition and the
economy, and is a real disaster for our
industry. Once upon a time, there were many
companies who made workable word-
processing programs. Innovation and
competition flourished. How many such
firms can you name today? Not many, I'll bet.
That’s because of Microsoft’s aggressive
tactics with Microsoft Word. Is it the best
word processing program out there? Hard to
say, because nobody compares any more.
And there’s almost nobody around to
compare TO. And that’s what I'm talking
about. There should be dozens of companies,
writing great products and competing on
price. And they should be around the world,
not just in Seattle.

What our industry is objecting to is
Microsoft’s continued rampage against area
after area of computing. First it was operating
systems, then spreadsheets, then word
processing, then browsers. Databases are
next, followed by imaging. My company’s
offerings are next; MS is copying our
technology to use in their product so they
can tell us to go fly a kite. I am not arguing
against competition; I'm suggesting we
should HAVE some.

My objection is not to Microsoft’s “ability
to innovate”, it’s their ability to keep others
from innovating. By crushing other firms,
they force everyone to use their product
regardless of what it costs or how good it
really is. That’s bad for competition, bad for
products, and bad for our country.

I think the settlement—especially in the
face of the judge’s findings in the case—is a
weak slap on the wrist and will not address
any of the grievances made. What should be
done? I don’t think it’s necessary for the
company to be broken up IF they could be
successfully kept out of the applications
world.

Charles D. Larson, Jr.

Senior Manager, Technical Marketing

Writing as a Private Citizen

MTC-00024707

From: Johnny Hsu

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:36pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
DO NOT SETTLE

Settling with Microsoft will only allow
them to substantially increase the market
share in core industries where their only
competition have an edge. To do so will only
hinder the efforts of other companies to
operate in a competitive society. To do so
will allow Microsoft a backdoor into business
areas they’ve always had trouble breaking
into. Microsoft has billions of dollars behind
its name, and plenty of this available in cash.
A settlement with their goods would cost
them a minute fraction of the entire
settlement value. A settlement by definition
implies some kind of wrongdoing. When a
kid does something wrong, you don’t just let
them go. Good parents will punish them so
that they do not make the same mistake
again. Allowing them to settle with their
products is barely a slap in the wrist. If a
settlement is deemed necessary, then the
government should punish them realistically,
by forcing them to donate cash, not goods or
services, on demand. Too many companies
have been bullied out of competition through
vaporware, through bullish and threatening
tactics, through unfair business practice. Any
other settlement besides a billion dollar cash
settlement would be unjust.

MTC-00024708

From: Frank

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:36pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To Whom It May Concern:

I am opposed to the proposed settlement in
the Microsoft antitrust trial. I feel that the
current proposed settlement does not fully
redress the actions committed by Microsoft
in the past, nor inhibit their ability to commit
similar actions in the future.

The vast majority of the provisions within
the settlement only formalize the status quo.
Of the remaining provisions, none will
effectively prohibit Microsoft from abusing
its current monopoly position in the
operating system market. This is especially
important in view of the seriousness of
Microsoft’s past transgressions.

Most important, the proposed settlement
does nothing to correct Microsoft’s previous
actions. There are no provisions that correct
or redress their previous abuses. They only
prohibit the future repetition of those abuses.

This, in my opinion, goes against the very
foundation of law. If a person or organization
is able to commit illegal acts, benefit from
those acts and then receive as a
“punishment” instructions that they cannot
commit those acts again, they have still
benefited from their illegal acts. That is not
justice, not for the victims of their abuses and
not for the American people in general.

While the Court’s desire that a settlement
be reached is well-intentioned, it is wrong to
reach an unjust settlement just for
settlement’s sake. A wrong that is not
corrected is compounded.

Sincerely,

Frank Partipilo

234 W Main St

Waukesha WI 53186

MTC-00024709

From: Schulz54@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
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Date: 1/25/02  2:36pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern:

I think the proposed settlement between
the Department of Justice and Microsoft is
not in the interests of consumers. Please
reject this settlement and adopt the one
proposed by the nine states.

Sincerely,

E. Matthew Schulz

117 South Scott Blvd.

Iowa City, IA 52245

MTC-00024710

From: spookalew@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:34pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robert Lewis

5675 Brynwood Lane

Ash Grove, MO 65604

MTC-00024711

From: sev
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:34pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I think the proposed settlement is a bad
idea.

MTC-00024712

From: Dale Caughey
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:40pm
Subject: Dear Sirs:

Dear Sirs:

Further 1litigation is a wste of taxpayers”
funds. Every end user had the opportunity to
pick Netscape of Microsoft’s Browser. I, like
most users picked the better browser.

For the unpicked Netscape to seek the
protection of a court is absurd;

Judge Jackson should have recused
himself, or resign his position, as he didn't,
nor does understantthe American system of
fair play.

Dale Caughey, JR

MTC-00024713

From: Matt Bingham

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:43pm
Subject: MS Antitrust case.

How to put it succinctly...? You let em go
with a warning. (Rhetorical:) Anyone at DoJ
actually believe you won’t have to do this
again in 5 years and do it right?

MTC-00024714

From: Scott Bergstrom

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:42pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Your Honor,

Those businesses behind the antitrust
action against Microsoft are simply second-
rate. That they failed to win my allegiance
and that of the consuming public is not a
product of Microsoft’s “vicious business
practices” made their products hard to get,
but a result of the inferiority of their
products. As a former Macintosh user, I
switched to Windows when I realized that it
was, in my opinion, a better program. The
same applies to Microsoft Explorer vs.
Netscape Navigator; the former is simply a
better product.

I resent immensely the implication that
somehow, as a member of the public, I have
in any way been duped by Microsoft’s
practices. To the contrary, they have given
me products of tremendous utility at little or
no cost.

In short, they’re guilty of nothing more
than doing business well and providing
services to the public cheaply.

I'm writing this to you not as a political
activist but as someone who believes—
strongly—that the courts should not be
suckered by second-rate businesses who are
not adept enough in their industry to take on
honest and fair competition.

Sincerely,

Scott Bergstrom

Scott Bergstrom

Sr. Copywriter

J. Walter Thompson Specialized
Communications

466 Lexington Ave., New York, NY 10017

T:212-210-1162

F:212-210-1097

scott.bergstrom @jwtworks.com

MTC-00024715

From: Joseph Roni

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:42pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Department of Justice:

We read with dismay the recent news that
AOL-Time Warner has brought suit against
Microsoft on behalf of Netscape. We feel this
is a political attempt to influence your
decision against Microsoft.

Again a few special interest groups are
attempting to use this review period to derail
the settlement of the Microsoft case and to
prolong the litigation even in the midst of
these uncertain economic times. As a private
citizen my wife and I object to continuing
this litigation. The last thing the American
economy needs is more litigation which
benefits only a few wealthy competitors who
cannot compete with their own innovation.

Please don’t let these special interest
groups defeat the public interest. My wife
and I are retired and our invested retirement
worth has declined significantly since this
litigation was initiated and it seemed to us

that it was one of the leading causes for the
rapid decline of the NASDAQ stocks and the
stock market in general. Let’s settle this thing
now for the good of the consumer, the
industry and the American economy.

Regards,

Joseph and Virginia Roni

Federal Way, Washington

MTC-00024716

From: aleonczy@student.umass.edu@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:42pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Section I1I,2,b clearly allows Microsoft to
retaliate against an OEM that is or is
contemplating shipping a PC without a
Microsoft operating system. This is
unacceptable. Microsoft should not be
allowed to realiate against an OEM that ships
a PC which does not include a Microsoft
operating system. “‘shipping a Personal
Computer that (a) includes both a Windows
Operating System Product and a non-
Microsoft Operating System, or (b) will boot
with more than one Operating System;” (US
vs MS PFJ)

I propose an amendment: (c) does not
include a Microsoft Operating System

Thank You for your consideration,

Andrew Leonczyk

MTC-00024717

From: Stephen Fountain

To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Date: 1/25/02 2:38pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Stephen Fountain

374 West Daffodil Rd

Ruckersville, VA 22968

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:

The Microsoft trial squandered
taxpayers&#8217; dollars, was a nuisance to
consumers, and a serious deterrent to
investors in the high-tech industry. It is high
time for this trial, and the wasteful spending
accompanying it, to be over. Consumers will
indeed see competition in the marketplace,
rather than the courtroom. And the investors
who propel our economy can finally breathe
a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation. Competition
means creating better goods and offering
superior services to consumers. With
government out of the business of stifling
progress and tying the hands of corporations,
consumers—rather than bureaucrats and
judges—will once again pick the winners and
losers on Wall Street. With the reins off the
high-tech industry, more entrepreneurs will
be encouraged to create new and competitive
products and technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Sincerely,
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Stephen Fountain

MTC-00024718

From: Paul Hayes
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:43pm
Subject: Microsoft

I am appalled that so little has been done
to deter Microsoft from continuing their
business practices. They have clearly and
repeatedly operated in a way counter to
fairness, they are unquestionably a
monopoly, and they constantly squelch
competition. These certainly seem to me to
fall within the purview of the US Justice
department, and yet you do nothing. It
removes my faith in our system of
jurisprudence to see these maladies go
without remedy.

Thank you for your time.

Paul Hayes —

Why waste time learning when ignorance
is instantaneous?—Hobbes

MTC-00024719

From: Bert Rivera

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Judge,

Please do not let justice become a victim
in the Microsoft monopoly case. This PFJ
should terminate Microsoft’s illegal
monopoly. The PF] SHOULD deny to
Microsoft the profits of its past behavior and
penalize them. The PF] SHOULD prevent any
future anticompetitive activity. Please make
sure Microsoft doesn’t get their hand
slapped. They are a MONOPOLY!

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Bert Rivera

5444 West 138th Place

Hawthorne, CA. 90250

MTC-00024720

From: Zachary J. Paradis

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:37pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

ijust wanted to voice my opinion that i
believe that Microsoft had been bullying
companies for years. they have caused the
demise of more than a few tech companies
with bright futures. these companies could
have continued to thrive and employ people
today. microsoft’s products are generally less
robust and less secure than their competitors,
yet their monopoly in the OS/intel market
has continually allowed them to win out. the
Graphical User Interface, the Media Player,
Chat Software, etc., are all examples of
software which MSFT has essentially stolen,
reproduced crappy versions of and then tied
to their OS.

i believe settlement should NOT include
the donation of any microsoft products to
schools, non-profits, etc. instead, it should be
a significant(more than the 1 Billion dollars
offered) fine, reparations to the likes of
Apple, Netscape, Yahoo, etc., as well as a
break up of the company. i also believe it is
imperative that the government does NOT
use microsoft software. not only is it not
secure, but it contributes considerably to the
problem.

it is possible to create and open standard
with which unix, macOS, linux AND
windows could work...

microsoft is just not interested in doing it.
for the sake of the country’s technological
future, it is imperative that the government
forces microsoft to open up.

zachary j. paradis

chicago, il

MTC-00024721

From: Steven Marx
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:48pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am completely opposed to this so-called
settlement which imposes no penalties for
Microsoft’s monopolistic actions and has so
many pro-Microsoft loopholes that it would
allow the company to continue with any
behavior it chooses. The DOJ is acting as if
it lost the case and must accept Microsoft’s
term. Instead, it of course won the case in
court and on appeal in every respect.
Microsoft should be actually punished for
their past behavior and put under severe and
enforceable oversite in the future. Any
restriction must be quickly enforceable rather
than what has happened in the past such as
this case, where they tie things up in court
for years as they further expand their illegal
monopoly as they have with Windows XP
and their new software licensing scheme.
The current agreement does nothing of any
significance, it is actually worse than nothing
as it fails to punish and allows Microsoft to
continue business as usual. Remember, YOU
WON.

Steven Marx, Ph.D. —

MTC-00024722

From: Ben Kuryk
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I think the proposed settlement is a bad
idea!

MTC-00024723

From: Kansas Legislative Education (038)
Research

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:45pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

January 25, 2002

Ms. Renata B. Hesse

Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms Hesse:

On behalf of KLEAR, Inc., an association of
Kansas state legislators representing nearly a
third of this state’s current House and Senate
office holders, I write today with their
explicit authorization in strong support of the
proposed Final Judgment to the Microsoft
antitrust case offered by the U.S. Department
of Justice and endorsed by nine state
attorneys general. Regrettably, Kansas is not
yet among the states agreeing to end their
pursuit of this ill-conceived litigation.
However, we will continue to press the free-
market rationale for an end to this counter-
productive legal course. With the direct
means at our disposal, we have already
severely restricted the state resources that

may be devoted to its prosecution. The
rationale for ending the litigation is squarely
in line with our KLEAR philosophy. We
stand for the Constitutional principles of
limited government, individual liberty, free
enterprise and traditional family values.
From its initiation forward, the antitrust
action against Microsoft has been an affront
to these principles that hold real hope in
achieving the greatest good for the greatest
number of people.

In harmony with a glut of esteemed
economists and legal scholars from around
the country, we consider the justification for
the lawsuit to be baseless. New competitors
have emerged to challenge Microsoft’s well-
earned dominance. Consumer have benefited
greatly from reduced prices and improved
products. In fact, conspicuously absent at
trial and in endless media accounts of the
controversy is any evidence that consumers
have been harmed. To the contrary, Kansans
have lost hundreds of millions of dollars as
a result of the antitrust litigation. Our own
pension program for government employees
in this state has seen its unfunded liability
mushroom as a direct product of the legal
attack on Microsoft.

When we take into account such tangible
negative effects, the fragile case theory, the
inappropriate and counter-productive
remedies imposed by Judge Jackson, and the
threat to this country’s core principles of
liberty, our decision to support the proposed
Final Judgment to this lawsuit is

KLEAR-cut.

Sincerely,

Bob L. Corkins

Executive Director

Kansas Legislative Education & Research,
Inc.

827 SW Topeka Blvd., Topeka, KS 66612

785.233.8765 phone

928.244.3262 fax

ks-klear@swbell.net

MTC-00024724

From: iain

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  6:44am
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sir/Madam:

I am writing to express my concern over
the Microsoft settlement. This settlement is
extremely limited, and absolutely
unacceptable and ineffective in limiting
Microsoft’s predatory, anti-competitive
behaviors that have resulted in its massive
wealth and monopoly. Sorry I don’t have
time to write more,

Best Regards,

Iain Huxley.

MTC-00024725

From: Eric C. Forat
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Your Honor: this Settlement offered by the
Do]J is a disgrace to Justice in the US, and it
will besmirch whatever was left of the image
of impartial justice after the arrival of “‘barely
President” G.W. Bush. In most their
endeavours until now, his administration has
consistently betrayed their oath to protect the
Constitution, and has certainly been the the
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worst administration since the good bad days
of Nixon’s. I dare hope that the independent
Judiciary will not buckle under their
relentless pressure. Please be true to the
ideals of Justice that certainly you held once,
and do not unleash a rogue Monopolist to
continue its depredations on the American
future.

Sincerely yours,

Eric C. Forat

MTC-00024726

From: Bonnie Williams

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:46pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Letter attached.

Bonnie Williams

Have a nice day!
bonniew@txcyber.com

MTC-00024726-0001

7562 Highway 21 W
Madisonville, TX 77864
January 24,2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

The intent of this letter is to urge the
Justice Department to enact the settlement
reached with Microsoft last November. The
settlement that was reached is extremely fair
and represents an end to this attack against
Microsoft. I would hope that after three years
of extensive mediation, the Justice
Department would finally be satisfied with
its pursuit of this antitrust dispute.

Further, the settlement that was reached
will benefit consumers of the technology
industry. With the interim release of
Windows XP, Microsoft will enact a
mechanism into the Windows system that
will enable users to add and delete programs
into their operating system. Thus, users will
have increased power to configure their
operating systems to their own accords. IF
MERGEFIELD PARA2 1/2PARA2+<>

These terms are obviously beneficial to
consumers. In addition, enacting this
settlement will increase confidence in the
technology industries once again. I would
hope that the Justice Department recognizes
the benefits in enacting this settlement at the
end of January. IF MERGEFIELD PA RA4 1/
2PARA4+<> IF MERGEFIELD PARA5 1/
2PARA5+<>

Sincerely,

Bonnie Williams 00024726——0002

MTC-00024727

From: Kodi Wright
To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice
Date: 1/25/02  2:43pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Kodi Wright
POBOX 118
Oakton, VA 22124
January 25, 2002
Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice ,
Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:
The Microsoft trial squandered taxpayers?
dollars, was a nuisance to consumers, and a

serious deterrent to investors in the high-tech
industry. It is high time for this trial, and the
wasteful spending accompanying it, to be
over. Consumers will indeed see competition
in the marketplace, rather than the
courtroom. And the investors who propel our
economy can finally breathe a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation. Competition
means creating better goods and offering
superior services to consumers. With
government out of the business of stifling
progress and tying the hands of corporations,
consumers—rather than bureaucrats and
judges—will once again pick the winners and
losers on Wall Street. With the reins off the
high-tech industry, more entrepreneurs will
be encouraged to create new and competitive
products and technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Sincerely,

Kodi Wright

MTC-00024728

From: Mark Smith

To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Date: 1/25/02 2:44pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Mark Smith

123 Easy Street

Springfield, NJ 08831

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement

U.S. Department of Justice ,

Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:

To Whom it May Concern;

Wazzzzzup?

The Microsoft trial squandered
taxpayers&#8217; dollars, was a nuisance to
consumers, and a serious deterrent to
investors in the high-tech industry. It is high
time for this trial, and the wasteful spending
accompanying it, to be over. Consumers will
indeed see competition in the marketplace,
rather than the courtroom. And the investors
who propel our economy can finally breathe
a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation. Competition
means creating better goods and offering
superior services to consumers. With
government out of the business of stifling
progress and tying the hands of corporations,
consumers—rather than bureaucrats and
judges—will once again pick the winners and
losers on Wall Street. With the reins off the
high-tech industry, more entrepreneurs will
be encouraged to create new and competitive
products and technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Your truly

Mark Smith

MTC-00024729

From: wt.catch1

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:46pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Barbara Mecham

916 Heather Drive

San Carlos, CA 94070

MTC-00024730

From: David Grantham

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:50pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a person that has been using computers
since the early eighties, I personally welcome
the changes that Microsoft has developed.
People tend to forget that before Windows
3.11 and then Windows 95 was released
computers were fairly difficult for average
users to deal with. The ease of use of these
operating systems helped substantially with
the boom in computer sales and usage to the
everyday consumer.

Even with these advances however many
manufacturers of computer systems insisted
on adding their own software to systems to
make them even *easier*. From a purely
technical standpoint many of these added
features made useing the system much more
difficult due to incompatibilities and poorly
written software that made the operating
system unstable. Microsoft in order to protect
itself did the right thing by dictating what
should be on the desktop and how the user
should see the system. It is their operating
system and it should be work as they see fit.

The inclusion of Internet Explorer with
Windows has only improved the useage of
the internet. When I first ventured into the
world that is the internet I was only provided
with a copy of Netscape Navigator...version
1. IE did not even exist yet. For years I used
Netscape only, even after IE came out
because Netscape offered a superior product,
and it was free. However with version 4 of
IE that changed.

I was able to download another free
browser that offered a faster cleaner web
experience. In comparison Netscapes offering
was slow and clunky. Therefore I quit useing
Netscape and have stuck with IE ever since.
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Once IE was melded with Windows 98 it
only improved the operating system, makeing
navigation in Windows easier. Netscape as a
free download still worked under Windows
though and in no way did Windows 98 +
Internet Explorer keep me from useing
Netscape Navigator...instead it was the
slowness and instability of Netscapes
browser that let IE change my opinion of it.
Some argue that Microsoft cripples the
Netscape browser when installed on
Windows systems. I have never personally
experienced this as Netscape on Linux is just
as slow and problematic as it is on Windows.

To me without Microsofts efforts we would
still be useing many diffrent incompatible
systems and the computer boom never would
have happend. As it stands today we have
three desktop platforms,

Microsoft, Apple, and the many diffrent
Linux Distributions. Microsofts monopoly of
the desktop has offered us the ability to
finally have a compatible platform without
the worries of transferring files between
numerous types of computers and operating
systems. Apple gives us a similar platform
offering just as much as Microsoft albeit at
prices most people reject. Which leaves
Linux as an upstart that may one day work
out its usability issues but today still offers
more incompatibilities than anything else.

Microsoft should be allowed to dictate how
its operating system is distributed on
computer systems and what software can and
cannot be bundled with it. Without this we
will be thrown back to the years where there
was more time spent with the headaches of
incompatibility and instability than with
productivity. Microsoft has done nothing but
improve the lives of computer users and
should not be punished for this. Instead they
should be thanked for pulling all of us out
of the dark ages of computers and continuing
to provide us with more software features.

MTC-00024731

From: Eric Tooley
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:51pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The Microsoft settelement in my opinion
does not stop Microsoft from unfairly using
it’s market dominance in it’s operating
systems to control software markets.
Microsoft should be split into two
companies, software and operating systems.

Thank you for your time.

Eric Tooley

Fireball

MTC-00024732

From: clif

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  2:51pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sirs,

I feel there are maney problems with the
proposed Microsoft Settlement. One is that
you have not realy addressed the
applications barrier to entry.

Another option not provided by the PFJ
would be to make sure that Microsoft raises
no artificial barriers against non-Microsoft
operating systems which implement the APIs
needed to run application programs written
for Windows. The Findings of Fact (752)

considered the possibility that competing
operating systems could implement the
Windows APIs and thereby directly run
software written for Windows as a way of
circumventing the Applications Barrier to
Entry. This is in fact the route being taken
by the Linux operating system, which
includes middleware (named WINE) that can
run many Windows programs.

Thankyou for your attention,

Clif Cox; system administrator

MTC-00024734

From: Max
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:52pm
Subject: Microsoft Penelties

I think the government should do more in
regards to the antitrust case against
Microsoft. Microsoft continues to use it’s
monopolistic market position to gain unfair
competitive advantages with it’s Windows
XP product. The settlement should include
more specific measures to restrict this type of
behavior. I understand that the government is
attempt to expedite the process and bring to
a close the case which has dragged on for far
too long. But unless the government comes
up with a settlement that addresses future
products and behaviors more completely, I
fear that we will witness the same actions
that caused the need for this trial in the first
place. We will be in the same place and
spend even more of the tax payers money to
bring to trial Microsoft again. Isn’t the legal
process suppose to keep wrongful actions
from occurring again, rather than just punish
for what has happened in the past? Indeed,
we are already witnessing this (Microsoft)
corporate repeat offender in action again with
Windows XP. enough is enough!

MTC-00024735

From: Alison N. Smith
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:53pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I think that the proposed settlement with
Milcrosoft is a bad idea.
alison smith

MTC-00024736

From: Mike Su

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:53pm
Subject: MS/States settlement

Dear Sir or Madam:

This is a matter of ANTITRUST. The
proposed settlement only further encourages
more monopolistic activities by Microsoft.
This is not a punishment in any sense. The
settlement is but a tool for MS marketing.

Ying Fu Su

47 Ceadr Street

Chapel Hill, NC 27514

MTC-00024737

From: Jeff Disher

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:52pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hello,

I do hope that you will not allow Microsoft
to settle under the current terms. First of all,
it is a very small penalty ($1 billion) in
comparison to the amount of money they
have made by committing these crimes. This

would not properly ensure a deterrent to stop
them from doing it again. Also, the
distribution of this money as their own
products is purely ridiculous. Note that,
since Microsoft would be primarily donating
their own software to parties that would not
otherwise be buying it, they aren’t actually
spending any money to provide these
reparations. Most important is the long-term
effect of this settlement on the receiving
markets. Since these markets were going to
continue using products made by the
competitors of Microsoft, they would now be
in a position where it was in their best
interests to continue using the software they
had acquired for free rather than paying to
update what they were using. This will have
a terribly detrimental effect on the computer
software industry since none of their
competitors would be making sales to these
markets. In effect, this settlement would be
perpetuating and aiding the problem that it
was meant to solve. This is simply ridiculous
since it leaves the software industry in a
worse condition than it was before this
began.

I can see a few reasonable solutions: 1)
Uphold the earlier decision of the court to
break-up the company and proceed with that
(bad side effects: short-term disruption in the
computer industry on a theoretical level.
Since the application and operating system
devisions of the company would still exist,
albeit as different parts, they could still
service all of their customers. The only
difference the end-user would notice would
be a change in the company name and logo
but that shouldn’t effect their productivity.
Good side-effects: potential to open new
markets that were formerly unreachable by
competing companies as well as potentially
stronger long-term revenues of technology
companies currently under financial
pressure. Primary benefits would be to
companies distributing alternative operating
systems, competing office suite products and
platform-independence tools such as Java).

2) Insist that Microsoft pay a greater
settlement fee than $1 billion and insist that
it is in cash, not their own products (bad side
effects: this would not actually solve any
problem relating to this case. Good side
effects: the markets receiving this money
would immediately benefit from it. All
companies in the market would benefit from
the spending of this money in more “fair”
measures).

I hope that my ideas and your experience
can help resolve this issue in a method that
could benefit all parties involved to their
owed degrees.

Sincerely,

Jeff Disher

President and Lead Developer of Spectral
Class

Spectral Class: Shedding Light on
Innovation

http://www.spectralclass.com/

MTC-00024738

From: Eric Anderson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:54pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
To whom it concerns:
I understand you’re soliciting feedback on
the proposed “Microsoft Settlement”. I have
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not read the settlement. What I know about

it has come from television, radio and print
media. From what I know of the proposed
settlement, I share the concern expressed by
those who believe that if Microsoft is allowed
to provide that quantity of hardware and
software to schools, this may unfairly expand
Microsoft’s market share in an area they are
not presently dominating.

I believe there is a simple answer to this
concern. Take the dollar value of the
hardware and software that Microsoft will
donate, and allow the recipients to choose
what hardware and/or software they prefer to
work with. This suggestion likely tacks on
some administrative cost, but if Microsoft
really wants to be fair, they should not be
opposed to it, and should be willing to re-
negotiate the deal to reflect this approach.
Even if it costs them more money.

That’s my opinion.

God bless America.

Eric D. Anderson

653 4th St. N.

Hudson, WI 54016-1051

MTC-00024739

From: Ross Kinzler
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:54pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I oppose the proposed settlement for the
following reasons: a) The proposed
settlement provides for no monetary
payments by Microsoft. b) The term of the
agreement is limited to 5 years and it should
provide for a permanent injunction.

Ross Kinzler

Executive Director

Wisconsin Manufactured Housing
Association

MTC-00024740

From: mpreul
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:47pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft needs to be broken up—come on
government get with it. Making the operating
system and the software to run on it is just
plain not fair. I read somewhere that this is
akin to a situation wherein the post office
would be the only one selling the letters and
boxes, and then sells the stamps to send
them. But this is not right— what Microsoft
has is the not just the letters and boxes,
they’re the only ones with the secret to
making paper and cardboard and the right to
sell the letters and boxes, and the stamps to
run on them. This is more like if GM were
the only ones to build cars, and that in order
to run at over 30 mph, you had to buy
gasoline produced by GM—this just is not
fair. Our computer wrold will not fall
because of Microsoft’s break up—this will
allow entrepreneurs to step into the gap.

Take Microsoft apart!!

