
¯ Microsoft Corporation Tel 206 882 8080
One Microsoft Way Telex 160520

RE: ISV Survey Results

DATE: February I1, 1991 ::

Attached is a summary compilation of a survey that 1 conducted to our IS’~ r last December :.
with the following objectives:

1. To assess developer satisfaction with current technical support meg~hanisms-- in general, and our ill
OnLine service, specifically.

2. To solicit feedback about what types of additional technical support ISVs perceive that they need.

3. To solicit feedback about a sample "Certified Developer Program" that is representative of programs
we may consider offering.

I would encourage you to review this as it contains a lot of valuable feedback about our support strategy
from our top ISV accounts.

KEY RESULTS:

I. Over 50% of all ISVs felt that to some degree, their past development efforts have been hindered
becaus~ technical resources available to them have been inadequate.

2. Over 70% of all ISVs felt that they could accelerate their current development efforts with the
availability of improved technical support resources.

3. There is a cleur trend expressing dissatisfaction with the quality of technical documentation supplied
with our systems products (22%).

4. There is a significant level of dissatisfaction with OnLine technical support service within the ISV
community (rated 5.88 out of 10).

5. There is a surprisingly high rate of device drivers development among ISVs (43%).
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

Section.l:.L High level..s.ummary & A..na!ysis

,:i
This survey was conceived of late last year with the following objectives:

1. To assess developer satisfaction with current technical support mechanisms in general, and our            ’:
OnLine service, specifically.

2. To solicit feedback about what types of addltional technical support developers perceive that
they need, if any.

3. To solicit feedback about a sample "Certified Developer Program" that is representative of
programs we may consider offering.

KEY RESULTS:

because technical resources available to them have been inadequate.

2. Over 70% of all ISVs felt that they could accelerate their current development efforts with the

~ availability of improved technical support resources.

iii~
3. There is a clear txend expressing dissatisfaction with the quality of technical documentation supplied

:;:: with ore" systems products (22%).
[

¯, 4. There is a significant level of dissatisfaction with OnLine teelmical support service within the ISV

::i community (rated 5.88 out of 1O).

5. There is a surprisingly high rate of device drivers development among ISVs (43%).

The population for this survey was 344 developers from 300 distinct ISV companies. The "top" 90                  ¯
:: strategic ISV accounts of the Developer Relations Group were included in the survey. The remaining                ".il

t..,,:! 210 companies were selected from the Developer Relations 6atabase, Companies that we~ marked as
developing Win3 (65%) and LehMan (35%) compatible applications were selecteA. All information was
collected via telephone interviews with appropriate developers or development managers.
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Developer Relations -o ISV Survey

I, About the Pooulation Surveyed
Almost all ISVs su~’eyed v~er¢ Windows develops. Over ~% of ~e ~mp~cs ci~ hav~ finish~ a
W~dows 3.0 p~uct or ~ cu~nfly in development wi~ one. ~ ad~fion, ~ follow denot~ ~
o~fing sys~ ~at ~e ISVs sup~

W~do~ ~7 83%

~’" O~ 156 45%
Mac~h ~
O~er ~ 6%

S~ OS 21 6%
SCO 13 4%

~ 7
:: Sy~m V 6 2%

~� majod~ of ISVs w~e ~p~n~ by ~o ~ct ~m~y s~ (~ m~ by ~e s~ of ~e

# of full time
.. programmers

employ~ N

, 2 to 10 I~ 55%
~ 11 to 20 61 I~

~
~

~rethan20 ~ 24%

~er ~of~e ~mp~i~ s~ey~ h~ ~w~ 2 ~d I0 ~ ~ dev¢l~ on ~ ~% had owr

’ S~ of ~e pr~uc~ ~om ~e~ ~mp~i~ fell ~m a ~de ~g¢ ~ ~e majo~W of ~ucm ~g

II. NeWork and SOL SuDDoR
~e foreleg ~ a ~do~ of w~ch ~ OSs ISVs su~m

L~ OS N % of ppu~fion

NoveH NetW~ I~ 47%

None 119 35%

. ~M L~ S¢~er 50 15%

~’ B~y~ ~ 42 12%

O~er 91 ~% X
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Developer R~lations -- ISV Survey

LAN Manager Support N % of LM
population

uses the NetBIOS ~ 63 42%

uses named pipes 44 29%

uses native LAN Manager APIs 34 23%

Database Support N % of

SQL Server 63 18%

Oracle 39 11%

Gupta SQLbase 30 9%

IBM EE Database Manager 24 7%

NetWare SQL 13 4%

Not applicable 208 60%

Other

IlL Development Tools
Not surprisingly, ~ is still the overwhelming favorite for a development language (92%). Far behind in
second is Assembler (18%) and rising in popularity in third place is C-~- (8%). Next year, I would
expect the MASM numbers to demease slightly and C~l-to rise dramatically.

