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TheInfoProTheInfoPro (TIP) Storage Studies via In(TIP) Storage Studies via In--depth Interviews with depth Interviews with 
Storage ProsStorage Pros

Wave 5: Technology Roadmaps, Vendor Ratings, Spending DataWave 5: Technology Roadmaps, Vendor Ratings, Spending Data

Hosted by

TIPNetwork: End Users (Partial List)

• 150-250 decision makers interviewed in 6-month 
waves by key IT sector
• Average interview 1 hour
• TIPNetwork today in excess of 750 companies, 
government agencies and academic institutions

Hosted by

TheInfoPro (TIP)  Storage Studies Overview
Five studies (waves) to date:

- Wave 3: Released in February 2004

- Wave 4: Released in September 2004

- Wave 5: Released in March 2005

Population: 
- 250+ in-depth interviews with storage professionals

- European & midmarket component 

- 30 interviews with institutional investors

Content: Ratings and detailed commentary on storage markets including:

- SAN - NAS

- Switch - Storage network management

- Backup hardware & software - Content addressed storage / Fixed content

- Replication - Storage resource management

Goals: Collect and deliver details on:

- Future buying intentions - Budget allocations

- Vendor performance - Technology roadmaps
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SAN and NAS capacity changes – Wave 4 vs. Wave 5

What is your company's usable SAN/NAS capacity 
in Terabytes?

TheInfoPro Study Storage Wave 5 (4/4/05): F1000 Sample. Wave 4 n=143, Wave 5 n=153

What is the annual growth rate of your SAN/NAS 
capacity this year? 

TheInfoPro Study Storage Wave 5 (4/4/05): F1000 Sample. Wave 4 n=145, Wave 5 n=153
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What storage pros are talking about
• “ We are doing Hierarchical Storage Management (HSM) today with our 

structured data by moving from Tier 1 to Tier 2 Storage.  It is a very 
manual process today with scripts we create and run.  This does not scale 
down or scale out, so it is a problem.”

• “We're working to implement tiered storage first.  We need to be able to 
chargeback based on utilization.  We can't yet chargeback.  Until we can 
cost out the different tiers, we can't get anyone to go on anything less 
than the top tier storage performance – because we can't tell any user that 
they'll save money – because it's allocated today.”

• “ILM has moved out to the long-term plan.  We are hoping for it to be the 
mechanism for automating movement of data between tiers.  I know that 
is not the full grandiose version of ILM, but it is a tactical need.  At this 
stage ILM is a concept.”

• “Tiered storage is not ILM. To us ILM is "cradle to grave" for the data, 
which includes: Backup, Policy Manager, HSM for the right tier, 
Compliance, Data Mobility tools, Data Classification tools. It is a significant 
strategy we are developing, and we need robust solutions to respond to 
our needs.”

Hosted by

About how much per GB do you pay for SAN from 
your primary SAN vendor?

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/23/05): F1000 Sample. EMC CLARiiON n=8, EMC 
Symmetrix/DMX n=38, HDS Lightning n=11

$22.14

$27.01

$37.78
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EMC CLARiiON

EMC Symmetrix/DMX

HDS Lightning
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Vendors with new and exciting products

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=98

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

CommVault
Data Domain

Diligent
Kashya
Maranti
Onaro

Avamar
EqualLogic

HPQ
McDATA

Revivio
Sun

FalconStor
Acopia

StorageTek
COPAN
NetApp

Brocade
IBM

Cisco
HDS
EMC

Which 1-2 vendors have the most exciting new 
products or technologies you’ve seen in the last 
year?

Question:

• “We don't want to sound like EMC bigots, but it seems 
like they are getting their act together and continue to 
evolve their end-to-end solution.  As a case in point, we 
liked the Onaro product the last TIP study; well now 
EMC has come back with SAN Advisor and it makes 
the Onaro product redundant and not needed.”

