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From tomle Thu Oct |8 06:24:22 1990

To: bradsi

Subject: Req for Program Manager

Date: Thu Oct 18 06:21:44 1990

Have you secn my req for & new program manager for Dos. Let
me know if thers is anything that needs changing. We are pretly desperate.

Thanks,
Tom
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From tomle Thu Oct 18 06:26:22 1990

To: bradsi

Subject: Dos 6 Meeting

Date: Thu Oet 18 06:22:58 1990

T am going to bold off on this meeting till Monday. | bave started
8 wrile up but this week has been loo crazy o really conceotrate. I need
the weekend to really pull my thoughts togetber,

Thanks,
Tom
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From markche Thu Oct 18 08:06:03 1990

To: kathrynh w-carrin w-maris

Cc: brade bradsi

Subject: Paul Sherer

Date: Thu Oct 18 08:01:05 1990

Paul's big unanswered question was "why is dos any different from other
products like excel, ete. MS pever says anything prior to announce about
aew releases for any otber products.

Having thought about it, this is bow [ would answer today:

- There are 50 million DOS users, 80 other product has this kind

of installed bese o consider, and a chasge of operating system version
bas & more significant impact on more users than » change of application
version
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- We always fully brief our key customers uoder NDA well in advance,
With DOS, its pretty tough to get 50 millioa people disclosed under
NDA

- Al the same time, as reports of DOS 5 start to circulate in the press,
we felt that, given the above, it was important that we fet the masses
know that there is in fact s DOS S, that this is oot just ampant
speculation.

- the only similar experieace we have bad with » product of this

mapnitude was Win 3.0, With Win 3.0, we said nothing prior to asnounce,
meanwhile it was all over the press, and users expressad strong

frustration that we could have st least scknowledped that there was s

Win 3.0 being worked and givea some sense of what our direction for this
release was. We lcarned from Win 3.0 that we better serve the interests

of our customers by being more up front prior to release for & product

of this magnitude, and that is why we are doing things differently with
DOs 5.

- if we really waated 10 pre-empt DR DOS sales, we'd be fully divulging
the features of DOS 5, because they do in fact compare very favorably to
DR DOS, ie we have all of the features that they offer plus a Jot more.,
However, we bave only scknowledged that DOS § exists and indicated some
general directions, we have not divulged detailed feature info except

uader ndas.

I communicated some, but ot all, of this to Paul.  think it would be

80od if you guys could walk him through this today. There are some very
clear reasons why we are talking about DOS §. and they have little to do
with DR DOS. I think PC Week is really doing & number on us by claiming
that all of this is a sinister plot to destroy DR DOS.
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From chrisbr Thu Oct 18 08:16:20 1990

To: bradsi ericst johnen mikedr philba tomle

Subject: Re: FW: Re: high memory support

Date: Thu Ot 18 08:16:57 1990

Ok, but UMBs are still bard to use and will confuse the customer and
cause phones to ring at PSS, Do we want this material to be touched
Upon in the installation manual (we have no piass to go into much detail
on anything in this cookbook), or do we Jjust waat to document the hell
out of it in the refereace? In otber words, do we want this material to
be put infront of everyone using DOS or do we wast it to be reference
material, which will be available to all, but used primarily by the
experienced users?

X 207
CONFIDENTA4,

MS-PCA 1176846
CONFIDENTIAL

K Yoisleg oY T o

=

=

B

g

)



