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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS EASTERN WARANON. DOBBINS
CLERK, U.S. DISTRICT COURT.

- ALEKS RECHANIK PRO SE ) 08CVA4741
[ , ) ¢ JUDGE MAROVICH
" Microsoft Corporation ,
A Wbyt Carparation ) _MAG.JUDGE VALDEZ
: ) DEMAND FOR
Defendant , ) JURY TRIAL
COMPLAINT

This is an action by ALEKS RECHANIK PRO SE to open Discovery in the lawsuit
in virtue of new and very serious charges against Microsoft Corporation in
infringement of Federal United States and Local Iincis Laws as civil and
criminal , by related to Microsoft Corporation v. Aleks Rechanik ,an individual

No. 04C-7687 the Honorable Judge James Moran in the United States District for

the Northern District of Illinois Eastern Division.

1., RELATED ACTION

LR 42 Related Case Notice
1. Tdentity of Related Case

1.1 Pursuant to Local Rule 42.2 this action is related to Microsoft Corporation v,
ERA Soft Corporation and Aleks Rechanik ,an individual No. 04C-7687 the Honorable
Judge James Moran in the United States District for the Northern District of 1llinois

Eastern Division,

2. Nature of Related

1.2. On November 30,2004 while Aleks Rechanik (“Mr. Rechanik” or “Plaintiff”) was
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going to sleep (around 9-10 p.m. ),a legal process server ringing and knocked on
his door. When he answered the door, he was served with a lawsuit filed by
Microsoft Corporation in a federal court. By above lawsuit (No.04 C -7687) Microsoft
Corporation (“Microsoft” or “"Defendant™) charged “Mr. Rechanik™ as employee of ERA
Soft Corporation (“ERA Soft corp.”)“at copyrights and trademarks infringement, unfair
competition, distributing counterfeit and/or infringing “Microsoft” software and /or
related components even afler “Microsoft” informed them of their 1llegal activity
and requested that they cease and desist letters; illegal advertising , marketing,
installing, offering, and distributing computer hardware and software, including
purported “Microsoft” software.”

JL_NATURE OF THE CASE

2.1  Thisis a lawsuit seeking lawful Discovery by “Plaintiff”, because ina
previous court he had been unlawfully deprived of his, and money damages and
equitable relief pursuant Federal Constitutional 14 Amendment and Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 16(b),26(b) and 26(f).This lawsuit seeks to recover compensation for
the significant damages caused by “Microsoft™. In addition this lawsuit seeks to
recover punitive damages , statutory penalties, litigation fees and expenses, relief

from judgment , permanent injunction and equitable relief
HOI. PARTIES

A. Aleks Rechanik PRO SE
3.1 Plaintiff Aleks Rechanik is single ,old, sick man. He is citizen of

United States , reside in Lake Zurich, Illinois.
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B. _Defendant

3.2 Giant world and national wide software corporation. Defendant- Microsoft
Corporation is company in the business of manufacturing and distributing software,
hardware products and relative components. It headquarter is located at One
Microsoft Way, Redmond, Washington . It holds and the filing hundreds of lawsuits
against individuals and small business companies in federal courts across the country .
The “Microsoft” monopolize and control the sale of over 90% national wide sofiware
market.

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Microsoft Corporation from 1982 until present time get lost of 99 % lawsuits against

of it , most company ,that won are medium size or large corporation jthat i3 more than
50(fifty) cases national and word wide and by lawsuit payouts amount more than
$9 billion and around of 100 (hundred) lawsuits pending. Main count of lawsuits that
is patents infringement and activity an infringement of intellectual property rights
from “Microsofi”. Also, most of “Microsoft’s” victims don’t have the resources to sue.
Hi-tech society and public of national wide decided, that disturber Nol of intellectual

property rights that is"Microsoft”, because all business history of it , that it trouble and

trouble. Of course because CEQ of “Microsoft” said “Business 18 great matter, because
that is great game without any rules”. For repair Public Image and made “Microsoft’s™ it

victim, one employ a number of PR (Public Relations) firms, most prominently

Rechanik PRO SE pleadings08/v1-3




WAGGENER Edstrom and pay about a quarter of a billion dollars a year and other
PR firms many millions more to keep “Microsoft” shining in the public eye and
start mystical war against large numbers of so-called “counterfeit” users ,using
blessing target of protection intellectual property rights for creating most aggressive
.Jinhuman, mercilessness “roller of repressions “, which one crashed American
democracy and good faith of American society to Congress , judges , lawyers and
large business ( just between 10-21%, Harris Interactive Inc. March.2007) .

Most hard crime is impunity “(George Bernard Shaw. Irish aythor. )

And “Microsoft “more than 20(twenty ) years starting so-called “counterfeit” cases by

lobbying Congress, judges and Mass-Media, using Judicial “holes™ and bureaucracy
systems (Exhibit 1). And obtained excellent results, that is very important fact, that
99% of so-called “counterfeit” cases “Microsoft” open to smail business companies
or to persons which one doesn’t have the money to be effective against ™
Microsoft’s” huge legal department , consisting of 1400 employees and has won .

PR-company of “Microsoft” legend “with fantastic and unreal numbers of damages by
“counterfeit” to U.S economy and “Microsoft”™( nobody proof it and calculate),
because that is impossible and was the purpose of moral-psychological pressure on
public bodies, the judiciary, society and lawyers to create a guilt complex for the accused
parties before the court decision and covert pressure on the court decision for closed
eyes to false lawsuit , wrong evidences ,unsubstantial materials

B. "Microsoft” have ne proof of Infringement.

In above ,relatives case, there founded some information and charges from 9 (nine)
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ie

investigators, but when Plaintiff have analyzed those materials and investigated , got
strong conclusion, that charges are wrong and put it compel to court, for removing
charges without verifications from all investigators as irresponsible .
And by summary judgment “Microsoft” brought it , but jusi, 3(three) verifications
from investigators , instead of 9 (nine) investigators Jlike by case. Now will compare
information of those 3(three) investigators from Interrogatories of relatives case and
from Summary judgment of same case. Name of ones : Mr.Doug Cunningham,

Mr. Keagan Patrick and Mr John P.Joice.

Mr.Doug Cunningham :

4.1 From “First set of Interrogatories "(Exhibit 2) Mr.Doug Cunningham,
Pinkerton Corporation ... has knowledge of Defendant’s distribution to an investigator
of “counterfeit” Office-Pro 97 and/or related components on or about December 15,
2002; and Defendant’s distribution to an investigator of “counterfeit”office Pro97
and/or related components and a “counterfeit” Windows 2000 Pro COA label, a
possibly stolen Windows 2000Pro COA label on or about February 6,2003”.

4.2 From “Declaration of Mr. Doug Cunningham in support... motion for summary
Judgment against Defendant’s™ (Exhibit 3)said : “I Doug Cunningham,declare as
follows: “I opened the package and inspected its contents...to be sent to Microsoft
representative “

Mr. Keagan Patrick :
4.3 From “First set of Interrogatories™( Exhibit 2 ) Mr. Keagan Patrick

National Trademark investigators,11444 Washington Blvd , #119 Los Angeles
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California 90066, “Has knowledge of Defendant’s distributionto an investigator of
“counterfeit” Windows 2000Pro COA labels and “counterfeit "Microsoft Windows 98
COA labels on or about April 22,2004 *,

4.4 From™Declaration of Mr. Keagan Patrick in support ... motion for summary
judgment against Defendant’s say:”] Keagan Patrick, Declare as follows: “I, opened the
package and inspected contents...to be sent to a Microsoft representative” (Exhibit 4).

Mr.John P. Joyce:

4,5 From” First set of Interrogatories(Exhibit 2) . Joyce Investigative Services,
P.0.Box 31241,Independence,Ohio 44131, “Has knowledge of Defendant’s
distribution to an investigator of “counterfeit” Windows2000 Pro COA labels and
“counterfeit” Windows98 COA labels on ar about September 21,2004 ™.