• “We think the HDS Array-based Virtualization is a real 
advantage.  It helps near- and long-term with 
investment protection, which is clearly a win for them.  
We preserve the investment in their arrays and have 
the flexibility to use other vendors’ products.”

• “It is not a reporting tool, but it seems like there is some 
SRM and SNM type functionality we are getting out of 
IBM’s Virtualization, specifically with better utilization.  
It is really more than we expected.  We will need Tivoli 
Storage Resource Manager, but it seems like we can 
realize some added benefits out of Virtualization the 
more we use it.  It has exceeded our expectations even 
in beta.  IBM’s functionality is not all there yet, but we 
like what is planned by year end.”

TIPNetwork Quotes:

Hosted by

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Decrease > 25%

Decrease 11-25%

Decrease 6-10%

Stable +/- 5%

Increase 6-10%

Increase 11-25%

Increase 26-50%

Increase 51-75%

Increase 76-100%

Increase > 100%

What is the percent change in your open systems storage spending in
2005 vs.  2004? (spending ranges)

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=140

Even with the move to lower cost tiers, storage 
pros are upbeat on 2005’s planned spending.  
Several reasons were cited, including:

• Investment in new data centers that will be 
used for remote replication and business 
continuance.

• Continued increases in demand for capacity.

• Tactical investments in specific storage 
management functionality.

• Technology refreshes in networked storage 
infrastructure that will be over 4 years old in 
2005.

TIP Take:

Hosted by

About how much per GB do you pay for SAN from your primary 
SAN vendor? (partial sample)

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/23/05): F1000 Sample. EMC CLARiiON n= 8, EMC 
Symmetrix/DMX n= 38, HDS Lightning n= 11

$22.14

$27.01

$37.78
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Storage networking

- Technology roadmap
- Vendor ratings
- Spending data
- Vendor vulnerability
- Time series

Hosted by

Storage networking – Technology roadmap

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

4 Gbps Fibre Channel
Storage Grids

Serial Attached SCSI (SAS)
Storage Security Appliance

Fabric Routing
Embedded Switches in the Server

TCP/IP Offload Engine (TOE)
IP-based SANs (iSCSI)

Multiprotocol Switch/Storage Router
Virtual Fabrics

Policy-based Archiving
Fabric-based Intelligence

Parallel SCSI
Virtual Tape Library (VTL) for Open Systems

Content Addressed Storage
NAS Gateways to the SAN

Remote Data Mirroring - Asynchronous
Data Mirroring - Synchronous

Switch / Director Consolidation
Serial ATA Drives

In Use Now In Near-term Plan (through YE 2005) In Long-term Plan (2006) Not in Plan
TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 4 (3/23/05): F1000 Sample. n=153

Hosted by

Storage networking 
short List

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=153

Which vendors are you currently using or 
considering for new implementations? 

This is based on “unaided awareness” in that no 
list was provided to interviewees.

This data is a “roll-up” of all vendor mentions 
across all storage networking technologies.

Question:

• This rollup of all Networking vendor mentions is 
an excellent summary of marketing 
effectiveness and general vendor awareness.  
Also, the vendors with the broadest product 
lines will be used or considered the most.  

• The scores go above 100% because multiple 
mentions are possible.

TIP Take:
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Storage Networking Technology Heat IndexTM – Lead In 
Plan Vendors

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05):F1000 Sample.  n=153

! Vendors have at least twice the number of responses as the closest competitor.  