Conspicuously absent here are anT significant usage of 4GLs or other high level tools.

IV, Device Driver Develogment
It was quite surprising to find out the high level of device driver development activity. Over 43%
(N=I47) of those surveyed have had the need

DDs and potentially raising the level of technical support need to t’mish their product.

4 X 175086
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

V. Technical Su=)port Ev~luatio~_
Reliance on technical support channels established
Today, ISVs r~ly mostly upon two technical resources during the developmvnt process:

1. Dccumentation/te~nical reference beok~ [primary reliance] (rated 7.96 out of 10)

Therefore, it is not surlxhing that most of the ISV comments about resource improvements pertained to
these two support mechanisms. Other resoutr, cs (Compusexv¢, consultants, MSU, etc.) showexi only
reaidmal usage by ISVs.

Evaluation of satisfa¢tlon with technical support channels
Over 50% of all ISVs felt that to some degree, their past development efforts have been hindered because
technical resources available to them have been inadequate.

Furthermore, when we asked the same question in a more positive manner, almost all ISVs strongly felt

Desired improvements iu technical support
When asked what additional or improved technical resources they required, the top 6 requ~ts were:

L Better quality teehnieal documentatien (22%)
2. More knowledgeable/competent OnLine engineers (17%)
3. Ability to �.entact OnLine engineers via telephone (17%)
4. More timely responses frem MS OnLine service (16%)

6. More source code examples (9%)

1. Documentation.
Items 1 and 6 from above derive from comments that varied widely from general (Better documemation)
to specific (~ed source code samples for imermediaze ievdfunczions in SDK’$). Because tiffs turned out
to be the number one "gripe" of the ISVs, I suggest a more comlxehensive study of this issu~ to better
understand this need. This was not a specific goal for this survey therefore, satisfaction with MS
documentation was not expIored in detail. Specific comments indicate that if we only concenwated on
providing more a comprehensive suite of source code examples with our systems product documentation.
that this would delight most ISVs.

2. MS OnLine Support Service
Comments 2, 3, anti 4 relate to MS OnLine. These issues azise again in the next section that specifically
explores ISV usage of this setwice. These results indicate that many ISVs perceive OnLine as slow and

our top ISVs.

3. Certified Developers Program
This type of program should target as a primary goal, the dissemination of technical and strategic
information to a large group of ISVs. This would address item 5 from above. We have a pressing need
to get more information to a larger group of ISVs than what the Developer Relation’s group (Cameronm’s
organization) is currently able m address. Pat Bellamah’s group is addreasing the issue of ~reating a
Certified Developers Program m fill this need.                       ~
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Developer Relations -- IS’~

VI. Microsoft OnLine Technical Support Service
Since MS OnLine is the major ~,~hnical support channel offered by M~, questions about 1SV satisfaction
and perceived quality of this service make up a large portion of this survey.

A full 88% of all of the participating companies either currently use OnLine (68%) or have used it in the
past (20%). This seems to reJlect an adequate job of marketing the service to ISVs. Even though many
ISVs have OnLine accounts,
technical support channel. This conclusion is supported by OnLine usage dam from PSS.

Of those ISVs that did not have a current OnLine account, three top reasons sited why were:

1. poor quality of service* (38%, N=38)
2. price too high (23%, N=23)
3. inconsistent need for technical support (14%, N=14)

*The thr~ top complaints about service worn:

I. Inaccurate or misleading answers (34%, N=13)
2.Slow response time (26%, N=I0)
3.Inadequate knowledge of OnLine engineers (8%, N=3)

O~erall satisfaction with OnLine as a suppo~ channel capable of handling ISV’s support needs scored a
$.88 out of 10. The most outstanding fcatoxe about this sco~ is it’s inconsistency (SD = 2.49). The data
indicaXes an oven split between ISVs who arc satisfied and those who arc dissatisfied with OnLine. In
addition, the ISV comment dmt the service is priced too high is also directly related to perceived quality.
There was no correlation between company size and satisfaction scor~s.

Other quality metrics were evaluated as well:

(10 = highest Score 1 = lowest score)
Ouallty Metric Ave. Score Std. Dev.

Handling of SRs in a professional manner
7.88 2.22

] Knowledge level of the OnLine engineers 6.53 2.4

I Timeliness of response to SRs
6.23 2.66
5.52 2.92

! Price of service vs. value received
~ C.ompleteness and acc-r~!e.ly of answers to SRs 5.46 2.38

The perceived professionalism of the OnLine engineers (7.88) clearly scorns much higher than the quality
of answers given (5.46). Again, notice the high standard deviation of the responses indicating a wide
variety of opinions.