46 From “Declaration of Mr.John P. Joyce in support ... motion for
summary judgment against Defendant’s John P. Joyce , declare as follows: “Lopened
the package and inspected its contents to be sent to Microsoft representative (Exhibit5 ).
In fact, such a conclusion is :

4.7 From” First set of Interrogatories “ investigators acting as highly
qualified experts with a high degree of awareness {(stolen , couaterfeit ), when do not
have to bear respongsibility before the law for their words , but with verifications ,
and that is most important fact, when this responsibility before the law for their

words is they instantly lose their eloquence and their fantasy evaporates
immediately . And we immediately appear middleman with limited skills and
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information :*“ opened package, inspected inner stuff by brands, quantities and
sent to “Microsoft “ and that is all . Where is knowledge ahout, some counterfeit,
or something , nothing ; because investigator , just middle man ,which one works
for different companies with different matter and he isn’t expert and haven’t
any sources estimate quality of software, of course, Thus, information’s from
above investigators about “counterfeit “sale by Plaintiff that is real fraud.
Mr .Rechanik was falsely , recklessly, shamefully , and publicly accused of illegal
activities.
C. Mail Fraud and Wire Frand

5.1 By above relatives lawsuit “Microsoft” argues that informed and
notified Mr Rechanik, by letter dated May 17,2004 that he had distributed counterfeit
Microsoft software and/or components and asked Mr Rechanik to cease and desist
from such infringing conduct. “Microsoft” approves and accuses Mr.Rechanik
that it was expressly informed Mr.Rechanik that they were distributing
counterfeit “Microsoft” items, but they were '"'not interested” but that time does
aot provide any docamentary evidence, some allegations and only.

5.2 MR. Rechanik doesn’t have letters “Cease and Desist” from “Microsoft”
dated May 17,2004 or later and “Microsoft” brought nothing evidences or facts about
delivery those letters to Plaintiff, but unlawful argves that the reason it is
received and on the basis of the accused Mr.Rechanik.

5.3 By above relatives lawsint “Microsoft “ argues and accuses MR.Rechanik

that he refused to talk on the phone with a representative “Microsoft” and respond to it
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provocative questions, but “Microsofi”. forgets that MR Rechanik is not his slave and

outlawed slavery and desire to speak and meet peaple then call it a legitimate right and
confirmed by the Constitution of U.S. First Amendment and Anti --Discrimination
Amendment Act 2001(4a) and blame for this can not be any body even “Microsoft”.

5.4 “Microsoft” behavior and caused to Mr. Rechanik health damage, requires a
lengthy moral and psychological treatment, and as a result he could not give businesses
the necessary time and energy. “Microsoft’s” conduct resulted in direct and
consequential damages, loss, and harm to Mr.Rechanik in a amount to be proven at
trial,

D. Fraud , misrepresentation of Courts ,and actual possibility of Civil
conspiracy

6.1 By “Stipulated Protection Order” of above relatives case, signed by
counsel of Microsoft, ex-counsel of Plaintiff and disirict court judge, both counsels
must designate "Confidential and Restricted “material by placing following legend on
any such record and stamped each pages (Exhibit 6 ). By rules of above order,
Plaintiff has rights of participating at Deposition of any witnesses with any

“Confidential materials( Exhibit 6. P.39 ). But counsel of “Microsoft” and ex-counsel

of Plaintiff°s complete willful and unlawful violated those requirements of rules.
Before Deposition of expert of Microsoft “( there is main witness at case), Plaintiff has
notice for participating at above Deposition from ex-counsel of one (Exhibit 7 ),

but 2(two) days prior of above Deposition , Plaintiff has prohibition for access to

above event without of any clear explanation from ex-counsel of Plaintiff s, but with
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refer 10 opinion of counsel of “ Microsoft” about this illegal action (Exhibit 8 ).
Ex-counsel of Plaintiff’s tried motivated unlawful steps by “so-called Restricted™
material presented at Deposition ,but those motivation is real wrong . “Restricted” ,that
is “Limit™ by size or quantities of property or a facility and those facility have huge
size, but “Confidential”determination is real correct for presented material (Exhibit 9 ),
and Plaintiff have rights be presented there(Exhibit 6.P39).During in 3 (three) days ex-
counsel of Plaintiff’s was unavailable by phone, fax and on-line and nobody seek
actual material , presented at “so-called” Deposition™ like “counterfeit” and , of course

estimated of them , and nobody seek main witness from “Microsoft” and nobody

knows she was there or not. Ex-counsel of Plaintiff’s appeared after Deposition of

main witness from “Microsoft” Just . In fact Plaintift get lost chance of Discovery with
most important witness,because office of counsel of “Microsoft”located at high security
building "Citadel” and without confirming from office, impossible get access to there.

6.2 Infact Plaintiff has rights estimated above happens like possible fact of
conspiracy between “Microsoft” and ex-counsel of Plaintiff’s for attempt of frand of
district court and Justice, because those actions by ex-counsel of Plaintiff’s and by
counsel of “Microsoft” was very “harmonious ,well coordinated , exact and made very
fast. Plaintiff has a lot of consultations from other very experienced lawyers and
everybody estimated above situation like very abnormal and questionable .

6.2 The more that all so-called confidential materials that were allegedly

caused these very dubious behavior , “Microsoft” placed in the summary case, obtained

for use by Plaintiff . There is no doubt that ‘Microsoft” wanted to hide the actusl
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dubious value * so-called” facts, or their complete ahsence, as well as very possible

fact to hide of absence of principal witness from “Microsoft”,
6.3 “Microsoft” business history, that is in fact, good skills of conspiracy and

infringement of law, see Criminal case of Indiana State v. Jack Abramoff
2001-2006 (fraud, conspiracy, itlegal activity)/official lobbyists of “Microsoft™ in
Congress/. (Exhibit 10 ).

6.4 “Microsoft” outrageous conduct ,including threats, intimidation, and
coercion , was intended to and actually caused Mr. Rechanik extreme emotional
distress .

E. Racketeering, willful breach of the settlement agreement and abuse
of Federal Judiciary.

7.1 “Microsoft” by above relatives case accuses Mr. Rechanik by complaint

alleged cause of action for copyright infringement, trademark infringement,
false designation of origin ,deceptive trade practices, and unfair competition by
lawsuit case filed on or about April 22,1999 in the United States District Court
for the Northern District of Ohio(case No. 1-99-cv-00965-KMO) alleging that
Aleks Rechanik, doing business as Altim International Trading Co.

7.2 During the judicial inquiry Ohio cases, “Microsoft” has not provided any
evidence and won one lawsuit solely on a heavy pressure and creating unbearable
moral-psychological atmosphere around of the ex-consul Mr.Rechanik, which one
was an a depression, despair, in a panic ,have paralysis of will and a signatory to
all that wanted ‘Micmsqﬁ“ is absolutely not agreeing on anything with the client
contrary to its will, enjoying the right to represent the client, Incidentally Ohio
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District Court particularly noted the apparent lack of activity ex-consul Mr Rechanik’s .
There was real fact of visible presence of racketeering from “Microsofi”™ .

7.3 In fact Mr.Rechanik have settlement with “Microsofi™, by settlement
agreement “Full and Final Release of All Claims™(Exhibit 11), where “Microsoft”
was full satisfied and signed at Chicago, Iineis. By those agreement “Microsoft”
“intends and agrees that this release applies to all of its claims arising from above
litigation, present and future ... ,compensatory of punitive damages..., claims for
known or unknown injures, developments ,consequences and permanency of those
damages or injures ; and there is no misunderstanding in this regard ™.

Any way ,"Microsoft” willful breach of the settlement agreement and willful accuses
Mr. Rechanik by complaint of relatives lawsuit No.04 C-7687, deliberately not
informing The District Court of the Settlement Agreement, committed a violation of
the law than ,like abuse of Federal Judiciary.

7.4 Plaintiff’s acts form a pattern of racketeering by committing at least
two acts racketeering activity , willful breach settlement agreement “Full and Final
Release of All Claims”. The predicate acts of racketeering include, but are not
limited to attempted of violations of Federal RICO 18 U.8.C.§1961 and §1964.