Technology Score
Lead In Plan 

Vendor
2nd In Plan 

Vendor
Serial ATA Drives 100 EMC! HDS
Virtual Tape Library (VTL) for Open Systems 96 EMC StorageTek
Policy-based Archiving 93 EMC! VERITAS
Remote Data Mirroring - Asynchronous 93 EMC! IBM
IP-based SANs (iSCSI) 82 EMC Cisco
Multiprotocol Switch/Storage Router 69 Cisco Brocade
NAS Gateways to the SAN 69 EMC NetApp
Switch / Director Consolidation 61 Cisco Brocade
Fabric Routing 61 Cisco McDATA
Fabric-based Intelligence 60 Cisco Brocade
Content Addressed Storage 56 EMC! NetApp
Data Mirroring - Synchronous 48 EMC IBM
4 Gbps Fibre Channel 47 Brocade McDATA
TCP/IP Offload Engine (TOE) 44 Emulex QLogic
Virtual Fabrics 43 Cisco McDATA
Storage Security Appliance 35 Decru! EMC
Embedded Switches in the Server 18 IBM Brocade
Serial Attached SCSI (SAS) 14 EMC! HDS
Storage Grids 13 EMC! NetApp
Parallel SCSI 0 EMC HDS

Hosted by

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Spending

Under $100K /
Year

$100K - $500K
/ Year

$600K - $1M /
Year

Over $1M /
Year

2005 Spending Range

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Sun

Apple

DataDirect

SGI

Xiotech

COPAN

EqualLogic

Western Scientific

HPQ

Dell

Nexsan

StorageTek

HDS

IBM

NetApp

EMC

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5  (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=152

53%

30%

9%9%

In Use
Now

In Near-
term
Plan

(through
YE 2005)

In Long-
term
Plan

(2006)

Not in
Plan

Overall Implementation Time Frame

Serial ATA drives

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5  (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=93

Hosted by

Big Movers Wave 4 to Wave 5 – Serial ATA drives
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What Serial ATA drives vendors do you 
currently have in use? 

Question:

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (4/11/05): F1000 Sample. Wave 4 n=151, 
Wave 5 n=152

In Use

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Wave 5

Wave 4

The vendors that showed the greatest 
positive or negative changes from Wave 4 to 
Wave 5 are presented here.

Methodology:
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CA

MaXXan

Overland Storage

Softek

TapeLabs

Quantum

Homegrown

NetApp

SEPATON

Diligent

COPAN

HPQ

FalconStor

ADIC

VERITAS

EMC

IBM

StorageTek

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5  (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=151

31% 27% 26%
15%

In Use
Now

In Near-
term
Plan

(through
YE 2005)

In Long-
term
Plan

(2006)

Not in
Plan

Overall Implementation Time Frame

Virtual Tape Library (VTL) for Open Systems

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Spending

Under $100K /
Year

$100K - $500K
/ Year

$600K - $1M /
Year

Over $1M /
Year

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5  (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=59

2005 spending range

Hosted by

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Dell

FalconStor

Adaptec

HDS

HPQ

LeftHand

Microsoft

McDATA

Intransa

Overland Storage

StorageTek

Brocade

IBM

EqualLogic

Cisco

EMC

NetApp

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5  (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=152

13%
22%

36%
30%

In Use
Now

In Near-
term
Plan

(through
YE 2005)

In Long-
term
Plan

(2006)

Not in
Plan

Overall Implementation Time Frame

IP-based SANs (iSCSI)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Spending

Under $100K
/ Year

$100K -
$500K / Year

$600K - $1M /
Year

Over $1M /
Year

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5  (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=38

2005 spending range

Hosted by

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/23/05): F1000 Sample. n=50

Yes
54%

No
46%

Will using IP SANs cause you to buy 
fewer Fibre Channel SANs?
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Overall ratings and spending:
(Includes SAN, NAS, Director/Switch
and backup hardware)

Hosted by

How will spending in 2005 change compared to 2004? 
– By networking sector

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Fixed Content

Backup Hardware

SAN

NAS

Director/Switch

> 50% Less 25-50% Less 10-24% Less +/- 10% (Comparable)
10-24% More 25-50% More > 50% More

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample. SAN n=169, NAS n=40, 
Director/Switch n=79, Backup Hardware n=28, Fixed Content n=5

