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1. Executive Summary: Why Azure Cost Governance
Matters Now

Azure has become a core platform for business operations across nearly every industry. For
many organisations, it underpins customer-facing services, internal systems, data platforms,
and increasingly, AI-driven workloads.

At the same time, the conditions around how Azure is priced, licensed, and governed are
changing - and they place higher demands on cost governance than before.

From 1 November 2025, Microsoft introduced a single, globally consistent pricing level for
online services, removing traditional Enterprise Agreement (EA) price tiers. For organisations
that historically benefited from higher EA discounts, this reduces the margin for weak fore-
casting and informal cost controls. Cost accuracy and predictability become more important,
not less.

In parallel, Microsoft is lowering the barriers to moving from EA to the Cloud Solution Provid-
er (CSP) model. CSP introduces shorter commitment cycles, monthly billing, and more fre-
quent opportunities to adjust consumption. These changes reward organisations that oper-
ate with discipline and visibility — but they also expose weaknesses that long-term contracts
previously masked.

As a result, leadership expectations have shifted.

CFOs, CIOs, and Boards increasingly expect cloud spend to be:

* Clearly owned

* Predictable

« Explainable

« Governed through repeatable processes

Unexpected cloud costs are no longer viewed as “the nature of cloud.” They are increasingly
seen as a sign that governance is missing or unclear.

Yet many organisations still operate Azure with:

o Subscription-level visibility rather than workload-level insight
Inconsistent or incomplete tagging

Limited early warning when spend changes

Reactive responses after invoices arrive

When ownership is unclear and visibility is coarse, optimisation becomes sporadic and trust
between Finance, IT, and Engineering erodes.

This guide exists to close that gap.




It provides practical, experience-based guidance to help organisations:

« Establish a clear FinOps operating model across Finance, IT, Engineering, and Leadership

« Improve ownership, predictability, and confidence in Azure spend

« Enable continuous Azure cost optimisation without relying on heroics or one-off
clean-ups

o Prepare safely for a transition from EA to CSP as an operational shift — not just a
contract change

In this guide, FinOps refers to the operating model that defines how cloud costs are
owned, reviewed, and governed.

Azure cost optimisation refers to the execution work that happens within that model —
such as rightsizing, commitment management, and responding to anomalies. When these
two are aligned, Azure stops feeling volatile or expensive. It becomes a governed, predictable
platform that supports business priorities with confidence.




2. Market and Operating Context

Azure cost challenges rarely emerge because organisations make poor decisions.
They emerge because the external rules have changed, while internal operating models
have not kept pace.

Three shifts now make strong Azure cost governance essential.

2.1 Microsoft Pricing and Licensing Changes Reduce the
Margin for Error

Microsoft is simplifying pricing across Enterprise Agreements (EA), MPSA, and OSPA.
From 1 November 2025, online services were moved to a single global price level, retiring
EA price tiers A-D.

This change affects Azure, Microsoft 365, Dynamics 365, Power Platform, and security
services.

For many organisations, this does not automatically mean higher costs.
What it does mean is less tolerance for weak governance.

When discount tiers disappear:

* Forecast accuracy matters more
« Consumption discipline becomes visible
» Poor workload insight is exposed quickly

Long-term contracts no longer compensate for limited visibility or informal optimisation
practices. Organisations that lack clear ownership and repeatable cost governance will feel
the impact first.

Official Microsoft Source:
Online Services Pricing Consistency Update
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/licensing/news/online-services-pricing-consistency-update

Additional official context is maintained by Microsoft here:

Volume Licensing Central,- Latest News
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/volume-licensing-central/latest-news



https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/licensing/news/online-services-pricing-consistency-update
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/volume-licensing-central/latest-news

2.2 EA — CSP is an Operating Shift, Not A Contract Swap

Microsoft increasingly supports transitions from EA to the Cloud Solution Provider (CSP)
model. These transitions can be executed without service disruption and are now actively
encouraged for many customers.

CSP introduces:
« Monthly billing
« Shorter commitment horizons
« Faster feedback on consumption changes

These characteristics align well with modern cloud usage — but only when supported by
a FinOps operating model.