7.5 These unlawful activities of “Microsoft” were not isolated.

The "Microsoft “ racketeering willful breach settlement agreement “Full and Final
Release of All Claims”, and violation of abuse of Federal Judiciary conduct
directly and proximately resulted in damages, including harm to Mr Rechanik health

and property in an amount to be specifically proven at trial.
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F. Complete lack of legal basis

at

8.1 All listed above arguments prove absolutely complete lack of legal basis
“» of all claims by "Microsoft” by Jawsuit No 04 C -7687.

82 "Microsoft" willful introduced in the lawsuit No 04 5-7687 absolutely
false accusations and intentionally tried to present them as credible, “Microsoft”
action. worthy of every condemnation Decent and Punishment .

8.4 "Microsoft" willful caused enormous and largely incorrigibility damage to
health Mr Rechanik , his property, name, personal life, career and personal reputation
an amount to be specifically proven at trial .

V. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Wherefore , the plaintiff prays for :

1. Dismissal all of the Plaintiffs claims with prejudice.

2. Anorder that plaintiff's shall take no relief from their complaint herein,
3. All direct and consequential damages .

4. Declaratory and Injunctive relief.

5 Statutory and punitive damages awardable under 815 ILCS 510/1 .
6.Attomey’s fees, all expenses relatives with cases proceedings and costs
awardable under 17 U.5.C. § 505.
7. 7.For post- judgment interest on the entire judgment until paid in full .

8. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and equitable.
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Respectfully submitted this 19® day of August,2008.

Aleks Rechanik PRO SE
1216 Thorndale lane
Lake Zurich JL. 60047

By: Js/ Aleks Rechanik
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Mlcrosoft's Iawswt payouts amount

to around $9 billion -~ -~ . -

14 Jul2005 14:38BST - o v o e e
By Désiré Athow- b R T T
Updated Twice the GDP of Cambodia. ..., . ... i«

* UPDATE Additional material at the end of this artlcla

..MICROSOFT HAS had a long, a very long history of litigation, court
orders, patent infringements and antitrust lawsuits against it since the
-very beginning of its history. We;ve managed to draw up a partial list of ..
these.

THé surprising thing is not only the number of those lawsuits against ~
. Microsoft - at one time, it had more than 130 pending - but more
' importantly, the sheer amount of money it represents.

Thé Retirtiond giarkt 1as been ordered to pay neafly $9 billion, a figure’
whtc:h |s sat to nsa wnh some Iawsuats stlll tn ba rulad on.

LR fa1 DR

Thls covers avarthlng from the miniscule $2 mlllmn pald tothe state of

- lowa, a9 a fine-fellowing the 1992 jawsuit ageinst MS for overcharging -
customers, to the huge $2 billion one pald to the Enemy Sun
“Microsystems. <« - 4 e

. Soma notable painte that amerged during my research.” .~ .= .~

1: Many of the lawsvits, especially the fedpral ones, were aott;ed with -
Microsoft giving away free vouchers and free software for the

. educational epctor in those states. Some have argued that the 1989 .-
lawsuit was & trojan horse to break the hold of Apple on thiat market.

© 2. Microsoft has sbveral times invested in the cumpanles which have - f
_sued it. AT&T - where_they threw in $5 bllllDl‘I Apple $150 mllllon and
* Imhersion - $26 million..  * '

3. Fhough Microsol is keen to emphasise the fact-that they are not.

quilty of any wrongdoing in many of the lawsuits, they would prefar fo

pay raffier thar @nything élsé. This has lead some observersio . -
speculate that fines has been a way to "oil" the progress of Micrasoft.

. Note also that fio one has basn imiprisoned and that apart froim paying - -
out huga amounts af monay, Microaoﬂ can carry on its business as

usual : ‘
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« Print Version

4. The amount of money paid by Microsoft for PR and for the lawsuits
“byitself is in the region of $500 mitlion during the past 10 years.

5. The monies to be paid are oftan distributed through vouchers and
therefore, the sums below are maximums rather than effectively paid
; as a sizeable part of those vouchers.goes uncollectad, - .. ..

. To date, there ara 48 lawsuits that have been documenteq onling, 39
of which have had the fines clearly defined and the rest sither to be
derided gr with undisclosed fines. Below is the complete listin
alphabetical order. If there i any lawsuit that { missed or any other
information or amounts that are incomect, please ¢ da informme. y_

ula:.‘;r‘ater.‘:l": | ‘ ol - . ATEAE $32000000

$10,500,000
334,000,000 -
[ $240,000,000

$12,300,000
Hlincourt =

$22,600,000
$3,150,000

| Still incourt
Undisclosed ™

................................................ $9,330000
$8,600,000

$62,000,000
$83,000,000
$1,950,000,000

(1 ) Carjos Armandg-is a Gualamalan mvarﬂor The lawsuit was over a
method to "transfer data between Mlcrosnﬂ Excal and Mtcrosnft Acoess

usmgaamgleapreadshaet VA L A A
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Plainiiff Microsodt Covparation (“Micmeo'”) respocds 1o defendarts’ Firs Set of
inlorcogalories a8 follows:

- INIERROGATORY NO. §:

Kdentify cvary porson with knowledgo of the facts alieged i Microsoft's Complaint and
stute the subject matter of each such person’s knowledge.

mmummnmmummmwm
stiorcy-cliont peiviloge, the work product doctris sad/or any other sppticable privilege.
um.mm»mMHhmhiuﬁMMhnm
sacrot ar propriotary ieformution concening Miorosoft's business, or other infbemation that
MMEM.MH:MMHMMM ‘

mumﬁmmmmwm-m
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MM&MMMHMMhhmm-um
unduly burdesisome, and socks information that is equally availsble 1o and/or in the possession,
custody, and control of Defondants. Microsoft also objects to this Interrogatory on the grownds it
is vagne snd ambiguous.

Subject t0 and without waiving its chjections, Microsoft responds thet the following
mmmmmmmmmrmmummm
Rechanik d/iva Altim internationsl Trading Co. and Aleks Rechanik, n individual:

Microsoft delivered two letics to Defendeas, one of whick was dated May 17, 2004 s
mmm“mmmn.gm.mun';ammw
mmmmammmmmmm The
lmmmdnliwuulmmwmrumm“dmm Alsks
muuummmmummuumm in Cloveland,
Ohio and opersted » businees, Ultimasto Intagration. Whan swkeod o discuss Defimdants’ moent
mmammmmmmmmumm
would g0 out of business and did not wish to discuss the matter isther. Microgofl refirs
Defendants to Microsoft's Rule 26(a)X1) Initial Disclosures, which inoluded copics of theee: cease
and desisi letiers.

mummILManhw-w
Defondants © discuss the May 17, 2004 ossee a0d dasist letrers. M:.A;muplﬁnumn
pucpose of ber call, and Defsadents onded the phoas cel.

MicrosoR further responds that although tae investigators who scquired the countorisit
and/or infringing Microsoft software and componants fiom Dofendants are not Microsaft's
wmmmmm[ﬂm'mm
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Defeadant Aleks Rechanik has knowledge of: Defendants’ acquisition and distribution of
counterfeit Microsoft software and components; and the lawsuit filed against him by Microsoft
onorahmtn.puiln,IM,inﬂnUniMSmmuﬁmComﬁrmaMmMmormh,
Case No. 1-99.CV-0965-KMO, including the judgment and permanent injunction entered against
him.