Hosted by

How will spending in 2005 change compared to 2004? –
Overall networking

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

ADIC

StorageTek

EMC

IBM

McDATA

HDS

Brocade

HPQ

NetApp

Cisco

> 50% Less 25-50% Less 10-24% Less +/- 10% (Comparable)
10-24% More 25-50% More > 50% More

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/23/05): F1000 Sample. ADIC n= 9, StorageTek n= 20, 
EMC n= 82, IBM n= 23, McDATA n= 33, HDS n= 35, Brocade n= 32, HPQ n= 25, 
NetApp n= 36, Cisco n= 13
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Are you considering switching from this vendor to a competitor? –
Overall networking

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Cisco

EMC

HDS

StorageTek

McDATA

Brocade

NetApp

HPQ

IBM

ADIC

Yes Possibly No

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  ADIC n=7, Cisco n=13, 
IBM n=23, StorageTek n=23, HPQ n=27, Brocade n=36, HDS n=38, McDATA n=38, 
NetApp n=40, EMC n=88

Hosted by

Are you considering switching from this vendor to a competitor? If 
so, to whom? – Overall networking

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

McDATA

EMC

Brocade

HPQ

NetApp

IBM

StorageTek

HDS

Unsure Brocade Cisco EMC HDS HPQ
IBM LSI McDATA Microsoft StorageTek

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=152

Hosted by

Company strategy ratings – Overall networking

I I I I I I

ADIC I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

Broca de I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0  I 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0

Cisco I 1 1 1 0 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 1 0  I 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

EM C I 1 1 1 0 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0  I 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

HDS I 1 1 1 0 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 0 I 1 0 0 0  I 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

HP Q I 0 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0  I 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

IBM I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 1 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0  I 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

M cDAT A I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0  I 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

Ne tAp p I 1 1 1 0 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0  I 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

S to ra g e T e k I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 1 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0  I 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0

Eas e  o f  
Do in g  

Bu s in e s s

Qu ality  o f  
T e ch  

Su p p o r t

Sale s  
Fo r c e  

V alu e  fo r  
M o n e y

Str ate g ic  
V is io n

Br an d / 
Re p u tat io n

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  ADIC n=7, Cisco n=13, 
IBM n=23, StorageTek n=23, HPQ n=27, Brocade n=36, HDS n=38, McDATA n=38, 
NetApp n=40, EMC n=88

The vendor ratings are based on a “normal curve”, with the number of boxes colored blue determined by the distance of each 
vendor’s score from the mean of all vendors’ scores.  

Methodology:
Poor           Excellent
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TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5  (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  ADIC n=9, Brocade 
n=37, Cisco n=14, EMC n=91, HDS n=38, HPQ n=26, IBM n=25, McDATA n=38, 
NetApp n=41, StorageTek n=24

StorageTek (69,68)

High

Low

Medium

Volume of Ratings

Cisco (80,74)

HPQ 
(56,62)

IBM 
(64,62)

Brocade (70,74)

McDATA (69,74)

HDS (75,77)

NetApp (75,71)

EMC (75,67)

ADIC 
(68,61)

TIP Take:

Methodology:

• Promise Index (first number): This 
measure of the strength of marketing 
“promises” is made up of user ratings of: 
Competitive Positioning, Technical 
Innovation, Management’s Strategic 
Vision, and Brand/Reputation.

• Fulfillment Index (second number): 
This measure of vendor fulfillment of 
their marketing is made up of user 
ratings of: Value for the Money, Product 
Quality, Delivery as Promised, and 
Technical Support.

• The intersection of the two axes is the 
mean of the scores for all the vendors 
depicted in the chart.

• In terms of its marketing effectiveness 
(promise), Cisco scored the best (albeit 
with a relatively small number of 
customers reporting), while HDS was 
rated best in terms of its execution 
(fulfillment) by its customers.  

• The need for an HPQ turnaround 
continues, and IBM’s customer ratings 
have dropped somewhat from Wave 4.