Mark Preul

8628 E. Davenport Dr.

Scottsdale, AZ 85260

MTC-00024741

From: Richard Gorton

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”

Date: 1/25/02  2:57pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement (it is a joke)
Sirs,

The proposed anti-trust settlement with
microsoft is, as far as I can ascertain, a joke.
The terms are so vague as to be completely
ineffective. The harshest penalty possible
appears (to my reading) to be: “You were
bad. Since you were bad, we’re going to
watch you longer to see if you are bad some
more”. As for the terms, I was able to come
up ways to completely nullify/circumvent a
couple of them with only a few minutes of
thought. And that’s without being an
attorney. Personally, I believe a much more
effective way to halt Microsoft’s continued
traditional predatory behavior is to break
them up, into a minimum of three groups,
and to put chinese walls between them.

Regards,

Richard Gorton (for myself)

161 Temple St.

Framingham, MA 01701

MTC-00024743

From: Steve Steele
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Please DO NOT allow Microsoft to “give
away”’ software licenses to schools. Please
make them instead give money to an
independent third party institution that will
act as a fund for school systems to purchase
the computer systems of their own choice.
Allowing them to give away or donate the
Windows OS will just allow them to become
a bigger monopoly.

Sincerely,

Steve Steele

Systems Admin.

Rice University

MTC-00024744

From: Ben Hall
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:58pm
Subject: Re: Public comments ending soon in
MS/States settlement

Please do something to make sure that
Microsof cannot just walk away from this
with their stock two dollars off the mark for
a couple of months. I have been in the
technology sector for more than seven years
and everytime they have encroached on a
technology it has turned out to completely
stagnate the said area of development. If
there was one instance of Microsoft not
trying to completely control whatever they
touched it would be one thing but I have yet
to see a technology that they have not stolen

and changed 10% only to then call their own.

Thier OS, Web browser, Office Suite, Email
products, Hotmail, MSN, and most especialy
their media player have all been from reverse
engineering of other company products.
Because of the nature of the business they
have the advantage of throwing quaduple the
amount of people onto a product to meet the
release date of any other company. Although
this may not be entirely illegal it does say
something about their ethics when it comes
to how they interact with others. Never have
they released or created an open sourced
standard or given people access to products
without tying three more of their services
into it. If this is not using a Monopoly to
encroach into existing markets, I don’t know
what is. And when I speak of this I do not

mean Windows 95 but of thier Operating
System released after they were found guilty
of Monopolistic practices.

Thank you for taking the time to recieve
this letter of concern and I hope a just
resolution is found.

Sincerely,

Ben Hall

Media Developer, Fallon Inc.

612.758.2131

MTC-00024745

From: Walt Asher

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:59pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Pursuant to the Tunney Act, I am writing
to comment on the proposed settlement of
the United States vs. Microsoft antitrust case.
I am just an ordinary user. I am not a
computer guru even though I did build my
first computer from a Heathkit. I generally
like the Microsoft Windows operating
system, however, I did not like the way they
have forced people to use their other
products. Microsoft had seems to have
pushed computer manufactures to include a
wide range of their products. As a result so
many people use Microsoft Office only
because it was included as a free program
with the computer when they purchased it.
That is ceratinly unfair. I have been useing
Corel WordPerfect for several years and
found it far better than Microsoft Word, yet
few people use it and even fewer computer
manufactures include it.

Another complaint I have is that I am
forced to accept Microsoft products that I
don’t need because Microsoft includes them
as part of the operating system. Intenet
Explorer is a perfect example. I do not like
and do not use Internet Explorer, yet it has
to be installed on my system. I am not
computer literate enough to remove it
without causing problems to the operating
system. Microsoft could sell a version
without Internet Explorer very easily. I am of
the strong opinion that Microsoft should be
forced to sell the striped down version
ONLY. Anyone wanting Internet Explorer, or
any other Microsoft product, should be be
required to make an effort to obtain that
product just is they must do now for
Netscape, WordPerfect, etc. When that
happens, the market will decide which
products are used by businesses and
individuals.

One final remedy which I strongly believe
should be implemented is that Microsoft
should be required to reveal how its other
programs are integrated with the operating
system. This would allow other software
manufactures to make the use of their
products interface with and convient to use
as Microsoft now does with their products.
These things would make Microsoft windows
and stand alone product for the benefit of
everyone. It will open the doors to fair
competition and allows the markey to decide
what it wants rather than having Microsoft
decide so they can increase the profits and
shut out everyone else. I have not problem
with Micrsoft making tons of money. I object
to being forced to give them my money for
products I don’t like and don’t use just
because they have to power to do so.
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Thank you, To: Renata B. Hesse * Microsoft currently uses restrictive
Walter W. Asher Antitrust Division licensing terms to keep Windows apps from
766 West Key Rd U.S. Department of Justice running on competing operating systems.

Troy, TN 38260—4442
(731) 536-5146

MTC-00024746

From: aaron matthew croyle
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:01pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I feel the proposed settlement gives
Microsoft too much room to violate the
proposal’s intention.
—Aaron Croyle

MTC-00024747

From: Lupe Anguiano

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:00pm
Subject: Consumer Protection

Dear Renata Hesse:

I a Latina Technology and Fundraising
Consultant. I advice and recommend use of
Technology products to education, non-profit
organizations and small start-up Latino
Businesses in Southern California— mostly
in the Los Angeles and Ventura County area.
When I add (via basic math) and compare the
cost of Microsoft products with AOL, Oracle
and others—my adding machine shows great
savings purchasing Microsoft products vs.
other products. The time for TRUTH has
arrived—Why is the Government using tax
payers money (my check shows I contribute
40% of my earnings to my Government—
Federal and California) to market the
products of Technology Companies whom
buyers do not purchase from? Why is
Government interfering with our FREE
MARKET—WHY IS GOVERNMENT
INFLUENCING THE CHOICE OF
CONSUMERS. WHY IS GOVERNMENT
MARKETING HIGHER PRICES. Government
has failed to produce an honest consumer
related argument against Microsoft. I am so
tired of this entire false word game played by
lawyers especially from States who refuse to
settle with Microsoft. Has Government asked
the question—*‘Is what we are doing
hindering the growth and development of the
Technology Industry?”” We are living in
difficult economic times—our Technology
Industry needs to be free to grow and
innovate in both our Country and in the
World—If free to be creative Technology can
be a tool to improve peoples lives—not only
in the USA but in the World.

I hope what I have written is taken
seriously, it comes from a struggling
consumer—who is barely making ends meet.

Respectfully,

Lupe Anguiano

Lupe Anguiano & Associates, Inc.

14420 Kittridge St. #220

Van Nuys, CA 91405-5109

Phone: 818.787.8807

Fax: 818.787.8911

languian@gte.net

MTC-00024748

From: Susie Koester

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:00pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement ->
To: microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

601 D Street NW
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Under the Tunney Act, I wish to comment
on the proposed Microsoft settlement. I agree
with the problems identified in Dan Kegel’s
analysis (on the Web at http://
www .kegel.com/remedy/remedy2.html),
namely:

* The PFJ doesn’t take into account
Windows-compatible competing operating
systems

* Microsoft increases the Applications
Barrier to Entry by using restrictive license
terms and intentional incompatibilities. Yet
the PFJ fails to prohibit this, and even
contributes to this part of the Applications
Barrier to Entry.

* The PFJ Contains Misleading and Overly
Narrow Definitions and Provisions

* The PF] supposedly makes Microsoft
publish its secret APIs, but it defines “API”
so narrowly that many important APIs are
not covered.

* The PF] supposedly allows users to
replace Microsoft Middleware with
competing middleware, but it defines
“Microsoft Middleware” so narrowly that the
next version of Windows might not be
covered at all.

* The PFJ allows users to replace Microsoft
Java with a competitor’s product—but
Microsoft is replacing Java with .NET. The
PFJ should therefore allow users to replace
Microsoft. NET with competing middleware.

* The PF] supposedly applies to
“Windows”’, but it defines that term so
narrowly that it doesn’t cover Windows XP
Tablet PC Edition, Windows CE, Pocket PC,
or the X-Box—operating systems that all use
the Win32 API and are advertised as being
“Windows Powered”.

* The PF]J fails to require advance notice
of technical requirements, allowing Microsoft
to bypass all competing middleware simply
by changing the requirements shortly before
the deadline, and not informing ISVs.

* The PF] requires Microsoft to release API
documentation to ISVs so they can create
compatible middleware—but only after the
deadline for the ISVs to demonstrate that
their middleware is compatible.

* The PFJ requires Microsoft to release API
documentation—but prohibits competitors
from using this documentation to help make
their operating systems compatible with
Windows.

* The PFJ does not require Microsoft to
release documentation about the format of
Microsoft Office documents.

* The PFJ does not require Microsoft to list
which software patents protect the Windows
APIs. This leaves Windows-compatible
operating systems in an uncertain state: are
they, or are they not infringing on Microsoft
software patents? This can scare away
potential users.

* The PF] Fails to Prohibit Anticompetitive
License Terms currently used by Microsoft

* Microsoft currently uses restrictive
licensing terms to keep Open Source apps
from running on Windows.

* Microsoft’s enterprise license agreements
(used by large companies, state governments,
and universities) charge by the number of
computers which could run a Microsoft
operating system—even for computers
running competing operating systems such as
Linux! (Similar licenses to OEMs were once
banned by the 1994 consent decree.)

* The PFJ Fails to Prohibit Intentional
Incompatibilities Historically Used by
Microsoft

* Microsoft has in the past inserted
intentional incompatibilities in its
applications to keep them from running on
competing operating systems.

* The PFJ Fails to Prohibit Anticompetitive
Practices Towards OEMs

* The PFJ allows Microsoft to retaliate
against any OEM that ships Personal
Computers containing a competing Operating
System but no Microsoft operating system.

* The PFJ allows Microsoft to discriminate
against small OEMs— including regional
“white box”” OEMs which are historically the
most willing to install competing operating
systems—who ship competing software.

* The PFJ allows Microsoft to offer
discounts on Windows (MDAs) to OEMs
based on criteria like sales of Microsoft Office
or Pocket PC systems. This allows Microsoft
to leverage its monopoly on Intel-compatible
operating systems to increase its market share
in other areas.

* The PFJ as currently written appears to
lack an effective enforcement mechanism.

I also agree with the conclusion reached by
that document, namely that the Proposed
Final Judgment, as written, allows and
encourages significant anticompetitive
practices to continue, would delay the
emergence of competing Windows-
compatible operating systems, and is
therefore not in the public interest. It should
not be adopted without substantial revision
to address these problems.

Sincerely,

Susan Koester

MTC-00024749

From: rubietuesday@netscape.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever



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

2002 / Notices 27529

seen. Please put a stop to this travesty of
justice now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

RUBIE C. CARTER

1464 KEELER.DR.

IRVING, TX 75060—-2640

MTC-00024750

From: Jack, Jeremy C

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”

Date: 1/25/02 3:02pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
It is a sad, sad thing to see a government

organization being purchased wholesale. The

fact that the justice department is part of the

American government makes me profoundly

embarassed. In an environment which

actually supports the DMCA, however, I

suppose this is inevitable. Since Microsoft

has made it very clear it does not intend to
stop exploiting consumers, the channel, or
manufacturers and was willing to boldly and
obviously lie in court, and yet has received

what amounts to substantially less than a

slap on the wrists is truly truly tragic. There

is little justice to be found here. Money has
spoken far louder.

—]Jeremy C. Jack // The thoughts, opinions,
and facts stated here are mine alone and
not related to Intel or its affiliates.
neutiquam erro

MTC-00024751

From: Matt.Gilbert@PearsonEd.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:58pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I would like to add my voice in opposition
to the federal government’s givaway to the
Microsoft Corporation. While the provision
that stops Microsoft from forcing OEMs from
producing systems that run alternative
operating systems is a step forward, the rest
of the agreement will more than likely prove
to be unenforceable. You are essentially
rewarding Microsoft for abusing its
monopoly and encouraging it to engage in
more anti-competitive behavior. We can see
that the company has wasted no time in
using its monopoly power to drive more
competitors from the market by the latest
version of Windows.

Owning Soldier Field does not give the
Chicago Bears the right to build retractable
concrete posts in the endzone to prevent the
other team from scoring.

MTC-00024752

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Ed Teller
Microsoft ATR
1/25/02 3:02pm
Microsoft Suit
Please see attached letter!
THANKS,
Ed Teller
EMALIL: edteller@hotmail.com

MTC-00024752-0001

Wilson E. Teller

3148 Pine Road

Orange Park, FL 32065
January, 25,2002

U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

As an active member of my community
and an avid supporter and user of Microsoft
products, I feel I must take a moment of my
time in order to voice what I feel is in the
best interest of the American people.

Microsoft has done more for the IT world
than any other company in history, and as a
firm believer in the American ethic of
everyone having the opportunity to prosper,
I believe Microsoft, under the stated
settlement plan, has the right to rid itself of
any further legal action. The use of the
valuable time and money of the American
people has been spent for three long years in
this case, long enough for a settlement to be
reached.

The settlement would require Microsoft to
undergo various changes that further open
the gates of competition to new and
struggling IT companies. The thrust of the
Justice Department’s case, that Microsoft
used unfair business practices, has now been
addressed. The American people deserve to
benefit from new innovations in computer
software, not just for the sake of the
economy, but also to keep American
businesses at the head of the pack in the
global market.

In your capacity as attorney general, I hope
you will speak on behalf of the consumer and
tax payer, who want to see Microsoft get back
to what it does best: serving the people with
manageable, affordable, and innovative
computer software.

Thank you for your time and consideration
in this crucial matter.

Sincerely,

Wilson E. Teller

MTC-00024753

From: Gina Lee
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:01pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
The proposed settlement is a really bad
idea, Microsoft is a bunch of crooks, they
need to pay for what they have done!!
Gina L. Erickson
137 Fir Street
Camarillo, CA 93010

MTC-00024754

From: Andy McKee

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The settlement is fair and just; however
there are concerns that arise from this action.

(1) If agreed upon, what safeguards would
be in place to prevent a repeat of this case
under another administration or even a
different market.

(2) Would could be the long term solution
not to just Microsoft, but others in the
information industry?

(3) Would this stop the process or would
it just keep on going every time a judge feels
differently.

MTC-00024755

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

Date: 1/25/02 3:00pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

vincent laconis

1006 22nd ave

vero beach, FL 32960

MTC-00024756

From: Vernon.Guilford@
mail.sprint.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I think the proposed settlement is a bad

Vernon Guilford

MTC-00024757

From: todd ferguson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sir or Madam:

I feel that the proposed settlement of the
Microsoft anti-trust case will not be effective
in combating the illegal practices of the
company. Furthermore, I feel that the real
issues of Microsoft’s illegal activities have yet
to be addressed. I mainly object on these
three points:

(1) They have used their monopoly to push
around computer manufacturers, thus forcing
competing operating system (OS) makers out
of business, and keeping other operating
systems to an extremely marginal market
share.

(2) They keep their file formats (especially
“Office” formats) closed, making it harder for
other applications to gain a foothold in the
market.

(3) They keep their application
programming interface (API) for Windows
secret, making it more difficult to compete
against them.

I am a user of several alternative operating
systems. Thus far, no other OS’s have been
able to gain market penetration to a
substantial degree.

This is largely due to Microsoft’s
restrictions upon, and threats against
computer manufacturers. In one publicly
disclosed incident, the company Hitachi was
ready to ship computers that could boot into
either Microsoft Windows or the Be
Operating System. When Microsoft heard



27530

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

about this, they threatened Hitachi by saying
they would revoke their license to sell
Windows on their computer systems. Faced
with losing the ability to pre-install the most
widely used OS on their computers, Hitachi
chose to remove the ability to boot into the
BeOS from their computers. People are much
more likely to use an OS if it come with their
computer. Because people have not been able
to get computers with both Windows and
other alternative OS’s installed, Microsoft has
managed to maintain its grip on the OS
market.

My second grievance I think becomes
clearer when we look some other areas of
computer technology. There are numerous
choices in the fields of computer graphics
design, viewing, and editing, computer audio
design, recording, playback, and editing, and
computer video design, playback, and
editing. These are also all markets where
Microsoft has failed to gain the substantial
market share that is has in other computer
markets (e.g. OS’s and Office software). I
think the most important reason is that open
file formats (e.g jpeg, mpeg, .wav, etc.)
became the standard in these areas of media
production, before the closed file formats of
Microsoft had a chance to take hold. In the
area of Office suites, however, Microsoft was
able to get an appreciable market share early
on, and the world now has, literally, billions
of documents, spreadsheets, etc. in MS Office
format. People will not try out another Office
suite, because none of them will open up
these files correctly, because Microsoft has
not disseminated the necessary information
about these file formats.

Third is the APL The only people that have
full access to the Microsoft API is Microsoft.
How can another company expect to publish
competing software on the Windows
platform, if they do not have access to all the
tools necessary for writing software for that
platform. Many companies have to write
their own API’s for Windows, because they
cannot get the needed information from
Microsoft. This is yet another clear abuse of
Microsoft’s monopoly.

The current settlement addresses these
issues little, if at all. I would lease ask you
to reconsider the proverbial slap to the wrists
that you are about to give Microsoft, and
come up with a solution that will actually
bring about change, and return fair play and
competition to the computing industry. Any
settlement needs to prevent Microsoft from
bullying computer manufacturers, needs to
force them to open their file formats, and
needs to force them to publish their API's.
Anything less than that, I feel, will be to little
to do any good.

Sincerely,

Todd Louis Ferguson “We are the music
makers, we are the dreamers of dreams.”

Gene Wilder, Willy Wonka and the
Chocolate Factory

MTC-00024758

From:

To:

Date:

Subject:

Roger Allen
Microsoft ATR
1/25/02 3:03pm

Microsoft Settlement

Okeechobee, FL 34974<>

January 24, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft

US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I am writing to express my support of the
recent antitrust case settlement between
Microsoft and the US Department of Justice.
While I think that the lawsuits have dragged
on too long I am happy to see a possible
ending and that Microsoft will not be broken
up. Under the terms of the settlement
Microsoft will be increasing it relations with
computer makers and software developers,
not retaliating against competitors who
develop or promote non-Microsoft products,
licensing its Windows operating system to
the 20 largest computer makers on identical
terms and conditions, and forming a three-
person team to monitor compliance with the
settlement. The terms are fair and should
appease all parties involved in the dispute.
IF MERGEFIELD PARA2 But clever people
like me who talk loudly in restaurants, see
this as a deliberate ambiguity. A plea for
justice in a mechanized society.<> ......

Please implement the settlement as soon as
possible and reprimand the 9 states that are
holding out. Thank you for your time. IF
MERGEFIELD PARA5 But is suspense, as
Hitchcock states, in the box. No, there isn’t
room, the ambiguity’s put on weight.<>

Sincerely,

Roger Allen

15 Montica Drive

Pueblo, CO 81005

00024758—0002

MTC-00024759

From: e.von.breyman@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Please get this settlement finalized!
Microsoft is NOT the consumers s enemy.

MTC-00024760

From: Kdowsiany@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement January 25,
2002

Renata Hesse
Trial Attorney
Antitrust Division
Department of Justice
601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530
RE: U.S. v. Microsoft

OVERVIEW

For more than three years Microsoft has
been defending itself in antitrust litigation
brought by the U.S. Justice Department and
eighteen states, including Ohio. The
proposed consent decree between Microsoft
and the U.S. Department of Justice reflects a
settlement, which adequately protects the
interests of the Department of Justice, the
states and Microsoft, while achieving the
desired goal of consumer protection.
UNCLEAR BASIS FOR ANTITRUST ACTION
AGAINST MICROSOFT Many critics,
including the Buckeye Institute (Ohio’s free

market think tank) questioned the Justice
Department’s use of antitrust laws against
Microsoft to punish the company’s
innovative use of technology, which
provided useful products to businesses and
individuals at low prices. The involvement of
the state attorneys general was even more
puzzling. It has never been clear how Ohio’s
citizens have been in any way harmed by
Microsoft’s business practices. The only clear
beneficiaries to this antitrust case are
Microsoft’s competitors who prefer to have
Microsoft mired in litigation instead of
competing in the marketplace.

IMPLICATIONS FOR ANTITRUST LAW
IN THE DYNAMIC TECHNOLOGY
MARKETPLACE

This case calls into question the relevancy
of antitrust laws in the fast-changing
technology marketplace of today. One of the
main reasons for the government’s case was
to ensure competition in Internet browsers.
However, within several months of
commencement of the case, the marketplace
changed dramatically.

Microsoft’s core business—writing the
operating systems of personal computers—is
under serious challenge from Linux and
Apple. The center of gravity for computing is
shifting away from the personal computer,
where Microsoft has a significant presence,
onto the Internet where the conglomerate
AOL-Time Warner is the major player. As
technology progresses, the focus will likely
move to personal digital assistants, web-
enabled telephones, satellite-based
communication devices, and other tools.

The litigation against Microsoft sent a
message to the rest of the technology
economy that the use of innovation to meet
consumer demands in an efficient manner
will be punished by government agencies in
the courts. This message sent shock waves
throughout the American economy and hurt
development in the technology sector.

EFFECT ON OHIOANS

The value of Microsoft stock tumbled by
nearly 40% as the case dragged on. The more
than 100,000 Microsoft shareholders that
reside in Ohio collectively lost millions. And
that does not include those investors who
hold Microsoft stock in their mutual or
pension funds. Other smaller technology
company stocks fared even worse.

BREAK-UP OF MICROSOFT WOULD
WEAKEN ECONOMY AND HURT
CONSUMERS

The Buckeye Institute has publicly
commended Ohio Attorney General Betty
Montgomery, who has been involved with
the case from a very early stage, for her
support of the settlement and resistance to
pursuing the break-up of Microsoft. She
recognized that breaking up Microsoft would
weaken our already slow economy, hurt
consumers, and set a bad precedent
effectively discouraging other high tech firms
from investing in innovation and creativity.

SETTLEMENT MEETS GOALS OF
CONSUMER PROTECTION WHILE
PERMITTING CONTINUED INNOVATION
IN THE MARKETPLACE

For those who have concerns about
Microsoft’s business practices, the settlement
contains significant rules and regulations on
how Microsoft designs, develops, and
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licenses its software. For example, all new
Microsoft operating systems would have to
include a mechanism that allows easier
removal of the Microsoft Internet browser to
switch to a different browser.

Importantly, however, this settlement will
still allow Microsoft, which has been a lead
engine of the American economy over the
last decade, to focus on innovation and
productivity instead of on defending itself
from government attacks in the courts.

The proposed settlement satisfies the
Justice Department and nine of the states that
joined in the antitrust action. It adds
consumer protections while permitting
Microsoft to a responsible industry leader. In
the long run, Microsoft’s continued ability to
innovate and create products that meet
marketplace demands is the real benefit to
consumers.

Sincerely,

David J. Owsiany, J.D.

President

The Buckeye Institute for Public Policy
Solutions

4100 North High Street

Suite 200

Columbus, Ohio 43214

Phone: (614) 262—-1593

Fax: (614) 262-1927

E-mail: owsiany@buckeyeinstitute.org

MTC-00024761

From: wendyfairfield@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I strongly endorse the current settlement.

MTC-00024762

From: verell@rahab.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Giving away software as a freebie to a
purchaser is hardly creating a monopoly.
This sales tactic is used all the time by
thousands of vendors cash rebates Hawaii
vacations etc. are all used to vendor
advantage. This should force the competitor
to build a better product—not to sue the
givers of incentives to consumers. In a
country where we have three corporations
controlling 80% of all cereal grains 80% of
all red meats 90% of poultry with NO
freebies to consumers and only an occasional
price discount why do you pick Microsoft to
prosecute? Coca Cola and Pepsi actually
conspire to keep smaller brands OFF vendor
shelves. We have some really bad
monopolies in the U.S. that are gouging
consumers horribly on a necessity of life
[food] yet you choose to ignore their greed
and go after a company that has enabled
consumers to take part in the
communications boom. Why?

MTC-00024763

From: chstaf01@athena.
louisville.edu@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft has a monopoly on personnel
and business software that is costing this
Country and economy excessively and more
open competitiveness is required.

MTC-00024764

From: mf.mathis@gte.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

This settlement is fair and will finally end
this lengthy and costly suit. Both the national
economy and the local economy here in the
Northwest will benefit from this settlement.
The bottom line is that this is in the best
interests of the consumer and is vital to the
health of the tech industry and the economy
as a whole.

MTC-00024765

From: bkeller@calibresys.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

It s a sad day when innovation and success
have to be hobbled by the government just
because some some people just can’t keep up
with the needs of the consumer.

MTC-00024766

From: mursolo@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

First off I want to congratulate Bill Gates
and Microsoft for all they have accomplished
what he has done with his company is truely
the american dream. I also want whomever
this concerns to know I am tired of my tax
dollars paying for a lawsuit that simply put
was initiated by a bunch of sore losers. I do
realize that our great countries laws protect
against market monopolies but when it
happens do we have to treat them as though
they are being punished? The fact is
Microsoft has accomplished what every
company wishes they can complete
domination with a quality product. If any
other company (Apple AOL & Netscape etc.
..) had the chance they would have done the
same. The point is they could not and cannot
achieve this so they start pointing fingers and
by pointing fingers they openly admit to an
inferior product. I am more than capable of
installing different products on my Windows
systems but I choose not to because I prefer
Microsofts products. If the government splits
Microsoft or makes them exclude some of the
components of the operating system it will
actually make Microsoft s market larger
because people like me will still buy the
seperated components which will probably
cost more and hurt the consumer that the
government was trying to protect in the first
place.

MTC-00024767

From: bickster@att.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:01pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case

against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

William Bicknell

35-17 Ditmars Blvd

#113

Astoria, NY 11105

MTC-00024768

From: christine—doerr@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Any corrective measures must be weighed
against the well-being of consumers. In fact
the very monopolistic practices for which
Microsoft has been criticized were
BENEFICIAL to consumers because they
provided a standard platform that all
application developers can depend on. The
result? More reliable application software
(=less frustration for consumers). The
proposed settlement seems to me to prevent
future abuses while protecting consumer
rights. We should go forward with it.

MTC-00024769

From: rdornbos@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I've been using Microsoft products for
almost 20 years. Never any problems. Never
been pressured to use their products did it
by CHOICE as it should be. Govt. should stay
out of this and let the public decide what
products they prefer to use. McNeely and
Ellison are simply unable to compete so they
are crying to the Govt. for help. Let the users

decide what products they want to use ! ! !
!

MTC-00024770

From: bobnaomi@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
leave ms alone

MTC-00024771

From: hrtuck@att.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft was found guilty of monopolistic
practices. Enron was on the edge of
accounting rules Microsoft went over the
edge in dealing with competitors and PC
manufacturerers. They are delaying a just
penalty. They offer to give $1 Billion in
software to schools. In 1969 one of the issues
in the antitrust case against IBM was that
they were selling or giving away computers
to Universities. Microsoft has the chutzpah to
say this is a good deed when it is nothing
more than a marketing ploy to get into k—12
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schools. The bundling of Internet Explorer
into Windows without permitting PC
manufacturers from deleting it was a
predatory action against Netscape. When a
powerful company offers something free that
competes with a product or service of a small
company that is predatory. When it looks like
a skunk and smells like a skunk it s a skunk.