Kntankbnd.MlmwﬁCorpmum,whonuybemhmdﬂmﬂlemﬁ‘s
counsel, hnhmwldpofﬂmeanofﬂwamﬂnﬂwmmdmmpm
distributed by Defendants. This includes, bot is not limited to, the Microsoft Windows 2000
Professional (*Windows 2000 Pro”) Certificate of Auﬂmm‘ﬁ!y ("COA") labels and the Microsoft
WindomMOOAlnhehdiltribuhdbyDefmdmmminwuimmouboqu:ﬁmbuZl,
2004. |

MHMWWPWySMMIm.mmhwdﬂWuﬂ
Microsoft's counsel, has knowledgoe of: the counterfoit nature of the counterfeit Microsoft Office
wwmmmmm(mmmmmmmwmww
Dofumammvmmrnnnnhombmmbuls 2002; Mﬂwcounurfmnnmofﬂm
counterfeil Windows 2000 Pro COA labels and Microsoft Windows 98 COA lnbuladmnbumd
byDalhﬂanHMHunvmeronarlbmnApnlﬂ 2004,

Gordon Sippell, i MMFWMmmmmyhmwMugh
Micmmﬂ'amul;huknuwhdpufdnm%nﬁuofﬂwmumufmmﬁmho9’?

mmmmwmmwmw:mmcmrm
w.ndn“zuoohncm Inbel that wore distributed byDcfmdmmlanImonwnbwt

February 6, 2003.
Doug Cunminghum, Pinkerton Consulting & Investigations, 3000 Executive Patkway,
Suite 145, San Ramon, Califomia 94583, hutﬂogrlg!u of: Defendants’ distribution to ap
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Defondant Aloks Rechank has knowledgs of: Defandants® acquisition snd dietributing of
counterfeit Microsolt software and componetts; sod the Inwaell flled agmixmt hien by MicrosoR
an or shout Apeil 22, 1999, in the Usitad States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio,
Cane No. 1-99-CV-0965-KMO), inchading the judgment and parmanent injunction cateod against
him,

Kriati Bankhead, Microsoft Corporation, who may be contactod twough Microeoft's
counsel, has knowledye of the countorfeit nature of the Microsoft saftware snd compoatats
distributed by Dafendents. This inclndes, bt is not lrmitod 10, the Microso® Windows 2000
Professionsl ("Windaws 2000 Pro”) Cortificats of Astheaicity ("OOA") Iabeis s0d the Microsoft
Windows 98 COA labels distribwted by Defndants io an investigstor on or about Scptember 21,
2004,

Anita Rea, tntolinctual Property Seevioss, Inc., who may be contaced through

umﬂ:;nhmwmumm.wummm
WWHMWMMWWWW_Q
mupmuwmmu.mwhmmd%
counterfait Wiodows 2000 Pro COA lsbels and Microsoft Windows 98 OOA labels distributed
by Defondants 10 an invostigator 00 or shout Aprit 22, 2004, -

( Gandon Sippa it ctual Propecty Sarvices, Inc., who mey be contactod through
Microsoft's counsel, has knowlodge of the coumterfait aature of the covaterfeit Office Pro 97
software snd/or roliod components, the counterfeit Windows 2000 Pro COA Iebe @
WindoWe 2000 Pro COA tabel that wore distribused by Dofidants 0 an investigeor 06 or sbout”
Febeuary 6, 2003.

Doug Cunminghamm, Pinkerton Consulting & Investigations, 5000 Executive Packway,
Suite 145, Sen Rareon, Califomia 94583, has knowledge of: Defandiants” distribution to an
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investigator of counderfeit Offico Pro 97 and/or related components ou or sbout Deccmber 15,
2002; and Defndants® distribution t0 an investigsor of countorfeit Offics Pro 97 and/or reiated
components and s counterfoit Windows 2000 Pro COA, labed, and a possibly stolen Windows
ﬁnmmmmummmm.
W*Mmmmmmumwmmmmm
Angeles, Califomia 90066, bes knowledge of Defbntents’ distribution to an inveetigator of
mmwmmmmmmm:mnwmn%
on or sbout Apeil 22, 2004,

Jobn P. Joyoe, John P. Jayoe lnvestigative Services, P.O. Box 31241, Independence, Ohio

——n
44131, hes knowledge of Defendants’ dixtribetion s an investigator of countcrieit Windows
2000 Pro COA lsbels and counterfuit Windows 98 COA labels on or about September 21, 2004,
| Jim Kirkry, Kirby & Associates, 783 North York Rd, Elmburst, IL. 60126 s knowledge
qogim-ﬂmmmmwmmmwmm - ¥
(', Defndents® curent wd/or femer employces bave knowledge of: Defeodzats scquisition
and/or distribution of countorfeit and/or infringing Microsoft software and componeats. 7/
q“ Castomers and clisats $0 Whoes Defemdants distribatod counterfeis sdor intinging. .
Microsofl software and components,
QY Supptiers 10 Desoodants of counterfeit aodior infinging Miorosolt software sad .2.1
compoaente

mamrmiee
Microsaft's discovery and investigation are ongoing.

—

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:
mnummmmmmummAmm.mmw
mywhmmmwumwnmam
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mmmmmmm&m«rﬁmﬂmmm
mmmmmmummnw
Wmﬂﬂmm“u%adﬁﬂwmmﬂ.mw
h“MmMMWIT,@_&MMMmM
mmmmammmmmmmm The

nmuuiummmzq-xummmmmmdmmm
4 desiat letters.
m:mm:&m-wm‘mw.w
Deftndmts 10 disrans the May 17, 2004 cesss wed dasiat letters. Ms. Agnew wnplained the
mﬁhm&%m&ﬂwgﬂ.




Defendants to Microsoft's response 1o Intecrogatocy No. 3 for information regarding
communications between Defendants and those investigators.
Microsoft’s discovery and inveatigation are ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Fully describe all investigations performed of Defendants relating to the purchase, sale,
ar use of any Microsoft software, certificates of authenticity, or products, including but not
lisnited to the name of each investigator, the dates oach investigative activity took place, the
nature of cach such investigative activity, the methodology used for each such investigative
activity, and the results of each such investigative activity.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Microsoft objects 1o this Interrogatory o the extant it sccks infiormation protected by the
altorney-client privilege, ﬂuwmtprudmldmnimmﬂurmymhnnppliﬂbhpriﬂhp.
Microsoft further objects to this Intermogatory to the extent that it soaks information that iz » trade
secrel of proprietary information concoming Microsofi’s business, or other information that
Microsoft ia under an obligation to or finds necessary 10 keep confidential. Microsoft also
objects 1 thix intesrogatory on the grounds that it is over broad a8 to time and unduly
burdensome. Miomnﬁdmobjmmﬂ:islntmmoryonﬂnmndsitiuvwmd
ambiguous.

Subject to and without waiving its objections, Microsoft responds that the following
mvesligations have taken place since the dizmiggal of the provious case against Aloks Rechanik
d/b/a Altim intemational Trading Co. and Aleks Rechanik, an individual:

On or about September 21, 2004, investigator John P, Joyce telophoned ERA Soft st
(847) 726-3008, and spoke with a man who identifiod himself as Aleks, The investigator placed
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from ERA Soft Corp., 1216 Thomdale Lanc, Lake Zurich, Illinois 60047, which contained the
jlema ordered by the investigator, und an invoice, sales receipt, snd price list. A Microsoft
representative analyzod the itwns soquired from ERA Soft and determined that the Office Pro 97
software components are counter feit, the Windows 2000 Pro COA label distributed with the

manual is counterfeit, and the manual is non-counteefeit. The Mictosoft representative also
determined that while the Windows 2000 Pro COA isbei, CD-ROM, and mamal are not
counterfeit, they wera distributed in an unsuthorized manmer snd tho COA label was stolen.

mumm:s.mmmrwmmam
Computer Show & Sale held at the Tinley Park Convention Center in Tinley Park, Illincis, and
visited a booth idontified a¢ ERA Soft Corp. The investigator spoke with a male employes snd
acquired 1 Office Pro 97 CD-ROM without a manual ot license for $64.95, and 2 Windows 2000
Pro CD-ROM3 without a manual or license for $119.95. The investigator also acquired s price
lint and an invoice. A Microsoft representalive analyzed tho software acquired from ERA Soft,
and determined that the Offica Pro 97 sofiware components are countorfeit. The representative
also determined that the Windows 2000 Pro software components are nol counterfeis, but were
distributed in an unauthorzosd menner,

In or sround October 2001, investigutor David Woods, Assaciated lavestigative Services,
P.O. Bax 420, Lindenhurst, New York 11757, telephoned BR—A-'Limitld, and spoke with & man

who identifiod himse!f as Aleks. The investigstor placed an order for 1 unit of Microsoft Office
2000 Profesgional software for $119.95, two units of Microsoft Windows ME (Millennium
Edition) soRware for $72.95 each, 2 units of Windows 98 softwarc for $53.95 sach, and 1 vait of
Microsoft Office XP Professional for $149.95. On or about October 29, 2001, a packags was
delivared from ERA Limited, 1216 Thomdale Lane, Lake Zurich, Illinois 60047, which
contained the ilems ordered by Lhe investigator. and an invoice and sales receipt. A Microsoft
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Fepresantative analyzed tho sofiware uequired from BRA Limited and determined that whils the
saftware and software components acquired ﬁomEMLhﬂwdmmmmEEthewa

