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Bob/Phil,

One other thing to consider. I have been constantly reminding people about
Marvel /MS Network. I know you spoke to Greg about what we have done with our
other on-line suppliers. My thought is that if it becomes impossible to get MS

to agree to revenue Participation for Compag delivering this service to
potential MS customers, we should at least be able to play this into a cost
reduction on the 0S. Remember we will also be asked to suppor:t Mg Network and
pay for whatever additional material costs that will be included, something that

we do not do for the other services. With MS positioning Ms Network as a part
cf the 0s, perhaps this can be our ‘way of opening up negotiations for an 0s
pPrice reduction.

Steve
Bob JacksonOS:athCorp Hou Wrote:

Phil,
I agree with your BMail with one caveat:

We need to be real careful here for lots of reasons. Ms
will, of course, take offense should we press them.
Secondly, we may well have a good Price and they have been
known to drive renegotiations because a deal no longer
"works* for them. Thirdly, we wil] likely only get one shot,
SO let's be well prepared. Fourthly, the most favored
language only goes to ‘core products" which are DOS, Win3.1
and WFW. a major piece of the value in the agrmt i they
cannot raise the price on us, which I believe they can do in
all other agreements. And, there is *mix and match*.
Exceptions to the systems definition were really helpful

| (worth as much as 15%) until the consent decree,
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