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•  We	  have	  long	  been	  distracted	  by	  managing	  the	  
Intellectual	  Property	  (IP)	  asset	  owned	  by	  the	  
so;ware	  publisher	  rather	  than	  managing	  and	  
op<mizing	  the	  En<tlement	  asset	  owned	  by	  the	  
customer.	  
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•  A	  SAM	  philosophy	  and	  related	  processes	  focused	  on	  
reaching	  to	  an	  ‘opImal’	  point	  of	  balance	  between	  
over-‐	  and	  under-‐enItlement.	  

•  The	  goal	  of	  which	  is	  to	  ensure	  that	  we	  neither	  
purchase	  too	  many,	  or	  not	  enough,	  so<ware	  licenses.	  

•  SomeImes	  opImizaIon	  efforts	  will	  seek	  alternaIve	  
enItlement	  methods	  that	  more	  closely	  align	  with	  
customer	  business	  values.	  
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•  Move	  beyond	  convenIonal	  (audit-‐based)	  SAM	  

•  Focus	  on	  managing	  “EnItlements”	  
•  Manage	  installed	  instances	  to	  meet	  EnItlement	  
demand	  rather	  than	  managing	  EnItlements	  to	  
meet	  installed	  instances.	  

•  SomeImes	  referred	  to	  as	  “OpImized	  SAM”	  

•  But	  I	  like	  to	  call	  it	  “EnItlement-‐centric	  SAM”	  
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•  A	  management	  approach	  that	  recognizes	  that	  the	  
true	  value	  of	  so<ware	  is	  in	  its	  enItlement	  and	  not	  
merely	  in	  file	  existence.	  
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•  Why	  do	  we	  call	  the	  installed	  so<ware	  an	  “asset”	  
and	  how	  has	  this	  definiIon	  impacted	  industry	  
a[tudes	  about	  so<ware	  licensing?	  
–  So<ware	  is	  Intellectual	  Property	  (IP)	  Asset	  owned	  by	  the	  
Publisher	  

–  EnItlement	  is	  an	  Asset	  owned	  by	  the	  Customer	  

•  We	  o<en	  fail	  to	  achieve	  OpImized	  SAM	  because	  
we	  are	  distracted	  by	  managing	  the	  IP	  asset	  rather	  
than	  the	  EnItlement	  asset.	  
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Comparisons	  of	  the	  two	  approaches…	  
OpImized	  SAM	  vs.	  Compliance-‐focused	  SAM	  
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Compliance	  First:	  Tradi<onal	  five-‐step	  approach	  

1.  Audit	  Deployed	  So<ware	  
2.  Collect	  Proofs	  of	  Ownership	  
3.  Reconcile	  Inventory	  with	  EnItlements	  

	  	  	  (Goal:	  Compliance)	  

4.  Establish	  Corporate	  Culture	  &	  Guidelines	  
5.  Manage	  Ongoing	  Compliance	  and	  Cost	  ReducIon	  

	  	  (Goal:	  con0nued	  Compliance	  &	  Cost	  Reduc0on)	  
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Op<mizing	  the	  Conven<onal	  SAM	  model…	  

1.  Audit	  Deployed	  So<ware	  &	  Collect	  Usage	  Metrics	  
2.  Proofs	  of	  Ownership	  &	  Create	  AcIve	  Policy	  Mgmt	  
3.  Reconcile	  Policy	  Management	  with	  EnItlements*	  

	  	  	  (Goal:	  Compliance,	  Op0miza0on	  &	  Cost	  Reduc0on)	  

4.  Adjust	  Deployment	  &	  Licensing	  Levels	  to	  Demand*	  
	  	  	  (Goal:	  Compliance,	  Op0miza0on	  &	  Cost	  Reduc0on)	  

5.  Establish	  Corporate	  Culture	  &	  Guidelines	  
6.  Manage	  Ongoing	  Compliance	  and	  Cost	  ReducIon	  
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*Some	  present-‐day	  licensing	  models	  may	  inhibit	  steps	  3	  and	  4.	  
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350	  Adobe	  Acrobat	  Licenses	  

175	  Adobe	  Design	  Premium	  CS6	  Licenses	  

115	  Adobe	  Master	  CollecIon	  CS6	  Licenses	  
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64	   64	   68	   82	   87	  

50%	  License	  UIlizaIon	  

74	   77	   78	   79	   79	  

69%	  License	  UIlizaIon	  

Analysis	  conducted	  over	  one	  year	  period.	  
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27%	  /	  3-‐months	  	  ~	  	  29%	  /	  6	  months	  
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24%	  /	  3-‐months	  	  ~	  	  29%	  /	  6	  months	  

Analysis	  conducted	  over	  one	  year	  period.	  

Usage	  Analysis	  of	  115	  Adobe	  Master	  CollecIon	  CS6	  Licenses	  

32%	  Never	  Used	  	  ~	  	  39%	  Under-‐used	  Unused	  Licenses	  
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• 	  When	  Usage	  is	  Infrequent	  
	  	  	  -‐	  RenegoIate	  for	  Concurrent-‐use	  Licensing	  
	  	  	  -‐	  Consider	  AlternaIve	  EnItlement	  or	  Provisioning	  Methods	  
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•  Right-‐sized	  Licensing	  -‐	  Less	  than	  10%	  of	  MS	  Office	  users	  
used	  Pro	  tools.	  
–  Modified	  MS	  agreement	  for	  Standard	  Edi0on.	  