MTC-00024772

From: traines@inforefinery.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The government s (at the behest of
Netscape and others) continued pursuit of
the case against Microsoft is an outrage. I use
Microsoft s products every single day. Not
because I am forced to by a monopoly or
other pressures but because they make
quality software. Given the choice between a
Microsoft product and another company s I'll
almost always choose Microsoft s. Building a
browser (or any other functionality) into their
operating system is convenient for
consumers. And I can load Netscape s
browser (or any other software) onto my
computer any time I like. I just choose not
to. Microsoft should be allowed to
incorporate any additional features they
choose.

MTC-00024773

From: gbelldabfo@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I feel very strongly that the settlement is
fair and just. I also feel that those that do not
think so are driven by competative motives
that are not in the interest of those that use
technology on a daily basis. I use MS
products but do not feel that I have to use
them and do use other products that compete
with MS products. In no way do I feel that
I am hindered as a consumer due to MS s
business practices if there is a better product
out there I will purchase it to run my
business.

MTC-00024774

From: wa—mouse@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am in support of this settlement just
because I want the matter to go away. Let s
close the book on this issue and let the
market decide who the winners and loosers
not the government or states. This is a free
market society and governments and states
have no business or knowledge about
technology.

We spend too much time in litigation and
not much time left for innovation and
progress. All this cost tax payers millions of
dollars for nothing only politicians and
lawers got rich from it.  WANT MY TAX
DOLLARS TO BE USED FOR SOMETHING
MORE USEFULL (AND THIS LITIGATION IS
CERTAINLY NOT USEFULL) OR GIVE ME
MY TAX MONEY BACK.

MTC-00024775

From: dcpab@Juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I have purchased and used Microsoft
software for over 15 years. I have tried others
and always came back to Microsoft. I do not
believe that other companies should be given
the technology that Microsfot designed. Let
these other companies come up with their
own. Too much money has been spent
punishing a company that was only carrying
out the idea of free enterprise. I suggest that
more time be spent on matters that will
protect us as individuals from something
serious.

Respectfully submitted

D. Carroll Brackett

MTC-00024776

From: csicskcj@rose-hulman.edu@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

At this time in the United States it would
seem that going back to business as usual
would be the obvious choice. I agree. I think
that this settlement although at times unfair
to microsoft is better than prolonged
litigation. As a consumer I have to say that
I was happy to get a free web-browser from
microsoft so have no sympathy for netscape
s old practices. This settlement should stand
and as American corporations the
competitors of Microsoft who are really the
interested parties should strive to win in the
marketplace not the courtroom.

MTC-00024777

From: june.allen@gte.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a senior citizen and great grandmother
I m appalled that this Microsoft case was ever
accepted by the courts in the first place. I
will NEVER do business with those
companies who filed against Microsoft and
have personally deleted AOL and any
product of the complaintives out of my
computer. Please accept the settlement on
behalf of all the consumers who were never
injured in the first place with the browser.

Best wishes and thank you

June M. Allen

MTC-00024778

From: jmd@wrkgrp.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The expansion of OS services beginning
with the inclusion of TCP/IP to Win95 has
been a significant boon to consumers. The
Internet explosion occurred with the release
of free browsers to the public which financed
their invention at the University of Illinois.
The concept that the public was harmed by
MSFT giving away the browser it originally
purchased from the copyright holders mocks
any standard of fairness.

MTC-00024779

From: scott.a.oberle@boeing.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  2:56pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

ridiculous now with the AOL suit it is getting
out of control. Find another golden goose.

Microsoft and the US economy as a whole
have suffered enough!!! The justice
department netscape and AOL should have
to reimburse everybody hurt through this.

MTC-00024780

From: jgsmith@jamesmith.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:21pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I find the proposed Final Judgement to be
deficient in several areas, especially when
compared to how like behavior would be
treated if the defendent were an actual
person.

Section I1I.C.4 does not prohibit Microsoft
from requiring a Microsoft Operating System
be installed or sold on/with any system
containing an alternative Operating System.
Nor is this behavior prohibited by section
IL.G.1.

Section IIL.D is a closed forum. An open
forum modeled perhaps after that of the IETF
(Internet Engineering Task Force) should be
used to ensure everyone has access. The
purpose of this section is to enhance
competition. Anyone who is for competition
should not be against a little more. Section
IIL.E is also a closed forum. Communication
Protocols should be published and should be
standardized outside of Microsoft. Internet
protocols MUST be standardized via the RFC
processes within the IETF.

Section III.G.1 is too weak to keep
Microsoft from returning to prior practices.
The words ‘except that Microsoft may enter
into agreements in which such an entity
agrees to distribute, promote, use or support
Microsoft Platform Software in a fixed
percentage whenever Microsoft in good faith
obtains a representation that it is
commercially practicable for the entity to
provide equal or greater distribution,
promotion, use or support for software that
competes with Microsoft Platform Software”
should be struck.

Section IIL.].2 should include more than
just commercial products. APIs should be
available without cost to anyone who has an
interest, whether as a hobby or as a business.
This is a market economy. If someone wants
to do something for free, they should be able
to. By limiting access to crucial APIs and
protocols to only people and entities which
can demonstrate that they will profit from the
knowledge, the market has not been
significantly opened up. Many innovations,
to borrow a term that has been bastardized
by Microsoft, come from people toying
around with ideas and not trying to make a
profit.

By not punishing Microsoft in any
significant way, Microsoft, and indeed the
world, has learned that to be a success means
to break the law big and quick, make a lot
of money, and contribute to political parties
when you get caught so no one will steal the
lunch money from the bully. Enron is making
good on this at the moment as well.

In most drug-related cases, the defendent’s
money is seized before being found to have
commited a crime because the money is from
illegal behavior, as defined by the
prosecution and the police. If that can be
done before the case has ever seen a court
room, then how much easier must it be to
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remove money from Microsoft who has
already been proven to have broken the law.
Microsoft should pay damages in some
multiple of $10 billion. Money is all that
companies care about—their bottom line—
their reason de etre. Everything else in any
judgement is just window dressing and will
be lived with.

The Justice Department has an opportunity
to help the consumer, but the President has
an opportunity to help his constituency. I
pray the Justice Department will prevail.

James Smith—jgsmith@jamesmith.com/

http://www.jamesmith.com/

jgsmith@tamu.edu http://cis.tamu.edu/
systems/opensystems/

CC:jgsmith@jamesmith.com@inetgw

MTC-00024781

From: albaocasio@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Keep settlement as it is

MTC-00024782

From: bobj@microsoft.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The remaining State CIO s have a political
agenda to help prop up Microsoft s
competitors. Microsoft has done a great
service by building a huge industry in the
United States. Microsoft has helped
consumers by bringing low cost computing to
all of them. The very competitors who are
complaining about Microsoft have done
nothing to lower their prices to bring more
power to consumers except in response to
Microsoft s low prices.

Bob Jones

MTC-00024783

From: cncco@alaska.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

We are very much in favor for the
goverment and Microsoft to settle. Microsoft
has done more for the world in PC computer
use than any other company. The continous
lawsuits by the 12 states and others is
nothing more than to extract money for both
the lawyers and the states. Go after the types
of Enron and accounting firms that would do
a lot more good for the public.

Sinserely

Josef Ressel

MTC-00024784

From: michael little@
worldnet.att.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
As a Microsoft product consumer would
someone please tell me where I have been

the result of Firestone tires and not near the
attention or dollars have been spent on
investigating that issue. Yet taxpayers dollars
at the prodding of Microsoft competitors

MTC-00024785
From: DaynaWh@windhambhills.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Please do not punish Microsoft for being
forsighted and innovative. They are
wonderful. They have made my job so much
easier. I can troubleshoot so easily with their
products and they integrate seamlessly. This
is a waste of taxpayer money and of
Microsoft s funds. We the consumer are the
ones that will ulimately pay the price. Stop
the insanity.

MTC-00024786

From: ormetony@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a taxpayer and consumer I believe that
the recent law suit filed by AOL/Time
Warner against Microsoft is an indication
that AOL and other Microsoft competitors are
using antitrust law as part of their business
strategy to compete against Microsoft s
products. I do not believe that sanctions
against Microsoft will benefit consumers in
any way.

MTC-00024787

From: scottomalley@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern It is my opinion
that the antirust suit brought against the
Microsoft Corporation is unfair. I fear it is
motivated by business interestes rather than
the interests of the consumer—which is why
antitrust laws were created. I ve worked for
2 years in the Internet industry where I ve
learned firsthand why Microsoft dominates
the various markets it competes in—their
products are superior to the competition. In
our society a superior product is rewarded
with profit. Please do not penalize a
company that makes quality products
because of anti-big business propaganda born
in the Public Relations departments of
Microsoft s jealous competitors.

Thank you.

Scott

MTC-00024788

From: Andrew Frank

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  3:04pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Attorney General John Ashcroft
U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

Like most other companies involved in the
IT industry, I have not experienced any
particular problem directly attributable to the
rather inflammatory litigation involving
Microsoft and our government. Our concerns,
like most other businesses, center more
around concerns of our country’s softening
economic picture than anything else. That
having been said, however, is not to suggest
that had this lawsuit continued to its
anticipated bitter end, its result would not
have complicated the business picture for
most IT companies one way or another. It is
better for our country and the IT business
that this lawsuit has been removed from the

contentious battlefield of the courts and has
instead been relegated to a settlement. This
settlement addresses the issues raised by the
court action and serves as a quieter, less
factious way to conclude this matter to
everyone’s satisfaction. It quietly shifts the
onus of licensing Windows from individual
OEMs to a collective of the top twenty
hardware manufacturers. It also subtly forces
changes in the way Microsoft designs
Windows to accommodate software
companies.

I am very much supportive of the
settlement, and am hoping that with its
acceptance, we can all benefit from being
able to move forward.

Sincerely,

Andy Frank

Andrew K. Frank, PhD

Vice President & General Manager

The Training Camp

1812 Marsh Road, Suite 200

Wilmington, DE 19810

1.302.475.0283—phone

1.302.475.1571—fax
afrank@trainingcamp.net

Visit our website at http://
www.trainingcamp.net/

“Because you are only as good as what you
know”

MTC-00024789

From: forspam2@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft must be stopped from using its
vast predatory powers. There must be NO
settlement until this out of control
corporation is held accountable for its
monopolositic practices. Instead of giving its
vastly inferior operating systems to schools it
should be made to supply Linux. To do
otherwise only allows this monopoly to
grow.

MTC-00024790

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

Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

What mankind really needs is a break from
people like Orin Hatch and Sun
Microsystems CEO Scott G. Mc-Nealy who
complain about Microsoft. None has bothered
to offer a superior product. Instead they have
used the government as a strategic weapon to
cover their own inability to develop
something better.

The time has long since past for people like
Orin Hatch and the government to leave
Microsoft alone!!!

Douglas Shortridge

117 Cameron Dr.

Battle Creek Mi. 49015

MTC-00024793

From: barrydbloom@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

It is time for companies to quit using the
federal government and the judicial process
because they can t compete. The computer
industry is one of the strongest most
profitiable industries in the world.
Government interfernce at this point in its
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history is premature and damaging. Please
focus your efforts on problems with the
telecom industry and leave the computer
industry alone. We don t need your help.

MTC-00024794

From: Ramesh.Shah@
sspsolutions.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  2:55pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I feel the settlement reached by the govt is

fair and equittable.In my opinion Microsoft

has been picked on for being an sucessful co.I

dont see any monopolistic behaviour.Its time

to move on and stop wasting tax payer

money.

MTC-00024795

From: kennhat@attbi.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

It time tell the friends of Sen. Hatch and
the other parties to beat Microsoft in the
marketplace and quit trying to use the
Goverment and the courts. It is my place as
a consumer to pick and chose the best
products not the courts. Let us pick the

MTC-00024796

From: agapal@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

THE ONLY REASON RENO (CLINTON)
BROUGHT CHARGES WAS BECAUSE BILL
GATES DIDN T GIVE MONEY TO EITHER
PARTY. IFEEL THAT ALL CHARGES
SHOULD BE DROPPED.

MTC-00024797

From: missal101@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Enough of this attack on one of our most
respected companies Microsoft. We expected
as much from the previous administration
but did not expect the witch hunt to continue
in the Bush Administration. Our portfolio
has been negatively affected by the Clinton
Justice Department s attack on MS. Stop it
now and get back to catching real crooks.

MTC-00024798

From: creightonlvx@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

It s time to get off Microsoft s back. This
garbage revolves around a FREE software
bundle and a lot of us can see right through
the whining about it. THis is really a message
that the government will enable anyone to go
after successful capitalists and it s a lousy
grab for power. Get over it.

MTC-00024799

From: DmanHS@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Bill Gates is just a man in business like
anybody else and he came up with a product
that s been aggressively marketed and

perhaps better than anything else like it. Why
should someone or a company be faulted for
being better and more successfull than
anyone else provided that they are being
ethical about it.

MTC-00024800

From: chuckselk@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Can you imagine what life would be like
without the computer? How advanced do you
think the world would be in computer usage
if Bill Gates and Microsoft never existed. Bill
Gates should be recognized at the man of the
20th century that has done so much for not
only the USA bu the whole world. Other
companies are already benefitting from
Microsoft s taking risks in the 80s and its
pool of ingenuity and software dominance.
Don t punish people for being successful
except in the income taxes they pay. All
branches of government city county state and
federal have benefitted from the taxes
Microsoft and its employees have paid. Don
t stifle new inventions and software.

MTC-00024801

From: Mgostovich@triumphtx.org@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

We founded this country on the belief of
free enterprize and freedom to compete in
open markets. When a company like
Microsoft does this too well everyone jumps
in and forces the government to save them.
The truth is that if other software
manufacturers could put a product that
worked as well as Windows we would be
using it. Microsoft should have the right to
do what it wants with a product that it
created. The government nor the other
software companys own windows Microsoft
does. To tell them what they can and can t
do with it is appalling to me.

MTC-00024802

From:

dodd.harris@tricon-yum.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am fully supportive of the settlement
negotiated between Microsoft and the various
Attorneys General referenced here. The
uncertainty this case has caused the
technology sector has had a strongly
deleterious affect on the sector and the stock
market and cosumers desperately need
security that a final conclusive settlement
will provide. Please effectuate the terms of
the settlement with all due haste.

Cordially C.

Dodd Harris IV

MTC-00024803

From: 1j25seitz@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Please stop this none-sence! It all started
with Netscape and it was not a working
system than nor is it much better now! It still
works like the writer of that
program(Netscape) has less than a year of

experience. Also every PC that I have bought

They do not have a leg to stand on.
MTC-00024804

From: mikekern@microsoft.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I think the sttlement was unfair to
Microsoft and is being inconsistently applied
to computer vendors. There is nothing that
MS did that companies complaining about
MS have not also done. Indepenent of the
question of fairness/rightness there is a
blatent inconsistency being applied here.
THIS IS CALL FREE ENTERPRISE! Not
monopoly. The competitors are taking
advantage of the justice system and polictical
favortisum to make up for what they lack in
their own product line and abilities. This
inconsistency would be laughable if it were
not for the serious ramification were MS
forced to stopped providing the public with
the best products it can. Please consider all
factors in the light of free enterprise and
consistent business practices of all
competitors.

Thank you.

Mr. Kernaghan

MTC-00024805

From: RSadler@Tadv.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

For too long the government has assisted
Microsoft s competitors. It s time for them to
compete in the marketplace not in the court
room. The settlement proposed by DOJ is
more than fair for all the parties involved and
paves the way for a return to normalcy in the
technology sector.

MTC-00024806

From: Dessertfox@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Please accept the current settlement and
avoid additional litigation. Thank you

MTC-00024807

From: jamesc@phoenixhitec.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Microsoft has provided great convenience
for my life and our company s operation.
Their products are so good and in the
meantime I don t have problem to switch to
their competitor s product if needed.
However I will still prefer the Microsoft
products. I don t see the monopoly. And I
can only see the inconvenience by restriction
of a pre-loaded Windows. I totally support
the settlement. And I strongly suggest you
that not let a few special interests person and
not so great competitive competitor to ruin
such a great company and their products.

MTC-00024808

From: karen@Reportware.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
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Please accept this settlement and put this
to bed. I believe this settlement is a fair
(though tough) compromise that is in the best
interest of everyone—the technology industry
the economy and especially consumers. For
the sake of the economy please use your
influence to accept this settlement and allow
Microsoft do what they do best develop and
distribute integrated software.

Sincerely Karen Hanshaw

MTC-00024809

From: bruce—amberson@yahoo.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The current settlement with Microsoft is
sufficient. Do not allow those companies who
have an agenda other than innovation in the
free market sway a fair decision.

MTC-00024810

From: bob@arnoldsmithins.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I feel the seetlement reached on the
Microsoft Case is more than fair and adequate
and should be finalized.

MTC-00024811

From: blomsoy@harborside.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Please do the patriotic thing let Microsoft
produce without further interference.

MTC-00024812

From: Todd Azzara

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”’
Date: 1/25/02 3:03pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sirs,

I believe that the proposed settlement
agreement is a bad idea, m’kay? No, really.
There are no provisions for Microsoft
documenting the API’s they DO release, and
there is very restricted third-party developer
access to any API's, among many other items.
Microsoft must be taken to task for its
constant anti-competitive practices and this
settlement WILL NOT accomplish anything.

Thank you.

Respectfully,

Todd Azzara, Senior Real-Time Adaptor
Developer

EP1 Core Adaptor Team

S1 Community and Regional eFinance
Solutions Group

12401 Research Blvd. Bldg. 1, Suite 400,
Austin, TX 78759

512.336.3000 x3032 / 512.336.3250 Fax

Email: todd.azzara@s1.com

MTC-00024813

From: mgb—bas@mediaone.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Darn it get on with this assinine case and
accept the settlement completely NOW. Don
t let the courts do to a successful and forward
thinking company what they did to AT&T. If
competing companies want a greater share of
the market let them BUILD A BETTER
MOUSE TRAP IF THEY CAN.

MTC-00024814

From: Patricia Abbott

To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Date: 1/25/02 3:00pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Patricia Abbott

177 Hobble Creek Canyon

Springville, UT 84663

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:

The Microsoft trial squandered taxpayers
dollars, was a nuisance to consumers, and a
serious deterrent to investors in the high-tech
industry. It is high time for this trial, and the
wasteful spending accompanying it, to be
over. Consumers will indeed see competition
in the marketplace, rather than the
courtroom. And the investors who propel our
economy can finally breathe a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation.

Competition means creating better goods
and offering superior services to consumers.
With government out of the business of
stifling progress and tying the hands of
corporations, consumers—rather than
bureaucrats and judges—will once again pick
the winners and losers on Wall Street. With
the reins off the high-tech industry, more
entrepreneurs will be encouraged to create
new and competitive products and
technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Sincerely,

Patricia Abbott

MTC-00024815

From: eric@northcomp.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a user of both Microsoft and other
products forcing Microsoft to submit to this
sort of scrutiny is a waste of my tax dollars.
Unlike the Baby Bells that seem to avoid all
scrutiny like this Microsoft continues to
provide BETTER products and BETTER
service. Perhaps DOJ should focus on the real
crooks like Enron.

MTC-00024816

From: Jera Darklighter

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:06pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern,

I believe that the proposed final judgment
for the Microsoft settlement will not
effectively eradicate the monopoly that
Microsoft has on both middleware and PC
operating systems.

Firstly, there are several loopholes in the
judgment that will easily allow Microsoft to
keep on bundling middleware like Internet
Explorer with Windows and thus keeping out
competitors like Opera and Netscape. All

they have to do is change the product
number, and the judgment won’t consider it
“middleware” anymore. That is just asanine.

Microsoft makes a lot of software that is the
industry standard. However, it only runs on
Windows (for PC platforms—of course they
make it for the Mac too). This makes it really
difficult for people who prefer other
operating systems, like Linux, to run the
programs they really need. These
individuals, including myself, are “stuck”
using a product that they may feel is inferior
to others available. This should not happen
in an open market, where competition forces
companies to make better products so they
can have the largest market share.

Furthermore, although the judgment does
take some positive steps toward lessening
Microsoft’s monopoly, it does not adequately
provide for enforcement of the judgment.
Please give this judgment some teeth so the
average Joe out here has a little choice when
it comes to operating systems.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jordana Kocher

Senior Web Designer

@MOTION, Inc.

MTC-00024817

From: crystal@Reportware.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02  2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Please accept this settlement. It is fair and
in the best interest of everyone.
Sincerely
Crystal Shuey

MTC-00024818

From: douggoodyear@att.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I have been opposed to the federal
government s lawsuit against Microsft from
the day it was filed. I have always thought
it was a bad idea to punish a company for
being successful in the marketplace. Worse it
seemed as if the Justice Department was
doing the work of Microsoft s competitors—
AOL Sun Oracle to name a few—for them
primarily because they were losing in the
marketplace. For that reason I support the
proposed settlement with the government.
The suit never should have been brought in
the first place. If there s an opportunity to
settle it we should do so ASAP—no more
money time or energy invested in persecuting
this successful company. I support the DoJ s
efforts to settle and hope the Department will
focus on prosecuting real criminals instead of
manufacturing trumped-up cases against
good corporate citizens. No more regulation
via litigation please.

Sincerely

Douglas Goodyear

MTC-00024819

From: Mac.com
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:06pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sirs,

I am stockholder in Apple Computers. I am
also an instructor of computer sciences at the
college level in Tulsa, Oklahoma. As you
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might expect the outcome of this trial is for
most on my mind. I have been reviewing all
related materials I can regarding this case
since it’s inception, and I am a firm believer
that our computer experiences would be
much better off if Microsoft where a better
corporate and consumer partner.

I have read the proposed settlement
between MS, the DOJ, and nine states, and
agree with many analysts who have said this
settlement would do little to inhibit MS from
continuing there previous behaviors.

I feel that in order to allow free
competition in the operating system market,
Microsoft should not be allowed to bundle
new software with there OS. To do so allows
the company an unfair marketing advantage
over competitors. Further, staple applications
such as Microsoft Office should be available
for all competing OS’s with significant
market share to warrant a profitable product.
That would include the continuation of MS
Office for Macintosh and the developing of
MS Office for Linux.

Lastly, MS should set specific prices for
there products based upon volume and not
based on the specific customer. In other
words, if Compaq and Dell purchase an equal
number of licenses then they should each
pay the same price. This would prevent MS
from bulling PC venders around based on the
business practice of the particular vender.

Joel Sutton

Tulsa Community College

(918) 595—7000 ext 7146

MTC-00024820

From: aitala@olemiss.edu@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft must be stopped—they are now
spamming folks with requests for favorable
comments on the settlement. Break Microsoft
up stop them from making things even worse.

MTC-00024821

From:

kmaxwell@fabio-perini.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

This settlment forces Microsoft to license
any intellectual property rights that others
might need to compete with Microsoft. I
disagree with this penalty placed on
Microsoft which has been placed on
Microsoft not for the reason this case initially
brought to trial but to penalize Microsoft for
being the only company to successfully
create an operating system for X86 platform.
If the court is going to offer this appeal the
appeal needs to be such that in ALL software
developers will be forced to license their
intellectual property rights. For example Sun
Microsystems would have to license their
intellectual property to Microsoft. Only in
this sense will settlment truly offer
something fair and justified.

MTC-00024822

From: Phil Tomson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
To: Renata B. Hesse
Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street NW

Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Under the Tunney Act’s provision for
public comment I would like to comment on
the proposed Microsoft settlement.

I have been involved in the computing
industry as an engineer since 1984. For the
last eight years I have been a software
engineer. During this time I witnessed
firsthand how the rise of Microsoft’s
monopoly in the operating system market
adversly affected the software industry by
limiting choices. Microsoft has been found
guilty of anitcompetitive practices and
illegally maintaining a monopoly. The
proposed settlement effectively does nothing
to stop Microsoft’s anticompetitive practices
and in fact I fear that it will actually give
Microsoft the cover of legal authority to
continue such practices in even greater
amounts. If the proposed settlement is
approved unchanged it will have grave
negative consequences for the computing and
software industries as well as for access to
the Internet. These industries are key to the
US economy and this settlement effectively
hands them over to Microsoft.

The proposed settlement could be fixed
with the following requirements:

* Require Microsoft to make it’s office suite
data file formats public. This would allow
competing companies and organizations to
create products which can interoperate with
Microsoft’s office suite, thus allowing
competing operating systems to have
applications which can read and write these
formats which are now ubiquitous due to
Microsotf’s monopoly.

* Require Microsoft to submit present and
future (perhaps for a period of ten years)
networking protocols to an independent open
standards body. This would prevent
Microsoft from creating incompatible
netoworking protocols that would shut out
competitor’s access to the Internet.

Require Microsoft’s preload agreements to
be vacated and prohibit the creation of new
preload agreements.

Require the Windows OS API (Application
Programmer’s Interface) to be publicly
documented. This would allow the
development of competing products that
could interoperate with Windows. It would
also expose certain portions of the API which
Microsoft has kept secret up to this point.
And this provision should apply to ALL
versions of Windows, including Windows XP
and WinCE (which are not covered in the
current agreement).

Require Microsoft to list which software
patents protect the Windows API so that
developers of Windows-compatible operating
systems can determine what is patented and
avoid infringing.

Require that Microsoft change their EULAs
to not discriminate against ISVs that
distribute Open Source software. Many of
Microsoft SDK (Software Development Kit)
EULASs prohibit their use with Open Source
(freely available under certain licenses like
the GPL (GNU General Public License)). This
type of discrimination should be eliminated.

And finally, the current agreement appears
to lack an effective enforcement mechanism.

It does provide for the creation of a Technical
Committee with investigative powers, but
appears to leave all actual enforcement to the
legal system. The agreement needs to be
ammended so that it has an effective
enforcement mechanism that is invoked
when Microsoft breaks the agreement. This is
a matter of utmost importance. If the current
agreement is not changed, it will effectively
hand over large portions of the computing
industry and the Internet over to Microsoft’s
control—this would be a very tragic outcome
and it is avoidable.

Phil Tomson

Software Engineer

19310 SW Oak St.

Aloha, OR 97007

ptkwt@aracnet.com

MTC-00024823

From: dogjerde@worldnet.att.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The Federal Government has been much
too harsh on Microsoft. In the first place
there never was a monopoly on Microsofts
part. Everyone knows that anyone can and
does write software. Nobody has or ever will
have a monopoly on writing software. So
there was no monopoly and the case should
have been dismissed at that point. We who
have invested our life savings in a very fine
company like Microsoft now see the
government destroying everything that we
have worked so hard for. Every time lawyers
and judges destroy investor confidence by
actions such as this our economy our nation
our investor spirit is weakened. It is small
wonder that our economy is in such bad
shape. Every time we consider investing in
a particular company we become fearful of
what the government may do to a fine
company. We are supposed to be a free
country. Microsoft certainly followed all the
laws. So why punish them? Which
companies are we to invest in if not fine
companies like Microsoft? It sounds so much
like the Democrats. Wait for someone to do
well. Then become jealous and ask the
government to destroy the company that you
are jealous of.