The top 6 improvements that ISV would like to see made to OnLine are:

1.Better interface (Windows) software for OnLine (22%)
2. Faster tttrna~ound time for SRs (18%)
3.Easier way to browse Knowledge, Base
4, More experienced/competent OnLine engineers (13%)
5.Phone access to engineers (12%)
6. Lower Price

X 1750882o=,67~-~ 6 CONFIDENTIAL



Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

ISVs were evenly divided when asked about a new lower priced version of OnLine that includ~
KnowledgeBas~ access and ability to pay for Service Rextuests on a usage basis, Half thought that if was
a good idea, the other half uee, d an unlimited ability to submit SRs. This split is along company size.
Whereby smallex, cost sensitive concerns would be intew, st~ in the new program as a way to pay for
technical support on an ~as needed" basis, larger companies are less cost sensitive and prefer to have a

~ele~hone
When offered the oppoP.unlty to get direct telephon~ support from engineers, the overwhelming
consensus agree that this is desirable. In addition 77% would be willing to pay extra charges for this
privilege. This is because many lSVs feel that it is difficult to express the subtleties of technical
problems in a aon-interucliv~ medium (cm~nt SR system) and that an intez’,Lctive m{xlium (telephone
contuc0 is the best way to do tiffs.

~)bservntlnns nbout.OnLine n~d SSBU
The following conclusions are based upon 1) the survey data. 2) my obsexvations about th~ OnLine
system after having worked closely with SSBI~ ov~ the last 2-3 months to evaluate how this s~rvice
might better address ISV needs.

1. Areas where PSS ($SBtl) is responding aggressively to address ISV needs

I. The introduction of OnLine 2.0 (windows-based) inteffac~ softwar~ is imminem. This will address the
#1 complaint today about OnLine sexvic~.
2. Telephone suppo~ is currently included in the business plan for OnLine 2.0. This may also fill a large
void atul improve the pew, e, ived value of OnLine amongst the ISV community.
3. PSS has created the position of KnowledgeBa~e Engineer with the goal to improve the quality of
KnowledgeBas~ (both in indexing and quality and timeliness of data).
4. The formation of an Fv, scalation Desk for difficult SRs is a promising d~velopment if effective.
5. Formation of an experimental ISV support IVoup (Developer Plus beta) that consists of the most senior
PSS engineers who will addv~ the most compIea~ issues of ISVs.

2, Areas where improvements still need to be planned and implemented

1. The "knowledge gap" between PSS engineers and Development engineers must be lessened. It is a
common complaint from ISVs that responses from PS$ engineers to SRs are quite inadequa~ and
insufficient in-depth knowledge of MS products and schedules. This situation can be addressed in two
ways: L More in-depth research into difficult SRs and 2. a committed PSS interface within each product
development group. This intezfaee would become a guidance ~sourc~ for th~ P$S engineer in fl~ case of
especially difficult technical inquiries, This would also facilitate cross Irahdng of ~soun~ whereby P$S
engineers would get a beuer insight into the internals (and workarouods) of MS systems products, and
D~velopment engineers would have ¢xpo~u~ to what "v~al-wofld" problems a~ being encouatet’e,d
the products they d~velop, and how the~ products ar~ being used. Another idea to elosc this gap would
be to require new hires in Development to sp~d a hadning period within SSBU as a way to get to know
MS products prior to initialing their duties in Development.

Formation of an "F..w.a~tlou Desk~ is only half of the battle. Without committed PSS interfaces within
Development, the F.scalation Desk may only slow down the SR resolu~on process further by putting up
more "hoops’.

2. Consistent policy for responding to SR bug reports. More diplomacy is rcquit~ by PSS engineers
when their answer to an SR may inherently displease a customer (i.e., there is no~tx for this problem, or

7 I ATTORNEYS
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Developer Relations -- ]SV Survey

that they’ve uncovered a bug that is not scheduled to be fixed, MS doesn’t believe that the problem is a
bug). Often times, responses to t~chnical questions unnecessarily annoy OnLine customers and make

["them feel that MS is unresponsive to their needs.

iii Even though PSS engineers axe technical professionals, there needs to b¢ increasexl awareness that, f~st
¯ and foremost’ theirs is a service organization where customer satisfaction is the most important asset to

protect. "this does not mean that we’ll ~d~tays I~ able to d¢li’~ex a fix to the customer. It does me.an,
however, that in all cases:

1. we will b¢ able to quicldy acknowledge a problem or bug in MS system software
2. assure the customer that the problem has been reported to the appropriate sources (i.�., Development)
3. provide a well-resea~clw.d workaround, and if possible a date when a fix within the ptoducA will be

4. maintain a posture appropriate to a sexvice organization whex¢ delivering the best solution to the
custome~ in a diplomatic manner is of prime importance, no matter what it takes.

As a re,low-up procedure, I suggest that OnLine 2.O’s voting mechanism incoq~omt~ questions that
prompt the customer to specifically give feedback about thes~ point~

Tl~os~ who llke ~,~, tho~e who dnn~t
I~is my contention that it is the most technically sophisticated ISVs tha ~m~ dissafisfie.zl with OnLine.
This is due to a couple of factors. First, this group of ISVs post the most difficult querivs about the
"bowels" of our system software. OnLine engineess are often not well equipped to answex many of the.~
difficult questions. Development groups do not often cooperate with PSS in a fashion that expedites the
closure of difficult OnLine Service Requests (SRs) due to their aggq~siv¢ product delivery schedules.

satisfaction with the service.

