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IRease m below for summary of Iha Chicago reviewers workshop. The
attaint ¢or~tair: a list of questio~ that were asked dudng th~ tochni~ad
q&~, exec q&e and~or the genar~t

Ex~utive Summery
Mote than 130 editor= e~d enatysta from around the wodd ~tended the
Ch;cago reviewer=; workshop on May 12 end 13, including representatives from
all the major US trade pub~r, ationl and analyst houses. The workshop
cereal=ted of two full days of briefings on all a~pecta ot the product- from
arch|lecture end the new UI to multimedia end inte¢~atio~el support- arKI
relxesented the "kick off" of the reviews cyr, ie. The PR objectives for the
Chtcago Reviewers Workshop wee to:
o Educate editors on aft new features and functlonelky in chicago such that
they could write comprehensive flat Ioolm rev~ew= |mmecliately and hove
context for final and competitive reviews o~-’e product ships
o ~fluence perce~...io.ns of new features prio~ 1o receipt of M6 �~xlo
o ~apa rev~w

We clearly met the first two objec~ives- attendees commented tJ~t they were
b~own away by the bre~Ith of ma-,~tad covered o~et the two dayl and felt
much more f, formed about the new features end functionaSty in Chicago.
Additionally, almost all h~d positive comments with regard to what they had

seer) and heard. Although the task (x influencing review criteria wee
irdtiated at the workshop, th~ will be a continuous process throughout the
development cycle. Once edgers and analysts r~eive beta �~le, have ¯
chance to look st it thems~ves and formulate th~ reviews, we will I1eve a
chance to more d]rectly impact rsvlew criteria.,

All attendees were impressed with what they ~aw of Chi~go. The rn~t common - -
comment was, "if Microsoft delivers o~ it+s promise~, +Chicago+ will be a
trsmendous p~odu¢~." Many went on to ~ay that there i~ no a~:~arent
�ompetitor to Chicago, that it is in a ¢lsss of its own. These a~e strong
comments coming from an audience that prides itself on objectivity a.nd
prefers to reserve commerce until after they have had ¯ chance to look at s
product in their own labs.

Based on the content of the workshop, ma~/o| the puldicattons are now
planning their "First Looks" reviews. |r~tedibly. PC/Computing left that
the materia| presented wa~ c~rnpro~en~;ve enough that the;r "First Lool~"
review will be bosed on the material predicted at the workshop and one hour
of hands-on time at the end of workshop. Their review {s scheduled 1o
a~pear as a �ouer tory in the July i~ue. Additionally. PC World, who
originally plonnin~;i to wail Until September or October issues to tur~ a
"First Looks" review, has decided that "Chicago" is too cool to we~t. They
ale now pl~n~ing to run a ~evlew in the August issue. M~C 0051�371

Quotes and Feedback
A~though the me}orlty of the attendees felt the workshop was wcil . MX317~ 28Aorche~ttsted andfncluded the dght amount ot 1:echnicel data (the majority CONF~DF, NTIAL
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gav~ the workshop an overall ra~ing Of ~thor a "4" or "5" on a 1-5 scale),
m~ny would have ~e~red tha~ ~ ~e was e~o~ 1o dem~ ~nd
Many ~mmented that the pmsentati~ were a ~t t~ ~ng, ~t ~e expe~
of ~A time. ~so, many f~ ~ bre~ s~sio~ w~e help~l a~ wouM
have liked to have mo~e.

~W Salter, ~ Week ~bs: "What’s not to like a~ut i~ ~i~go UL

~r~ Ha~, G~r Grip: "N~ MS wi. hue IS on t~ side.
~wa~ h~ u~ ~ your ~de, now ~ ~ve the o~ ~ of t~ ~.
A~, ~tw~ has al~ ~en t~ hard. S I~ke ~ ww y~’Yo

C~s Bin, ~ Mags~ne: "~e U~ ~ks g~ i~m/~lly impresS.
we+m ~st ~d a~u~ ~ t~ ~ffo~ance. We h~ 1~t w~ems end
~1 be fn~estlng ~ see e~ we get ~."

John ~I~, ~ws Mag~l~: ~f~ ~ say th~ ~ wee 9~ good,
~dated t~ lnf~a~on. Said t~ra w~;t enoch demos.
was ~[ e~gh ~me for q&a. S~d ~e UI WaSh t ~IN diffem~ from M5
s~wn at ~ P~, (~hn t~ to ~ a ~trm~n, paR~lSfly ~ ~ feels
he ¢~n+~ ba obJe~e, le no c~e to look ~ o~his o~, PR ~1 ~
with John �l~ to ensure ~ i~s w~ Ch;~go am

M~ ~ller, ~ M~ne: Seemed yew genu~ imp~ed, Sho~
to �on~n~ ge~ng I~s of techn~ q~o~, ~a[Iy ~ed to OLE
~t~u~. He’sa~gOLE

St~e Gibson, G~n Resesrch: "You’ve ~ne so m~, ~a~ real~

F~low~ a~ ~ed
~ wil ~ wor~ ~lo~ ~h t~ editors ~d ana~ t~t ~e~
w~ksh~ ~mughout t~ d~l~n~ ~e. ~r ~ k~ e~rs and
an~s ~o w~e u~e to e~e~ the ~p, w~ ~I ~
~ies of ~e ~v~wefs guide a~ ~e ~nfemn~ v~ (~ w~ lap~
entered. A ~ tour ~ ~i key 8~om a~ an~sts ~ planned m
~i~tde ~th t~ bets drop (tentatJve~ s~du~ f~ ~ ~e~ of Ju~ 20
and 27~. ~e majo:~ of "Rr~ L~ks" ~ews am e~e~ed to ap~M in
Augu~ptem~r mohairs, due to mi~une ~ta avatlab~iW. Howev~,
bB~ on e~y canversa~ons w~h ~, t~ toEo~ng ~e ~
expe~ ov~ th~ ~ thr~ months ~s a .e~lt of t~ ~rksh~.
May- I~oWor~ (5~3 ~). "Rr~ L~ U~a~e" on UI wri~en ~
Tmcey Cain

June- PC MsG~ine. Trend~ ~ on Ut ~en by C~]s

J~y- ~m~t~ng. "Fir~ Looks" ~;~ (~ ~ow] written by Ed

Widows ~g~. Ne~ ~ on UI w~en by Jim Po~ll

August- ~ World. "~ Loo~" ~ew ten~v~y slet~ to ~ ~itten
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~rch~t~

¯ Will ~� ~AT fik ~ ~ ~ ~t ~?
¯ Will ~ ~ ~ ~ f~ ~ ~?

¯ W~tl ~i~o ~ ~vo ~ ~ h~

~~)?

¯ ~ it ~ ~ Mi~ ~d NoveU ~ ~ ~ off~gj~ ~e ~ �I~ ~ N~e~ ~

¯ ~ will ~fl k~ ~ w~ N~S ~ ~ ~m~ ~7

PI~ ~d Plw~~~

¯ ~ ~ a I~ ~ ~ n~ of~m~t~ble ~v~ ~i~o will s~ r
¯ Will ~A ~ ~ w~ ~

*

Tml~li~~V ~

¯ ~ ~ ~lu~ B~I~ E~ ~ o£~S-~S d~, why not
¯ O~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l~ ~on’[ ~ack ~II- wilt ~ ~
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