MTC-00024824

From: jenfunk@mac.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

This judgement is a farce. Complete idiocy.
Bad Microsoft! We order you to establish
yourself in a market you do not already own
and in fact one of your most dreaded
compettiors DOES own as a PUNISHMENT.
Oh yeah I'm sure MS is cryin in their beer
here. APPLE is the WELL KNOWN dominant
educational platform and the judgement all
but hands it to them on a silverplatter by
REQUIRING THEM to become active in it s
makeup. PUNISHMENT would be the m
having to SUPPORT the ecucational systme
by BUYING APPLES to put in schools. Is this
justice? Hell no. It says long live monoploies
becasue you ve just insured to get more of the
same. More MS dominating every market and
NOW the educational market as well wow
some punishment. Good job buckwheat.
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Hope you can salvage your soul from hell.
Yay america. I sure hope the same jdges don
t decide the terorrist s fates because they 11
be sent to Club Med with explosives.

MTC-00024826

From: shamus@industrialego.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I support the settlement of US Government
s case with Microsoft. I think it is the best
interest of consumers to let Microsoft get on
with the business of making great software
products. The state Attorney Generals are
holding out for political reasons that are not
in the consumer s best interest. Here in
California the state AG is playing to the
leaders in high-tech such as Larry Ellison of
Oracle and Scott McNealy of Sun
Microsystems. What these men have been
unable to achieve by consumer choice in the
marketplace they wish to force on people
using the strong-arm of the government.
Sounds likes the mafia to me. Settle the case
now.

Shamus Brown

MTC-00024827

From: Stephen Nosal

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:08pm

Subject: the microsoft settlement Folks—

I would just like to express my displeasure
with the proposed settlement with microsoft.
I oppose it because it does not specifically
address the issue of “free” software and
volunteer development. If there is no specific
language validating volunteer software
developers I believe Microsoft will use a
“viable business’ requirement to exclude
these people from developing useful
software. As a small business owner, I am
unable to afford many of the products that
microsoft sells—it comes directly off of my
bottom line. Please modify this settlement to
insure the rights of volunteer developers to
create and release compatible software.

Thank you for your time.

- Stephen Nosal

mybrewpub.com

New York, NY

MTC-00024828

From: mjacobs@microsoft.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft has done more than any other
high technology company to build products
for the people. Please bring this trial to an
end as quickly as possible so that the
industry can focus on serving the best
interests of the American public and not a
few of Microsoft s competitors. Settle now
and move on.

Thank you.

MTC-00024829

From: morcos@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I applaude the DOJ for willing to finally
settle this ridiculous lawsuit with Microsoft.
I believe that the market takes care through
competition and hard work and this is what

the American system is all about. Let the
company do its business and keep the US as
the most advanced country in the world and
let the whiny competitors of Microsoft work
to satisfy their customers by producing better
products. It is after all customers who decide
which products are the best.

MTC-00024830

From: aadieringer@juno.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Enough is enough stop wasteing money
and settle case

MTC-00024831

From: Randy@ReportWare.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Please put the Microsoft case to rest and
approve the pending settlement. As a
technology professional I have a great
appreciation for the innovation and quality
represented by Microsoft s software and don
t want to see them impaired by intrusive
government action— action pushed by
competitors who seek unfair advantage for
their inferior products. I don t work for
Microsoft nor have any ties to them I simply
want the best tools to allow me to do my job
and I believe that Microsoft provides them.

MTC-00024832

From: idealist—@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 2:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The ruling between Microsoft and the
States is extremely fair and should be
allowed to stand. The economy can not take
all this tearing down of American companies.
Don t we still have something called
capitalism?

MTC-00024833

From: Jon Bell

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:07pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

Hello, I strongly agree with the
government’s stance on this case against
Microsoft. In the mid-90s, before this case
was brought against MS, I read up on the
subject quite a bit.

I went from most people’s opinion (“‘they
found the american dream and now they’re
being punished”) to a more informed one. It’s
obvious that they’ve abused monopoly
power, and it’s obvious that it’s hurt the
market. They haven’t necessarily harmed
consumers, but abusing the monopoly power
they have is bad enough to bring a case
against them.

I hope this case results in serious,
measurable consequences for Microsoft. You
have my support.

Thanks,

Jon

MTC-00024834

From: FXR3464@A0L.COM@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:04pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division
601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seemn.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Frank Roche

393 West 49th St 5NN

New York, NY 10019-7900

MTC-00024835

From: ethelp@earthlink.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:04pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

ETHEL PARKES

1737 TIMSON LAME

BLOOMEFIELD HILLS, MI 48302

MTC-00024836

From: Brian Morton
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:08pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a Macintosh and Linux user, with the
exception of using Internet Explorer for OSX,
I have read and listened to much of the
commentary about the DOJ’s settlement with
Microsoft and it looks like you guys are
selling out. We have seen Microsoft use it’s
monopoly status and greed to invade every
market they enter, let us do the “right thing”
and put a hurt on them. I think breaking
them up as originally proposed would be a
great solution and would then offer some real
competition into the computing space.
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Brian Morton

MTC-00024837

From: FixIt

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:10pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
bad idea guys

MTC-00024838

From: Jim Hassinger

To: “Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”’
Date: 1/25/02 3:10pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

This disgraceful defanging of the court’s
decision will go down in history as a missed
opportunity, brought about by the Bush
administration’s toadying to all sources of
capital, from Microsoft to Enron.

The original decision should have been
executed, as a bare minimum. My views on
the matter are neatly stated by Prof. Lawrence
Lessig’s recent work on related matter, “The
Future of Ideas.” The Internet, in particular,
must be saved as a truly neutral platform for
development. If the government, and its
eminently qualified scientists, were to
continue actively supporting that rule,
Microsoft would be forced to break up by the
“free”” market created.

Yours truly

James Hassinger

1149 Coronado Ter

Los Angeles, CA 90026

MTC-00024839

From: Randy Ajax

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:10pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement.

I believe the terms proposed under the
Microsoft settlement to be just and fair for all
parties.

Thank you

Randy Ajax

President, Vending World

Please visit our web site at:

http://www.vendingworld.com

MTC-00024840

From: Michael R. Brumm
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:11pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I have reviewed the revised proposed final
judgment for the USA and individual states
against Microsoft.

As an ISV who develops software for
Windows, I feel that the proposal is more
than fair.

MTC-00024841

From: Art

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:10pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement...

Didn’t Netscape give away it’s browser in
order to insure there would be no
competition arise to compete with its”
product? If that’s not anti-competetive, what
is? If Microsoft with its” deep pockets hadn’t
come along there’d have been no incentive
for improvements to Netscape and no
Microsoft browser alternative. And Netscape
has no damage because its” browser product
was being given away free. Microsoft should
demand a set-off from Netscape because the

growing popularity of IE reduced the
financial damage Netscape was inflicting on
itself by giving its’loser browser product
away.

Art Krannawitter

135 Camino del Sol

Vallejo, Ca 94591

707-557-5909

MTC-00024842

From: moodybk@iimef.usmc.mil@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:07pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user. This is just
another method for states to get free money,
and a terrible precedent for the future, not
only in terms of computer technology, but all
sorts of innovations in the most dynamic
industry the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Bryan Moody

124 Wilson Court

Jacksonville, NC 28546

MTC-00024843

From: Gary Curtis
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:12pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

This final settlement does nothing to
punish Microsoft for its past behavior or to
address that damage that has been done as a
result. The effect of this settlement is to bar
Microsoft from certain behaviors that have
been found to be anti-competitive and illegal.
As aresult the settlement looks more like a
clarification of the law, as it applies to
Microsoft business practices. I am certain
that Microsoft will find “innovative” new
ways to use its monopoly power to hinder
competitors even if this particular settlement
is rigorously enforced. I am very
disappointed that more will not be done to
address the damage that Microsoft has done
to the advancement of the state of the art in
computing.

Gary Curtis (Ph.D Computer Science) —

CC:garycurtis@home.com@inetgw

MTC-00024844

From: Atlas Int’l

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:12pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

hello—

i do not have the time in my busy schedule
to pen my objections to every single point of
the microsoft settlement. suffice to say that
this farce of a settlement proposal would be
nothing short of comical if it were not for the

fact that you (the DQJ) are actually
considering it. the whole point of the original
lawsuit centered around the “lockin”
principle, whereby an entity in essence
infects a host (computer user) so profoundly
with its product (windows and other
microsoft software) that migration to a to a
more effective, cheaper, more efficient, or
otherwise better system becomes
economically and/or logistically unfeasible.

any proposal by microsoft to not only
perpetuate its “lockin” practices, but to
further press them into areas (education)
where it has not been fully implemented is
laughable.

the core of the “lockin” problem lies in the
fact that microsoft will not divulge
information (software APIs) needed by
competitors to produce products capable of
nominal performance on the same hardware.
there is a similar scenario in the
microprocessor production industry between
AMD, Intel, Cyrix and other chip makers.
through intensive and carefully scrutinized
licensing agreements, this area has remained
free from the strong-armed tactics we see
microsoft employ (which Intel would be
quite happy to implement ala microsoft—
were it not for these agreements). this
relationship between microprocessor
producers did not happen by accident. it has
been the result of the annual multi $million
legal efforts put out by the standards boards
and involved companies. this is the sort of
action that needs to be taken with microsoft.
simply allowing microsoft to pass out
software which will further their dominance
in established markets (and incidently doesnt
cost them a thing—-what’s a cd cost $.027)
and improve dominance in other markets
will not solve a thing.

please, for the love of America FORCE this
bully of a corporation to play by the same
rules as the rest of us.

bob holkan

8109 otium way

antelope, ca 95843

(916) 454—3447

MTC-00024845

From: Michael Favor

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:10pm

Subject: Tunney comments from one
software developer

I appreciate the opportunity to comment. I
will be as brief as possible, and I hope my
comments will be taken seriously.

The proposed remedy recognizes that if
Microsoft can keep part of the API secret, it
has an unfair advantage over competitive
Windows applications, but the proposed
remedy seems to limit the use of the

API information by devleopers of
competitive operating systems. If Microsoft is
required to compete for the operating system
market as well as the applications software
market, information about the API must be
available for use by developers of other
operating systems as well as developers of
application software. The limiting language
in the proposed remedy may seem harmless,
but this is a very important point.

Next, if Microsoft is allowed to develop
proprietary protocols for network
applications like email or web pages,
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Windows would be required in order to use
those applications. In order to allow other
application and operating system devlopers
to compete fairly against the monopoly, these
network protocols must also be published,
similar to the API information.

Lastly, the file formats used by Microsoft
applications such as the Office software are
the logical “interface” between those
programs, similar to the Windows API and
network protocols. To the extent that these
file formats are kept secret, they direcectly
hinder the development of competitive and
compatible software for Windows and
competitive operating systems. I believe that
each of these points is critical to the
effectiveness of the proposed remedy, and
that each one must be addressed in order to
prevent Microsoft from directly impeeding
the development of competitive and
compatible software, and extending a
monopoly that has been built based on unfair
competition. Thank you for considering my
comments.

Sincerely,

Michael Favor

favor@sunset.net

MTC-00024846

From: hanturner

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:13pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement ATTENTION:
JUDGE COLLEEN KOLLAR-KOTELLY

Please settle the lawsuit between Microsoft
Corp and the government now. I believe it
would benefit the consumer and the
economy. As a tax payor, I feel that the
government has wasted a lot of money on a
lawsuit that should of been settled long ago.
Let’s do something productive with our tax
money. I'm self-employed and been using
computers since the early 80’s. Computer
programs in the 80’s were very diificult to
learn to use. Microsoft created software that
was user friendly and easy for the average
person to use. It has improved my
productivity and my life.

I URGE YOU TO HELP SETTLE AND THE
LAWSUIT NOW. THANK YOU FOR
LISTENING TO ME.

Sincerely.

Hanneli Turner

7118 174 St SW

Edmonds, WA 98026

MTC-00024847

From: John Booher

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:14pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern,

I have two brief suggestions on
modifications to the DOJ/Microsoft
settlement that would be beneficial to
consumers and to the software industry. File
Formats

All windows file formats should published
so that competing developers can make
compatible applications available to the
public. This would make it more difficult for
Microsoft to maintain its monopoly because
competitors could make applications that are
compatible with Microsoft Office. API

All Windows Application Programming
interfaces should be made available to all

developers. This would allow developers to
produce competing applications in a more
equal environment. Also, this information
should be freely usable by competitors such
as Sun Microsystems and Lindows. This
would allow developers to produce
competing operating systems in a more equal
environment.

Thank you for you time,

John Booher

MTC-00024848

From: Jarod Belshaw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02  3:17pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am writing to register my objection to the
proposed Microsoft settlement. I do not
believe the current proposal serves the
interests of promoting competition or
remedying the impact on the Amercian
consumer. Specifically, I believe the current
proposal will stifle competition by giving
Microsoft a leg-up on competitors under the
guise of a settlement. Permitting Microsoft to
settle the matter by delivering Microsoft
products to school systems, which
traditionally tend to favor other vendors (e.g.,
Apple), would be tantamount to state-
sponsorship of the extension of Mcirosoft’s
monopoly.

Your attention to this matter is greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely

Jarod Belshaw

jarod@oridian.com

“Whom the gods have chosen to destroy
they will teach IBM JCL programming.”

MTC-00024849

From: EUROSIGN METALWERKE
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:15pm
Subject: ATTN: US DEPT OF JUSTICE
ATTN: US DEPT OF JUSTICE RE:
MICROSOFT

Microsoft has made it possible for small
businesses like us to afford computers and
increase efficiency. Anti-Microsoft
companies like Sun, Oracle, Apple et al offer
software which is too expensive for the small
business/home owner/student. If Sun,
Oracle, Apple, Netscape-AOL had
competitive products, the market would have
rewarded them accordingly. The negative
attitude by Microsoft’s competitors is truly
un-American -where the market rewards
companies with the best values in service
and products.

It is time to let Microsoft innovate freely!!

Very truly yours,

Jerome R. Bulkan

senior Vice President

Eurosign Metalwerke, Inc.

Margate, F1

MTC-00024850

From: crouchsr@erlanger.org@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:12pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division
601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001
Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Sheila Renee Crouch

1603 West Varner Road

Hixson, TN 37343

MTC-00024851

From: William Tsun-Yuk Hsu
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:16pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

To whom it may concern,

I would like to voice my disapproval of the
proposed settlement between Microsoft and
the Dept of Justice. I don’t think it will be at
all effective in reducing Microsoft’s
monopolistic and predatory practices.

Bill Hsu

Associate Professor

Department of Computer Science

San Francisco State University

MTC-00024852

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

Date: 1/25/02 3:16pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement.

As a consumer, [ want the Microsoft case
settled. Microsoft has contributed more to the
economy of this country (and the world) then
any other entity in history. Let Microsoft get
on with the business of innovating.

Irwin P. Garfinkle, Patent Attorney
(Retired)

366 River Road Carlisle, MA 01741

MTC-00024853

From: vampsl@email.msn.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:15pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

44 Elsie Lane

Grand Island, NY 14072-2704 IF
MERGEFIELD LCSZ
Okeechobee, FL 34974<>
January 22, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

The Department of Justice and the
Microsoft have ended their three-year
antitrust battle. I think this settlement was
long overdue but I welcome an end to this
litigation. I do not think the initial lawsuit
was merited; but I want to give my support
to this present agreement and ask that you do
so also. It is time to put this behind us and
get back to business.
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Microsoft has more than acceded to the
Department of Justice’s demands. Microsoft
has agreed to grant computer makers the
rights to configure Windows to promote non-
Microsoft software programs; Microsoft has
also agreed to a monitoring committee to
oversee future compliance. The company is
even agreeing to reveal internal information
about Windows to enable rivals to write more
competitive software. Enough is enough.

We need to move forward. Give your
support to the settlement that your
department negotiated.

Thank you. IF MERGEFIELD PARAS5 But is
suspense, as Hitchcock states, in the box.
ambiguity’s put on weight.<>

Sincerely,

No, there isn’t room, the

Patricia Vampotic

0024853—0002

MTC-00024854

From: Pete Rourke

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:16pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement Enough!

I think that the terms of the settlement are
sufficient and tough enough on Microsoft,
and they are fair.

I think that we are circling the vultures that
are trying to profit from this. The ingrown
toenails of the legal battlers should receive
another salve besides continuing to fan the
flames of media controversy. I think not
putting an end to this, will stifle the
productive output of Microsoft, which makes
products that keep a huge number of other
companies generating income and employing
millions of workers because of this.

If the legal wranglers of this case are
latched on to gaining personal wealth for
themselves, or are grandstanding for the
benefit of keeping their elected positions,
don’t recognize that we are tired of this and
should go on to other endeavors that produce
a more positive output, then our country will
continue to be victimized by vultures.

Pete Rourke

480-782-7744 W

480-225-8943 C

MTC-00024855

From: Kelley, David

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”’

Date: 1/25/02 3:20pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement To Whom it
May Concern;

I really think this has gone on to far. I think
AOL is using this to much to there advantage.
Doing anything to Microsoft will hurt the
economy especially in the US. Microsoft is
the ultimate example of Capitalism and
allowed to continue to contributed to our
overall success in the market place and as a
country. Can we just even settle on the
agreed upon terms and move on?

Further this suite filed by AOL is a cold
vicious attack on its competitors over an
issue that had already been settled.

David J Kelley

IT—Web Development Lead

Mutual of Enumclaw

800.366.5551 x 3448

253.639.6349

dkelley@mutualofenumclaw.com

pieseczek@hotmail.com

MTC-00024856

From: DavidNXA@aol.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:18pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement To Whom It
May Concern:

As your decision is under consideration in
this matter, please remember that it is
important to all US citizens to retain freedom
in the computing world. To preserve our
rights, please make a decision that promotes
freedom of choice of operating systems,
software and hardware in digital creation and
communication.

Thank you.

David Nicksay

MTC-00024857

From: Denny McClarren
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:18pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

How long are we going to allow this giant
to crush any company that come up with
brilliant ideas? The proposed settlement is
definitely a BAD idea!

Judy McClarren

Holmes Beach, Florida

MTC-00024858

From: Paul C. Dain

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:19pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
January 25, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov

US Justice Dept.,

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

I am writing to express my support for this
settlement reached between your Department
of Justice and Microsoft. While the specific
terms of the settlement encompassed more
than did the lawsuit itself, the settlement at
least brings this entire unfortunate chapter to
a close. While I do not necessarily agree with
everything that Microsoft has done, I do feel
that there could have been any number of
preliminary steps that could have been taken
before plunging our government into a costly,
protracted federal lawsuit. There is an
erroneous assumption that Microsoft’s
products should somehow be in the public
domain, as if they, too, are a government
entity. Clearly they are not. Microsoft, like
any other private American business, should
be free to dictate the terms under which it
will grant license to use its product.

Sincerely,

Paul Dain

Director, Application Development

Wirestone Chicago

pauld@wirestone.com

MTC-00024859

From: Dorothy Lutey
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:21pm
Subject: Microsoft
Netscape, AOL, looking for the deep
pockets. Go out and earn your own money.
Hard work, ingenuity doesn’t always pay off.
Kudos to Bill Gates.

MTC-00024860

From: Matthew Motley

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:20pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement Dear Sir,

I feel that it is imperative that microsoft
terminate its monopolistic practices. That is
the only result of the settlement that I will
consider acceptable. I do not pretend I have
any idea about the best way to accomplish
this; I leave such judgments to you. However,
that Microsoft might continue to parlay its
dominant position in computer software into
dominance in other markets is unacceptable.
Moreover, microsoft clearly has acted in an
anti-competitive manner on numerous
occasions, without remorse or any sign of a
willingness to modify this behavior, and as
such should suffer consequences. The
penalty must be damagingly stiff, or the
damages that microsoft has caused others
must be reversed. Perhaps packaging
Netscape, not internet explorer with their
next 10 million windows sales might help
mitigate one of the many anti-trust
infractions. But do not back down from
justice.

Yours,

Matthew Motley

351A Clinton St.

Brooklyn, NY 11231

MTC-00024861

From: David Huntsman

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:15pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement Dear Sir:

I have been listening to all this talk and
arguments concerning Microsoft. About how
all these other companies are jealous of
Microsoft and Bill Gates. Here are a few
things to remember before passing judgement
on this case.

*It was Bill Gates who said, “I will puta
computer in every household.” All the
computer manufacturers laughed at him.

*It was Bill Gates who took the Federal
Governments lack of forsight on the internet,
and turned it into a trillion dollar business
for the world.

*It was Bill Gates who came up with
operating systems that a novice computer
person could work.

MacIntosh and Apple did nothing but try
to get the business community to buy
systems that were very difficult to work,
extremely slow, very inefficient, and
extremely expensive. But now they are angry
with Microsoft because Bill Gates did what
he set out to do, and every year he is
constantly comming up with better ideas for
the working class people. Just remember that
its the working class people that pay for most
everything in this country. Now I grant you
that Bill Gates is not being nominated for
Sainthood, but think about it, he has
accomplished the american dream, and those
who couldn’t make their dreams come true,
are trying to steal his.

In my opinion, which may or may not be
relevant, this anti-trust suit is nothing more
than another way to waste tax dollars, and
the courts time.

Both of which could be used more
usefully.

David Huntsman
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Harrah, Oklahoma...

MTC-00024863

From: Jimmy Combs

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”

Date: 1/25/02 3:18pm

Subject: If it weren’t for Microsoft . . .
... the Department of Justice
probably wouldn’t even have
computers!

If there is just one personal computer,
anywhere at the DOJ, that holds Microsoft
hardware or software, then the DOJ should be
hung out to dry! As bad as you think they
are, Microsoft is still the best at what they do.
If the competition can’t keep up with them
and their developments, then tuff luck.

I read today that Wal-Mart is now the
largest company in the world. I suppose next
week, the Department of Justice will want to
shut them down as well.

Thanks.

CC:’'webmaster(a)microsoft.com”

MTC-00024864

From: David Witt

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 3:25pm
Subject: ms penalties deal DOJ-

as a technical computer user and graphic/
interactive designer, i have been on the front
lines of the pc wars for 10+ years—although
i use multiple OS’s, i most definitely prefer
Macintosh, and as such, it has been painful
for me to witness the numerous “dirty tricks”
that Microsoft has pulled over the years in
effort to lock users into their platform and
programs. i won'’t go into details, but will
make a few comments, and then make a
proposal for penalties:

first off, it is ridiculous to claim that
Microsoft is an “innovator’—it is well known
that Microsoft’s “innovation” is to either buy
a smaller company’s technology or create
copycat programs, which they then leverage
into the marketplace using their installed
base. secondly, Microsoft hinders computer
users worldwide by not adhering to
standards developed by industry
consortiums—they want consumers to think
that a “standard” is something like Microsoft
Word—their “extend and embrace” model
means that they create a largely compliant
product, but then alter crucial code so as to
induce confusion, uncertainty and doubt into
the marketplace, hopefully locking customers
into their platform “for their own good”.

i am not optimistic that this judgement will
change Microsoft’s behavior, unless there is
substantial remedy, and i don’t mean
money—here is my proposal:

***Force Microsoft to publish ALL APIs
for their Windows operating systems—
including the so-called “hidden APIs’—this
would allow developers for Windows
software to be on a level playing field w.
Microsoft’s own engineers, as well as allow
outside scrutiny of their code. it has been
long speculated that Microsoft maintains a
huge advantage in developing for Windows
because it alone has access to many APIs that
outside developers never see***

I would like to see additional penalties/
remedies, but have no further suggestions—
my opinion is that Microsoft has and
continues to leverage it’s monopoly position

for its own gain, and to the extreme
detriment of its competitors and its own
customers, and without considerable remedy,
and lasting monitoring, they will continue
unabated, as their recent XP expansion
suggests...

sincerely,

-David Witt

Interactive Designer

MTC-00024865

From: Derek Schatz

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:25pm

Subject: Microsoft Antitrust Settlement

Dear DOJ-

I wish to express my extreme
disappointment in the structure of the
settlement with Microsoft. The agreement
does not impose any real hardship on
Microsoft, and instead lets them capture
positive PR by donating money and software
to schools. This part of the agreement, by the
way, further strengthens Microsoft’s market
position by encouraging assault on Apple’s
traditional strong place in education. Overall,
there are insufficient penalties and controls
on further anti-competitive behavior.
Microsoft in their arrogance clearly regards
this whole antitrust episode as merely
another business issue to deal with, rather
than an impetus to fundamentally change the
way they do business. The software industry
is somewhat unusual in that the nature of
platform standardization enables the market
leader to erect strong barriers to entry against
new competitors. This is why Microsoft must
be limited in a greater fashion than would a
market leader in a more traditional type of
industry.

Sincerely,

Derek Schatz

Information Security Consultant

Irvine, California

714-508-9344

dpschatz@home.com

MTC-00024866

From: Ron LaMange
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:26pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

it’s time to setttle this case and move on.
The economy is in rough shape and any signs
of recovery remain distant. Does delay in
settling and moving on help anyone, is it a
make work project for the government
lawyers

Signed , a concerned taxpayer

Ron LaMange

MTC-00024867

From: dottilivengood@earthlink.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:26pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little

more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dotti Livengood

512 Portola Street

San Dimas, CA 91773

MTC-00024868

From: Alex Morcos

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:28pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am writing to share with you that I am
in total support of the Department of Justice
and Microsoft on te proposed settlement that
was reached recently. The US economy
depends on firms like Microsoft for the
innovation necessary to keep the US ahead
of the rest of the world. As we realized after
September 11, America has bigger fish to fry
and the DOJ needs to pursue more emminent
targets that Microsoft. Microsoft is a good
company that produces great products that
people love and cannot live without. Let
them keep their innovation and creativity
and encourage their competitors to do the
same rather than use the justice system to
weaken Microsoft.

I sincerely hope that you will resolve the
issues with Microsoft and that you will
finalize the settlement sooner than later. The
new administration is already doing some
great things that I believe will be remembered
in history as the one of the best
administrations to govern America. Keep it
up and get on with more important issues.

Thanks for reading this. Alex Morcos.

MTC-00024869

From: V
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe that Microsoft has provided great
values all along in their products and
services, and that the Justice dept and all the
competitors that are against Microsoft should
settle this case once and for all and quit
wasting tax payers money on this bogus filing
against Microsoft now and any others in the
future.

MTC-00024870

From: Scott Hemmert
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I have reviewed the DOJ-Microsoft
settlement and believe that the settlement
could have a detrimental on consumers. The
settlement does nothing to jump-start
innovation which has been stifled by the
Microsoft monopoly. In fact, the many
loopholes will in effect legitimize the
business practices which the courts have
found to be illegal. I feel that this settlement
should not be allowed to stand.
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Karl Hemmert
Orem, Utah

MTC-00024871

From: Caleb Basinger
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Stop letting Microsoft leverage their
System Software (Windows) Monopoly to
drown out all of their Application Software
competition. It’s absolutely anti-competitive!

The ONLY remedy is to break up the
company, so that they won’t have the ability
to use their Windows market share to boost
their application software sales.

It’s that simple!!!

Caleb Basinger

Basinger@mac.com

MTC-00024872

From: David Roberts (MCS)
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

As a citizen, a business person, and more
importantly a parent; I feel the settlement is
fair, just, timely, and makes a difference in
the lives of children who are in desperate
need o f the fruits of this settlement.