VI!, ,Certified Develo.ver" Propram
We asked ISVs what would the most important support mechanisms that would lik¢ to see made
available to them ff MS were to offer a "ee~dfied developer" program. The #1 request (N=153) was for
direct telephone access to more experienced engineers, preferably those who develop the code.
Sccondiy, (N=83) many thought that OnLine technical support service should be included as a
component of such a program and thirdly, (N=lS) ISVs wanted access to more updated documentation
and soo,rce Code examples.

There was a wide div~r.~ity of opinions on what such a program should cost the ISV:

87

,::: $10- $251- $501- $751- $1001- $2001- .
~i~ $250 $500 $750 $1000 2000 $5O00
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

These results are not surprising sinc~ our currant OnLine ~ costs $895 annually. We have already
set pricing expectations in this range.

~�ledil~m~ for di~mlnatinn of technical information within a 9r~r~a’amdevelot~r.~

There has been some ~bate whether using a BBS for support/infom~tion dissemin~on is appropriate.
The data indicates that over 99% of the ISVs had access to a modem which makes this a viable option.

X 175091
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

Section 3: Detailed survey data & statistics
1) Which operating environments does your company develop products for?

Windows 287 83%

:,:: DOS 240 70%

Macintosh 77 22%
Unix 37 11%

Sun OS 21 6%
SCO 13 4%
AIX 7 2%

.: System V 6 2%
... NeXT 5 1%

Iii
O~¢r 22 6%

VMS 8 MPE 1

i MVS 3 Netware 386 1
" Motif 2 Univax I

I-IP3000 1 CMS 1
IBM Mainframe 1 AS 400 1
IRMX 1
Mini-proprietary 1

ATTORNEYS X 175094
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Developer Relations - ISV Survey

f
2) Which network operating system does your application support?

Hovel| H~tWa~e 160 47%

LAN Manager 150 44%
None 119 35%

IBM LAN Server 50 15% "

i:~]ii t~:~
Banyan VINES 42 12%

,’,,:, Other 91 26%

NetBIOS 12 AS 400 I

TCP/IP 8 Bases I

s AppleTalk 8 DOS 1

I~ Any Win compatible 4 EXCELAH 1

MS Net 4 IBM DLC/IPX 1

All LAN 2 In-house network 1

DecNet 2 IRMX, UNIX 1

Network ind.                2     Ollie Net                   1

’: ’ Token Rings 1 Sun NSS 1

Tops 1 SunSystem w/PC NFS 1

(If application supports LAN Manager from question #2)
3) What statement(s) accurately descn’b~ your support for LAN Manager?

Our application use~ the NetBIOS It~
63 42%
44 29%

Our application uses named pipe~
Our application used the native LAN Manager APIs

34 23%
13 9%

Don’t know                                           ~

~
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4) Do any of your applications contain "back-end" support for any of the following databases?

SQL Server 63 18%

Oracle 39 11%

Gupta SQLbase 30 9%

:~,: IBM EE Database Manager 24 7%

ii!

NetWare SQL 13 4%

Not agplieable 208 60%

Other 45 13%

::: DBase 5 DBC, 3+ 1

,’i’ DB2 4 DM 1

~!’:: DB Vista 3 Focus 1

Ingres 3 In-house database 1

iiii Custom (no DDE) 2 Mainframe VSAM 1

Excel 2 NECS 1
i? Paradox 2 Q&E via DDE 1

Sybase 2 STB Server 1
i AS 400 1 Superbase 4 1

!: Btree 1 Vista 1

] 202~3"7~7 14 X 175096 ~ :,
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Developex Relations -- ISV Survey

6) Please list how many of your produc~s currently on ~h¢ market fall into the following categories:
Per Company

Avcra[~¢    St.Dev.         N     Don’t know

<$99 1.82 5.34 146 11

$100 to $499 3.45 5.72 207 12

$500 to $999 2.27 4.73 166 11

’~: $1000 to $1999 2.38 12.4 149 12

~ilil >$2000 4.88 14.7 171 13

No answer to ~ny part of #6 14 8%

7) Which statement best ~flects your development efforts with regard, to an applicaton
specifically designed for lh¢ Microsoft Windows 3.0 environment?

ii
Already completed 20661%
Currently ht development 100 29%

i:. In the planning stag~ 24 7%

,~
No plans to do it 9 3%

339

~: t
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

8) What is your primary software d,velopmem language(s)?

C 314 92% (Some firms put more than 1 primary language)
I

MASM 63 18%

C++ 28 8%

I~ Pascal 12 3%
:~’ ~i~ FORTRAN 5
~-.~ Cobol 5

Modula-2 4

DB Fast 2
Foxlmarl 1
P~log 1

t
9) Do you write device drivers in the course of your product development?