Under EA, long contract cycles often masked inefficiencies. Under CSP, cost signals
surface faster.

Organisations that succeed with CSP treat it as:

« A governance model
* A decision-making rhythm
« A shared responsibility across Finance, IT, and Engineering

Organisations that do not often experience CSP as volatile rather than flexible — not
because of pricing, but because governance is missing.

Official Microsoft Source:
Transition Seat-Based Services to CSP
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/partner-center/customers/transition-seat-based-services

For a broader CSP overview:
CSP Program Overview
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/partner-center/csp-overview



https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/partner-center/customers/transition-seat-based-services
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/partner-center/csp-overview 

2.3 Leadership Expectations Have Changed Faster Than
Operating Models

Cloud adoption has matured. Leadership expectations have matured with it.

Today's executives are asking reasonable, operational questions:

« Which workloads are driving our Azure costs?
» Why did spend change last month?

« Who owns those costs?

« How confident are we in the next forecast?

In many organisations, these questions are still difficult to answer calmly.

Common gaps include:

« Cost visibility limited to subscriptions rather than workloads

« Inconsistent tagging and ownership

+ Limited early warning when spend changes

« Weak connection between architecture decisions and cost impact

This creates friction between Finance, IT, and Engineering — not because teams disagree,
but because they are working from different views of reality.

Without a shared operating model, cost optimisation becomes reactive, trust erodes, and
leadership confidence declines.

2.4 What This Means in Practice

The external environment now rewards organisations that operate Azure deliberately.
That does not require perfect data or heavy controls.

It requires:

« Clear ownership

* Repeatable review cycles

« Shared visibility across teams

+ A FinOps operating model that keeps pace with change

Azure cost optimisation then becomes a continuous outcome — not a one-time effort.
This guide builds on that premise.
In the next section, we introduce FinOps as the operating layer that connects

technology, finance, and leadership — and makes predictable cloud economics
achievable in practice.



3. The Five Governance Gaps That Drive Azure Overspend

Azure overspend rarely comes from negligence or poor intent. It most often comes from
reasonable decisions that are never revisited, combined with missing feedback loops.

Across industries and organisation sizes, the same patterns appear repeatedly. They are
not technical failures. They are governance gaps.

3.1 Limited Workload-Level Visibility

The gap
Azure costs are viewed at subscription level rather than by application, service, or team.

What this looks like in practice

A single production subscription hosts multiple applications. When monthly spend
increases, no one can immediately see which workload caused it. Investigation takes
days or weeks, often after Finance has already raised concerns.

Why this matters
When cost cannot be clearly attributed, ownership becomes abstract. Without
ownership, optimisation decisions stall or become reactive.

3.2 Inconsistent or Missing Tagging

The gap
Tagging standards exist but are not applied consistently or maintained over time.

What this looks like in practice
Finance is required to allocate cloud costs to departments or cost centres. A significant
portion of resources lack correct tags, forcing manual estimation and reconciliation.

Why this matters:

Tagging is not an administrative detail. It is the foundation of accountability and trust in
cost data.

3.3 Budgets and Alerts That Are Too Coarse

The gap
Budgets and alerts exist only at subscription level, if at all.

What this looks like in practice

A new environment or service scales unexpectedly. Spend increases materially, but no
alert fires because the overall subscription budget is not breached.



Why this matters:
Most cost issues begin inside individual workloads. If alerts operate only at high level,
issues are detected late — after cost has already accumulated.
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3.4 Underutilised Compute & Storage

The gap
Resources are sized conservatively and left unchanged.

What this looks like in practice

Workloads are migrated with generous capacity to avoid performance risk. Utilisation
remains low, but no structured review takes place. Over time, unused capacity, orphaned
disks, and retained backups quietly compound cost.

Why this matters
This type of waste is rarely dramatic — but it is persistent. Without regular review, it
becomes embedded and invisible.

3.5 Mismanaged Commitments (Reserved Instances and
Savings Plans)

The gap
Commitment decisions are made reactively — or avoided entirely.