~ n =

distributed in an unauthorized manner.
e T
On or sbout October 8, 2001, investigator Doug Cunningham telephoned ERA Limitod ai
(847) 726-3008, and spoke with a man who identifiad himself as Aleks. The investigator placed

an order for | unit of Office Pro 97 withowt a manoal for $59.00, and 1 unit of Windows 98

software without 2 manual for $53.00. OnbraﬁdﬂO&ob«H.ZMl.apmhpwdclivm
from ERA Limited, 1216 Thomdale Lane, Lake Zurich, Illinois 60047, which contained the
items ordeved by the investigator, and an invoice and sales reccipt. A Microsoft representative
mmﬂwmmmimmmummdd«mmmmm.mcm
ROM is countarfeit. The Microsoft reprosentative also determined that the Office Pro 97
mﬁwmimutmﬂuﬁitbutmﬁuﬂmﬂinmiumhmimmun

On or about February 25, 2001, inwnwymmw & computer
showhuldummbganfmwinmmﬂﬂmmimmwviﬂudnhmhidmﬁﬁed-
ERA Limited. Theinmﬁmturspokcwﬁhlmdemplwumanquiu_d 1 Office Pro 97 CD.
ROM without a manual or license for $61.00. The investigator also acquired a price list and sn
invoice. AMWRWMM%OMMWWM_M
Limited and determined that tho software is not counterfeit, but was distributed in an
unsuthorized manner., ]
'F On or about Decemnber 13, 2000, an investigator with Pinkerton Consulting &
Investigations. Craig Mavrer, telephoned ERA Limited at (347) 726-3008, and spoke with & man

who identified himseif as Aleks. The investigator plnced an order for I unit of Office Pro 97 for

$40.00 and 1 unit of Windowz 95 software for $20.00. On or sbout January 10, 2001, a package
was delivered from Aleksundr Rechanik, 1216 Thomdale Lane, Lake Zurich, Hlinois 60047,
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e —————

which contained the itents ordered by the investigator. A Microsoft represciitative analyzed the
software distributed b mmmm@-nddmmmmmmnsmm
mpmmuﬂnummmthnwglzdlmibmmmmuﬂmimdmm The Microsoft
reprosentative also detsrmined that the Office Pro 97 sofiware components are coanterfeit.
mulhuMwZ&MvaeﬁWﬁmﬁnkmcmnﬂﬁu&Man
MM & computer show held at the Collego of Du Page in Glen Ellyn, Ilinois.
The investigator visited a booth identified as ERA Limited, and spoke with a man who idenlified
hitmself ax Alcks. The investigator scquired 1 unit of Windows 95 software for $35.00. A
Microsoft representative snalyzed the software distributed by ERA Limited and determined that
the Windows 95 software is not 't.bulwudistﬁhumdinmmthnﬁndmn«._

Microsofl’s discovery and investigation are ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NO, 4.

Fully describe any investigations performed of Defendants that concluded either that the
software, cestificates of suthenticity, or products weve genuine or that the investigators could not
determine whether or not such software, cortificatos of authenticity, of products wgrs genuine.
BESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4;

Microsoft objects to this Inierrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected by the
atorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and/or any other applicable privilege.
Microsoft further objects fo this Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information that is & irde
sacrel of proprictary information conoerning Microsoft's business, or other information that
Microsoft is under an obligation to or finds neceszary o keep confldential. Micvosoft also
objecis to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is over broad s to time and unduly
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INTERROGATORY NO, 12

Identify by case name, cass number, xad jurisdiotion sy court ondexs, whether final or in
ralings on motiona for temporary injunctive relief, in which a court has invalidated, timited or
testricted any of the copyrights or tredemarks deacribed in your Complaint.

Microsoft objocts to tisy Incrrogstory on the gronnds that it is over broad, unduly
burdaneons, and sccks information that is not relevant to the clirns at issne in this action sl is
not lkely to lead to ths discovery of adovisaible evidence. Microsoft also abjects to this
Indexrcogatory on the growrxs it is vagee snd ambiguous. Microsoft further objects to this
Interrogatory o (he extont it soeks publicly avaiinbie infurmation.

DATED: Jume 3, 2005,

MICROSOFT CORPORATION,
Wﬁﬂ \Z
Ono of Its Atlorneys
Eric D. Brandfonbrensr
B. Whiticre
COIE LLP

131 South Desrborm Street

Suite 1700

Chicago, IL. 60603-5539

Telaphone: (312) 324-8400
Factimite: (312) 322-9400
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IN THE UNTTED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOKS




IT

below, and if cailed upom 1o testity, T conld do so competently snd truthfully,

2 mumneomu,zmrmhmeiuwmam-t
mmmmmmwmm [ wont i a tablo identified a5 Bra
mmﬂmmwmmmmummmw
Profeesional Edition ("Office Pro 97*) software, Attachod 10 this declarstion s Exhibit 1 sre
fruie and coereot copies of the sales receipt bearing the Rame Bea Limited that [ received for the
transuction xnd an Frs Soft Corp. price list that I rocsivesd,

3. hthooﬂhnymafmblﬁmithhmhmﬁrh
mmmmmm«mmmmmmumm
mmmmmmdﬁﬁuuwmm&mofmmdmdm With respect to
0ndacs of software o hardwars made for Micrasoft Corpocstion ("Microeoft®), in the oedinary
mof?hﬂmhwm?mmm:www:mwoﬂw
mapﬁumwmmoruhmmmmﬂm.um-w
softwarc received. [ caused the investigation report, inchuling copies of the documentation
muiwdwiﬂnhmdu.u“nuthomﬁmlw\wﬁmmmm. in December
Mhhm&:hﬂmﬁmm&m

R
e
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4 m«m:ﬁmmﬁms.lwmsﬂncmmu(m;n@
- 3008 and spoke with & man win identified himseif as "Alex * [ placed an order for one unit of
purporthfﬁqu??soﬂmudmuniuofMMiﬁmn\szm
Pmmuvmmwamormﬂ)mw. 'Alu‘mudhshipthcoldurhmeum
addreas [ provided. .

5. OnorabmuFebmuyld.ZWB.lmdvednm The retum address (abef
afﬁmwmmpmmnmmﬁmmmccmaﬁomzwmm
Lake Zurich, Minvis 60047, AWW%MH&MMAHIMHWMWW
ofthemddrmhbalﬂmwunﬁxadbﬂumwﬁumm&ﬁcammhm The

dnnhnmoeipumdpﬁoelistdummdmdinﬂum{mwMBMSOR
Corporation. Thereafter, { caused the investigation teport, including copies of the dotumentatiog
received with the order, a3 well as the softwace { received from ERA Soft Corporation in
February 2003, to be sent to a MicrosoR represcatative.
[ declare undec penaiiy of petjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing % true and correct. ﬁxmm_zﬂ“mnfswmm 2006,
4,42

Dayé Cupthingham

L
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. TED- ALEKS
RECHANIK, m.ﬁm e
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L

licensed private investigative agency. h&mﬁmmﬂﬂfh%ﬂnhﬂuh
Mlmm'bhimhﬂdmmm'mﬂwmudhﬂmﬁmmmq
mmduimmm-thmmmmmmwmm
mw»:wwummummhmmmm
clioni(s). MmMMuMWMIhwpmﬂhnwWofhﬁmm
Mhhw,ﬂifﬂupmhhﬂiﬁlmﬂdonwtyndmny.

2 onmmmn,zmrmmm&nmmu(uvnm
3008 and spoke with an unidentifiod maje, Iphednﬂhhmmtwmm
WMMZMPNMMVWWMM')MMMWMMM
MMquwty(mAﬂmwmmmeMHmh
Labols. mmmwmw%hmmmumm:
provided.