Hosted by

SAN narratives
EMC: “When we went green grass for the new data center, the only decision not challenged was 
EMC as our SAN provider, a testament to the quality and performance of the product.”

HDS TagmaStore: “In theory and on paper it resolves the problem of vendor interoperability. 
We need to drive the vendor community to meet heterogeneous cross-vendor needs.”

“The price for HDS virtualization software is high; this might be an issue. Plus, the integration 
work with our existing HDS plant is what is taking time. In doing the math, the cost savings 
from the HDS virtualization strategy would require a long-term ROI as the initial pricing 
upfront is high. The best near-term solution might be the status quo, which is buying more 
cheap disk and running at lower utilization.”

“EMC is not as end-user manageable as we would like. There are too many proprietary things 
like "bin files" that force you to contact them to perform changes. In addition, there is a lot 
missing in ECC. ECC does not bring a lot to the party to make managing EMC's SAN easier and 
less reliant on the vendor.”

“IBM has sold to SMBs where they expect end users to be more hands on. I don’t think they are 
as good for the large enterprise shop. We want less involvement; they should take over for a 
problem. They want us to be more hands on, but we don’t want to troubleshoot for 4 hours.”

Hosted by

Storage management

- Technology roadmap
- Vendor ratings
- Spending data
- Vendor vulnerability
- Time series



10

Hosted by

Storage management technology roadmap

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Wide Area File Systems (WAFS)
Thin Provisioning

Data Lifecycle Management Tools
Wire Speed Encryption and Authentication SW

Global File System (GFS)
Information Lifecycle Management (ILM)

Virtualization Software
Automated Provisioning

Data Mobility Tools
Hierarchical Storage Management (HSM)

Bare Metal Restore
SMIS Standard-Compliant Management SW

Continuous Data Protection
Email Management Tools

Application Performance Management
Disk-to-Disk (for Backup to Disk Targets)

Storage Resource Management (SRM)
SAN Topology Mapping

Dynamic Multipathing

In Use Now In Near-term Plan (through YE 2005) In Long-term Plan (2006) Not in Plan
TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 4 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=153

Hosted by

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Acopia
ADIC

Decru
NuView

Quest
Revivio

Tacit
Symantec

Softek
Sun

FalconStor
CommVault

IXOS
BMC

CA
CreekPath

Microsoft
AppIQ
Oracle

Brocade
McDATA

Cisco
NetApp

StorageTek
Homegrown

HDS
HPQ
IBM

VERITAS
EMC

In Use
In Plan

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=153

Storage management short list

Which vendors are you currently using or 
considering for new implementations? 

This is based on “unaided awareness” in that no 
list was provided to interviewees.

This data is a “roll-up” of all vendor mentions 
across all storage management technologies.

Question:

Hosted by

Storage Management Technology Heat IndexTM vs. 
Technology Adoption Index

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/24/05):F1000 Sample. n=153

Technology Heat Score
Adoption 

Score
Email Management Tools 100 59
Disk-to-Disk (for Backup to Disk Targets) 91 68
Hierarchical Storage Management (HSM) 91 27
Information Lifecycle Management (ILM) 81 21
Storage Resource Management (SRM) 78 72
Virtualization Software 75 25
Automated Provis ioning 66 27
SAN Topology Mapping 60 86
SMIS Standard-Compliant Management SW 58 34
Data Lifecycle Management Tools 57 13
Data Mobility  Tools 55 27
Application Performance Management 31 58
Bare Metal Restore 29 19
W ide Area File Systems (W AFS) 27 0
Thin Provis ioning 27 2
Continuous Data Protection 24 23
Dynamic Multipathing 14 100
Global File System (GFS) 1 3
W ire Speed Encryption and Authentication SW 0 3
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CommVault
AccessOne