What this looks like in practice
Some organisations over-commit during renewals and struggle with unused capacity.
Others avoid commitments altogether, missing savings on stable workloads.

Why this matters
Commitments amplify outcomes. With good governance, they increase predictability and
efficiency. Without it, they lock in waste or uncertainty.

When These Gaps Combine
When these governance gaps overlap, organisations experience:

* Invoice surprises

* Friction between Finance and Technology teams

« Unreliable forecasts

» A perception that cloud is expensive rather than flexible

This is not a tooling problem.
It is not a discipline problem.

It is an operating model problem.

In the next section, we introduce FinOps as the operating model designed to close these
gaps — providing ownership, visibility, and rhythm, while enabling continuous Azure
cost optimisation in practice.



4. FinOps: The Operating Model That Closes the
Governance Gaps

The governance gaps described in the previous section are common — and they are not
caused by poor intent or lack of skill. They occur when cloud environments scale faster
than the operating models used to manage them.

FinOps exists to close those gaps.

It provides a structured, repeatable way to govern cloud spend across Finance, IT,
Engineering, and Leadership — without slowing delivery or innovation.

4.1 What FinOps Is - and What It is Not

FinOps is often misunderstood.
It is not:

* A cost-cutting initiative
« A finance-owned control mechanism
A reporting exercise
+ A tool, dashboard, or one-time project
FinOps is:
* A shared operating model
A way to align financial accountability with technical decisions
« A repeatable rhythm for visibility, decision-making, and follow-up

FinOps does not perform Azure cost optimisation. It ensures that optimisation decisions
are owned, deliberate, and continuous.

4.2 Why FinOps Has Become Essential
Several shifts have made FinOps essential rather than optional.
Cloud spend now changes faster than budgets

Autoscaling, managed services, and Al workloads allow consumption to change daily,
while budgets are still planned monthly or annually.

Commercial models have changed
As EA price tiers disappear and CSP adoption increases, predictability comes less from
contracts and more from governance.




Leadership expectations have matured
Unexpected cloud spend is no longer accepted as “the nature of cloud.” It is increasingly
viewed as a sign that ownership or visibility is missing.

FinOps exists to address these realities — without adding friction.

4.3 The Three Principles Behind Effective FinOps

Several shifts have made FinOps essential rather than optional. Every effective FinOps
operating model rests on three principles. Miss one, and the model weakens.

Visibility
People cannot manage what they cannot see.

Visibility means:
« Costs tied to workloads, not just subscriptions

 Trends over time, not static snapshots
* A shared view across Finance and Technology

Visibility is not dashboards. It is clarity.

Accountability
FinOps is not about blame. It is about ownership.
Accountability means:

« Clear owners for each workload
« Teams understanding the cost impact of their decisions
« Finance and IT working from the same data

Without accountability, optimisation does not stick.

Optimisation (as an outcome)

Optimisation is not an annual clean-up. t is the result of visibility and ownership applied
consistently. FinOps does not optimise resources itself. It ensures Azure cost optimisation
happens continuously.

FinOps works as a repeating cycle: Inform — Decide — Operate

Inform

« Provide timely, reliable cost insight
« Attribute spend to meaningful owners
« Highlight trends and anomalies




Decide

« Agree where action makes sense
« Balance cost, performance, and risk
« Assign clear ownership

Operate

« Execute changes safely
« Track outcomes
» Feed results back into the next cycle

This loop typically runs monthly, supported by lighter weekly monitoring. The value lies

in consistency, not complexity.

4.4 Shared Responsibilities, Not Central Control

FinOps fails when everyone owns it — or when one team owns everything.
A working model distributes responsibility:
« Finance owns budgets, forecasting, and confidence in the numbers
« IT / Platform teams own guardrails, governance, and visibility
« Engineering / Product teams own workload behaviour and trade-offs
* Leadership owns direction, prioritisation, and trust in outcomes

No team is isolated. No team is blind to cost.

4.5 A Practical View of FinOps Maturity

In practice, organisations tend to fall into three broad stages.
The objective is not perfection. It is progression.