3 mmwmmoFNﬂ'lbmmhmiumﬁMmhh
ramivopwkmmm‘:wfmmmmumpmmmllmhdmm‘soﬂhpinLo:
Angeles, California,

4 anMApﬁlm.zw.ahuxwdﬂMmNTrsom&mm-
mailbox service, mmmm»mmmuwmmmsﬂu
Corp., (847) 726-3008, Thomdale Lane, Lake Zurich, lifinois 60047-2763. Autached to this




purporied Windows 2000 Pro sofiware, ten purported Windows 2000 Pro COA labels, and two
purported Windows 98 COA labels, as well an salos receipts banring the name ra Limised and
an Era Soft Corp. price list. Attachod o this deciaration as Exhibit B are true and correct copics
of the sales reccipts and price list that were eaclosod in the package I reccived from ERA Soft

- Comp.

5. in the ordinary course of NTT's business, it is the regular practice fot the
mvestigators who order software or hardware from various companies to report or document the
software and/or berdware acquisition at or ncar the time of the avents desceibed. With peapect to
oeders of software or hardware made for Miceosoft Corporation (*Microsoft”), in the ordinary
mﬂmmmmdm-wmamommmm
mm&mmﬂﬁ-dﬂmﬂﬁmmdvﬁﬂﬁnmﬂmumﬂumm
mm,HWIuhanmdmmmMﬂuphmmuhmm;
Microsoft representative., -

I declare under penaity of pagjury under the Ixws of the United Stutes of Amcrics that the

forogoing is true and comect. Enmmmuzg_d-yofsmw
- /
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISYRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DESTREICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

MICROSOFT CORPORATION, 2 Washington
corporstion,

Case No, 04 C 7687
Judge Intnes B. Moran

Pluintiff,

ERA SOFT CORPORATION, a= Ilfinols
corporation d/bve ERA LIMITED: and ALEKS
RECHANIK, an individual,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defondants. )

eianALINN OF JOXHN JOYCE IN SUFPFORT OF PLAINTIFF M| STy

R JUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANTS

WIRDURATNECE MOTION FOR SUMM/
AR AND ALERE RECHANI

A RUE] CORPORATION DVE/A B




1, Joha Joyce, docinee as folkywy:

i wa.mmmmmmnkmhm
s-mm.mmmwuw hhmﬁuymofwhdu_.l
mwmmmm-ﬂqﬂﬂunm-dhmmm
mmmm»mwmmummm
wmmmmhmmmmdmm Based on
mmumlmmummmuhhumm
m,mumwmm,lmmnwum.

2 mwmwzt.mlwmmm-ﬁm)
MMMMIMWWMI'M' I'piaced sn order fix, among

muwmﬂmmmmmmﬂum
abela. “Alox" agroed to ship the order o me at the address I provided.

k3 mwﬁm%!ﬁ“[ﬂm-m The rotum addross
indicated it was seot from ERA Soft Corp., P.0, Box 955, Lake Zusich, Blinois 60047, tclophons
monbor (847) 726-3008, Amuhﬁmﬂmmh:m-ndmmnr
hm%mhﬂwmmmmmw The package was unopened snd
atill sealod when I received it. lopened the packago and inspectad its contents. ‘Tho package
from ERA Soft Cocp. Whmxwmmmmwn.mm
among other things, ﬁuwwmmmmmmﬁwmmu




4 In the ondinary course of my business, it was my reguiar praction to document any
" softwawe stad/or hardware soquisition § rnede t or near the time of the svenis Svecribed, With
muwﬂmofm«mmﬂehmw('Mhh
ordinary cowse of my business, I seat t0 2 Microsofi reproseuiative a copy of the investigation
report, inchuding copies of the documentation received with an ordex, as well a5 any 30fware
seocived. Tcamed the investigation report, inchuding copies of the documentation received with
the onder, a3 well w3 the software I received from ERA Soft Carp. in September 2004, $0 be sent

% & Micvosolft represcntative.

IMMMﬂMMhMMMWMMMMM
foregoing is tres and correct. wﬁ_ﬂyuwm
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0Z2/08/2005 13:48 PFAX

mnmnmmwmhmmmmmmmm
tho Foderal Rulos of Civil Procedure, ns well as all documents produced by cither party in
response to infonmal discovery requests, snd testimony addnend at trial, matters in evidence sad
computerized records (collectively, “RECORDS™), which the disclosing party designates as
“CONFIDENTIAL MATHRIAL” or “RESTRICTED MATERIAL” hereafter fumnished, directly
of indirectly, by or on behalf of any party in ccxmoction with this sction.

2. In designsting RECORDS s “CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL" or
“RESTRICTED MATERIAL” awmmm:mmorcmm

i E e ———_———— o

MATWL«RHS!MCIEDMAMWMWWMMMHMM

@ocasa;

buhummmmwuuﬂummmumw
information used by it in, or pertaining to, its business which the party takes appropriate efforis
to koep confideatial or which the party is ofherwiss required to keep confidential by agreement
or law. For a designation of RECORDS ss “RESTRICTED MATERIAL,” the party must
MMMMMMWMEWHEWMWM
highly sensitive competitive buiness informatioa. This infoexnation inchades, but is not limited
ummMﬂhWam(m.mmmmm&
which if disclosed would facititste the creation, manufacture, duplication snd/or distribution of
counterfeit copios of that party’s property. This also includes information, which if discloped
would sariowsly wndermine or destroy the party’s ability to investigate the counterfeiting of its
property in general or agsinst other parties. 'While the RECORDS or portions of the RECORDS
Mwwﬂnﬂdswﬂfmmmwmmﬁmaﬁmmyhm“wmﬂ.w
must otherwise be protecied from disclosurs fo the parties themaelves in this litigation, and must
be subject to the restricted disclosure provided below. CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL and

mmmmmnmmmmrmmormmmuﬁmm
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0Z/88/2008 13:45 FAX

not fixx any other purpose. mRBCthichwidmooﬂnlq!ﬁliﬁmudimhﬁmof
mmnmmmmww&uwmwuwmwﬂw
invdmmd'pmmmudwmmmm“
RESTRICTED MATERIAL,
- Rmmm"mmmmmm

to the following persoes:

a Mwmmmmmbd!ﬂfd‘uym.imwuh-
house attorneys; |

b. mymnmnmmmmwmhmmuu

mmmmﬂmm

thhMﬂ&euﬂu-ﬂﬂs_w'_m_ﬂ

d. n]rpmnot;p:mbynwwhhwmwmﬂnh
hmﬁhmm%hm&ﬂﬂmﬂnhmﬁﬁmh
mﬁmmmmmmmmmmm

e myﬁMthmhw“wﬁdhﬂlm.mdm
mmlamm;quummy.mmmmmam
mmmmk@mmmmﬂwm

f the Couzt.

doei o




Roosse1:

$2/08/2008 13:43 FAL

a hwmmﬁsuﬁmmbﬂﬂfﬂ'mpﬂmhﬂnﬁuh—
house attommeys:

b. tary parsiegal assistants, stenographic and clerical employees working under
mmmdmmmﬁMMHMWmmmm
wark in comnaction with this mettor;

o- snyperson not employed by a party who is expresaly retainad or songht to
hmwmymwmmm)uuﬂnhmu{w-mm
mmaﬁmmrmummwmmm

4 mywiMWMWMdWﬁmorﬁllinmilmﬂar.mdm

ORI ST

mﬂmm&omﬂmmy.mﬂwmmﬂvhdoﬁh

Y th:Cowt.