Dell
HDS

NetApp
XOsoft

BindView
CipherTrust

McDATA
MDY

Open Source
Samsung

Sherpa Software
StorageTek

Symantec
HPQ
IXOS

ZANTAZ
IBM

Microsoft
Homegrown

EMC
VERITAS

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=142

35%
23%

29%

14%

In Use
Now

In Near-
term
Plan

(through
YE 2005)

In Long-
term
Plan

(2006)

Not in
Plan

Overall Implementation Time Frame

E-mail management tools

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=41

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Spending

Under $100K
/ Year

$100K -
$500K / Year

$600K - $1M /
Year

Over $1M /
Year

2005 spending range
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

NetApp
Signiant

Softek
Sun

Cisco
CreekPath

IXOS
OuterBay

HDS
HPQ

CommVault
ADIC

CA
NuView

Siemens
StorageTek

Homegrown
EMC

VERITAS
IBM

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=151

20% 24%
33%

23%

In Use
Now

In Near-
term
Plan

(through
YE 2005)

In Long-
term
Plan

(2006)

Not in
Plan

Overall Implementation Time Frame

Hierarchical Storage Management (HSM)

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=34
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Spending

Under $100K /
Year

$100K - $500K
/ Year

$600K - $1M /
Year

Over $1M /
Year

2005 spending range

Hosted by
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No Spending

Under $100K
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$500K / Year

$600K - $1M /
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Over $1M /
Year
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HPQ
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Microsoft

NetApp

CommVault
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TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=150

9%
17%

38%36%

In Use
Now

In Near-
term
Plan

(through
YE 2005)

In Long-
term
Plan

(2006)

Not in
Plan

Overall Implementation Time Frame

Information Lifecycle Management (ILM)

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=13

2005 spending range
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

In Use

In Near-term
Plan

In Long-
term Plan

Not in Plan

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Other

Security

Access
Controls

Virtualization

Email
Management

Data Mobility

Data
Categorization

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=83 TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=38

If ILM is “In Plan”, how will 
you use ILM?

What is the status of your 
ILM implementation?

• “We need to see some products here.  It seems like the vendors have done a good job generating the interest, but not 
with a lot of meat behind it.”

• “These are great marketing.  We have been doing it for many years, but it is manually intensive.  There is still no 
automated ILM now.  It comes back to HSM – you have to get a real HSM before getting a viable ILM.”

TIPNetwork Quotes:

Hosted by

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Sun

Brocade

Dell

Acopia

FalconStor

HDS

Microsoft

StorageTek

StoreAge

Xiotech

HPQ

Cisco

Homegrown

NuView

NetApp

VERITAS

IBM

EMC

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=149

16% 18%

41%
25%

In Use
Now

In Near-
term
Plan

(through
YE 2005)

In Long-
term
Plan

(2006)

Not in
Plan

Overall Implementation Time Frame

Virtualization software

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  n=28

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No Spending

Under $100K
/ Year

$100K -
$500K / Year

$600K - $1M /
Year

Over $1M /
Year

What is the status of your deployment of this 
technology? Is it: In Use; In Near-term Plan; In 
Long-term Plan; or Not in Plan?

What is your annual spending range on this 
technology or project for 2005?

Question:

2005 spending range

Hosted by

Overall ratings and spending:
(Includes SRM, SNM, backup software)
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Approximately how much (what percentage) will your spending 
with this vendor change next year? – Overall management

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

CA

HDS (AppIQ)

IBM

EMC

VERITAS

StorageTek

> 50% Less 25-50% Less 10-24% Less +/- 10% (Comparable)
10-24% More 25-50% More > 50% More

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  CA n=6, EMC n=24, 
IBM n=23, StorageTek n=5, VERITAS n=48, HDS (AppIQ) n=5

Hosted by

Are you considering switching from this vendor to a competitor? –
Overall management

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HDS (AppIQ)