:;,i l:,, Yes 147 43%
if!! No 195 57% Skip to #11

i!il [!!!:
I0) Does your development effort require that you write de,ice drivers across

sev~mal software environments2

Yes 74 52%
No 68 48%

17                        ATTORNEYS
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L
ll) Please rank each of the foi|owlng technical resources 1 through 10 to indicate how much

you use them during your product development cycle.

where:10 = we rely upon very heavily
I = we use very little

O’hose not rating a resource did NOT affect these statistics; Assigning them a

",’~ Average SL.D~v. Mode Median N

Technical reference books 7.96 2210 10 8 336

Microsoft OnLine Support Service 5.24 2.975 5 5 314

Compusexv¢ 3.20 2.584 1 3 249

:i i 2.5 0 1 3 235
"~’::. Bulletin Board Sexvices* 3.15 2.624 1 2 249

,:: Other le, chnical courses 3.02 2.322 1 2 238

WUGNET 1.74 1.936 1 1 153

*Ex=ludin ; CompuServe

Technioal Reterence Books

Occumnces

Online

~i~ 0 10 20 30 40 50

ili::’:

Occurarlces

Compusorvo

Occumnces
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Consultants

:

t                        0         20         40         60         80 ’      100                                         :"

Occurance$

L. Bulletin Board Serv’~;es

1

0     20     40     60     80     100
Occurances

Other Techn~ca! Courses

L 0 20 40 60 80 100
;..

Occurances

Microsott University                                                 ..

;

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 . ’

WUGNET , ’

0
Occurances                                             ..

X 175101
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey                                          .::::

Please indicate your opinion about the folloMng statements with a number from I to I0.’:ii~:"

lO=Fully agre~
l=Fully disagree                                                                                   ::.,

12) Oar product dovclopm~t cyclo ~ suffered delays duo to iasufficiont information or I ’~:’
support as provided by ~he combination of ~ese above services. " "..

Median 6

Oa~ Distribution for Q12

0        10       20       30       40       50       60       70
Occurances

13) Ore" product devdopmcnt cycle could b~ acc~Icraw, d if’we had access to additional or
improved technical resources.                                                                                 :

Average 7.772 :’;!:
St.l~v. 2A83 ~ ...
Median 8 [ ,,!i:"
Mode 10
N 342

Data Distribution lor Q13

12026773 ~.’ , ,                        20 X 175102
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L
1 4) What additional or improved technical resources do you need?

67 22~ Improve documentation o provide more in-depth doc
53 17% Improve the knowledge/competencY of OnLine Engineers

L 51 17% Provide direct telephone access to engineers
48 16% Improve SR response time
34 11~ want inside "scoop" dire, c0y from MS

(access to strategic prod. info/future releases/beta programs/pre-release code)
L 27 9% Provide more sample source code

23 7% Improve OnLine- Make more accessable
16 5% Publish and maintain an accurate bug list database

L 15 P~ovide better programming utilities ’

8 Provide OnLine for a lower price
7 Improve OnLine User Interface (Windows)

L 7 Improve accuracy of SR responses
7 list of all available tech resources ’

6                           br OnLine accts.

L 5 Improve indexing/search capabilities of KnowiedgeBas~
5 Access OnLine over Compuserve/InterNet- Use CS more
3 OS/2 version of OnLine software
3 Updates to documentation in a timely manner

L 3 Don’t charge OnLine connect time for bug reporls
3 ~ OnLine for free

L 3 C++ support for windows development
3 ’available technical reference books
3 nsultsnts available
3 Better use of BBS - to communicate with olher IgVs

L 2 Hardcopy of KnowledgeBase
2 Better use of CD ROM fo~ information dissemination
2 develop~ program

L 1 evalution of product w/o purchase
1 more OS/2 releases
I ¯ more Iraining centers on west coast
1 more sophisticated DDK (bin. adapt kits)

~.~ 1 OS2 2.0 SDK - support for problems
1 File formats for MS products-library format/resource files for Win(pmtd or online).

~ info not completely opea.

L 1
Internals and tricks to interface hard to access,

1 MS too slow to debug its products.
| l conferences at MS on Key Areas. Good, advanced texts on Win programming-like Petzold’s

but more adv.
1 developers program: I~ouble g~tting answers to tech problems
1 we provide a lot to MS but don’t get enough back

I 1 Cheaper development kits and should be available w/out OnLine
t_~ 1 Rather satisfied with On-line MSJ

1 Foreign language support usable by americans without using Japs’ stuff.
I MS BB go away from compuserve but have one that people can call in & not pay connect chrgs

-."
i More rune. built into Wins-higher lev, win rune. (ie ask user for file name) easier DDD, exampl

I More windows classes

X 175103 1202677~,L 21 CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEYS
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey                                         ":

Support for retooling conversion for Pascal developers to move to C. ."
rtdv guide to prog’ing windows by Petzold -adv techniq, tips, short cuts, undocum.featurs.