•  Harvest	  &	  Reallocate	  -‐	  Seven	  applicaIons	  had	  over	  
1,200	  unused	  copies.	  
–  Harvest	  unused	  soDware	  for	  savings.	  

•  Improved	  Provisioning	  -‐	  Same	  applicaIons	  had	  over	  
2,200	  rarely	  used	  copies.	  
–  Applica0on	  kiosks	  offered	  more	  savings.	  

•  Appropriate	  Licensing	  Model	  -‐	  Two	  applicaIons	  
licensed	  for	  over	  8,000	  had	  concurrent	  use	  of	  less	  than	  
10	  at	  a	  Ime.	  
–  Renego0ated	  terms	  to	  concurrent	  use	  licensing	  for	  savings.	  
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•  Site	  License	  Analysis	  on	  Twelve	  SoAware	  Products	  
•  Two	  Products	  well	  uIlized	  

–  4,217	  unique	  computers	  and	  4,394	  unique	  computers	  
–  77%	  and	  80%	  uIlizaIon	  

•  One	  Product	  Significantly	  UnderuIlized	  
–  199	  unique	  computers	  

•  The	  other	  Nine	  Products	  Horribly	  UnderuIlized	  
–  One	  to	  six	  unique	  computers	  used	  them	  over	  six	  months	  
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•  Not	  Compliance	  
Gap	  Analysis	  

•  But	  Usage	  analysis	  
•  Example	  Report	  
run	  on	  October	  1st	  

•  Recommends	  
HarvesIng	  
Instances	  Unused	  
for	  90+	  days	  
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Conven<onal	  SAM	  ~	  Audit	  focused	  

•  PredisposiIon	  with	  file	  existence	  as	  licensing	  metric	  
•  Focuses	  first	  on	  gaps	  in	  deployment/enItlement	  

– Mantra:	  “If	  it’s	  installed,	  I	  need	  to	  license	  it.”	  

•  Not	  sensiIve	  to	  enItlement:	  trial/demo	  copies	  
•  Does	  not	  iniIally	  examine	  usage	  and	  demand	  
•  Delays	  in	  usage	  analysis	  ~	  delay	  license	  opImizaIon	  

Publishers	  themselves	  contaminate	  conven<onal	  SAM	  
when	  they	  can	  not	  dis<nguish	  between	  evalua<on,	  
perpetual,	  and	  subscrip<on-‐based	  “cloud”	  instances.	  
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Op<mized	  SAM	  ~	  En<tlement	  focused…	  

•  First	  target:	  Compliance	  or	  Cost	  ReducIon	  
•  When	  targeIng	  OpImizaIon	  &	  Cost	  ReducIon…	  

–  Compliance	  comes	  along	  for	  the	  ride	  
•  Because	  we’re	  doing	  everything	  we	  do	  under	  	  
ConvenIonal	  SAM	  plus	  tracking	  EnItlements	  &	  Usage	  

•  Especially	  useful	  in	  Virtual	  &	  Cloud	  CompuIng	  
– When	  the	  IT	  ecosystem	  is	  constantly	  changing,	  or	  when	  
enItlements	  are	  subscripIons,	  or	  when	  .exe’s	  are	  not	  
discoverable,	  audit-‐centric	  SAM	  becomes	  inadequate.	  
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Yes!	  It	  has	  value,	  the	  business	  has	  invested	  in	  it,	  and	  its	  
consump<on	  can	  be	  op<mized	  for	  reduced	  cost.	  

•  How	  Can	  a	  SubscripIon	  be	  OpImized?	  
–  In	  the	  same	  or	  similar	  manner	  to	  perpetual	  licensing	  

•  NoIce	  the	  SimilariIes	  in	  License	  Metric…	  
– Machine-‐based	  SubscripIon	  

•  EssenIally	  an	  expiring	  ‘per-‐device’	  license	  
–  User	  account-‐based	  SubscripIon	  

•  EssenIally	  an	  expiring	  ‘named-‐user’	  license	  

18 



oftware
assafras§

19 

ETLA	  Policy	  
ConfiguraFon	  

	  -‐	  Site	  License	  
	  	  	  	  -‐	  Same	  Metric	  as	  Perpetual	  

	  -‐	  Scope:	  “Universal”	  
	  	  	  	  -‐	  Enterprise	  usage	  metering	  

	  -‐	  Measures	  Usage	  
	  -‐	  Unique	  Computers	  

En<rely	  unconcerned	  
with	  audi<ng	  installed	  

so;ware!	  
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CC	  for	  Teams	  Policy	  
ConfiguraFon	  

	  -‐	  Team	  License	  
	  	  	  	  -‐	  Named	  User	  Licensing	  

	  -‐	  Scope:	  Limited	  
	  	  	  	  -‐	  “In-‐scope”	  usage	  metering	  

	  -‐	  Measures	  Usage	  
	  -‐	  Unique	  Users	  

En<rely	  unconcerned	  
with	  audi<ng	  installed	  

so;ware!	  
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OpImizing	  License	  EnItlements	  and	  Reducing	  Costs	  
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•  EffecIve	  NegoIaIon	  of	  Licensing/Pricing	  Changes…	  
–  Present	  a	  strong	  business	  case	  (including	  usage	  analysis).	  
–  Demonstrate	  how	  both	  customer	  &	  publisher	  will	  benefit.	  