5. Nmm;myommﬁdm:ofﬂﬁMmlﬁcmnmymmﬂ
disclose CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL or RESTRICTED MATERIAL in onder to investigate
MMﬂm«ﬁWMMWummw
partics or entitics other thun the defendants in this matter and may provide CONFIDENTIAL
MMWWWMMMMWMMWMﬂM'
requeet; nd (b) use and disclose RECORDS which indicate or refer to suppliors or purchasery of
MﬂWMMWWMMwWMMquM
Microsoft trademarks at isvue in this matter for prposcs of investigation and institution of civil
or crimioal procecdings against sy party, inchuting parties other than the defendants in this




92/08/2003 13:43 FAX Qoosse11

ﬂ. Thnpumdmibndinwnphlxd)mqmd(c)dnﬂm:mmmm

WMMmeAMmMMMMWm
ofhmvﬁmofﬂuﬂuﬂwmdhwmmﬁmmthhmwbymt

nnpynfﬁmd“hmwm A Jlist shall be prepared by counsel for the
wﬁuhﬁnoﬁhmofmnﬂpﬂmhwmmmmmrEHALw

i

WMAMLHMMWMMMMWMH

wmmmmu-m&wwmw@wmm

s T —— - R A W] R AL i R —— T B e e i 8 R e

M e s da B

requent. mmpmmmmpmmsmAMhm__mmm
MMALMAWALMMMATMLWWMWDIMI
Order without signing & copy of the smaxed “ACKNOWLEDGEMENT.” Similar but separste

lists shall alsc be prepared with respect to CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL or RESTRICTED

i | L v ey by e e L S—L T ———

h_lﬁmmwwthndpm At the time of the termination of this lewsuit by
settloment, judgment or otharwise, the partics hercto shall provide other counsel with a copy of
MATERIAL or RESTRICTED MATERIAL sre enjoined from disclosing it to any other parson,
except in conformance with this Order. Thix Stipulation will not require the disclosure of experts
other than by Local Rule, Federal Rule of Civil Procadure, and/or Court Order,

7. Exch individual who receives any CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL or
RESTRICTED MATERIAL hereby agreos to subject himsel@heryelf to the jurisdiction of this
Court for the purpose of any procesdings relsting to the perfbrmance under, complisnce with or
violation of this Order.

8. The rcipiet of any CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL or RESTRICTED
MATERIAL that is peorvided under this Order shall maintain such RECORDS in & secure and
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02/08/2008 13:48 FAX

Qeorsa

MATMLMMMWIWNMMM_MMhMMGfM
dwﬂmw,mmﬁwdmwbymmmmmmm
mmmmmmﬂmmmmmmapmmmm
wmmwmmmm(lq)mmm'smﬁmmn
. wnfwmmwhmmmmmmni.
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02/08/2000 13:45 BAX Hooss0

10. A party shall not be obligated to challenge the propricty of s CONFIDENTIAL
MATERJAL or RESTRICTED MATERIAL designation a2 the time made, and faifure to do so
shall not preclude a subscquent chalienge thereto. In the cvent that any party to this liigation
disagroes at my stage of thoss proosedings with such designation, such party shall provids to the
producing party writton notice of ita dissgreeasant with the designation. The partics shall first try
fo dispose of such dispute in good faith on a informal basis_ If the: dispute canmot be resolved,
;mnémwmmmmmnmuwhmmammmmmg

mymmummmmm«mmmmmmm
on the party making such designation.

1.  The Clerk of the Court is diracted to maintain under seal all RECORDS sod al}
transcripts of deposition testimany filed with this Court in this litigation by any party which ars,
in whole or in pat, designated as CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL or RESTRICTED
mmm;mmmwmmww
memorands parporting to reproduce or paraphrase such RECORDS. The person filing such
RECORDS ahall dosignats to the Clerk that all or a designated portion thereof is subject to this
Order and iz to be kept mmder seal, except that upan the defuult of the filing party to so designate,
Aoy party may do sa.

12 Io the cvent thet sny CONFIDENTIAL MATERIAL or RESTRICTED
mmhuﬂhwmﬂnomﬁnphm“ﬁthﬂﬁlﬁﬁyﬁnu.itmﬂmm
mmmmmm“mmmmmmwmmw
mmummmmwywmwiuwwmgnum
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I3. NMhﬁmmmwwthManwm
mmﬁmmwufu_hmmwhwmwmm
Whmmﬂmmmmmm:mm.mw
MMmmmMMhﬁmwhﬁmmedu
MBNHALMATERMLMMMAM

14, Whmmmmmmmmwtumm
(l)MWWHMHWMALMAMwRESm
mmmnmmmmmmummmmsmmmﬁm
afﬂﬂ-u&mw(b)hmmmngnruﬁn;inmymwhmmmm
ﬁmhw;mﬂhwﬁuhhpmywhuddpndumm
MATERIAL or RESTRICTED MATERIAL.

15. Wnﬁh:ﬁﬂ(ﬁﬂ)dlwufhmqfﬁﬁnﬁmmmmm
mmmmwmmmmwmmwm
m%mmmmmhmmﬁnﬂhmﬁmwﬁhﬂﬁm.m
Mnﬂﬁnﬁmﬂmhhmﬁnﬁmhlmﬂmpmmhmm‘
m«m&u.mum»&mymmnwmum

16, wummmmmmmmmdhmmumﬂrm
mmmmmamm:mmdmwpum

17. mmummmwmwwmmmwmm
&wgmpudmum&ummyﬂmmwhpmmmulwﬂ,
mclnsive hereof
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M

- Case 1:04-cv-07687 Document 18 Filed 0543172008  Puge § of 11

i8. mmmmmmﬁnmumm-mmnm

mmmmmmmﬂmwmmmwmu
mwmmmmm

IT 18 30 ORDERED, nﬁ'r 3': W05

¢ l :: mglnmi'ﬁ'_'
ited Statos Dintrict Count Sudge
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5IW. Jackann Bvg  Buity 1820
Chicago, 1L 808D

Prone; (3129 534-060%

Fau: (392} 834-0810

Law Offices of
Thaddeus Huny

Tm Aleks Rachanik From:  Thaddeus J. Hunt
Fax:  (547) 726-3088 Pages: 1

Fhoney Oete: 51272006

i Microsoft v. Rechanik Sy
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- htant-Fupe: takt/plain; charset=i80-0850+18) format-~flowed

" Puum: Alaks <arafchisagonet.met>
Pate: Fri, 12 May 2008 16:17:04 -0800
+ VesAge-IDs <opaSeleetomemvhYieeil2 . chicagmwt . net>
Owar-Agent: Opera?.01/Mind? NI build 2681
© MIE-vesaion; 1.0

L

your info about Juae.22.3004,
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Lovow OHBtc o of
Thaddens Moot

™ Noke Rachank -~ ' Frenn Thaddeus J. Hunt o

Pax M-mm T wﬂm‘ \ - : |
Pha S - mm, X ' '

- mumnnigmmm ccr _ ' -
Dw.‘hc -.,Dlurhhw nmm UMM B!l‘.om

El

-

® Camavnsine . . . “
. . ﬁk
Dwar Mr. Rechenik: ' “« o
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Duplicated FAX from Law Offices of Thaddeus Hunt, dated 06/25/2006.

Dear Mr. Rechanik :

[ am in receipt of your letter dated June 23,2006. First, let me say that
there is nothing "dirty” that is taking place. On May 12,2006 I notified
you of Ms. Bankhead’s deposition and of you right to attend.

As you will recall, we had alengthy discussion after your deposition
regarding your attendance at Ms, Bankhead's deposition. I indicated to
you that because much of the deposition with Ms. Bankhead would
involve “restricted” materials, you would not be allowed to attend those
portiong of the deposition. Further, we discussed that in my opinion it
would be futile for you to sit at the deposition and then leave every
few minutes when the deposition turned to those restricted materials.
As I previously indicated, under the protective order entered by the
Court only the attorney’s and the party being deposed(n this case

Ms Bankhead) where a]lowad to be present.
usion, however we must follow

the cnurt’s nrder. Aﬂ;er I receive the transcnpt from Ms. Bankhead
deposition, I will try to have the restriction lifted so you can view the
full copy of the transcript . I, like you, am not comfortable that you
could not be present for the entire deposition; however if we violated the
court’s order, then we would be subject to being held in contempt by
the Court.

In answer to you three guestions, my responses are as follows:
1. A copy of the protective order is enclosed herein.

2. The transcript from Laura Kooy reporting will not be available
for approximately two weeks.

3. The entire software, manuals and COAs subject to the lawswmit
were presented at the depositGon.
They appeared to be in the same form as when they were
purchased by investigators. ] will review the full transcript when
I receive it to provide you with greater detail.
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confidential
One entry found for confidentis).