-~

’

M~re detail on how compiler switches intexact w/one another.

800 number :

extende program SDK program
local teaching of MSU courses
advanced library support
meet scheduled ship datzs

"~
’.i

sof~wa~ upgrade ,    , ’ ’0 . .
tech notes
more empi~i~ on ~mbly l~l~ge " ¯

bett~r p~rformancz from a large company like MS                                                    .
more

mort: support for beta pgms
~l~d MSU vide~ cour~

"

!:.

¯

X 175104 ’:i:~ 202~77-S :Z~
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

Total ~Small Co. [M~ium Co. lLano Co.

C~endyu~* " 231 20%[[ 46 13%]
9 3%/ 14

Have u~ in me p~t** 69 S%[ t9 6%~
2 I%[ S

~0~ ~at ~ve a c~t a~ount s~p~ QI6 ~d w~t ~ght ~
*~ose wi~out a c~nt ~ine ~count w~ ~ QI6, ~en ~ip~ ~ Q24

I~ PI~ ~ ~ wSy yo~ c~p~y is not ~dy using ~Line? ~ve u~ ~ve

~e~on 38 ~
Q~ity of ~lce*                                      ’ " 23’

" " 14 14% 9    9% 23 23%
~ly n~ ve~ in~uent ac~ss m ~hnic~ ~P~
O~cr m~ of ~hni~ sup~t ~sfy om n~ ......

4 4~ 5 5% 10 10%

2
I d~’t have enough ~f~a~on ~ut ~ine 3
No active development pmj~¢ ~t ~ui~ t~h~c~ ~
C~puS~e �~nfly ~fisfies n~

1

*~a~mfion on qu~ity:         13 ~% Re~n~ ~ ina~at~misl~ding                                      "

10 26% ~n~ time is slow
3 8% lnad~ ~owl~ge of ~ine engin~

2 5% ~w v~ue bad a~inis~fion ~d ~pu~fion

2 5% Suppo~ should ~ D~
1 ~owl~geB~ info ou~ ~d comm. mftw~ not g~ ,

1 Not enough ~o av~bl~-~r o~er con~c~

I Uns~ of q~iW ~d slgn~ce of ~ce
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,., I~velopex Relations -- ISV Survey                                        .. :.

IPlease
indicate your opinion about the :llowlng statements with a number from 1 to 10.

?’..:.

I =Fully _d_|~re¯

17) We’ve found OnLine to ix: capable of handling our tcch support needs                                             :::...~.

Average 5.88 ......
SuDev. 2.493 , ¯~ ~..,,~,. ~.
Median 6
M~te 8
N 242 ...... ::

°"" ~’ Data Distribution for 017

¯ --~

, .;

0i,      ~ I0 Z0 80 40

18) W¢’ve folmd OnLine Io post answers to SRs ~n a timely fashion

’::’ii’
--    i::.

St.D~v. 2.608
Median ? "~ .::.

N 240 ":’"

Data Distdbulion for Q18

0 10 20 ~0 40

Occurarlces . :

"] .:.~
,::

19026777
24 X 175106

- _/ CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEYS

ONLY



Develope~ Relations - ISV Survey

19) OnLine typically answers our questions completely and accurately                                                     :
.

Average 5.669
St.Dev. 2.458
Median 6

Mode 7

N 242

Data Distribution ~or Q19                                        "

0        10       20       30       ,~0        50

Occurances

20) The price of the OnLine service is a good value for us

Data Distribution ---------

0 5 10 ~5 20

0 2 4 6 8

1 ":-" :

L~,

0           5         ’t0          15          20
OccurancP.-,s

L [Small Co.- Med. Co. Larg~ Co. ]lTotal_

Average ~ 5.37 5.54 5.59

I 5.4

I St.Dev.

12i5

3.01 2.9 2.91 .

~._ Median , 5.5 5 5

Mode                     8         5         5                          ’:
N        | 118          46        63        237

1202~778
25           X 175107
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Developer Relations - ISV Survey                                          .,.

21) The OnLine engineers consistently handle our SRs in a professional manner                                            :,

Average 7.95 .,
St.Dev. 2.043
Median 8 .;ii
Mode 10
N 238

Data Distribution for O21
::.

0           10          20          30          40          50          60          70
Occurances

22)The knowledge level of the OnLine engineers is adequutte to underslm~d and address
our technical problems ’,

Average 6544 "’ " ~’ ’;" ’:

St.Dev. 2,407
Median 7
Mode 7
N 239

:::.
Oata Distdbutlon [or

,’,,:."
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Developer Relations - ISV Survey

23)If you could list only 3 improvements that you would like t~ see made to MS OnLine
service, what would they be?