–  Show	  how	  it’s	  achievable	  and	  supportable.	  
–  Explain	  what	  you	  are	  trying	  to	  accomplish	  through	  the	  
licensing	  excepIon.	  

–  Provide	  proof	  of	  how	  you	  can	  ensure	  compliance.	  

•  Make	  it	  less	  about	  what	  you	  heard	  someone	  else	  
get,	  and	  more	  about	  what	  your	  company	  needs	  to	  
be	  successful.	  
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•  Usage	  as	  an	  Indicator	  of	  Business	  Value	  
–  Usage-‐based	  enItlement	  generally	  in	  Customer’s	  interest.	  
–  Generally	  in	  Publisher’s	  interest	  to	  obscure	  usage.	  
–  Tracking	  applicaIon	  usage	  at	  a	  granular	  level	  increases	  
negoIaIng	  leverage	  with	  vendors.	  

•  Cost	  &	  Installed	  Base	  as	  Indicators	  of	  both	  	  
Risk	  Exposure	  and	  OpImizaIon	  Opportunity	  
–  Compliance	  vs.	  Cost	  ReducIon	  -‐	  both	  are	  cost	  reducIon.	  

–  Your	  top	  compliance	  targets	  are	  top	  opImizaIon	  targets.	  
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•  NegoIate	  a	  great	  price	  with	  simplified	  compliance	  
management	  
– Mutual	  of	  Omaha	  was	  able	  to	  negoIate	  specialized	  
licensing	  terms	  from	  preferred	  vendors,	  drive	  down	  rates	  
on	  per-‐seat	  and	  per-‐user	  agreements,	  and	  obtain	  highly	  
compeIIve	  pricing	  on	  maintenance	  contracts.	  

•  Change	  the	  metric	  (license	  consumpIon	  model)	  to	  
align	  costs	  to	  business	  value	  
–  “We	  wanted	  concurrent	  licensing.	  	  We	  showed	  the	  
vendor	  our	  total	  usage	  and	  which	  people	  were	  using	  it.	  
They	  licensed	  the	  so<ware	  product	  concurrently.	  	  	  
It	  saved	  us	  about	  $200,000.”	  -‐	  Paul	  “Doc”	  Burnham	  
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•  The	  clever	  so<ware	  vendor	  will	  seek	  licensing	  terms	  
that	  obscure	  usage.	  
–  Offer	  reduced	  pricing	  on	  Enterprise	  agreements.	  

–  Or	  reduced	  pricing	  on	  “per-‐device”,	  “per-‐user”.	  
•  They	  trade	  your	  “opImizaIon”	  for	  their	  “low	  cost”	  

–  That	  can	  be	  a	  “Win”	  if	  you	  conInue	  to	  track	  usage	  and	  
and	  measure	  value	  against	  subsequent	  year	  costs.	  
(This	  year’s	  low	  cost	  may	  be	  short	  lived.)	  
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•  Possible	  Under-‐reporIng	  of	  offline	  so<ware	  usage	  
–  Is	  offline	  usage	  fully	  reported?	  

•  Possible	  Over-‐reporIng	  of	  So<ware	  le<	  open	  
–  Is	  idle	  Ime	  either	  prevented	  or	  accounted	  for?	  

•  Inconsistency	  of	  usage	  tracking	  tools	  
–  How	  is	  ‘usage’	  tracked?	  

•  Purchase	  tracking	  that	  is	  not	  EnItlement-‐centric	  
–  Does	  not	  reconcile	  Current	  EnItlement	  PosiIon	  with	  Usage	  
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•  Usage	  data	  enables	  objecIve	  decision	  making	  and	  
opImizaIon	  of	  a	  mulItude	  of	  costly	  services.	  
–  Secondary	  usage	  rights	  
– Maintenance	  &	  Support	  purchases	  
–  Upgrade	  deployment	  planning	  

–  Internal	  Support	  Services	  allocaIon	  
•  Informs	  planning	  decisions	  at	  every	  stage	  of	  IT	  
service	  planning.	  
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•  EnItlement	  Based	  So<ware	  Asset	  Management	  
–  hup://www.sassafras.com/enItlement-‐sam.html	  

•  The	  Many	  Paths	  to	  SAM	  OpImizaIon	  and	  Cost	  
ReducIon	  
–  hup://www.sassafras.com/sam/OpImizaIon.html	  

•  Case	  Study	  Examples	  
–  hup://www.sassafras.com/sam/Using_K2.html	  

•  Usage-‐Driven	  M&E	  Management	  
–  (See	  Doc	  Burnham)	  
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