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Agenda

€ Clarity Assessment:
€ Current IT configuration
€ Current Configuration Results
€ Current Configuration Summary

€ Clarity Planning:
e Proposed Configurations
e Proposed Configurations Comparison
e Clarity Recommended Configuration
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4 Current IT Configuration

Educational institution with one site
& Midwest

(D¢

(D¢

Key Business Applications
¢ Application A: Mission critical application running
on a database platform. Used for running finance
and student admin
a  Assumptions: $2000/hr downtime, $9000/GB data loss
s Application B: Second Tier application. Used for

storing digital copies of student related data.
a  Assumptions: $1000/ hr downtime, $3000/GB data loss

(D¢

Storage Configuration
¢ Primarily internal server storage with one
DataDomain DD510 VTL.

DR Processes

¢ CommVault used for Tape, D2D and Async
mirroring

& Full backup copied to tape and sent offsite to local
tape vault service

(D¢
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Current Configuration
Results
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nfigurations
Existing
Existing+EL
Existing+EL+VCS
Existing+EL+VCS+Colo

Existing+Colo

Reliability Prefere nfiguration Results

Data
Reliability Capital Expense

Uptim F i I

Operating Expense

Uptime

Data loss risk

Dovntime risk

Expected cost of data loss

cost of il

$80,500.00
$24,012.50
99.0738511 94
0.001788 %

0.9215 %

$25.50

4’/’—> s T

Sites

Primary Site

GraniteVault

Expected cost of data loss

Expected cost of downtime
Mean time to recover (RTO)

Mean data loss (RPO)

Detail...

$80,500.00
$24,0132.59
99.078511 %
0.001788 %
0.9215 %
%$25.50
%$121,344.11
19 minutes

1.095 GB

Data
Reliability

Uptime
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d Summary

(D¢

Reasonable data protection due to multiple data protection

policies on each application tier
s Cost of downtime is still significant

(D¢

Only the Application B Tier is protected by CommVault

Async Replication

& The Application A Tier (mission critical) has a much higher cost of downtime and
RTO.

(D¢

Single site is causing greater downtime % and cost
¢ Adding a second site will greatly reduce the downtime and related costs
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Proposed Configurations
Comparison: Pros/Cons
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Name

Configuration 1

Existing + Colo

Configuration 2

Existing + EL

Configuration 3

Existing + EL + VCS

Configuration 4

Existing + EL + VCS + Colo

Details

Offsite replication to Co
Location Facility

Replace internal server storage
with external storage array

Same as config 2; addition of
Two (2 node) VERITAS
Clusters

Same as config 3; addition of
offsite replication to Co
Location Facility

Pros

€ Provides the best ROI model

€ Provides second highest
reduction of downtime costs

€ Servers managed by Go
Location facility staff

€ Allows for better storage
redundancy, support for
multiple RAID topologies

€ Scalable storage
infrastructure (including
support for VCS)

€ Increases server availability
by introducing VCS

€ Significant reduction in
downtime cost

€ Provides the second best ROI|
model

€ Provides highest reduction in
downtime costs

€ Enterprise class solution

Cons

€ Need business recovery
process

€ No scalable storage
infrastructure

€No VCS support

€ Initial expense for storage
array and administration

€ Increase in Capex due to
additional servers and license
costs

€ Need business recovery
process
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Proposed Configurations

] Comparison:
d Detalled ROI Results
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Existing Existing + EL Existing + EL+VCS Existing + EL+VCS+ColLo| Existing + CoLo
Infrastructure S - 20,000 30,000 10,000
Array Cost 50,000 112,500 112,500 112,500 50,000
Disk Cost 65,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 4,000
Other Cost 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000
Capital Expense 80,500 138,000 158,000 —168.000 88,000
Site Operation - - B 3,648 3,648
Array Operation 20,000 29,400 29,400 29,400 20,000
Array Replacement 1 3 3 3 1
Disk Replacement 104 72 72 48 64
Other Operational Costs 3,908 3,908 3,908 12,908 12,908
Operating Expense 24.014 33,383 33,383 46,007 36,622
Expected Cost of Data Loss (Annual) 26 25 25 33 41
Expected Cost of Data Loss)(8ar) 77 75 75 100 124
Expected Cost of Downtime (Annual) 121,344 108,539 84,084 7 9
Expected Cost of Downtime {$ear) 364,032 325.616 252,252 20 26
Savings in Down;g?)/Data Loss costs (3 D e 364,089 364,083
Investment (3year) 85,609 105,609 RS 45,324
ROI (3year) (47.116) 6,248 210,608 318,759
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Proposed Configurations
E Comparison: Costs & [MIU)IKnif
1) Expectations Graphs

Costs

©2009 TwinStrata, Inc.



TwinCnamn
1 [MIL)IKH

4 Proposed Configuration: 1

@ Clarity Report - Existing+Cala

Configurations Reliahility Preference Configuration Results
Existing Détil
Data
Existing+EL "
Reliabili
e Capital Expense $83,000.00
Existing+EL+VCS
Operating Expense $26,621.50
Existing+EL+VCS+Colo
. Uptime 99.999936 %
Existing+Colo Uptime
Data loss risk 0.004288 %
Dovntime risk 0.00006364 %

Expected cost of data loss $41.41

Bt st o ey e / $3.65
> 4

Existing + Co-Location

Sitas | Workloads

v

e Addition of a CoLocation
facility

Dettilu

$78,000.00
$29,972.50
99.999536 %0

0.004288 %

(D¢

Includes the price for
additional servers and Ce
Location facility costs

0.00006364 %
$41.41
$8.65

20 minutes

1000 MB

Comparison screen...
Show Costs
Data

Reliability

Uptime
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4 Proposed Configuration: 2

Existing + EL

e Replace all
internal
server storage
with an
external
storage array

(D¢

Clarity

modeled

configuration

includes an

0 “—fZ “%o<...
wrrr 6
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