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Daniel M. Wall declares and says:

l. I am a member of the bar of the State of California, and a partner with the
law firm of Latham & Watkins LLP, counsel for Oracle Corporation, Daniel Harris, Ronald
Alepin, and Clifford Chance LLP in this matter. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth
below and, if called upon to do so, I could and would testify competently thereto.

2. On March 30 and 31, 2000, I attended the Oral Hearing on the Article 24
proceeding to which Microsoft’s subpoenas ostensibly relate. At that hearing, Microsoft
presented approximately an hour of argument contesting the motivations and bona fides of those,
like Oracle, who provided technical input to the Monitoring Trustee. This included arguments
grounded in documents Microsoft obtained through access to file to the effect that Oracle, Sun
and others handed the Monitoring Trustee the arguments which he used to criticize the
disclosures. Microsoft made its views about the foundation for the Monitoring Trustee’s
opinions abundantly clear.

3. That said, substantially all of the remaining two days of hearing concerned
the substantive sufficiency of the disclosures, which was addressed by multiple technical experts
including the Monitoring Trustee and his staff. The debate over the adequacy of Microsoft's
disclosures has plainly moved on beyond the question of what basis the Monitoring Trustee
originally had for criticizing the disclosures, and by the conclusion of the hearing was grounded
solely in objective technical issues.

I executed this declaration on this 17™ day of April, 2006 at San Francisco,
California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America

Dmett/a

V" DANIEL M. WALL

that the foregoing is true and correct.
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