Main Entry: con-fi-den-tial @0

Pronunciation: "kan~£&~"den (t)-shsl

Function: adjective

1 ; marked by intimacy or willingness to confide <a
confidential tone>

2 : PRIVATE, SECRET <confidential information™>

3 : entrusted with confidences <a confidential clerk>

4 : contzining information whoae unauthorized disclosure
could be prejudicial to the national interest - compare
SECRET, YOP SECRET

- con-fi-den-tFaklty @ /~"den (L) ~shE-"a-1&-tE/

noun
- con-fi-dewtinkly @0 /~ " den (t) ~sh {&~) 1E/ adverd
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\ition of vestriction - Metriam-Wehster Online Dictionary

Mermimn-Webster Onfine

ernn Keny K o s Berrranmion

restriction
One catry found for restriction.

Main Entry: resstriction #

Pronunciation: ri-'strik-shén

Function: noun

Etymology: Middic Eaglish resiriccioun, from Anglo-
French restriction, {rom Late Latin rexfriction-, restriciio,
from Latin restringere

1 : something that restricts : #s a : & regulation that restricts
or restraing <restrictions for hunters> b : a limitation on the
use or enjoyment of property or a facility

2 : an act of restricting : the condition of being regtricted
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Lobbygate's Gateses

The coincident D.C. connections of the lawyer father and the software-titan son.
By Rick Anderson

n’-mmmluﬂmhw.hnmuﬁnmlnbbypte,mapoﬁﬁulmdal
mmmdhyfmmuhﬁdmfmﬂw&utﬂehwﬂmhmﬁmﬂmnmnf
co-foundar Willlam H. Gates II, is affecting the political fortunes of the
Redmmdmwmpmym-foundedbywmhmﬂ.mmm.

mwinnmpedmmgwackmmmmmmm
mmmrmmmmhuummemmdmm ‘
scandal-scarred D.C.lobbyﬁlgamohﬁrm!mployadbylﬂm The
Alexander Stravegy Group, which undertnnktsls.omwrﬂmﬂnbhim{nr
Microsoft the past few years, says it will get out of the lobbying business
hamﬂdimﬂﬁumﬂuﬁmwmﬂw
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Peinter friendly version of: News: Lobbygate's Gateses (Seattle Weekly)

“ " a-month retainer to push for settlement of the landmark antitrust lawsuit agpinst Microsoft. Read’s effort included wrging
«  Christian supporters to write his candidate, Bush, in support of his dient, Microsoft. Reed later apalogized for any
"misperception” that it might have caused.

- Resdwss also on a Microsoft retainer as a "consultant” during the 2004 Bush elaction but was dropped last sommer after
his name began to surface in connection with Preston Gates Eliis and Lobbygate. He had been brought aboard Preston
Gates Ellis as a subcontractor in 1999 by his friend and political ally, Abramoff. The two, in concert with another mutual
friend, Grover Notquist, the GOP antitax guru who iz also an ex— Microsoft lobbylst, launched a plan to funne] miltions of
dollars in Indian casino gambling money to Reed's firm to pay for ah antigambling effort being run by Beed i the South.
The initial money tolaunch the antignmbling drive, $121,000, came from Preston Gates Rllis and was authorized by the
Seattle headquurters, according to Senate documents. Norguist, who is now a consultant for Microsoft, has confirmed he
helped laundar subsecjuent funds to Reed that were passed to him by Abramoff from Preston Gates Ellis clents. Preston
Gates Ellis says it wasn't fully aware of the money transfers,

Lobbygate is only the latest example of the Gatex-(Gates relationship. Abtamoff, who worked for Preston Gates Ellis from
1994 through 2000, and whose lobbying clients back then included Microsoft, has confessed to federal charges of
conspiracy, mail frand, and tax evasion that date back in part to hiz Preston Gates Ellis days. He and Scanlon, 4 cnetime
DeLay aide who worked at Preston Gates Eflis in 2000 and recently pleaded guilty to corrupting public officials, have both
agresd to name members of Congress and staffers who might have received favors or hribes in return for legislation.
Ahnmumuimufmmxmﬂ:mmhaomhﬂudaﬂmpeﬂodhewhdatrmﬂammmdmnmdﬁm

Greenberg Traurig of Miami.

memmmm&mmmmwmmmﬂMmﬂmm
are former mmmmwﬂwﬂmmm“ummmnm has been
identified in congressional records 25 attempting to Bl Ahramoff tig an election for Preston Gates Ellis clients in the
Commonvwealth of the Northern Marianas Islands. On Wednesday, Jan. 11, five House Democrats asked U.5. Attorney
Generul Alberto Gonzales to look further into that and other incidents involving Abcamoff's work for the Marianas, Rudy,
though not named, ia szid to be “Staffer A," singled out'in Alpumoff's Jan. 3 felony ples agreement as the pevson who
benefited from a $50,000 kickback from Abramotf in 20d0. Prosecutors say the money was washed through a Mercer
Island charity, Toward Tradition, on whoee board Abramolf sat. (See A Rabbi’s "Regret,™ below.) The $50,000 came from
two of Abramofi’s Preston Gates Ellis clients. They and the firm deny any knowiedge of the scheme.,

Microsoft has little to say about its quest for D.C. influence. "Over the course of the last several years,” says Ginny
Terzano of Microsoft's D.C. oifice, "we've made it policy not to talk about our lobbying activities or any consultants we may
have on retainer.” Facing the antitrust charges, the company powered up D.C. operations and stepped into the middie of
hardball politics around 1999, broadening its reach with g new in-house lobbying team. Microsoft laid out $23.6 million
for in-house and third-perty lobbying from 1999 through the first half of 2008, according to a new accounting of federal
lobbying disciosure records. About $1.7 million of that was spent on outside firms from July 2004 through July 2005.
Microsoft dramatically inereased campaign contributions in recent yeary, too, doling out $13.9 miltion in corporate and
individual-employee donations from 1908 through 2005, according to the Center for Responsive Politics, Gates also
expanded what might be seen as politically connected donations, such as the $100,000 hig Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation gave in 2003 to the DeLay Foundation for Kids, operated by the congreasman now charged with campaign

money laundering.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
: BASTERN DIVISION
MICROSOFT CORPORATION, ; CASE NO. 1:99-CV-0965
Plaintiff, ) JUDGE KATHLEEN M. O'MALLEY
)
Y. ;
ALEKS RBCHANIK d/t/a ALTIM ) ‘
INTERNATIONAL TRADING CO., ) BADEFACTION OF JUDGMENT
ata, ;
Defindanis. )

Plaintiff Microsoft Corporation (“Microsaft™), by snd through its counsel, certifies taat
Defindants and Judgment Debtors Aleks Rachanik sud Aleks Rechanik ¢/b/a Altim Imernational
Trading Co. ("Defoadants™) have satisfied in il the jadgment rendered aginet them in this case
wnd that the judgment Hens filed in Cuyshoga County, Obio snd Laks County, IWinois porsant

to that judgmant are being released.

OF COUNSEL:
HAHN LOBSER & PARKS LLP

+

Respectfully submitted,
—

#;(musﬂ)

Michasl J. Garvin (800233540
Elizabeth Woich Andrews (N0067514)

3300 BP Tower

200 Public Square
Clevelsnd, Ohio 44114-2301
(216) 621-0150

Attomeys for Plaintiff Microsoft




FULL AND FINAL RELEASE OF ALL CLAME

placad on ummmm-.-mwmmmm.

By sxecuting this reletse, Allcrosclt Corporation inlende and agrees that this relonse
asppies t0 aff of s cleima wising from the sbove referenced Stgation, pressnt and
inchuting, but not imited 0, compenasiory or punitive damages levied ageinst the defendants
thersin, claima for known or unknown injuries, developments, conssquances and permanency of
MMNWﬁMhmMshﬁlm .

Microsaft Corporstion scknowisdges the sum paid shall not be constned s
admission of any labiily by any of the parties relbaeed.

§

Miorosoft Corporation acknowledges that R had the bensiit of counssd prior 10 sxecuting
this relppes, and undarstand thet this releass conisins the entirs agreament batwean the pariies.

Signed and sesled st __Chicaag, Illincin —tiay Je 2002
(City, Stabs) _ (Oste)
in the Presence of Wilnesses Signed Below: CAUTION: READ BEFORE SIOMING,