I just came back from Puerto Rico, where
they were very supportive of receiving the
benefits to the k-12 education system.

Please stop this clearly biased lawsuit
protocol and move on.

Respectfully,

David Roberts

Father, Husband, and concerned citizen

MTC-00024873

From: Sira Webmaster

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:31pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To Whom it may concern,

This is a letter from a concerned citizen.

I am actually a college student, which puts
me in greater contact with computers, as they
are in constant use throughout campus. I also
work with computers as I am a freelance web
design specialist. I felt it necessary to add my
thoughts to the pool of doubts and grievances
being thrown at microsoft. From my personal
experience, Microsoft products continue to
meet low quality standards. I feel, as a
consumer, that I am being marketed
Microsoft products like Hershey’s markets
candy bars, by throwing new colors and
useless features on the outside, while still
producing a defunct, mercilessly frustrating
product.

Compared to all other operating systems in
the world today, I would rate Microsoft
Windows lowest on the list. It is badly made,
doesn’t serve consumer needs, and is a
blatant copy of apple’s operating system. I
feel that Apple never should have lost the
lawsuit against Microsoft because the
operating system is an obvious mirror image.
That issue aside, the quality of Microsoft’s
products is due to their emphasis and
orientation towards producing more, selling
more. It is an example of capitalism gone
awry, and so I urge you to take matters into
your own hands and amend the situation.

Thank you for your time, and I urge you
to make a speedy and just decision.

Michael Jergins

The Stein Institute for Research on Aging
http://medschool.ucsd.edu/SIRA/
sirawebmaster@ucsd.edu

(858) 534-6299

MTC-00024874

From: Khouri Giordano
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:31pm
Subject: Settlement

I am a programmer with 15 years
professional application writing experience.

About ten years ago, I came to the decision
that Microsoft Windows 3.0 was a way to get
the graphical interface of the Apple
Macintosh on my cheaper Intel based
hardware. I went to the Microsoft sponsored
developer conferences and came home
thinking of how I was going to use the great
new stuff coming out of Redmond. Since that
time, I've seen Microsoft move into more
areas and push out other software vendors,
most notably Netscape. Having to write and
support software that runs on Windows, I've
seen that platform become more complex and
more prone to problems. Instead of being able
to discover the real cause of a few problems,
I've had to work around them. If I were able
to fix a problem in Windows and there was
a place to submit a change, I would have.

There came a point where I uninstalled
Netscape and became a dedicated Internet
Explorer user because it had more features
and was more stable.

These days, I refuse to buy anything with
Microsoft connections. I've switched from
Internet Explorer to Mozilla which is the
open source project on which the current
Netscape is based.

I've come to loathe the company, their
practices and their top decision making
executives. I and the other Windows
programmers where I work all laugh along
with the Macintosh programmers at the
Microsoft jokes. No one defends them any
more. What intelligent person would defend
a company that stymies any effort of hard
working and innovative people.

I've seen DR-DOS (MS-DOS compatible),
GEM (Windows alternative) and even OS/2
(Windows alternative from *IBM* of all
companies) come and go. Other efforts to
provide compatible software are rendered
completely incompatible with every new
release from Microsoft. That applies to
Windows and their other applications.

Irealize now that Microsoft was able to
outlast the Clinton administration and now
the winds have changed. Microsoft stopped
putting up a fight because they knew that the
consequences of losing have disintegrated.

My opinion is aligned with that of a wide
range of professionals in my field. The
current settlement proposal does nothing to
inhibit Microsoft. It leaves them free to
infiltrate other facets of peoples lives and
there is no evidence to make us believe that
will not use their hefty presence to squeeze
out other players and buy out or crush
anyone in their way.

More of the code I've been writing is now
for both Windows and Macintosh versions of
our products. Both at work and at home, I've
come to favor FreeBSD (UNIX operating
system) for my Intel hardware. Whenever

given the choice to help Microsoft or help
someone else, I have to go with the company
that plays fair in the marketplace and
provides the best products for the best price.
That always ends up being NOT Microsoft.

Khouri Giordano

Software Technology Researcher

Nikon Electronic Imaging http://
www.nikonusa.com/

kgiordano@nikondev.com 631-547-4335
631-547-0361 Fax

MTC-00024875

From: Ken Graham

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 3:33pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To Whom it May Concern:

Regarding section III H 3, a copy of which
is pasted here:

... Microsoft Shall:

3.Ensure that a Windows Operating System
Product does not (a) automatically alter an
OEM'’s configuration of icons, shortcuts or
menu entries installed or displayed by the
OEM pursuant to Section III.C of this Final
Judgment without first seeking confirmation
from the user and (b) seek such confirmation
from the end user for an automatic (as
opposed to user-initiated) alteration of the
OEM'’s configuration until 14 days after the
initial boot up of a new Personal Computer.
Microsoft shall not alter the manner in which
a Windows Operating System Product
automatically alters an OEM’s configuration
of icons, shortcuts or menu entries other than
in a new version of a Windows Operating
System Product.

Please be advised that the above language,
specifically: Microsoft shall “Ensure that a
Windows Operating System Product does not
... (b) seek such confirmation from the end
user for an automatic ... alteration of the
OEM'’s configuration until 14 days after the
initial boot up of a new Personal Computer.”,
does not constrain the length of time for such
a reminder, thus allowing Microsoft to
indefinitely issue such a dialog until such
time as the user caves in, and selects such
Microsoft Product or offering.

Is it not the job of the DOJ to redress the
harm done by Microsoft? This agreement
clearly does not do so. All this language does
is delay their existing behavior. It does not
fundamentally alter any of the existing
Microsoft practices which fall within the
scope of the aforementioned section, and fail
to fundamentally redress the egregious
behavior for which Microsoft has been
repeatedly found guilty.

Please be advised that under no
circumstances, should any installation of any
product from any vendor ever modify any
configuration of any component without user
confirmation when said component is not
directly and obviously under the pervue and
user control of said product. Please consider
the consequences of allowing any action to
the contrary.

That the statement, “the manner in which
a Windows Operating System Product
automatically alters an OEM’s configuration
of icons, shortcuts or menu entries” even
exists in this agreement is evidence of the
DOJ blessing existing Microsoft behavior. It is
one thing for AOL to behave like this within



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

27543

their own product. This is an annoying and
arrogant behavior on the part of AOL. Since
AOL does not allow any third party to
interfere with their dysfunctionality, they are
perfectly permitted to commit this cardinal
sin without fear of judicial review.
Additionally, were language like the above
employed, they could still behave in such an
egregious manner, for what they change is
still under their control. However, when
Microsoft does this same behavior it is
different. This is an uncontested fact(except
by Microsoft) who only wants complete free
reign. Microsoft has blatantly set out to
thwart and circumvent all attempts to
prevent it from controlling all aspects, like
AOQL, and unfortunately, it looks like the DOJ
is beFUDdled.(FUD=Fear Uncertainty Doubt/
See Sun vs Microsoft). When I install a new
version of any product, on any platform,
there should never, ever, be an automatic
reconfiguration of any product not clearly
and obviously “owned” and affected, by the
vendor and application, being installed.
Seeing as installing a “new version of a
Windows Operating System Product”, is
clearly unavoidable, they should not be
allowed to infect the data and configuration
space of vendors and products, not clearly
under user control within the application(s)
being installed.

A clear case of this, is the look and feel of
MS Windows Explorer and MS
Outlook(client).

Their behavior is controlled and
configured within Internet Explorer. The
poor computer user who is not well
acquainted with the insidious behavior of
Microsoft would be at a total loss to explain
this seemingly terrible design and
implementation, much less discover how to
correct the problem. Upon investigation
inside the Microsoft Knowledge Base, one
will encounter the phrase “As Designed”,
which literally means, that this behavior is
intended. It is not a bug. They intended to
show that Internet Explorer is required, when
clearly(to those who are informed and of
sound mind and body) it is not.

A cursory examination of the UI's used by
Outlook will clearly show that not only is
Internet Explorer not fundamental to the OS,
but that it was adhoc’ed onto existing
applications, in a poorly implemented
retrofit, so as to show to the uninformed
exactly how required IE really was, when to
any sane individual it was clearly not the
case.

Regarding:

“Notwithstanding the foregoing Section
III.H.2, the Windows Operating System
Product may invoke a

Microsoft Middleware Product in any
instance in which: *“, subsections 1, and 2, of
same.

With the issues of securing an operating
system, from the point of view of the
Microsoft Mindset, as blessed within the
guidelines of this agreement, it seems that to
abrogate all provisions, requires only the
creation of an “OS”(quotes added for
emphasis/humor) which has “security”,
(read as attempt to provide illusion of
security). Please refer to the patent granted to
Microsoft, by the uspto, called “Digital Rights
Management Operating System” (application

227561). Under the guise of security, and
NDA (non disclosure agreement), the ability
of the public to know what Microsoft is doing
will be non-existent. As a primary
consequence, no complaint can be filed.
Given that congress(lower case to show
proper respect) has caved in to corporate
conglomerates with the DMCA, then any
attempt to discover how Microsoft has
broken this agreement will also be illegal.
Since this agreement relies on complaint
driven inquiry to assess Microsoft
compliance, the result will be again for
Microsoft to have outwitted and clearly
trivialized the DOJ and this court. You need
to understand. Microsoft has no intention of
keeping this agreement, any more than they
have kept prior agreements.

This is not an inappropriate attribution.
There exists mountains of evidence to
support such an opinion and to act without
regard to this evidence is tantamount to
negligence and Dereliction of Duty. This
agreement is naive, and shortsighted. It is
consistent with a desire by the FBI to abridge
the rights of citizens to privacy, without
judicial review or constraint. This can only
be truly accomplished in a closed system,
like Windows, and not via the Open Source
community. That this opinion is warranted
can easily be attested by such things as
“carnivore”, and “magic lantern”, as
reported by Reuters, and confirmed by the
FBIL

It is the opinion of this citizen, that the
DOJ wants Microsoft in place, with its
monopoly intact, so as to place their
“carnivore”/“magic lantern” on every PC.
Everybody knows(that is to say, that both
vendors and consumers recognize the need
for protection from what Microsoft allows,
which is not allowed by default, if not
impossible, everywhere else) that Microsoft
products are the worlds worst culprits for
replicating virii(multiple of virus), and
without the possibility of user intervention,
thus behaving “as designed”(common phrase
Microsoft uses to describe what would
normally be called an egregious break of
security or serious design/implementation
flaw). The protections stated in this
agreement do not include the Open Source
community. The level of attention and the
number of individuals of common
intelligence involved in this case suggest that
this cannot be an oversite. How is this
possible given that Microsoft only considers
the Open Source Community and Linux to be
a threat? This evidence supports opinions
already expressed above regarding the
intentions of the DOJ. The DOYJ, in order to
create the appearance of Justice, allows for:
V B, “In any enforcement proceeding in
which the Court has found that Microsoft has
engaged in a pattern of willful and systematic
violations, ...”, which is made moot by
provision: IV 4 D 4 d, “No work product,
findings or recommendations by the TC may
be admitted in any enforcement proceeding
before the Court for any purpose, and no
member of the TC shall testify by deposition,
in court or before any other tribunal
regarding any matter related to this Final
Judgment.” A provision, which by
declaration, prohibits testimony relevant to
the former by those who are most in a

position to testify to “a pattern of willful and
systematic violations”. I was under the
impression that it was the intent of the DOJ
to effect a change in behavior at Microsoft,
and not just the appearance of doing so. I see
no method outlined to address situations
where legitimate differences of opinion
occur. It is not difficult to foresee Microsoft
testing the boundaries of this agreement, and
getting, via “case law”’, precedents that result
in another 1995 pointless agreement.
Especially as it is nothing but SOP(standard
operating procedure).

Were I asked to categorize what would be
observed in this agreement by any person of
sound mind and body, it would be a
persistent attempt to appear to constrain
Microsoft, without actually doing so. With
rare exception, Microsoft is not substantively
constrained. In fact, with recent
announcements, and the desire of the FBI in
concert with the Administration to abridge
constitutional rights(“carnivore” and ‘“‘magic
lantern”), it would seem inevitable that
justice will in this instance, again, not
prevail. What I do humbly suggest to this
court, which is within the scope and timbre
of the existing agreement, is that all
complaints be made public via a non DOJ
and non Microsoft website(evidence suggests
the DQOJ is not “clean”, and Microsoft we
already know cannot be trusted). As each
complaint is addressed and resolved, the
originating complaint should be annotated as
to status and resolution, so that the
marketplace, by being fully informed, may
execute justice.

Sincerely,

Ken Graham

MTC-00024876

From: Kdowsiany@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:34pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
(corrected)
January 25, 2002
Renata Hesse
Trial Attorney
Antitrust Division
Department of Justice
601 D Street NW
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530
RE: U.S. v. Microsoft
OVERVIEW
For more than three years Microsoft has
been defending itself in antitrust litigation
brought by the U.S. Justice Department and
eighteen states, including Ohio. The
proposed consent decree between Microsoft
and the U.S. Department of Justice reflects a
settlement, which adequately protects the
interests of the Department of Justice, the
states and Microsoft, while achieving the
desired goal of consumer protection.
UNCLEAR BASIS FOR ANTITRUST
ACTION AGAINST MICROSOFT
Many critics, including the Buckeye
Institute (Ohio’s free market think tank)
questioned the Justice Department’s use of
antitrust laws against Microsoft to punish the
company’s innovative use of technology,
which provided useful products to
businesses and individuals at low prices. The



27544

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

involvement of the state attorneys general
was even more puzzling. It has never been
clear how Ohio’s citizens have been in any
way harmed by Microsoft’s business
practices. The only clear beneficiaries to this
antitrust case are Microsoft’s competitors
who prefer to have Microsoft mired in
litigation instead of competing in the
marketplace.

IMPLICATIONS FOR ANTITRUST LAW
IN THE DYNAMIC TECHNOLOGY
MARKETPLACE

This case calls into question the relevancy
of antitrust laws in the fast- changing
technology marketplace of today. One of the
main reasons for the government’s case was
to ensure competition in Internet browsers.

However, within several months of
commencement of the case, the marketplace
changed dramatically.

Microsoft’s core business—writing the
operating systems of personal computers—is
under serious challenge from Linux and
Apple. The center of gravity for computing is
shifting away from the personal computer,
where Microsoft has a significant presence,
onto the Internet where the conglomerate
AOQOL-Time Warner is the major player. As
technology progresses, the focus will likely
move to personal digital assistants, web-
enabled telephones, satellite-based
communication devices, and other tools.

The litigation against Microsoft sent a
message to the rest of the technology
economy that the use of innovation to meet
consumer demands in an efficient manner
will be punished by government agencies in
the courts. This message sent shock waves
throughout the American economy and hurt
development in the technology sector.

EFFECT ON OHIOANS

The value of Microsoft stock tumbled by
nearly 40% as the case dragged on. The more
than 100,000 Microsoft shareholders that
reside in Ohio collectively lost millions. And
that does not include those investors who
hold Microsoft stock in their mutual or
pension funds. Other smaller technology
company stocks fared even worse.

BREAK-UP OF MICROSOFT WOULD
WEAKEN ECONOMY AND HURT
CONSUMERS

The Buckeye Institute has publicly
commended Ohio Attorney General Betty
Montgomery, who has been involved with
the case from a very early stage, for her
support of the settlement and resistance to
pursuing the break-up of Microsoft. She
recognized that breaking up Microsoft would
weaken our already slow economy, hurt
consumers by limiting product development,
and set a bad precedent effectively
discouraging other high tech firms from
investing in innovation and creativity.

SETTLEMENT MEETS GOALS OF
CONSUMER PROTECTION WHILE
PERMITTING CONTINUED INNOVATION
IN THE MARKETPLACE

For those who have concerns about
Microsoft’s business practices, the settlement
contains significant rules and regulations on
how Microsoft designs, develops, and
licenses its software. For example, all new
Microsoft operating systems would have to
include a mechanism that allows easier
removal of the Microsoft Internet browser to

switch to a different browser. Importantly,
however, this settlement will still allow
Microsoft, which has been a lead engine of
the American economy over the last decade,
to focus on innovation and productivity
instead of on defending itself from
government attacks in the courts.

The proposed settlement satisfied the
Justice Department and nine of the states that
joined in the antitrust action. It adds
consumer protections while permitting
Microsoft to continue as a responsible
industry leader. In the long run, Microsoft’s
continued ability to innovate and create
products that meet marketplace demands is
the real benefit to consumers.

Sincerely,

David J. Owsiany, J.D.

President

The Buckeye Institute for Public Policy
Solutions

4100 North High Street

Suite 200

Columbus, Ohio 43214

Phone: (614) 262-1593

Fax: (614) 262-1927

E-mail: owsiany@buckeyeinstitute.org

MTC-00024877

From: jackie hill

To: Microsoft Settlement

Date: 1/25/02 3:29pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
jackie hill

367 springdale

bradenton, fl 34210

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement

U.S. Department of Justice-Antitrust Division
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Microsoft Settlement:

The Microsoft trial squandered taxpayers?
dollars, was a nuisance to consumers, and a
serious deterrent to investors in the high-tech
industry. It is high time for this trial, and the
wasteful spending accompanying it, to be
over. Consumers will indeed see competition
in the marketplace, rather than the
courtroom. And the investors who propel our
economy can finally breathe a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation.

Competition means creating better goods
and offering superior services to consumers.
With government out of the business of
stifling progress and tying the hands of
corporations, consumers—rather than
bureaucrats and judges—will once again pick
the winners and losers on Wall Street. With
the reins off the high-tech industry, more
entrepreneurs will be encouraged to create
new and competitive products and
technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Sincerely,

MTC-00024878

From: Tom Minchin
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/26/02 6:35am
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Your Honor,

As a private consumer of Microsoft
products, I would like to put on record my
firm belief that Microsoft has been the victim
of a terrible injustice and if anything is owed
an apology.

Microsoft has conferred great economic
benefits on me, by making my business far
more efficient through use of its software. I
can only applaud its policy of upgrading its
products. If this makes it hard for
competitors, instead of trying to shackle
Microsoft, these competitors should re-
double their efforts to come up with a better
mousetrap.

The US is a great country that is supposed
to champion capitalism. This means that it
should repeal the non-objective Anti-trust
laws and let a great company like Microsoft
lead the world.

Yours,

Tom Minchin,

1 Robinson Court,

Bayswater North,

Melbourne,

Victoria, Australia 3153

MTC-00024879

From: johnoneill36@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:34pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsotft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

John O’Neill

2797 Calle Alegre

CA 94566-5878

MTC-00024880

From: abrsr@epix.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:33pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
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fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Alfred Roeckel

150 N. Crescent St.

tremont, PA 17981

MTC-00024881

From: Dirk Van Dongen—NAW
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov .”
Date: 1/25/02 3:42pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The National Association of Wholesaler—
Distributors strongly endorses the bipartisan
settlement negotiated between the U.S.
Department of Justice, several states and
Microsoft . The settlement represents good
news for the economy and for consumers of
technology.

High technology is not a single industry,
but various types of businesses linked
together: chip makers, software developers,
equipment manufacturers and marketers,
service providers, and more, all working to
the ultimate benefit of consumers. When
government negatively impacts a pillar of the
industry such as Microsoft, the entire sector
suffers, as do consumers and the economy.

The terms of this settlement address the
aspects of the case that were upheld by the
Appeals Court, and do so without damaging
Microsoft’s ability to compete. Microsoft is
constrained from harmful competition, but
can continue to compete to improve upon
and offer Windows, which is used
throughout our industry, at a reasonable
price.

That is precisely what our members, who
are highly dependent upon networked
computer systems, need: technology which is
easy to use which is available at a good
value.

The Microsoft settlement is the best way to
achieve these ends , to the benefit of all.
Prolonged litigation will only further damage
our economy.

Thank you for the opportunity to allow our
organization to voice our endorsement for the
settlement. We urge its adoption with all due
speed.

Dirk Van Dongen

President

National Association of Wholesaler—
Distributors

1725 K St., NW
Washington, DG 20006

MTC-00024882

From: Sally70596@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:38pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am writing in support of the recent
settlement of the long-running antitrust
lawsuit between the U.S. Department of

Justice, state attorneys general and Microsoft
Corporation. Though I applaud the nine state
attorneys general that decided to follow the
federal government’s lead and settle the case,
I am thoroughly disappointed that remaining
state attorneys general and the District of
Columbia have decided to further pursue this
baseless case.

The settlement is fair to all. It will allow
Microsoft’s competitors to use Microsoft’s
Windows operating system to incorporate
their software programs and will give
consumers more services and products to
choose from.

As you are well aware, members of
Citizens for a Sound Economy have been
unrelenting in our opposition to the federal
government’s antitrust case against Microsoft.
For nearly 3 years, activists like myself have
called, emailed, visited, and sent letters to
the U.S. Department of Justice and to state
attorneys”’ general offices explaining that
Microsoft’s actions did not harm consumers,
but provided them with great benefits by
lowering the cost and increasing the
availability of software products. We have
stressed that Microsoft is a pioneer in the
high-technology market and that their
products increased our familiarity with the
Internet.

Once again, I thank you for your decision
to settle this unfortunate lawsuit against a
successful and innovative company.

Respectfully,

Michael & Sally Pickett

963 Morello Ave.

Martinez, CA 94553—4749

MTC-00024883

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

Date: 1/25/02 3:36pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

LOUIS SPEZZANO

19 WILD HORSE ROAD

STAMFORD, CT 06905

MTC-00024884

From: Christopher J. Carroll
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:39pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft has clearly demonstrated an utter
contempt for for the law of this nation. Time
and time again, this corporation has exerted
monopoly power to strangle competing
technologies. This has resulted in the
consumer being forced to purchase and use
deeply-flawed Microsoft products due to an
effective unavailability of other options. This
court should demand fundamental structural
changes to ensure that Microsoft can never
again use its market power to harm our
economy.

MTC-00024885

From: Ogg Robert G

To: “Microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 3:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement.

I believe now is the time to settle. After so
many years this ongoing case has had a bad
ongoing affect in the IT industry, I believe the
terms of the deal to be acceptable to both
party’s and a settlement can and will also
help to turn the slowing down of the IT
industry as people/company’s and
concentrate on creating new and improved
products

MTC-00024886

From: Carse312@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:41pm

Subject: Microsoft settlement

To Whom it mat concern,

I understand that a few liberally politically
comtrolled states comtinue to hold out for a
big payday. I consider their actions to be
using their constituants as a veil for
extortion. No one really believes that these
politicians/lawyers concern is for those
individual citizens wronged through
Microsoft’s alleged anti-trust.

On the contrary, if anything at all, most
individuals across America, and the world
benefited greatly through Microsofts
inovative development of components for
third party development of Windows and
Internet explorer applications.

Microsoft held no one back, rather if
anyone was held back in the highly
competative software industry, it was of their
own undoing.

I remember well in the early 90’s, how
publicly owned computers at various public
libraries across the State of Illinois, refused
to install Internet Explorer on their public
Internet access enabled computers. Only
Netscape was allowed on—public computers
then.

How do these States now argue that
Microsoft manipulated government agencies
into accepting IE on their computers. I see a
very deeply seaded attempt by these state
governments to dip into Microsoft’s deep
pockets for no other reason then a source
with easy access. You government types
really need to be a bit more covert when
taking money from a baby.

Sincerly,

Carson E. White, Lawyer/Software
developer.

MTC-00024887

From: Charles Myers

To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Date: 1/25/02 3:35pm
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Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Charles Myers

4326 Mariner Lane

Fairfax, VA 22033

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice ,

Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:

I have closely followed the progress of the
Microsoft case. I am greatly saddened at the
amount of tax payer’s dollars used in this
case. While I feel that the Federal
government is correct in using legislation and
the courts to ensure fair competition and
open markes, the time has come to cleanly
and clearly make an end to this case. With
the United States in a state of economic
recession, now is not the time for a prolonged
court battle. The technology sector is one of
our greatest assets as a nation, and we need
to allow them to go back to work on
innovating products for this new millenium.

As such, I feel strongly that the breakup of
Microsoft is not needed.

What is needed is:

Clear guidance on what is allowable for
“bundling” of software;

Release of the source code for present and
future Microsoft and non-Microsoft operating
systems, and;

Limits on current modes of software
licensing.

On this last point, I feel the most strongly.
At the turn of the last century, book sellers
would put a notice in their books that the
book could not be “resold”, as the book was
considered the intellectual property of the
publisher. In another similar case, recording
companies in the 1930s tried to expand their
rights under copyright protestion by using
licenses (or contracts) that were implied to be
consented to when the consumer opened the
package. This was found to be illegal under
RCA v. Whiteman by the Second Circuit
Court of Appeals.

Yet, in this new century, we are allowing
software manufacturers to force consumers to
constantly pay for features they do not want
or need because of licensing. A simple return
to copyright law to apply to all media, i.e.
books, recording, and software, would be
more beneficial, less costly, and more timely
than the current situation. Product
innovation should spurn consumer
spending—not the fine print on unread
licenses! Return software to the protection
(and ONLY the protection) offered by
copyright law and the doctrine of first sale.

Sincerely,

C. Daniel Myers

MTC-00024888

From: Bill Davies

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:42pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To Whom It May Concern:

I am appalled by the Government’s desire
to brush a huge monopoly under the rug in
the interests of “‘saving the econonmy.”

A federal judge has ruled that Microsoft
engaged in monopoly practices, and they
should be dealt with accordingly. Your office
should not cave.

They continue to drag this out and get their
hooks into more and more markets while the

parties dicker over a settlement. Can’t you
see that? Pretty soon people will not be able
to access the internet unless they have a
Microsoft product or Microsoft operating
system. This is sheer madness. I can’t believe
your office is so toothless.

I hope your office will wake up and put
some honest effort into antitrust enforcement
against Microsoft, which has been adjudged
a monopolist, and which ruling has not been
overturned.

Bill Davies

Member, California and Alaska Bar

MTC-00024889

From: dwight@ellensburg.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:41pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dwight Bolton

630 ALFORD RD.

ELLENSBURG, WA 98926

MTC-00024890

From: Brandon Harvey

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:40pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To Whom It May Concern,

I would like to point out briefly that my
e-business, Artsonia.com, runs largely on the
Windows platform. We do a great deal of
scripting and automation in the course of
running an online museum and custom
production workshop. We would benefit
greatly if Microsoft software interoperated
better with software from other developers.

We believe that the proposed settlement
does not do enough to ensure this.

Sincerely,

Brandon Harvey

Program Director

Artsonia

http://www.artsonia.com

MTC-000243891

From: Rajen J. Shah
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am writing to you with my comments on
the proposed settlement between the DOJ and
Microsoft on this long-running case.

(1) Tam very relieved that a settlement has
been reached. In particular, I think a lot of
time and money was spent on this case by
both sides, and it also caused a lot of
distraction in the industry. I am happy to see
an end where money is used for more
productive activities.

(2) T am concerned that Microsoft be kept
from its earlier rough handed practices.
There is no need for such behavior in this
industry. I believe that the settlement adheres
to the findings of the court and will hold
Microsoft accountable for conducting legal
business practices.