77 Improve OnLine User Interface OVindows)

61 18% Improve SR response time
52 15% Improve indexing/search capabilities of KnowledgeBase

44 13qt Improve the knowledge/competencY of OnLine Engineers :

42 12% ccess to engineers ,,.. ’ ’,

24 3aLine for a lower price
18 5% Publish and maintain an accurate bug list database
I6 5% More/Better info in KnowledgeBaso - More frequent updating

14 4% Pmvlde more sample source code in S/W Library

13 4% Better/More reliable email and BBS software . ¯
9 Charge by usage/not fixed price
9 3% Provide designated engineer for OnLine sects.
8 2% O5/2 version of OnLine software
8 2% Increase data transmission speed ,

7 2% Improve accuracy/quality .of SR responses ..
7 Easier phsical access .....
7 Faster access / Software currendy too slow

7 tdvance info thru KnowledgeBase (beta product, unreleased spec and info)

4 Access OnLine over Compuserve/Interblet - Use CS more
4 Provide OnLine for free ’. "

4 .improve OnLine - Make more accessable

3 Better use of CD ROM for information dissemination
2 Improve dooumentadon - provide more in-depth dec ,. ,

1 Don~ charge OnLine connect time for bug t~orts

1 Hardcopy of KnowledgeBase , ..

1 800 Humber ." ’
1 : customer communication
i product SDK is available there needs to be more support

! entire KnowledgeBase available to developers - more info

I , MS should do it instead of GE
1 More knowledge on fonts--asp. PostScript
i Engineers should accept multiple question on one SR
I don’t split out by product-ask all questions on one acct.
1 Support for multiple users at site thru single acct.
1 Better service, cant cntact anyone on line about his account
1 Feedback on problems w/’3rd puny drivers (name/# for 3rd pry
1 Overall the service is laid out well
1 access thn~ wlde-area network (modem pool)
1 of specific interest available
1 ~ communication about how products are supported
i Should have to deal with Novetl
I Links to popular email systems
1 A totally different support system is needed .... ---
1 iVery convenient if used for Beta programs
1 method of priorilizing based on input time
1 w/cost sharing thru consortium

] 202~780
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Developer Relations - ISV Survey                                             .::

i Problems with other’s download information
’~’.

1 ~ out of date, hard to use
1 .names fo~ ICONS
! Some way to send in executable instructions to MS for bugs

1 BB isn’t useful. People use unpleasant language

1 Lic agreement objects to contra~t
1 access to documentation
1 better integration ’-

1 site licensing problems fixed "

1 lessen crashing of software
1 improve xtracting text info from online to local t’de

1 info on new IXOducts ’

1 d~v. update pkg. monthly
1 consistency of support from one product to another

1 no time limitations - don’t kick them off after an hour
1 ~greater differentation whespect to different organizations
I wider s~lection of products
1 take BBS out of on-line package
1 info on SQL back in on-line
1 ability to llnk into on-line thin any communication pkg.

1 software available on disk rather than by modem or CD

1 :lose SR’s till customer has been given a fix.
1 Knowledge Base distributed " ’

I Make operating system more solid- don’t dese~ 0S2 "’

1 General acc. of info in the tech level they need "~ :..

1 rating of SR’s ~esp w/each to reduce downloading.

1 have to use password everytime, put into configuration
1 Able to change input ~

:’!..
1 build kb locally based on items transf, to local cabinet

1 More tnteg, w/intexn.MS info. More dwnld time.cust updt on-I
.,

1 2�)2~781 28 X 175110
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey

24) If MS were to offer a low cost service product for $295 per yea~ whereby you would have.
access to Knowledge Base and could optionally submit Service Requests for an
additional fee for each SR submitted, would you pmchase this service7            .

Total Small Co. Med. Co._ _.

64 19%1 26 s%I 47 13.
Ho

No response
10 3%[ I

If no, why?

44 31% Full service rcqubed (frequent use, wan.t flat fee, unlimited SRs)
13 9% KB is unorganized and not comprebens|ve ’
12 8% Infrequent use ’ " ’ "

"7 5% Depends upon additional "per SR" fee

6 4% Should be free

5 4% Bad history, OnLine not good, must become better ..

4 3% if took off 295/yr. and Knowledge Base (SR only)

3 2% Because of the poor quality of the SR Engineers

2 Most SRs are bug ~eports, won’t pay for this ..

2 Too expensive

1 Compuserve has KnowledgeBase for free

1 Happy with price of current service ,,. -

1 blot useful--projcts usually pre-relse
1 Overkill!

I Should charge only for time used . :.

X 175111
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Developer Rotations - ISV Survey

IPlease indicate your opinion about the following statements with a number from I to 10.
-~

:-.

10=Fully agree :
l=Fully disagree

25) In addition m ~ support mod~s currendy offe~eA by MS OnLine, direct ~lephone access                             "~ .:
m MS support engineers would be of value m me

Averag~ 8.7 i i

SLIMY. 2.465 ; ~ ,
Median 10

--~

"~ Data Dis[ributlon tot Q25 ~ :::...