EMC

VERITAS

IBM

StorageTek

CA

Yes Possibly No
TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  CA n=7, EMC n=26, 
IBM n=25, StorageTek n=5, VERITAS n=52, HDS (AppIQ) n=5

Hosted by

Are you considering switching from this vendor to a competitor? If 
so, to whom? – Overall management

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

CA

EMC

IBM

StorageTek

VERITAS

Unsure AppIQ CommVault EMC HPQ IBM StorageTek VERITAS

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  StorageTek n=2, HPQ n=3, 
CA n=5, EMC n=6, IBM n=7, VERITAS n=13
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Product ratings – Overall management

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  CA n=7, EMC n=26, 
IBM n=25, StorageTek n=5, VERITAS n=52 , HDS (AppIQ) n=6

• EMC: “They are not as much of a leader, but have integrated tools and support for their product set.  They have so much stuff and 
hardware today that it's a question of how they will mature the products.”

• “From an ECC perspective, it is the huge installed base of hardware that gives this product its strength.”

• “IBM is now supporting the product as Tivoli support was lacking. I think that is why it is getting branded with IBM in front of it.  
Tivoli folks are changing – for a long time the service level and support was not enterprise class.”

Customer narratives:

I I I I I I I I

HDS (AppIQ) I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 0 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 1 0

StorageTek I 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0

CA I 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0

IBM I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0

EMC I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0

VERITAS I 1 0 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 0

Inter-
operability

Features/ 
Functions

Delivery as 
Prom ised

Product 
Quality

Product 
Per-

form ance
Reliability

Technical 
Innovation

Com petitive 
Positioning

Poor          Excellent

Vendor ratings boxes
The vendor ratings are based on a “normal curve”, with the number of boxes colored blue determined by the distance of each 
vendor’s score from the mean of all vendors’ scores.  

Methodology:

Hosted by
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Methodology:

TheInfoPro Storage Study Wave 5 (3/31/05): F1000 Sample.  CA n=7, EMC n=26, 
HDS (AppIQ) n=6, IBM n=25, StorageTek n=5, VERITAS n=52, HDS (AppIQ) n=6

StorageTek 
(50,58)

High

Low

Medium

Volume of ratings

HDS (AppIQ) 
(84,75)

CA (50,61) IBM (69,60)

EMC (65,57)
VERITAS (66,59)

• Promise Index (first number): 
This measure of the strength of 
marketing “promises” is made up 
of user ratings of: Competitive 
Positioning, Technical Innovation, 
Management’s Strategic Vision, 
and Brand/Reputation.

• Fulfillment Index (second 
number): This measure of vendor 
fulfillment of their marketing is 
made up of user ratings of: Value 
for the Money, Product Quality, 
Delivery as Promised, and 
Technical Support.

• The intersection of the two axes is 
the mean of the scores for all the 
vendors depicted in the chart.

Hosted by

Storage management narratives
“We spent 9 months evaluating. They (AppIQ) gave us the widest 
variety of capabilities to meet our needs, and the most stable and 
best performance.”

“They (AppIQ) are slipping a little bit. They have lost some of their 
bandwidth because of the tie-in with HDS. HDS is leading them 
down THEIR path; AppIQ is a small company being towed by a 
behemoth. We're working on quality and performance.”

On EMC’s ECC: “Overly complex and not that easy to use. There is a 
wad of components in the product, and making sure they are all up 
takes too much time. It has weak reporting as well.”

On IBM Tivoli: “They missed delivery of functionality from Day 1. 
We bought the tool in 2000 and it is still not in production. The tool 
could not scale and had poor functionality. 3 years in, they bought 
Trellisoft and these pieces are solid and work well. The tools are 
complex and take training. We did not expect a turnkey solution;
however, the amount of effort has been far more than the value we 
have experienced.”
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TIPNetwork: Technology sectors (Current list)

• Storage networking

• Storage management

>Remote replication & data mirroring

• Information security

• Networking

• Servers 

•Convergence study

Hosted by
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