(3) I totally disagree with the “holdout”
states stand on increasing the scope of any
settlement. What they have proposed smells
very much like what Microsoft’s competitors
have been trying to do to Microsoft—
particularly Sun Microsystems, Oracle and
AOQOL. I don’t want taxpayer dollars going to
fighting on behalf of companies that cannot
compete in the marketplace.

(4) I am a software engineer and spend a
lot of time on building web sites for
customers. My platform of choice is
Windows (2000). I had spent an untold
number of hours, which I consider wasted,
trying to make my software work on multiple
platforms. In particular, at least 40% of any
project is spent making my applications work
on both IE and Netscape. Netscape has fallen
way behind in terms of features and should
be killed. Also, there is no need to have
another browser available to the public,
especially if it is something that is developed
out of the source of IE that the holdout states
are proposing. That will confuse the public
and will also cause real problems for people
like me.

(5) Also, proposals to provide software
such as Office on multiple platforms does not
make sense. An untold number of hours
would be wasted by Microsoft to do this, and
it does not even make sense from a business
perspective. If some other company wishes to
develop such software for operating systems
such as Solaris or Linux, they should do it
with their own money. Microsoft already
supports Windows and the Apple.

Overall, I strongly support the settlement
and wish to move on to solving user
problems.

Thank you.

Rajen J. Shah

MTC-00024892

From: j. wesimeyer
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Madam/Sir: (Jan 25, 2002)

The spelling at the top of this page is
slightly in error. The correct spelling is:
John Wiesenmeyer
Caulfield, Mo. 65626

And yes, Im a taxpayer, homeowner, voter.
You will find the above person in the Howell
County Missouri archives.

I consider myself a Microsoft user,

Effective e-mails should be short,
especially at this time, so I cannot elaborate
at length as to my complaints with Microsoft,
but 11l list a few:

I had 4+ years experience with Microsofts
old OS, DOS 6.22/Windows 3.1 before trying
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Windows 98 this past November. So Im not
a newbie, as they say.

Nevertheless, it took me several days to
figure out how to get Netscape 4.7.8 to run
in Win 98. Little obscure dialog boxes all
over the place that have to be set so Netscape
can work clean and free without Internet
Explorer barging in and taking over.

You folks should know all this. Why do
you ignore it? And look at the way the
Internet Explorer files are WOVEN IN AND
THROUGH the Windows Directory. The
Windows directory is the heart and soul of
the OS.

If LE. is thickly embedded therein, than
how can we conclude LE. is some kind of
separate entity?

Oh well, aside from what is obvious,
another gripe I have is that the bar
associations, and you at DOJ, have allowed
all software producers, not just Microsoft, to
run free and clear of any legal retaliation for
their defective products. Companies like MS
and hundreds of others, have their lawyers
write out those clever USER ACCEPTS
SOFTWARE [ AS IS ]] licensing agreements
(so-called), which is an insult to consumers.

HOW FAR WOULD YOU HAVE
ALLOWED FIRESTONE AND/OR FORD
MOTOR COMPANY TO SLITHER AWAY
FROM LIABILITY WITH LEGALESE OF
THAT SORT????

But you let the software companies do it
day in and day out.

Defective software, from Microsoft and
others, has cost me hundreds of hours of
wasted time, and in a business setting, costs
companies millions of dollars each year in
pure waste, because of sloppy program code,
and you let them get away with it.

YOU ARE NOT LETTING THE AIRLINES
GET AWAY WHEN THEIR PLANES CRASH.

YOU ARE NOT LETTING FIRESTONE GET
AWAY FROM LIABILITY.

Your standards stink. Your justice is far
from blind; it is prejudicial, to the extreme.

Thank you.

John Wiesenmeyer, voter, taxpayer and
veteran of U.S. Army 51st Infantry Division,
Charlie Co., 3rd Btn. 1970

417-284-3951

call me, and Ill give you an earful of
testimony why all these software bandits
should be tar and feathered.

Thank you.

MTC-00024893

From: jim@bostonvr.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02  3:54am

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Greetings,

I am writing in regards to the impending
settlement issues with the US government
and Microsoft.

I am deeply concerned of the tone set by
the Justice Department and it’s willingness to
accept the settlement of computers and
services for poor schools. This has been well
stated in broad terms and I concur with the
facts that this sanction against Microsoft is
unacceptable.

Furthermore, I am concerned that this
settlement is a political move. The issue is
that Microsoft has broken the law and been

found guilty of monopolistic practices. The
only way to control further problems is to
break the company up. They won. Now it is
time to dismember the company into
components and let them as well as other
companies continue to compete for business.

This is not a serious problem since the
cash the company has can be used to allow
each segment of the company to flourish for
the short term.

Let each division compete against each
other. This is the American way!

Let us look 20 years from now. Microsoft
will control your tv, internet, and your online
transactions. They potentially have the
opportunity to control communication as
well as a major player in the banking market.
How did they get there, with the resources
obtained through a monopoly. Having one
company controlling greater than 94% of the
computers in this country is a pretty scary.

I will say that again Having one company
controlling greater than 94% of the
computers in this country is a pretty scary.

This is not a question of innovation. This
is a question of control and power.

Would the justice department be
concerned if any one country controlled(and
Microsoft does) 94% of a market

What if Citibank controlled 94% of all
banking in the country

What if Kemper Insurance controlled 94%
of all insurance policies commercial and
residential?

What is Exxon sold 94% of all oil in the
country?

What is Johnson and Johnson
manufactured 94% of all drugs in the
country?

The listcangoonandon. . . . . .
America is about competition and capitalism.

Taking the software and making code open
to others is just plain wrong. The amount of
resources required to redevelop new
products would take too long for a company
to catch up to Microsoft. By breaking the
company into parts allows for capitalism to
breed a new........... the basis for what this
country stands for.

How could the company be broken up.....3
parts....... each company gets all rights to all
parts of Microsoft. (intellectual, monetary, as
well as assets) Basically this is what
happened to ATT but in that instance, there
were location issues.....hence the actual
dividing was done in territories.... The nature
of software is portability....hence let all parts
take ownership.

This would allow each part to decide
which way the new companies can go
forward.

What did the government do with
ATT....... ATT had to give up control of the
local wires.......

If you break Microsoft up, you will get
cheaper products and a race to make a better
product.

Microsoft is too big to contend with in any
other way. Monetary damages are not enough
for it will be the American public that
pays......not Microsoft.

Let’s look at this a some foresight, courage
as well as wisdom. It is the obligation of the
justice department to correct a problem that
is going to get much worse. I hate Vanilla,
let’s put some more flavors on the menu.

Sincerely

Jim Mooney

3 Lamb Lane
Boston, Ma 02021

MTC-00024894

From: Janice Kramer

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:47pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
January 25, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DG 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I understand that you will be deciding
shortly on finalizing the terms of settlement
reached in November with Microsoft. I want
the Department of Justice to leave Microsoft
alone. This antitrust lawsuit has been the
biggest waste of time, has cost the taxpayers
millions of dollars, and has negatively
impacted the computer industry and the
economy. Microsoft has been forced, at the
vise of the competition, to defend their
business practices, and battle to keep their
innovative products and business intact.

With no foreseeable end to the litigation,
Microsoft has agreed to satisfy demands
made by the competition. The settlement is
far more than fair to the competition. I don’t
feel Microsoft should have to give anything
away, and certainly not forced to. I know
Microsoft is sharing parts of its Windows
programming to allow the computer
manufactures to offer software programs
other than Microsoft’s and users to make the
operating system more changeable to their
own preferences. I feel that these changes
will produce even more superior products
from Microsoft and give Microsoft more
dominance in the software industry.

Whatever has to be done to return
Microsoft back to business immediately is the
right thing to do.

Microsoft feels that settling this is the
proper thing, and I entirely support this
position.

Microsoft has been treated terribly for
giving the world Windows. There should be
no further legal action taken against
Microsoft. Accepting the terms of the
Microsoft settlement is the only justifiable
course of action.

Sincerely,

Janice Kramer

120 Horton Hwy.

Mineola, NY 11501

MTC-00024895

From: Jansa Hobbs
To: Microsoft Settlement
Date: 1/25/02 3:42pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Jansa Hobbs
Route 1, Box 142
Mauk, Ga 31058
January 25, 2002
Microsoft Settlement
U.S. Department of Justice-Antitrust Division
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DG 20530
Dear Microsoft Settlement: The Microsoft
trial squandered taxpayers? dollars, was a
nuisance to consumers, and a serious
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deterrent to investors in the high-tech
industry.

It is high time for this trial, and the
wasteful spending accompanying it, to be
over. Consumers will indeed see competition
in the marketplace, rather than the
courtroom. And the investors who propel our
economy can finally breathe a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation.

Competition means creating better goods
and offering superior services to consumers.
With government out of the business of
stifling progress and tying the hands of
corporations, consumers—rather than
bureaucrats and judges—will once again pick
the winners and losers on Wall Street. With
the reins off the high-tech industry, more
entrepreneurs will be encouraged to create
new and competitive products and
technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Sincerely,

Jansa HObbs, Taylor Co. Ga.

MTC-00024896

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

Date: 1/25/02 3:48pm

Subject: (no subject)

I get the impression that the United States
Government is allowing itself to be used to
stop Microsoft, by competitors. They want
the government to do for them what they
have not been able to do for themselves.

Let Microsoft continue to do the wonderful
job they are doing. Where would we be
without them. At least Microsoft is keeping
the cost of software reasonable.

Phil Azzolina

philazz@aol.com

MTC-00024897

From: Rob Lingelbach
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:48pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
The proposed Microsoft Settlement is
a very bad idea.
sincerely,
Rob Lingelbach
Sysadm, Computer Animation Lab
California Institute of the Arts
rob@film.calarts.edu
http://www.alegria.com
rob@alegria.com

MTC-00024898

From: Jeff Dean
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:50pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe the terms of the settlement
agreement between Microsoft, the DOJ, and
the 9 participating states are reasonable and
fair. I encourage final adoption of this
agreement.

Thank you,

Jeff Dean

MTC-00024899

From: Nayfield, Rod
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 3:50pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I believe that this proposed settlement will
only lead to extension of the monopoly
position of Microsoft. I believe that you
should reject this settlement.

MTC-00024900

From: McJ
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:45pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I don’t agree with the Microsoft Settlement.
I have been dogged and obstructed from
doing my job as a process instrumentation
and control engineer since 1994 by
Microsoft’s strangle hold on the computer
industry. I have struggled with OEM e.g. Dell,
Gateway, Micron, Compagq, and IBM to get
computers pre-loaded with other operating
systems other than Microsoft, and have
repeatedly been told we can’t supply
anything else. I have asked for OEMs to
provide systems without Microsoft Windows
e.g. no operating system at all, and have been
told I must purchase the systems with
Microsoft Windows whether I wanted it or
not. So I end up paying for something I didn’t
want, need, and couldn’t use to do the job
I was assigned to do. To get around this
situation I had to build my own computers
and load the desired operating system to do
the job. However, there was still an issue
with finding software to run on other
operating systems other than Microsoft
Windows, everybody is writing software for
Microsoft Windows. I DON'T AGREE WITH
THE MICROSOFT SETTLEMENT! What
should be done is to take the money from
Microsoft that they obtained illegally through
their monopoly power and use it for
consumer education about computer
operating systems choices, foster
development of software for other operating
systems, make OEMs provide choices of
operating systems to the consumer and
disclose to them their capabilities.

MTC-00024901

From: Dean Daniels

To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Date: 1/25/02 3:45pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dean Daniels

6128 Elliot Ave So

Minneapolis, Me 55417

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:

The Microsoft trial squandered
taxpayers&#8217; dollars, was a nuisance to
consumers, and a serious deterrent to
investors in the high-tech industry.

It is high time for this trial, and the
wasteful spending accompanying it, to be
over. Consumers will indeed see competition
in the marketplace, rather than the
courtroom. And the investors who propel our
economy can finally breathe a sigh of relief.
Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the

federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation.

Competition means creating better goods
and offering superior services to consumers.
With government out of the business of
stifling progress and tying the hands of
corporations, consumers—rather than
bureaucrats and judges—will once again pick
the winners and losers on Wall Street. With
the reins off the high-tech industry, more
entrepreneurs will be encouraged to create
new and competitive products and
technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Sincerely,

Dean Daniels

MTC-00024902

From: Jeff Wright

To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Date: 1/25/02 3:46pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Jeff Wright

4616 Village Drive

Fairfax, VA 22030

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:

The Microsoft trial squandered taxpayers?
dollars, was a nuisance to consumers, and a
serious deterrent to investors in the high-tech
industry.

It is high time for this trial, and the
wasteful spending accompanying it, to be
over. Consumers will indeed see competition
in the marketplace, rather than the
courtroom. And the investors who propel our
economy can finally breathe a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation.

Competition means creating better goods
and offering superior services to consumers.
With government out of the business of
stifling progress and tying the hands of
corporations, consumers—rather than
bureaucrats and judges—will once again pick
the winners and losers on Wall Street. With
the reins off the high-tech industry, more
entrepreneurs will be encouraged to create
new and competitive products and
technologies.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my
views.

Sincerely,

Jeff Wright

MTC-00024903

From: Darrick Brown

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”’

Date: 1/25/02 3:53pm

Subject: Against Microsoft Settlement
From:

Darrick Brown
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80 Mariani Ct
Redwood City CA 94062
(650) 365—5413

Dear Sir/Ma’am:

I work in the computer software industry
and I strongly oppose the proposed
settlement against Microsoft. The settlement
is a step in the right direction, but it is
severely inadequate in its reach and scope. I
feel that it will insufficiently prohibit
Microsoft from committing similar acts in the
future, and the proposed settlement also does
little to punish them for the acts of which
they have been found guilty.

I urge you to find a comprehensive
solution that will actually benefit
individuals, restore competition to the
computer software industry, punish
Microsoft for their illegal past actions, and
prohibit Microsoft from committing such
actions in the future. The health and future
of the computer and software industry
depends heavily on this decision.

Sincerely,

Darrick Brown

80 Mariani Ct

Redwood City CA 94062

(650) 365-5413

PS—I have included my specific thoughts
below in the case where they may be helpful.

In Section III.A, the end of the second
paragraph reads: ‘“Microsoft shall have no
obligation to provide such a termination
notice and opportunity to cure to any
Covered OEM that has received two or more
such notices during the term of its Windows
Operating System Product license.”

OEM licenses terms could stretch years, if
not decades. This gives Microsoft too much
room to exploit this. Section ITI.A does not
give specific situations when Microsoft could
issue termination notices. Microsoft could
just issue notices for minor problems to get
past this “two notice” minimum, at which
point they could resume their practice of
threatening OEM’s with unnannounced
license terminations. This part of the
proposal should be eliminated.

Section III.] reads: “No provision of this
Final Judgment shall:

1. Require Microsoft to document, disclose
or license to third parties: (a) portions of APIs
or Documentation or portions or layers of
Communications Protocols the disclosure of
which would compromise the security of [a
particular installation or group of
installations of] anti-piracy, anti-virus,
software licensing, digital rights
management, encryption or authentication
systems, including without limitation, keys,
authorization tokens or enforcement
criteria...”

You may have noticed that Microsoft has
recently changed their entire corporate focus
to “security and trustworthy computing”.
Section III.] would allow Microsoft to easily
circumvent the provisions in Section IIL.D
(API disclosure) by claiming that it contains
sensitive security related information. The
API disclosure should be open accross the
board, including security and digital rights
management functionality. If their security
models were good, it shouldn’t matter if
other individuals/corporations see them. The
security would work as apart of its design
rather than its obscurity.

These are the largest flaws of the proposed
settlement. These two flaws would cause
little change to how Microsoft operates as it
provides them ample opportunity to
circumvent the major provisions within the
proposal. Eliminating these two flaws would
make the proposal much better, but it would
still fail to properly punish them for the
actions they have been found guilty and the
proposal is still extremely weak in its
enforcement of the provisions going forward.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Darrick Brown

MTC-00024904

From: avery bartlett
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:51pm
Subject: lay off microsoft

all the government should lay off microsoft
because nobody in the government know’s
anything about running of a business.

MTC-00024905

From: Tim R. Broering

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:49pm
Subject:

Timothy R. Broering

President

Programming And Micros, Inc.
tim@pamcc.com
(937)437-1113
MTC-00024905—0001
PROGRAMMING AND MICROS
146 N. Washington SL

New Paris, Ohio 45347

Phone: [937] 437-1113

Toll free: 888—5-FOR-PAM
Fax: [937] 437-1117

E-mail: Info@pamcc.com

URL: http://www.pamcc.com
January 10,2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft, US DOJ
950 Pennsylvania Ave.
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

I really think that our government went to
extremes filing this lawsuit against Microsoft
several years ago. Of course, Microsoft had a
virtual lock on the operating systems
software market. But this wasn’t necessarily
due to Microsoft’s refusal to be fair; rather,
this was due to the fact that they had the
best, most reliable software of its kind that
fostered an entire generation of computer
users. This is not a monopoly. This is good
business.

Microsoft prevented no one from
competing with its software, as the U.S. Post
Office does by preventing local mail delivery.
However, since its software has been so
flexible and intuitively easy to use, more and
more consumers voluntarily chose it, and are
now avid computer users.

All this having been said, I am pleased that
there is a settlement in place. Even though
this settlement goes beyond the scope of the
lawsuit, even obligating Microsoft to divulge
interoperability protocols and monitoring
Microsoft with a new three-person
committee, it has the advantage of ending the
litigation. I am hopeful that this settlement
will prevail and we can all put this episode
behind us.

Sincerely,
Timothy Broering

MTC-00024906

From: Brad Anderson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:54pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern;

I am fully opposed to the settlement
regarding the Microsoft case. I regard the
settlement as another opportunity to allow an
already very powerful company excessive
inroads into the educational market which
remains one of the strongholds of Apple
computers market share. Though my interest
isn’t so much in their gain, I fear that any
settlement reached with Microsoft that could
bias the platform determination of a school,
may lead to Apple computers overturn,
thereby leaving my, and millions of other
users, investments without continued
support.

A more fair solution may be to continue
with the same monetary settlement, which
would have to be spent on competitor’s
products, i.e. non-wintel systems. This
would still provide schools with much
needed equipment, while not allowing the
corporation to benefit from legislative active
which is intended to be a punitive.

Thank You

Brad Anderson

37 Earl Street #3

Malden, MA 02148

781.605.0153

jordiebrad@mediaone.net

MTC-00024907

From: Paton J. Lewis
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:54pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I feel that the proposed settlement with
Microsoft is not good for America, and will
not prevent Microsoft from continuing its
long history of anti-competitive practices.

I am writing as an individual, and not as
a representative of Adobe.

Thank you for your attention,

Paton Lewis

Engineering Manager

Adobe Systems

206.675.7399

MTC-00024908

From: Sharrob2@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:55pm
Subject: Mcrosoft settlement
To whom it may concern....
I am in agreement with any settlement that
Microsoft has agreed to.
Robert W. Moore

MTC-00024909

From: Robert Button
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:55pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I completely DISAGREE with the U.S. v.
Microsoft proposed settlement. Microsoft has
been found GUILTY of operating a monopoly
to the harm of consumers. The proposed
settlement does NOTHING to protect
consumers from further damage Microsoft
could inflict. Something SUBSTANTIAL
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must be done to ensure that consumers have
viable alternatives to Microsoft products in
order to maintain competition in the
marketplace.

Sincerely,

Robert M. Button

28344 Stonegate Circle

Westlake, OH 44145

MTC-00024910

From: Catfish
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

The original idea that MS should be broken
up is the only one that will work—basically
they are now getting off scott free because
nobody has the balls to challenge them. How
a bunch of overpaid government employees
and lawyers can argue for years over the
bloody obvious is a scandal. It is a self
evident truth that they abuse their OS
monopoly to strangle everyone else out of the
market.

What is there to discuss, break them up.

MTC-00024911

From: Valeri Liborski

To: Microsoft ATR,governor@
governor.ca.gov@inetgw

Date: 1/25/02 3:57pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I would like to express my concerns about
direction where Microsoft Settlement is
going.

Bunch of the companies that not capable
to win market place in fair competition with
Microsoft are trying to ruin the company by:

Sponsoring Non-profit organizations ( and
influencing them to take actions that harm
MS): American Antitrust Institute (AAI)
which finances partially by Oracle;

Failing ridiculous law suites ( AOL/
Netscape);

Trying to build negative PR about MS by
publishing unverified/incorrect or out of
context info ( CNET)—every day http://
news.com has from one to 4 articles about
MS, none of which describes how much
company does for customers ( more than any
other Software company in the world);

Lobbying for Standards bodies to use their
technology vs new innovative from MS using
muscles of anti-MS coalition and longer
market presence: SUN with Java, backed up
by Oracle, AOL;

Having double standards for MS and other
companies—]Java licensing belongs to SUN
and MS was sued for using it in its products;
and complains about MS not including
Virtual Java Machine in XP ( perhaps MS
doesn’t want to have one extra law suite?);

We, people, who are paying both Federal
Taxes and California Taxes are concern that
these funds are being used to damage
economy of country; economy of state;
jepardize jobs and wellfare of hundreds of
thousands (millions) of people who do have
job thanks to Microsoft Technologies—
including people who work in thousands of
Silicon Valley companies which wouldn’t
exist otherwise since they are making
products on top of MS technologies; decrease
quality of life of hundreds of millions of
people around the globe who are using
Microsoft Products that have best quality and
design.

I would recommend settle the outstanding
cases and let people in Microsoft do the job
and their customers enjoy outstanding
products, instead of supporting competitors
and allowing endless law suites (seems like
anyone who is not lazy is submitting law
suite against MS). We all should support US
economy and don’t kill it.

Market should prove who is best, not
regulations on how many titles of Software
each company is allowed to produce.

MTC-00024912

From: Ernie Fisch

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:56pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I sent an email yesterday but it was quite
brief. I want to expand a bit. As a user of a
minority operating system I feel the bite of
Microsoft’s illegal tactics every day. I can’t
get drivers for new equipment because of
Microsoft’s exclusionary agreements with
equipment manufacturers. I have more and
more trouble using what are supposed to be
open media because of Microsoft’s
subversion of open standards. Too many
instances of this stuff occur for it to be an
accident. Microsoft wants to destroy minority
operating systems.

I find it quite incredible that having proven
that Microsoft is monopolistic and uses their
position to destroy competition that the
government would propose such a feeble and
essentially useless remedy. Microsoft
monopolistic practices must not only be
stopped, they must be reversed.

Ernie Fisch ernfischMicrosoftcox.net

MTC-00024913

From: David Brown

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:57pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I support the agreement of the Department
of Justice and the antitrust settlement
between Microsoft and DOJ and nine states.

I do not think any further actions are
needed and feel that in these times of more
important issues we should move on. As a
tax payer I think my money could be better
spent on other issues.

I hope that the settlement between
Microsoft and DOJ will be final in this long
issue.

David D Brown

309 Gandy Court

West Columbia, SC 29169

803-951-3789

MTC-00024914

From: Edward Goodrich

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:58pm
Subject: letter to Mr.Ashcroft

Dear Microsoft.

Something happened to the letter I
attempted to send to Mr. Ashcroft. Please
send it to me again.

I feel that i will need help to forward it.
Please call me by phone at 828 287 3434 so
that I may comply.

Edward E. Goodrich

MTC-00024915

From:
To:

Date:

Subject:

Dave Beers
Microsoft ATR
1/25/02 3:58pm
Pro-Microsoft

MTC-00024915 0001

It is a tragedy that Microsoft, perhaps the
most important and uniformly ethical
company in the history of the US, continues
to be targeted by incompetent competitors,
lawyers, and other parasites who are
effectively killing the industry and world
economy.

Every industry in every sector has
benefitted from Microsoft’s unrelenting focus
on doing what’s fight for the customer,
regarless of cost to itself. All arguments
within the company about what to do revolve
not around how to eradicate competition, but
how to do what’s right for the customer—get
them more features, more capacity for less
money.

As a corporation, and as a group of
individual employees, no company can claim
a more serious and more tangible dedication
to education, the arts and sciences,
promotion of diversity, and other charitable
and laudatory social causes.

As1am primarily an Apple-user, I have
personally benefitted from extensive
innovation on all three major platfoms
(windows, apple, and unix). My bias remains
in favor of relatively blue-collar-behavior of
IBM/Microsoft/Apple/Dell entities who keep
their nose to the grindstone, continually
investing in R&D in an endless pursuit of
more benefits and better value for their
customers, and to whom litigation is at the
bottom of their priorities

It is unfathomable to me that any
goverment or judicial entity would prefer to
hear a story from entities like AOL/Sun/
Oracle who have gone years without making
any improvements in either the quality or the
value of their own products, in favor of
disparaging and litigating against Microsoft,
and who spurn investments in R&D,
preferring instead to invest in lobbyists,
lawyers, and anti-MSFT marketing. AOL
with it’s cross-media empire that includes
controlling interest in cable companies and
access to broadband distribution is by far the
scariest entity—more so than Microsoft ever
was, or could be—to those of us consumers
who continue to get billed without recourse,
months and years after trying to terminate a
relationship with them.

Steve Case and Larry Ellison are the shady
and unethical parasitic salesmen.

Bill Gates, Steve Balmer, Michael Dell, and
Steve Jobs are creative geniuses and heroes.

.02 cents from: Dave Beers, Seattle WA

MTC-00024916

From: iand and wei

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:59pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement.

Dear Department of Justice:

Under the Tunney Act, I would like to
comment on the proposed final judgement in
the United States v. Microsoft case.

As a concerned citizen who has some
experience using computers running
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operating systems from Microsoft and other
organizations I am concerned that the
proposed final judgement does not protect
consumers and companies competing with
Microsoft. I use Microsoft operating systems
where I work. A few weeks ago my computer
suddenly started shutting down improperly,
and I called our help desk to ask if they could
fix the problem. I was told that the problem
was a well known defect in Windows 98, and
that Microsoft had no intention of fixing it.
This is just a small illustration of the way
Microsofts monopoly affects consumers. If
there was a true marketplace with
competition, Microsoft would have had to fix
the problem long ago.

Unfortunately the proposed settlement
does precious little to try to develop a
competitive marketplace. It proposes to open
Microsofts APIs, but the language is so weak
as to make it useless in promoting
competition. In fact, the only competition for
Microsofts APIs, the open source WINE
project, is excluded from the API disclosure
in Section I11.].2 of the proposed final
judgement, because the WINE project is not
a business (all business competition having
been extinguished long ago by Microsofts
business practices).

The major reason people and businesses
run Microsoft operating systems is because
they need to run the applications that run on
those systems. A successful
reimplementation of Microsofts APIs, could
go a long way to restoring competition in the
marketplace. I hope that any final judgement
in this case will restore competition.

I fear if this proposed settlement is made
final it will cause irreparable harm to the
U.S. consumer, to the U.S. software industry,
and possibly to the country as a whole.

Sincerely,

Ian Kennedy

1900 S. Eads St., Apt. 512

Arlington, VA 22202

MTC-00024917

From: Gibbs.Ivan.]
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 4:00pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

If Microsoft doesn’t get punished for what
they have done, you will hurt the American
entraepreneurial spirit. I have degrees in
Engineering Physics and Electrical
Engineering. If I know that a big company
can just squash my dreams, I lose motivation
to innovate. No matter how much people
may like to have one leading monopolistic
company to provide everything, it hurts
individuals. And this country is made up of
individuals, not monopolistic companies.

