


MBS (and a 34% profit as opposed to MBS'’s loss of 44% of revenue), has the resources to support
the 300 developers currently engaged on the project. As significant, moving MBF to server and tools
represents a greater commitment to drive interest within the ISV and development community.
Microsoft clearly recognized that garnering broad developer support for MBF is best handled by an
organization whose success is intimately tied to this community, as opposed to one whose interests

are often in direct conflict.

This is an important move for Microsoft, because it is now facing significant competitive pressures in
the midmarket from both SAP and Oracle. These Tier 1 ERP vendors face diminishing new enterprise
opportunities and, realizing the untapped potential of the midmarket, are putting substantial effort into
this segment. Significantly for Microsoft, the success of these two vendors in this segment not only
comes at the cost of lost application revenue, but also carries with it the potential marginalization of
the Net framework (via SAP’s NetWeaver architecture and the Oracle Application Framework). In this
light, Microsoft's attempt to push its platform objectives by now providing enterprise applications
seems a natural defensive strategy.

The question of MBS'’s position in this strategy is put to the test when considered against IBM’s
moves in the midmarket. IBM's WebSphere Express product line for small and medium businesses
creates a competitive alternative to current Microsoft development environments. It is a pre-emptive
strike against Microsoft's .Net technology and will catalyze various application markets to effectively
compete at the low end (see SIS Delta 1304). As important, IBM's clear strategy of avoiding any
direct involvement in the enterprise application business, other than through partnerships (i.e., IBM's
partnership with Siebel and Onyx to provide hosted CRM solutions to the midmarket), is essentially
signaling a “will not compete” clause to the ISV community. To assure that MBS's existence is not
mutually exclusive to Microsoft's strategic platform objectives, MBS must ultimately provide an
application environment that both demonstrates the capabilities of the platform and provides new
development opportunities. Creating this environment has been, and continues to be, a significant

challenge for MBS.

Microsoft's initial acquisition of Great Plains also included Solomon (see Client Advisor 568).
Segmenting these different code bases was based on customer size, with Great Plains eEnterprise
being targeted at organizations with 500-5,000 employees, Great Plains Dynamics and Solomon
targeted at organizations between 50-500, and Microsoft Small Business Manager for those below
that mark. The strategy had to be discarded when Microsoft acquired Navision (see Client Advisor
672-5), a European-based ERP vendor that previously acquired another company, Damgaard
(renamed to Axapta). Currently, MBS is segmenting these products across a complex intersection of
industry, organization size, budget, and functional factors, which is more an effort at “marketing away
complexity” as opposed to addressing it head on. With Project Green announced, MBS has put itself
in a paradoxical situation of defending its current portfolio approach, while admitting that it is confused
enough to require a single code base in the future but not yet articulating a migration strategy. MBS
appears betwixt and between being a federation of product teams and a single-source supplier of
enterprise applications, which means confusion about Net investments for the development
community. The fear for these developers is that they may end up competing directly with Microsoft at
some point. This plays directly into the hands of IBM and undermines Microsoft's broader piatform
objectives. Furthermare, the confusion with its product portfolio does littie to support MBS's financial
objectives. In 2003, MBS lost $254M on revenues of $567M. More important, Microsoft's guidance of
24%-30% growth for 2004 falls well short of the 60% year-on-year growth needed to achieve
Microsoft's goal of making MBS a $10 billion business by 2008. This is a scenario that would logically
point to an acquisition strategy, yet this is no longer practical because it will only exacerbate an

already convoluted product portfolio.

Through 2007, these dynamics will create real uncertainty around the MBS product portfolio. It is this
uncertainty that negates its potential as the midmarket safe choice. Midmarket organizations do not
necessarily increase their risk profile when looking at vendors like Epicor or Scala Systems (Scala
has a single code base, well-thought-out integration with MS CRM, and a stated commitment to

supporting MBF).

Business Impact: Current MBS prospects must factor the four-year Project Green unification



march as a key criterion in their purchasing decisions.

Bottom Line: Midmarket organizations must not automatically assume reduced risk with MBS
as a strategic enterprise application supplier. MBS’s product portfolio confusion will become

rationalized by 2007.
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