1-’-- , .....
0 50 ..... 100 !50 200 250

.,~     ’.!’,

26) Would you b~ willing m pay an additional fe~ for ~his s~rviee? . ¯                                                  ~ ::

Y~s 267 77,62%
No 64 18.60%
No responso 133.78%

If no, why?                                                                                                    : :..

N Re~son
18 28% Phone support should be included for ~o additional fee
7 11% Engineers ~espond by phone anyway, satisfied with current service .,.,.

6 9% Sits are prcfm’lcd medium, pmfere written communications
5 8% Depend upon cost ..
4 6% Don’t need it

2 3~t Sit t~ponse is fast enough .
1 Not necessary if SRs a~ processed fast .,.,,

1 Not satisfied wlcurrent service
1 Put efforts into speeding up SR’s
1 Would prefer BBS

.̄’:

X :175~12 ..,
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Developer Rcladons -- ISV Survey                                            :

L 27) Do you have, or can you easily get access to a modem?      ~.,

L Yes 3~1 99.1% .
No 1 0.3% "

No response 2 0.6%

L 28) 13o you have, or can you easily get access to a CD-ROM drive?

Yes 174 50,6% ’, ! ....... "

L No 168 48.8%

No ~esponse 2 0.6%

...... X 175113
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’ Developer Relations- ISV Survey

.~ :..

29) If you could customize yoor own "Developer Support Program" that would offer the

support mechanisms you need most, what would they be’t                   . .o

N      [csponse
153 44~ )irect access to engineers and phone support
83 24% ~nline
18 5% ~ccesstoupdatedTech, doc,&sourcecodeexamp]cs
9 3% Ability to d~rect to questions to mon~ knowledgable st. support rep
9 3% Buglist and KnowMdge Bas~ and doc. on CD (with updates)
7 2~ Faster turnaround ’

3 I~signalod contacts at ISV site and MS. :

3 BBS posting of most commonly asked qu~slions, bugs
"

2 KnowledgcBase ’..
2 Some way of getting fax or modem response w/in 24 hrs,

I A form conducted by levels with Knowledge Base first

1 A PSR service to answer questions
l A real person to ta~ to
1 Ability to follow up with an engineer
1 Ability to make SR’s
I Access to knowledge base ’

1 Accurate on-line reference material
1 Batch downloads of updates
1 Better bug lists
1 Bettor development tools - better code
l Design it like AppleLink ~ .. :,’.

I Develope~ relations prolpam with free technical support ...
1 Easy to use online service

-~

, ’

1 Electronic aca:ess to all info about programming in Win

1 Fife fighting function when something is broken , .:.

1 Free support for developers .::

I Good On-line support "~ "

1 Have available (for f¢�) tech specs for specific file formats

1 In depth knowledge of API’s (development tools)

1 Include Excell support in on-line package(and Windows)

1 Knowledge base limited ot tech responses
1 Low priority items lhrough SRs to OnLine .::;.,.

I Lower prices for companies with lower priced products

1 Make all environment run under Windows including compiler

1 Mobile scrvic¢ rep that could go in-house ".:
I Modem hook-ups with Emall
l More advanced knowledge base for MS Windows .

1 More font support .:

l More info accessible to developers at earlier state

,~ :"I MS toch representatives in the office
I Pre.release info on a consistent basis .
I SDK - live support when problems arise
I Simple online system
1 The basic on-line system
I Timely bug fixes from MS :!:"

1 Timely mailings of documentation and seeded software

] 202678.5 ’ 32 X ].753.14
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Developer Relations -- ISV Survey                                           ...’..

iUnlimited access to KnowledgeBase
|Updated bug report~ on a BBS
[Updated ncwslelter info (buglists, etc.)
|Use compuserve or better on-line software

30) What a~nual fee would you be willing to pay for this "program"?
Price Range N

|Average $893 - $I0to$250 41 17%

|SLDev. $750 $251 to$500 58 24%

[Median $795 $501 to $750 14 6%

ge $0-$51300 $751 to $1000 8736%

~NRan 227 $1001 to $2001 2912%

S2OOtto$5ooo , !!,. 5%
240 ’.

87

41

$2 o $ oo $700 2000 $ ooo                              ..,.

Hun-numeric an~ven: 2~4
1 "

Free 11 $I0 per use .:

Based on usage 6 $200 +usage 1

3 level us~ fee 3 $295 ÷per usage 1 " "

Free fo~ 3 months 1 $295 w/usage 1

Multi.tiered 1 $50/par hour t ..

No idea 1 Depends on product 1

Prefer hourly 1 Depends on size 1 ;

Current price 1 First fix bugs 1 ..

Dedicated tech: $8500 1 Same as OnLine 1

: ] 2026786 ,
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