MTC-00024918

From: Weathers, Norman R.
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:00pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern:

I am writing in reference to the recent
settlement talks between the US DOJ and
Microsoft. I am saying on record that I
strongly oppose the actions that are currently
being taken by the DOJ against Microsoft
because they are too lenient. My reasoning
for this is as follows:

(1) Microsoft has been found guilty of
harboring an illegal monopoly. They have
been found guilty of destructive business
practices, and because of this, they need to
have a penalty that once again levels the
playing field between the software producers.
Opening up some API’s to some companies
does not allow for competition within the
market, especially when a viable alternative
to Microsoft is completely overlooked in the
settlement, any Open Source Project. For
example, a competitor to Microsoft’s own
network drive capabilities is the SAMBA
project, yet, under the current settlement, no
APT’s can or ever will be made available to
them. This must be remedied.

(2) Microsoft has levereged parts of its
foundations to further its monopolies. For
instance, Windows is Microsoft’s OS, and
through its OS, levereged its own Office Suite
to a monopoly of the desktop publishing/
word processing/ information market. Now,
many individuals would love to be able to
interchange information and data with other
individuals who may or may not use a
Microsoft Office component, but the sad
truth is that the format has never been
documented, and has changed with each
release of the Office Suite. For example,
during a recent job search, I was required to
send my resume in Word 98 format. Not just
Word, but specifically Word 98. I was
fortunate to have a copy of Office 98
installed, but, why couldn’t I have used an
open format such as RTF, HTML, PDF, XML,
etc, etc.... This is because the Office format
is the central strangle hold that has held
competition out of the market. Open the
document formats to the public, and watch
competition surge, and with it, better
applications.

(3) Microsoft has further entrenched itself
into other areas, and will soon become a
monopoly due to its strong tactics and user
base. For instance, Internet Explorer and
Microsoft Network. Microsoft has for all
intents and purposes ‘“won the browser
wars”, or so it thought. They have created
several enhancements to the original HTML
code (as well as Netscape and some others),
but now, due to the fact that Microsoft has
a larger user base, they can now dictate
“standards” that become very Microsoft
centric. This can lead to web sites that don’t
just say “Best when viewed by MSIE”, but
web sites that say “Can ONLY be viewed by
MSIE”. This effectively can shut out a large
group, such as Linux, BSD, Apple, Sun, that
do not have easy access to IE (I know there
are ports available for some of these OS’s, but
they tend to be troublesome, unstable, and
useless). Now, you can dictate another
standard that effectively kills off any
competiting product because you create the
standard. This can be disastourous.

(4) Microsoft continues to further move
into markets that are no longer vertical. For
instance, the new game console, the XBox.
This is now an attempt to move into home
game consoles, gaming networks, online
gaming, and possibly 2 or 3 other markets.
Now, if they move in and follow all the rules
and procedures, than they can compete with
Sony and Netscape, and create a thriving
market. However, if Microsoft handles this
market as they have others, by settling easy

during this time, do we allow them to legally
manuever into this new market and take it
over as well?

I am beseaching any and all to please, read
this, look back at Microsoft’s history, its
doings and non doings. Look at the litigations
and court cases that have happened, that are
pending, and that should have happened. B

y now, we have broken apart AT&T, and
Standard Oil. While breakup may not be the
answer (but then again, it may be), neither is
this slap on the wrist that is basically
allowing Microsoft to continue its practices.
Remember, not only are they continuing
them, but now, with the way we have settled
with them, we are getting ready to say, “It’s
OK, Microsoft. Go ahead and be a monopoly.
You are doing nothing wrong.”

Let’s not send that signal to this convicted
illegal monopoly. Let’s not take the short
road to justice, and thereby ignore justice.
Let’s not end it for “‘the country’s sake”. Let’s
do the right thing and finally penalize
Microsoft for doing what it has done for a
long time, breaking the law. Further open
API’s including document formats and
interfaces, open up parts/all of the OS source
code, allow other non-profit organizations to
be included within the scope of the
judgement and ruling, and above all, let’s do
something to once again promote
competition within the world of software
development so that we can have a lower
cost of software, higher quality, and a higher
standard of living through that better
software.

Thank you for your time in this matter.

Norman Weathers

System Administrator

Ponca City, OK

74604

MTC-00024919

From: Martin Runyan

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:01pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Sirs,

I am writing to express my strong belief
that the Microsoft antitrust matter must be
brought to a close quickly and fairly. I believe
the Justice Department has found a fair
formula for the settlement. I am concerned
however that the continued litigation by the
states and by Microsoft’s competitors is
unwarranted and will only hurt our
economy.

As a consumer, I feel that Microsoft’s
products are well designed and fairly priced.
I also believe there is more than adequate
competition in the emerging Internet services
marketplace to ensure that Microsoft’s future
success will be based on the merit of their
new products and not on their past
dominance in the operating system arena.

There is no need for further litigation. The
only segment of our economy to benefit from
that will be the legal profession.

Sincerely,

Martin E. Runyan

MTC-00024920

From: EXKODAKER@aol.com@inetgw

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:00pm

Subject: Department of Justice and Microsoft
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Corporation settlement.
January 25, 2002
Department of Justice
Re: Antitrust settlement between the
Department of Justice and Microsoft
Corporation.

Dear Sirs:

I want to take the time to voice my
personal opinion about the antitrust
settlement agreement. I believe that the
provisions of the agreement are tough,
reasonable and fair to all parties, and go far
beyond the findings of the Court of Appeals.
I must also say that I did not agree with the
lawsuit itself when it was first filed.

The Microsoft Corporation is the pioneer in
our history of technology. They started with
little more than ideas and have become a
pillar of capitalism, as we know it in this
world today. Don’t sacrifice what our great
nation has been built on.

I therefore urge the District Court to rule
that the terms of the settlement are in the
public’s best interest.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Raymond Merritt

Tucson, Arizona

MTC-00024921

From: genep49@hotmail.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:59pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough. Microsoft has
already agreed to hide its Internet Explorer
icon from the desktop; the fact is, this case
against Microsoft is little more than
“welfare” for Netscape and other Microsoft
competitors, with not a nickel going to those
supposedly harmed by Microsoft: the
computer user. This is just another method
for states to get free money, and a terrible
precedent for the future, not only in terms of
computer technology, but all sorts of
innovations in the most dynamic industry
the world has ever seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Eugene Peplowski

P.O. Box 3071

Show Low, AZ 85902-3071

MTC-00024922

From: Chadbourne, Seth
To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”’
Date: 1/25/02 4:01pm

I write to give you my opinion on the
Microsoft settlement. First, let me tell you
that I don’t have a horse in this race. I don’t
own any securities of Microsoft or any of its
competitors, nor do I do business directly
with Microsoft or its competitors. In short, I
have no monetary relationship in any way
with Microsoft or any of it’s competitors.
What I do have, is seven years experience as
an analyst and portfolio manager for one of
the largest and most respected high yield

bond asset management companies in the
world.

As a patriot, and fierce defender of free
markets and the American capitalist system,
the entire Microsoft case sickened me from
the outset. The genesis of this case was the
vitriolic hatred the extreme left wing of the
Democratic party has for successful U.S.
companies. This was a political case brought
by a politicized Justice Department. Now that
the scoundrels that ruled the Clinton Justice
Department have left their offices, the Bush
Justice Department should allow justice to
prevail by dropping the case entirely. While
Microsoft may have used some aggressive
business practices, they did nothing to
flagrantly violate the US antitrust laws.
Furthermore, U.S. businesses must be
allowed a certain amount of leeway if they
are to successfully compete in the global
economy. Most intelligent professionals on
Wall Street agree that even the settlement to
which Microsoft agreed is unfair to
Microsoft. Please do not punish Microsoft for
being a successful American company, as the
socialists would have you do.

CC:Hendon, Travis

MTC-00024923

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

Date: 1/25/02 4:02pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Karen Hoffman

27633 SE 400th Way
Enumclaw, WA 98022

January 25, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

The reason for this letter is to request that
you make a good effort to ensure the
settlement reached in the Microsoft antitrust
case becomes a reality.

Challengers and foes of Microsoft may
pressure officials to delay this settlement in
favor of continued litigation in this case.
They are working under the premise that the
courts should punish Microsoft. I do not
believe the courts should be used in this way.

Furthermore the settlement that is being
offered is a good agreement. The settlement
will allow easier placement of non-Microsoft
products on Microsoft operating systems;
including easier removal of Microsoft
components. Additionally the settlement will
permit computer makers to place non-
Microsoft operating systems on computers
with fewer restrictions, even if they also use
Microsoft systems. Moreover the settlement
creates a technical review committee that
includes a full time government monitor to
ensure all elements of the settlement are
enforced. It is clear that this settlement
should be implemented and this settlement
is good.

Sincerely,

Karen Hoffman

MTC-00024924

From: ncoley@vnet.net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:59pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,
Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Norman Coley

266 Vance Dr NE Apt C

Concord, NC 28025-3369

MTC-00024925

From: Doug

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:03pm

Subject: Make Microsoft give out code
needed for compatiblity

Regarding the current settlement between
Microsoft and the D.O.]. needs to be
addressed. I do not know a great deal about
it, but I read the Microsoft is NOT required
to give software competitors the information
needed for compatibility with their operating
system.

Software programmers need specific
information in order to ensure that their
product will work on any Windows based
PC. There are also many other issues that
need to be addressed with the settlement. I
am voicing my disagreement with the
proposed settlement.

It gives Microsoft too many advantages.

Douglas Strick

Basehor, KS

MTC-00024926

From: novaman

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:02pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I am so sick of these suits. They were
garbage to begin with and the costs to the
governments, investors, state pension funds,
the economy and Microsoft have been
enormous. For God’s sake let it die.

The settlement is far better than Microsoft’s
opponents deserve. The whiners have won
and the consumers and investors have lost.

Thomas P Noonan
—4600 S Four Mile Run Dr #219
—Arlington, VA 22204

MTC-00024927

From: Timothy—L—
Bennington@RL.gov@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 3:51pm
Subject: Comments
Move forward with the settlement and end
the petty persecution of Bill Gates and
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Microsoft for having the courage to set
standards in the software industry. The sour
grapes contention that Microsoft is damaging
competition is simply a series of self interest
whining promoted by weak unimaginative
firms who would rather get even than ahead.
CC:barbbenn@exchange.
microsoft.com@inetgw

MTC-00024928

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

Date: 1/25/02 4:04pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Randy Hoffman

27633 SE 400th Way
Enumclaw, WA 98022

January 25, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

The reason for this letter is to request that
you make a good effort to ensure the
settlement reached in the Microsoft antitrust
case becomes a reality.

Challengers and foes of Microsoft may
pressure officials to delay this settlement in
favor of continued litigation in this case.
They are working under the premise that the
courts should punish Microsoft. I do not
believe the courts should be used in this way.

Furthermore the settlement that is being
offered is a good agreement. The settlement
will allow easier placement of non-Microsoft
products on Microsoft operating systems;
including easier removal of Microsoft
components. Additionally the settlement will
permit computer makers to place non-
Microsoft operating systems on computers
with fewer restrictions, even if they also use
Microsoft systems. Moreover the settlement
creates a technical review committee that
includes a full time government monitor to
ensure all elements of the settlement are
enforced. It is clear that this settlement
should be implemented and this settlement
is good.

Sincerely,

Randy Hoffman

MTC-00024929

From: gkcook@alltel. net@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:00pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the

most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Gerald Cook

2840 Albert Reid R.

Sautee Nacoochee, GA 30571

MTC-00024930

From: Marshall, Cheshana

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”

Date: 1/25/02 4:02pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Proposed settlement is a bad idea

MTC-00024931

From: John Torrence

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:05pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
John A. Torrence

2906 Coolidge Drive
Bellingham, WA. 98225
January 25,2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Re: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

I am writing in response to the antitrust
settlement between Microsoft and the
Department of Justice. In my opinion, the
settlement is more than fair, considering
Microsoft has agreed to terms that extend
well beyond the products and procedures
that were actually at issue in the original suit.

As I understand it, among dozens of other
things, Microsoft has agreed to server
interoperability, meaning that Microsoft gives
its competitors the protocols implemented in
Windows that are used to interoperate
natively with any Microsoft server operating
system. They also have agreed to submit to
the authority of a three-person technical
committee, which will monitor Microsoft’s
compliance with the settlement and assist
with dispute resolution. It is obvious that
Microsoft is willing to do what is necessary
to bring closure to this matter. The
Department of Justice should in return bring
all further litigations to a halt.

Sincerely,

John Torrence

MTC-00024932

From: lorddrayke@draykestower.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:05pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

To whom it may concern,

I am writing this hoping that many others
who have been in a similar position on
Microsoft throughout the years will do the
same. I am relatively new to the computer
industry, having bought my first computer in
1995, and as thus have little to no input for
the times preceding this.

I have always been a curious and
technically intuitive person and computers
proved to follow the same pattern for me. I
quickly learned to upgrade and eventually
build new computers from their various
components. I was oblivious to a great many
things early on...... and am still oblivious to
many this very day. There is one thing, above

most others, I am grateful for becoming aware
of during the last 2 years, And that is the
behavior of a particular company....
Microsoft. I have been frustrated at the lack
of stability, security in their products for
many years.... but still find myself having to
use them... Simply because there is no viable
alternative.... They have preached time and
again about how their next Operating System
will be stable, or secure but still each
subsequent operating system had it’s major
stability issues and security breeches. But I'm
losing my train of thought..... I recently (Nov-
Dev 2001) read through the entire findings of
fact in the Anti-trust Vs. Microsoft and was
just absolutely astonished at the atrocious,
and very harmful things they have done. I'm
sure you have read through the findings of
fact in the case so won’t run through all the
harm they have done Acting against those
who either or indirectly went against their
wishes. I am far from an expert on market
dynamics and antitrust laws, but there is one
thing which I know.

I know it just as I know my name, where
I live, or my social security number. I know
that the settlement in the antitrust case is not
even close to nearing a punishment that will
discourage further misdeeds. The
establishment of the 3 person Technical
Reviewer Board from what I have read has
little to no power to actually enforce
anything... And what most consider one of
the more severe punishments.... The
donation of 5 Billion in Computers and
Software to the schools.... You know they are
going to be donating Microsoft software
whenever possible. Their Windows operating
systems, MS Office products, and whatever
else they can get in. So Let me get this
straight..... their punishment is to expand
their market share in an area that has
traditionally been dominated by Apple?
What kind of punishment is that? I can
definitely understand why Apple is so
distraught over the settlement.

The bottom line is that I feel Microsoft has
been taking advantage of their monopoly
position to overcharge the consumers for a
very long time. Now they have been using it
to maintain their dominance and the, ever so
important, barrier to entry for any would be
competitve technologies. The end result
being for them to increase their market share
in an area traditionally dominated by one of
their only competitors as punishment...

I know I am only one person..... One
consumer..... One citizen.......

But I for one am not pleased at this
settlement.....

And I for one don’t feel the best interests
of the consumer were taken into
consideration in this settlement.... Since this
settlement will in no way hinder or
discourage Microsoft from taking advantage
of the consumers.

Thank you for your time,

Don Leger

MTC-00024933

From: serenity459@cs.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:02pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division
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601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Brophy

111 Wall St.

Kalamazoo, MI 49001

MTC-00024934

From: Howard Peterson
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 4:14pm
Subject: MICROSOFT SETTLEMENT

IF THE U.S. GOVERNMENT SPENT AS
MUCH MONEY PURSUING “OSAMA BIN
LADEN” AS THEY HAVE IN “HOUNDING
BILL GATES AND MICROSOFT”, WE
WOULD NOT HAVE HAD THE SEPTEMBER
11TH TRAGEDY.

HOWARD PETERSON

907 VANCE ST N

WILSON, NC 27893

MTC-00024935

From: wendy willson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:08pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Esteemed Justices;

I would like to voice my opinion that it is
far beyond time to put a close to this matter
and further litigation. The remedies to be
imposed are fair and just, and pave the way
for competition on a level playing field.

I beseech you to do your best to put an end
to what has become an expensive (and now
irrelevant, given the more open XP platform
and other technological innovations recently)
battle. I have confidence that Microsoft has
learned its “lesson”, and I hope you see the
logic in closing this chapter for the sake of
our economy, for I do believe, if a settlement
is made, stockholders and retailers all over
the country will sigh a sigh of relief that will
resonate ‘“round the world. I think this single
event would make more of a difference than
any rate cut by Mr. Greenspan ever could.

Sincerely,

Wendy Willson

MTC-00024936

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

Date: 1/25/02 4:03pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ms. Renata B. Hesse,

Antitrust Division

601 D Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Ms. Renata Hesse:

Please put a stop to the economically-
draining witch-hunt against Microsoft. This
has gone on long enough.

Microsoft has already agreed to hide its
Internet Explorer icon from the desktop; the
fact is, this case against Microsoft is little
more than “welfare” for Netscape and other
Microsoft competitors, with not a nickel
going to those supposedly harmed by
Microsoft: the computer user.

This is just another method for states to get
free money, and a terrible precedent for the
future, not only in terms of computer
technology, but all sorts of innovations in the
most dynamic industry the world has ever
seen.

Please put a stop to this travesty of justice
now. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robert Bennett

2400 Southlea Dr.

Dayton, OH 45459-3645

MTC-00024937

From: Michael Keating

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:25pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft is forcing users to use their
second rate products. They are forcing open
source programs and applications out of the
way, by making sure they do not run on
windows. Microsoft inserts code into their
applications for the sole reason of stopping
it from running on other Operating systems.

I am not going to bother with the technical
and legal mumbo jumbo which I am sure that
many other people have both complained
about before, and I am sure that the lawyers
have brought to your attention, that is of the
unfairness of the Final Judgment in United
States v. Microsoft. Microsoft is forcing the
computer hardware industry into a wall. It is
immpossible to buy a personal computer,
either from Gateway, Dell, Compact, or
Hewllet Packard, that does not contain
Microsofts XP.

Microsoft XP is a horrible product. You are
punished if you dont use it, because of lack
of newer software on the other operating
systems. They release products before they
are ready, and then 2 years later release
another one that fixes half of the problems.

More should be done to stop this company.
They are downright EVIL and that is an
understatement. They dont care about their
consumer base, just about getting their
money.

Please help the american people, by
making their lives a little bit less hassled by
eliminating their computer woes by taking
this company and forcing them to actually
ACT upon their mistakes to fix these
problems in America’s Time of Need.

Anyone that doesn’t see how the Microsoft
Trail makes a big impact on people’s lives (
and more so in the future when more
products and PCs are a bigger part of our
lives), doesn’t really deserve to be called an
American unless they are CONCERNED
about how this hurts the American people,
and they feel their pain but dont act upon it.

Thank you,

God Bless the US

The Keating Family

MTC-00024938

From: Harold Morgan

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 3:44pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

For Pete’s sake, enough already. I believe
it is time to end the Microsoft madness and
drop these court findings that are damaging
our economy. I suggest that the time will
come in several decades when the public will
look back on the Microsoft debacle as a time
of governmental stupidity.

Further, the Gates team and his current
software developers will be seen in the same
light as Bell, Edison and other progressive
inventors. I believe I would not have the
wonderful and cheap computer software if it
were not for

Bill Gates.

For Pete’s sake just stop it.

Harold Bishop Morgan

hmorgan@evansville.net

MTC-00024939

From: Theo Gantos

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:11pm

Subject: Microsoft needs to have checks and
balances

Thanks for the opportunity to put these
remarks on the record. I have written several
articles on the issue of Microsoft in the IT
industry and think that allowing them to
operate as they have is a great impediment
to the industry. Since the IT industry is
dominated by the US, this also represents a
threat to our GDP. Previous remedies are as
insufficient as 2 man police car patrols were
against street gang activity in Chicago. Only
“proactive” checks and balances will protect
our industry. These must that assume that
this company will continue to do what it has
in the past, abuse its monopoly power.
Waiting several years and spending millions
of dollars to bring them to trial over
violations is like trying to lock the house
after it has burnt to the ground.

The government established emissions and
safety regulations when it became apparent
that the auto industry was inherently unable
to self-regulate. I think that Microsoft has the
burden to prove that it can prevent future
transgressions, which it cannot. I remember
a computer industry dominated by IBM in
the 1970’s which was devoid of serious
innovation.

Microsofts hold on the industry is even
more pronounced and dangerous.

Here are the links to my publications about
Microsoft. I'd like these entered into the
record as well.

http://www.teka.com/publications/
paper19971030.html

http://www.teka.com/publications/
paper19971106.html

http://www.teka.com/publications/
paper19980115.html

http://www.teka.com/publications/
paper19980304.html

Regards,

Theo Gantos

theo@teka.com

TEKA

1321

Ashland Ave

Evanston, IL 60201—4039
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Ph: (847) 864—7390
http://www.teka.com
CC:David M. Deaver,Wendy Crespo work

MTC-00024940

From: j. wesimeyer

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:11pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Dear Madam/Sir: (Jan 25, 2002)

As part of DOJs (and the States) suit against
Microsoft, I propose the following as part of
the settlement:

1. That Microsoft be handed a court order
to change their official company name from:
Microsoft—to — THE BUG FACTORY—.
And if it should happen that said name is
already in use by some well-meaning firm,
then just modify same to: THE SOFTWARE
BUG FACTORY, or anything so similar. Dont
need to be too particular, eh?

2. The courts should also order Microsoft
to change their official company logo to that
of a spider, mosquito, cockroach, or whatever
creepy-crawling critter the justices think
most appropriate. Just so it presents the
unsuspecting consumer with a general idea
that the product inside is BUG INFESTED...

Ladies and gentlemen, what is wrong with
this idea? Stevie Balmer, King Willhelms (aka
Gates) number one mouthpiece, admitted in
the summer of 2000, that Windows 98 had
25,000 known bugs (that is, known to
Microsoft). What? Oh sure, Mr. Balmer was
speaking at the festivities kicking off the
launch of Windows 2000, at that fancy-dan
hotel there in San Francisco. Yes, here we
have the highest officials of Microsoft
admitting before a packed audience, that they
know, they admit, that Win 98 had no less
than TWENTY FIVE THOUSAND KNOWN
DEFICIENCIES, and they got away with that.
Consumers had to accept this level of
garbage.

Please include the above suggestions in
your settlement decree. I would not mind
purchasing King Wilhelms next OS, if it was
packed inside a box with little bugs printed
all round the carton. It would be a form of
embarrassment that MS soundly deserves.

Thank you

J.Wiesenmeyer

417-284-3951

veteran

taxpayer

voter

homeowner

law-abiding citizen

MTC-00024941

From: Ted Roby

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:12pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

In regards to the proposed settlement for
the Microsoft Antitrust Trial, to be submitted
by January 28th, 2002:

In reviewing the details of the proposed
settlement, I find many loopholes and
variations in it’s definition. I would like to
express simply, and clearly what makes
sense to me in regards to the operation of
Microsoft.

First, definitions of both Windows OS and
Middleware should not be so limited.
Microsoft, like any other forward moving

business will within the year have new
services and applications available that will
not be covered by these definitions. To put
it plainly, I offer the following statements:

1. Any developer should be able to write
software that will run on Microsoft Operating
System platforms, in use now or in the
future.

2. Any developer should be able to create
their own OS that would allow Microsoft and
Windows-based applications to run on their
Os.

3. Microsoft should not be able to in any
way, coerce or use leverage over any
computer hardware manufacturer to prevent
them from developing for non-Microsoft
developers and companies.

In my opinion, this would create an
environment where Microsoft’s applications
and operating systems would stand on their
own merit. There is no reason for Microsoft
to release any of it’s source code if it does
not wish to. So long as source code and tools
are made available for the use of creating
applications that can run on Microsoft
operating systems, and operating systems
that can run Microsoft applications.

Any punishment taken against Microsoft
should be with respect to keeping Microsoft
from bullying any developer, service
provider, or manufacturer who wishes to use
something besides Microsoft products.

Under normal circumstances I would agree
with letting a company reward those who use
it’s products, but since Microsoft has already
gained it’s monopoly, and has been found to
hold far more power than should be allowed,
I believe no such benefits shoud be given.

Microsoft needs to let it’s applications and
services stand on their own merit for a while.
It should be encouraged to focus it’s efforts
on making a product that stands out on it’s
own without the bullying and coercion that
Microsoft has been famous for.

Ted Roby

Systems Engineer

SRA NetWorks

1787 Lencar Way

San Jose, CA 95124

http://www.sranetworks.com

Office: (408)436-6048

Pager: (800)710-5228

MTC-00024942

From: Ruth Millward

To: Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Date: 1/25/02 4:07pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Ruth Millward

9716 Bighorn

Pocatello, ID 83204

January 25, 2002

Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department of
Justice

Dear Microsoft Settlement U.S. Department
of Justice:

The Microsoft trial squandered taxpayers?
dollars, was a nuisance to consumers, and a
serious deterrent to investors in the high-tech
industry. It is high time for this trial, and the
wasteful spending accompanying it, to be
over. Consumers will indeed see competition
in the marketplace, rather than the
courtroom. And the investors who propel our
economy can finally breathe a sigh of relief.

Upwards of 60% of Americans thought the
federal government should not have broken
up Microsoft. If the case is finally over,
companies like Microsoft can get back into
the business of innovating and creating better
products for consumers, and not wasting
valuable resources on litigation. Competition
means creating better goods and offering
superior services to consumers. With
government out of the business of stifling
progress and tying the hands of corporations,
consumers—rather than bureaucrats and
judges—will once again pick the winners and
losers on Wall Street. With the reins off the
high-tech industry, more entrepreneurs will
be encouraged to create new and competitive
products and technologies. Thank you for
this opportunity to share my views.

Sincerely,

Ruth Millward

MTC-00024943

From: Eileen T Bender

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:12pm

Subject: To whom it may concern:

To whom it may concern:

While I am aware and appreciative of the
contributions, both technological and
philanthropical, of Microsoft and the Gates
Foundation, I am concerned that the
proposed settlement with this company will
do nothing to curtail its monopolistic and
exclusionary business practices—practices
which seem to fly in the face of their social
and ethical commitments. The ethos of
exclusion is built in to every product they
sell, in effect thwarting the entrepreneurial
and creative energies of a free market. This
lesson was brought home to me forcibly over
the holidays, when I received a gift of a new
computer equipped with ab NS XP platform.
THe MS software is not only a dominant
presence on the desktop, but must be
overridden in many cases in order to install
the non-MS software which I find necessary
to do my work. Sad to say, it is what I as a
consumer have come to expect of Microsoft,
and I see nothing in the proposed settlement
that would restore a consumer’s right to
choose. Thus, I must boice my
disappointment of the proposed settlement,
and my hope that it will not be made final
until these egregious practices have been
curtailed.

Eileen T. Bender

Department of English

Indiana University South Bend

1700 Mishawaka yAve. Box 7111

South Bend, IN 46634

ebender@iusb.edu

574-237-4221

MTC-00024944

From: Jeanne Sarfaty Glazer
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 4:06pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Just a quick note to let you know I think
the proposaed Microsoft settlement is a BAD
IDEA!

Sincerely,

Jeanne Sarfaty Glazer Silver Spring, MD

MTC-00024945

From: gail austin
To: Microsoft ATR
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Date: 1/25/02 4:15pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I belive the settlement that has been
worked out is fair. And now you need to go
look at some body like ENRON how realy
needed looking at.

MTC-00024946

From: Jeff Knapp

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hi, I just wanted to voice my personal
opinion on the Microsoft Settlement. First
off, I am a Macintosh user only. I do not use
Microsoft Windows or Intel based hardware.
This is as much a philosophical and ethical
stance as much as it is also a practical one.
The ethical stance is simply one of being very
opposed to Microsoft’s predatory and
unethical business practices. Their whole
stance is one of conquer and destroy the
competition.

The practical reasons are primarily rooted
in that Macintosh systems and OS are simply
superior products that are more ideally
suited for my kind of work (animation and
visual effects for video).

Over the years, MS has engaged in finding
ways to buy out or quash out any
competition including attempts at stamping
out Apple Computer (though, not before
stealing ideas and innovations Apple comes
up with). They did so with Netscape by
choking off an important source of revenue
to Netscape by giving away for free what
Netscape had been charging for—the web
browser.

Another tactic Microsoft is currently,
actively engaging in now to choke off
competition is to build their OS in such a
way that it is almost impossible to create
competing products for ‘“features” built into
Windows. Windows XP has a set of built-in
media handlers such as video players
(Windows Media Player), music and web
browsing. MS has written Windows XP in
such a way that it is very difficult for a user
to get any competing products such as
RealMedia and Apple’s QuickTime running
well. The same goes with web browsers,
Netscape and Opera both are cumbersome to
get to run adequately in Windows XP. If you
want to play an MP3 file, Microsoft has made
it nearly impossible to do so in order to quell
the MP3 format as competition to it’s own
music streaming initiative.

On the internet, Microsoft is making many
attempts to impose standards and
technologies that run only on the Windows
platform. A very good example of this is
NBC. Any MSNBC, NBC network or NBC
affiliate web site that has any sort of
streaming media content will not play on the
Macintosh platform even though there is no
technical reason for such a limitation,
Windows Media Player does work on the
Mac after all—and that is what is being used
on these web sites. It is apparently, strictly
a marketing decision to limit the streaming
media to Windows only.

My fear is that unless there is a real
resolution that has real teeth In it that
Microsoft cannot slither its way around, their
conduct will continue to be unchecked, they
will continue to do business as they always

have. I fear an internet that is closed off to
everybody who isn’t using Windows. I fear
any other platform being forced to either
conform to Microsoft or be put out of
business.

Right now, Microsoft has far too much
power and control over the computing
environment. I find myself having to dig
through the morass of Windows only
products and services in search of the few
Macintosh products out there. Go into any
major computer retailer and it is all
Windows. The Macintosh retailers are few
and far between. Many of the services out on
the internet are Windows only primarily
because the developer has chosen to use a
Microsoft development product that, of
course, only supports Windows users. These
developers make these choices often out of
fear of Microsoft.

No one entity should ever have so much
control that they can dictate the market thus,
dictate our range of choices. As it is right
now, it is getting very close to the point
where it is Microsoft’s way or no way. This
is ethically and morally wrong.

During the whole Anti-trust trial against
Microsoft and the very strong judgment
against them, I had counted on the Justice
Department to do its job and put a stop to
Microsoft’s predatory and illegal business
practices. Then Bush got elected and I knew
all of that was over. Microsoft will, at best,
get a light slap on the wrist in the form of
some consent decree that was so full of loop
holes that they would be able to just move
on unimpeded.

The so-called proposal Microsoft has put
forward is not only the very piece of swiss
cheese I feared but, actually has the audacity
to include a mechanism that actually
increases their stronghold on the computing
world by making schools dependent on
Microsoft products and services. It’s the old
marketing strategy of giving away the razor
handle for free and making all the money on
the blades.

Iimplore my government to do its job and
put a stop—for real—to Microsoft’s predatory
and opportunistic business practices and to
re-level the playing field so real competition
can once again exist in the computer
platform market.

Thank you for your time,

Jeffrey J. Knapp

jkdigital@jkdigital.com

Www.jkdigital.com

MTC-00024947

From: Stan Liebowitz
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 4:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
I would like to state that I believe the
current proposed remedy is reasonable in
that it prevents Microsoft from using
exclusionary contracts while not harming
consumers by fragmenting a market that they
prefer to remain intact, as did some other
proposed remedies including that of Judge
Jackson. Nor does the current remedy reward
Microsoft’s competitors by hobbling
Microsoft’s pro-competitive behavior, as
other proposed remedies would do.
Although Microsoft may have stepped over
the bounds with its contracts, those contracts

had little to do with its success, or more
importantly, with the failure of its
competitors, including Netscape. As my co-
author, Stephen Margolis, and myself
demonstrate at length in our book: “Winners,
Losers & Microsoft’”” Internet Explorer was a
better browser (Microsoft’s economist
witness misspoke on this issue when he
stated that there was little difference between
the two-our work was more thorough than
his) and as we also demonstrated, large shifts
in market share routinely occurred when a
new product was acknowledged to be of
higher quality, whether it was Microsoft’s or
someone else’s.

Additionally, Microsoft’s overall market
behavior has been beneficial to consumers.
Microsoft is largely responsible for the large
decrease in software prices that occurred
throughout the 1990s, and is also
demonstrated in our book. For an
examination of software markets that went
well beyond the scope of the trial, in order
to see the forest through the trees, I suggest
that you read our book. Lest you think that
we are merely apologists for Microsoft, I note
that we have been propounding the ideas put
forward in the book for over a decade in
leading academic journals, well before the
Microsoft case arose or could even be
imagined.

Since Microsoft’s illegal behavior had little
to do with its success, the remedy should be
to prevent that behavior but not to reward its
competitors who failed to succeed in the
marketplace due to their own missteps. The
current remedy does just that. It would be
wrong to punish Microsoft merely because
Microsoft’s competitors wished to weaken
competition in the market, as they clearly do.
Why else would companies like Sun, which
does not have any products in the Windows
universe, be so intent on a more “punishing”
remedy. Sun has no interest in seeing the
Windows/Intel market do well, or for more
vibrant competition to occur in that market.
It merely wants less competition in the
market for workstations and servers, a market
that did not play a role in the case since
Microsoft is not the dominant player there.
Antitrust should not be allowed to be the
handmaiden of attempts to subvert
competition.

Stan Liebowitz

Professor of Managerial Economics

University of Texas at Dallas

972-883-2807, fax 972-883-2818

MTC-00024948

From: Kevin Ahern

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hi:

I'm writing to indicate my displeasure with
the proposed Microsoft settlement. It will
allow the Microsoft monopoly to not only
continue, but to flourish. The Department of
Justice needs to rethink its policy and put
real teeth in the settlement—not what has
been done to date.

Kevin Ahern

Dr. Kevin Ahern, Contributing Editor,
Science Magazine

Senior Instructor

Department of Biochemistry & Biophysics
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Oregon State University

Corvallis, OR 97331

Voice—541-737-2305

***Note New Email—
ahernk@onid.orst.edu

Web—http://www.davincipress.com

MTC-00024949

From: Doreen Stokes

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”’
Date: 1/25/02 4:17pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
CC: “tormist(a)ag.state.ia.us”
January 25, 2002

Renata B. Hesse

Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice
601 D Street, NW

Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

To Whom It May Concern:

I hope that you will reconsider the
decision to settle the United States
Department of Justice antitrust lawsuit
against Microsoft Corporation. American
consumers may have been overcharged $20
billion by the Microsoft monopoly. Your
agreement with Bill Gates” company does
nothing to rectify past sins by this company
or protect against future gauging.

As you know, at least ten consumer groups
disagree with your agreement to settle.
Microsoft has little incentive to change any
of its practices. Their concessions are
insignificant. I am proud that my state’s
Attorney General, Tom Miller, rejected this
Microsoft agreement. I believe that Mr. Miller
and the other eight state attorneys general see
the many loopholes and problems with
enforcement that does little to affect change
in the computer software industry. Splitting
Microsoft into two or three companies may
not be the proper response, but neither is
this.

Your decision to prematurely end litigation
against Microsoft is a mistake. The agreement
offers no real incentive to stop monopolistic,
anti-trust efforts. It won’t help much smaller
companies compete and it doesn’t serve the
American consumer. I ask that you continue
to go after Microsoft. It is a duty of the Justice
Department to protect the average citizen
from companies that have grown too large
and too powerful by questionable business
practices.

Sincerely,

Doreen Stokes

3609 Wolcott Avenue

Des Moines, Iowa 50321

CC: Iowa Attorney General

US Dept of Justice

microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov

Iowa Attorney General Tom Miller

tormist@ag.state.ia.us

Barb Hildebrandt

benandbarb@qwest.net

MTC-00024950

From: Joseph Ingraffia
To: Microsoft ATR,Microsoft’s Freedom To
Innovate Netw...
Date: 1/25/02 4:17pm
Subject: Microsoft letter to Attorney General
John Ashcroft
Microsoft can only harm themselves by not
innovating and overcharging customers.

MTC-00024951

From: GWhit79564@aol.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:18pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Gentlemen:

It is my humble opinion that the terms of
the settlement are fair and reasonable to all
parties, and exceed the ruling of the Court of
Appeals. It is important to our economy that
this matter be settled promptly and the
industry and Microsoft to move forward.

Sincerely,

George Whitbeck

MTC-00024952

From: Nathaniel Pendleton
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:19pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

I must agree with the finding of fact from
US v. Microsoft 2001, and Messers Litan,
Noll and Nordhaus, http://
www.antitrustinstitute.org/recent/162.pdf
that Microsoft has violated Section 2 of the
Sherman antitrust act, to illegally crush, and
will continue to illegally crush, commercial
competitors.

Microsoft anti-competitive activity
damages the pace of growth, by closing and
poisoning standards, to maximize Microsoft’s
return. Even poising previous Microsoft
product standards with incompatibility
forces many consumers to upgrade or loose
access to a large install base of current users/
applications.

Microsoft is very effective at bridling
growth of choice with its install base.

Ironically, Open Standards fueled the
growth of the internet and information age by
creating larger install base for network
economies, quietly handling email, and
webpages across the net. We must return to,
or in some cases reinforce, Open Standards,
to fuel choice and price wars.

Microsoft’s one way street for importing
open standard data, but rarely providing
adequate export formats other than
proprietary save formats, is preventing users
from having alternative choices. Even
upgrade of Microsoft products is complicated
by incompatible closed and obscure file
formats from previous versions of Microsoft
products.

But Microsoft’s denial of OS and office
tools choice, further perpetuates network
economy dominance/install base, spurring
yet more opportunity for Microsoft to
maintain its control of core technologies and
add outlying technologies, avoiding price
wars, with competitors through tying
ensuring license fees, and furthering its
control and its dominant role.

Open Standards could again fuel growth by
distributing opportunity and control with OS
development, application development, and
portable data formats. This is not a new
trend.

Take for example, TV footage from the
1968 and 1972 Presidential Campaigns,
which was closed format and hardware. Most
of footage is inaccessible or gone, lost from
the historical record, due to technological
change.

But in Microsoft’s case, we are not loosing
access via obscure hardware, because open

hardware standards have created
compatibility and affordability. We are
loosing data access due to arbitrary format
changes each software generation by
Microsoft.

Computer data can and should be like my
boxes of college text books, that I still open
and read from for references or pleasure. But
Microsoft’s closed or poisoned standards will
block access to our nations historical record.

Much like NPR’s “Lost and Found Sound”
only highly paid experts will be able to
access historical information by carefully
maintained old hardware and old software,
will we be able to open obscure Microsoft’s
data formats such as MS Word’s data buffer
dump called “quick saves.”

This is a yet higher invisible price to pay
for Microsoft dominance. Breaking up
Microsoft would force a rebirth of Open
Standards and spurring real growth and
competition in the proposed Baby-
Microsoft’s, Linux/GNU, MacOS, PalmOS,
and even Java.

Open Standards built the internet. Fueling
explosive growth in sharing of information
and services. Let open standards out of the
corner that Microsoft is trying to push them.

Let portable middleware, APIs and
exchange formats flourish, and truly see the
fabled convergence that we promised
actually come rushing in.

Reject the settlement for one with real
teeth, break up the company. Separate
Windows OS from applications such as
Office and Internet Explorer.

Nathaniel Pendleton

5012 45th St. NW

Washington DC 20016

MTC-00024953

From: James Duncan

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:20pm

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

RE: Microsoft Anti-Trust Settlement

Microsoft has been and is out of control.
Their plans for the next few years, including
the .NET initiative, blatantly leverage their
ongoing monopoly status.

I'm voting with my feet.: 'm a contract
systems administrator who has used mostly
Microsoft applications and operating systems
since that’s what most businesses are in
effect forced to use. I've grown concerned
with Microsoft’s attitude and policy
initiatives. My New Year’s resolution was to
absolutely reduce my dependence and that of
my clients on Microsoft products. Such
migrations can be extremely difficult since
most overall development has had to be
focused on Microsoft compatible
applications.

I urge more careful consideration of all
Microsoft settlements.

Thank you,

James Duncan

drdunc@earthlink.net

Scotts Valley, CA 95066

MTC-00024954

From: Helchie Charles
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 4:22pm
Subject:
After the horrible attacks of September
11th I believe that this country needs to start
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uniting and supporting American based
companies. We need to return honor to this
nation not litigation. Our success is necessary
on all fronts especially technology.

Hopefully, the court and the DOJ will back
Microsoft in settling this political case once
and for all. It would be nice to see the
competitors all unite to start working on great
technology instead of trying to create legal
smoke screens to fog great visions for our
future. Long live the American freedom to
work hard and succeed not hire a lawyer.
Please settle this mess and let Microsoft get
on with it.

Thank you for your time.

Helen Charles

MTC-00024955

From: Karen Thompson

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:22pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Karen Thompson

2520 Oakes Avenue

Anacortes, WA 98221

January 24, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
US Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Dear Mr. Ashcroft,

I am writing you today to voice my opinion
on Microsoft. I am a Microsoft supporter, and
I support the settlement that was reached in
November. This settlement is fair, and I am
anxious to see this three-year-long dispute
resolved. There are bigger fish to fry at the
present time.

The settlement that was reached in
November is sufficient to deal with the issues
of this lawsuit. Microsoft has agreed to carry
out all provisions in this agreement. Under
this agreement, Microsoft must grant
computer makers the right to configure
Windows in promote non-Microsoft software
programs that compete with programs
included within Windows. Microsoft also
agreed to license its Windows operating
system to the 20 major computer makers for
an identical price. This settlement will
benefit the entire technology industry.

I urge you to support this settlement. This
settlement will serve in the best public
interest. Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

Karen Thompson

MTC-00024956

From: Gary L. Vandenberg
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:22pm
Subject: Microsoft settlement

To Whom It Concerns,

Please finish the Microsoft settlement as it
has been proposed. Microsoft is one of
America’s competitive assets in the world
economy. It needs to be able to focus on
business without more delays and legal
proceedings.

Thank you.

Gary L. Vandenberg

Real Estate Solutions/1031 INC

1031 Lake Drive, SE

Grand Rapids, MI 49506

Ph 616-774-1031

MTC-00024957

From: Marlene Morley
To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/25/02 4:15pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
This Email is to let you know that I agree
with the statements made regarding the
proposed Microsoft settlement at http://
www .kegel.com/remedy/letter.html as well
as the content on http://www kegel.com/
remedy/ —
Marlene Morley
Linux Administrator
Hypernet Communications
Website: http://www.hyperusa.com/
Email: marlenem@hyperusa.com
hyperusa.com

MTC-00024959

From: ccarlsen1@compuserve.com@inetgw
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:22pm

Subject: Microsoft settlement
2903 116th Avenue, NE

Lake Stevens, Washington 98258
January 25, 2002

Attorney General John Ashcroft
U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Dear Mr. Ashcroft:

I would like to start off by saying that I am
not a strong supporter of Microsoft. I don’t
really have any stong ties to them, but I don’t
agree with the antitrust suit against them.
The settlement that was made between
Microsoft and the Department of Justice is
more than fair, and it is time this matter was
over with. Millions of state and federal
dollars have been wasted on this suit. The
United States is based upon a free enterprise
system; while we may not always agree with
the tactics employed by big business, our
interference in business undermines the very
foundation this nation has been built upon.

Microsoft has agreed to terms that will
enable other companies to compete. They
have to license the internal codes of
Windows to the top twenty companies so
they can produce software that is compatible
with Windows.

Because of the competition that will arise
from this settlement a wider variety of
products will emerge. So now, not only will
the consumer have a better product, but the
prices will be more reasonable. Also,
Microsoft will be forced to produce a better
product in order to stay competitive.

I would like to reiterate that I am not
writing this letter because the issue is
personal to me. I am not a huge stockholder
and I know no one who works for Microsoft.
I do know what is right though, and ending
this ridiculous suit against Microsoft is the
right thing to do. Thank-you.

Sincerely,

Carl Carlsen

MTC-00024960

From: Calia, Maryann

To: “microsoft.atr(a)usdoj.gov”
Date: 1/25/02 4:23pm
Subject: microsoft settlement
Renata B. Hesse

Antitrust Division

U.S. Department of Justice

601 D Street NW

Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20530-0001

January25,2002

RE: Comments on the Microsoft Proposed
Settlement Agreement

Dear Ms. Hesse:

The case of United States v. Microsoft has
been a challenge and an opportunity for both
the high tech industry and the American
consumer. New and innovative solutions for
resolving such a dispute were paramount in
coming to a settlement. The continuation of
sanctions on Microsoft to foster greater
competition in the software industry, as well
as allowing Microsoft to remain a viable
company has resulted in a benefit for the
consumer as well as for the industry.
Protecting the consumer and encouraging the
creation of new and effective products is
always essential in a healthy free economy.

The settlement that the United States has
negotiated with Microsoft is in our nation’s
best interest. It comes at a critical time in our
economic recovery when our nation needs
more reconciliation than confrontation. I am
encouraged by the action of the Department
of Justice and support the efforts to settle this
case.

Very truly yours,

SALVATORE F. DIMASI

Majority Leader

Massachusetts House of Representatives

MTC-00024961

From: Myroslaw Ryndyk

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:22pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement
Your Honor:

Myroslaw Ryndyk

250 Velarde Street

Mountain View, CA 94041

As a citizen of this country, a customer and
user of high tech products and as a career
member of the high tech industry(over 30
years as a software engineer), I want to
register my concern about the Proposed Final
Judgement(PFJ) in the Microsoft case.

This case has been tried at the Federal
District Court level and reviewed at Federal
District Court of Appeals. It has been stated
by the Appeals Gourt that Microsoft had
aggressively and repeatedly violated United
States antitrust laws. Further, the Appeals
Court has stated that any settlement between
the Government and Microsoft must protect
members of the technology industry and the
general public by ensuring that any such
settlement contain the following three
elements: (1) it must terminate Microsoft’s
illegal monopoly, (2) it must deny to
Microsoft the fruits of its past violations and
(3) it must prevent any future anticompetitive
activity.

From what I have been reading in the press
and other sources, it appears that the PFJ falls
woefully short on providing those
protections:

1. It does not end Microsoft’s monopoly
and even allows Microsoft to expand its
monopoly into other technology markets.

2. It does not adequately address
anticompetitive behavior identified by the
Appeals Court.
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3. It incorporates such large loopholes to
its enforcement provisions as to render
enforcement meaningless.

4. It does not provide an effective
enforcement mechanism for the weak
restrictions it does implement.

5. It does not deny to Microsoft the fruits
of its past statutory violations. I have
watched Microsoft use its predatory
monopolistic position to stifle any new
product development by potential
competitors that might challenge its
preeminent position. That activity deprived
me, and thousands, if not millions, of other
potential users of access to new and
innovative products and forced us to, either
do without those products, or to rely on less
adequate Microsoft substitutes.

It was my fervent hope that the antitrust
action by the Department of Justice(DOJ)
would reel in this predatory behemoth. The
PFJ does NOT meet the standards
enumerated by the Appeals Court. I strongly,
and respectfully, ask that the Court rule
against the PFJ, and, since it’s unlikely that
further negotiations between the DOJ and
Microsoft will produce an agreement that
provides the type of protection that the
Appeals Court stipulated, I respectfully
suggest that Court render a decision based on
the trial evidence and the decisions of both
the original Federal District Court and the
Court of Appeals.

Thank you.

CC:microsoftcomments@doj.ca.gov@inetgw

MTC-00024962

From: Marc Tramonte

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:24pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Microsoft has worked for 25 years to secure
a strong but hardly invulnerable position in
the computer industry. As long as Apple,
Linux, Solaris X86, FreeBSD, dedicated
computing devices, and other options exist—
by free choice and to anyone as it is today—
the very notion of “monopoly” here is
fundamentally flawed.

Even if we accept the spectacularly narrow
market definition crafted for this case, and
accept that Microsoft dominates it, the range
of substitute platforms and products and the
lightning-fast pace of change in the industry
render it meaningless. Windows is a
proprietary product, by one company, that
took 10 years of hard work to perfect—not an
essential service or raw material of finite
supply that can be monopolized.

The subtext of the entire case seemed to be
“new entrants deserve to win.” I disagree. Let
them work for 25 years and suffer the slings
and arrows if need be, and accomplish their
own success the old-fashioned way: Please
millions of customers. Fight for it. Earn it.
Like Microsoft did. It’s hard, but there is
precedent.

With all that said, the settlement is a fair
compromise given the harsh realities of the
situation, and I fully support its acceptance.
I hope the judge does okay it and finally puts
this case to rest.

MTC-00024963

From: Beth Epperson
To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:23pm
Subject: Microsoft

Hello,

As you can see from my email address, I
work for Netscape. Even though I am a
Netscape employee, I believe that I have an
open and objective attitude about fair
business practices, ethical conduct and the
need to move ones business into new
directions.

When the web began to excel and expand
beyond government and academia, I do not
believe anyone had the vision that it would
be as widespread as it has become. The web
has provided more exposure and access to so
many people around the world, it has indeed
been one of the most influential tools of the
century. From a business perspective, the
exposure is overwhelming, you can reach
literally thousands of households with
minimal expense. It has truly changed the
way we do business.

The most difficult aspect of the web is how
to generate revenue. Looking at the culture of
business on the web, it is in direct opposition
to how we have traditionally done business.
In the past, if you wanted or needed a
service, you paid for it. The service provider
set the price and you were at their mercy.
Advertisement was not a true revenue
generator, companies spent thousands of
dollars per year in getting their brand out to
the public. Instead, advertisement was an
evil necessity, necessary to the survival of
any company. Today, on the web, services
are for free, software is free, and many other
services that were traditionally revenue
generators. Advertisement is a revenue
generator, however, advertisements are not
for your company, but for other companies
on your web site, that is a very dramatic
change. Could you imagine 25-30 years ago,
getting a brochure in the mail from company
XYZ, only to see advertisements in that
brochure for companies ABC and DEF? That
would just not have happened.

I think in the beginning, Microsoft didn’t
see the advantages of this new web thing. I
think they saw it, analyzed it and walked
away. Then the web began to evolve.
Numerous companies sprang up based solely
on the activities and services—browsing,
email, data exchange, etc. AOL, Compuserve,
Netscape are just a few of the companies that
began to grow and expand. I think that is
about the time Microsoft figured out that
there was money to be had, but didn’t quite
know how to get that to happen. The
traditional business methodology was not
there. Advertising was different, software
applications were different, the audience was
different, just about everything was different.
Netscape at that time had a firm hold on the
browser market, and that was our sole source
of revenue—the browser, the web server
software and advertisement revenue on our
site. Microsoft threw hundreds of people into
building a browser that would compete—not
necessarily to promote competition, but
rather to keep people in their market place.
But, Netscape continued to dominate the
market. At that point in time is where I think
Microsoft pursued the path of poor business
ethics, they lowered themselves to a level of
dirty deeds and actions. If they could not
gain market share by creating a superior

product, then they would do whatever they

had to to run Netscape out of business. And
with that task in hand, they did an excellent
job.

What I really don’t understand, is how do
the people who made that conscious decision
sleep at night. To lower oneself to perform
in such a manner is beyond my
comprehension. Should Microsoft be
sanctioned for their business practices, yes I
believe they should. Would I fine them, no.
Would I make them remove applications
from their desktop, no. Would I force them
to provide alternative software in their
bundles, no. What I would do, however, is
force them to make their operating system
open, accessible and free. Allow all software
companies access to the operating system,
allowing for greater flexibility and freedom
for all users of windows. This would allow
companies such as Dell, Compac, Apple to
provide software bundles of varying content.
It would allow companies such as Netscape
to finely integrate with the operating system.
This would prevent Microsoft from hiding
worms and performance bugs into their
operating system that is only triggered via
non-Microsoft products. This would allow
users to pick and modify the desired software
found on each persons desktop. Let the
operating system be open and let the specific
application software be revenue driven.

Thank you for letting me air my concerns.

Regards,

Beth Epperson

MTC-00024964

From: Anne DeBlois

To: Microsoft ATR

Date: 1/25/02 4:16pm
Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Hi,

I am glad that the DOJ and Microsoft
reached an out-of-court settlement. However,
as a consumer, I would like you to know that
I have never ever approved of such an
antitrust trial against Microsoft from the very
beginning. Netscape’s failure was somehow
my own fault, as I did elect to give it up and
install Internet Explorer on my own
computer. I wish there had been no trial at
all, actually. I feel that nobody ever listened
to me. Rivals talked, antitrust experts talked,
lawyers talked, but what about consumers?
What about me? What about MY own choice
of software? What about my desire for an
unedited Windows XP, because I love it like
it is? What about those who won’t even think
of buying a version of Windows that doesn’t
include all the stuff they want (Media Player,
Internet Explorer and so forth)?

I never felt harmed in any way by
Microsoft. On the contrary, I could learn to
use a computer very easily thanks to
Windows 95. Because of my interest in
computers, I then chose to make it a
profession, and I found absolutely nothing
wrong in Microsoft software, otherwise I
would not be using anything from Microsoft
today.

I still believe that Microsoft is innocent,
and I don’t want any ruling to hurt the
company, as it would also hurt hundreds of
businesses that rely on Microsoft’s great
technology, it would also cause even more
job layoffs in the high-tech field.



27560

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

I still believe that the marketplace and
consumer choice, not Microsoft, sank
Netscape and other companies, and I still
believe Microsoft has nothing to do with
some rivals” failure. For instance, while the
trial was underway, I could download a few
updates of Microsoft Internet Explorer, but
Netscape Navigator, although it was acquired
by AOL, did not improve as well as I wanted
it to. THAT is why I gave up Navigator. I
don’t want Microsoft to pay for Navigator’s
lack of features.

Please don’t forget us consumers! Please
keep in mind that we might be hurt by
anything you may want to impose on
Microsoft. It is not only a matter of triple
damages or something, it is a matter of
consumer choice and public interest. I don’t
want corporate greed to win over software
quality. I don’t want companies like AOL and
Sun to be paid millions of dollars while the
high-tech industry suffers from that cash
flow. Please let Micr