* Subscription-level « Workload-level insight « Clear ownership across
visibility for key systems all workloads

* Reactive responses « Basic ownership and « Early detection of un
after invoices review cadence usual spend

* Low trust between » Fewer surprises, « Predictable forecasting
Finance and Technology improving predictability and calm decision

-making




4.6 FinOps and Architecture: Where Cost Is Set Early

Many of the most significant cloud cost decisions are made before deployment.

Architecture choices influence:

« Compute models
Data platforms
Network patterns
Scaling behaviour
Analytics and Al usage

FinOps must therefore influence decisions early — not only review outcomes later.

Good architecture is not just technical discipline. It is cost governance applied upstream.

4.7 FinOps as the Foundation for CSP Operations

CSP introduces:

» Monthly billing
« Faster feedback on consumption changes
« More frequent optimisation opportunities

Without FinOps:

« CSP feels volatile
« Costs feel unpredictable
+ Savings are inconsistent

With FinOps:
» CSP becomes manageable

« Optimisation becomes routine
« Governance keeps pace with change

CSP rewards organisations that operate deliberately.




4.8 What Good FinOps Feels Like in Practice

When FinOps is working well:

« Cost discussions are calm and fact-based

« Finance trusts forecasts

« Engineers understand the financial impact of decisions
« Leadership sees cloud as controllable, not chaotic

Cloud stops feeling “expensive.” It starts feeling intentional.

Key Takeaway
FinOps is not about spending less. It is about spending deliberately.

In the next section, we translate this operating model into a practical Azure cost
governance framework - showing how FinOps enables continuous Azure cost
optimisation in practice.




5. Azure Cost Governance: How FinOps Enables
Optimisation in Practice

Azure provides a solid foundation for understanding and managing cloud spend.
For many organisations, native tools are sufficient to get started.

As environments grow in scale and complexity, however, native capabilities alone rarely
provide the granularity, automation, and predictability required for mature cost
governance — especially in a CSP operating model.

This section explains:

« What Azure provides out of the box
« Where governance gaps typically appear
« How FinOps enables consistent Azure cost optimisation without bureaucracy

The objective is not more tooling. The objective is clear ownership, reliable insight,
and repeatable control.

Section 5 takeaway
Azure provides the foundations. Governance provides the control. Without governance,
cost management stays reactive. With governance, cost becomes predictable.




Area

Workload
Visibility

Tagging
Standards

Budgets
&
Alerts

Rightsizing
&
Optimisation

RI & Savings
Plans

Cost views by
subscription,
resource group,
and tags

Where It

Breaks Down

Shared services
blur ownership.
Tagging must be
perfect.

What Better
Governance Delivers

Clear cost per app or team
over time, enabling real
ownership and
optimisation.

Required tags at
deployment.
Basic reports.

Existing resources
drift. No insight
into tag quality.

Ongoing tag health and
reliable cost allocation.

Subscription
budgets and
threshold alerts

Alerts are too
broad. Issues
found late.

Early, workload-level
warnings before costs
escalate.

Azure Advisor
recommendations

No business con-
text. Optimisation
is irregular.

Continuous, evidence-
based optimisation with
tracked impact.

Static purchase
guidance and
usage views

Easy to over- or
under-commit.

Rolling commitments
aligned to workload
stability.

Subscription-
level anomaly
alerts

Limited context.
Manual investiga-
tion needed.

Early detection with clear
root cause.

Reports, budgets,
Advisor insights

Reviews are ad
hoc and
inconsistent.

A repeatable monthly
cadence with owners and
actions.

Policy, RBAC,
landing zone
patterns

Cost impact
missed in design
decisions.

Cost-aware architecture
that avoids long-term
surprises.



6. Azure Cost Optimization: Common Workload Cost
Traps — and How to Address Them

Most Azure overspend does not come from bad decisions. It comes from reasonable
decisions that are never revisited.

This section focuses on the most common workload-level cost traps seen across
Azure environments — and the practical optimisation actions that address them.

These actions sit inside a FinOps operating model. Without governance, they happen
sporadically. With governance, they become routine.

Area

Virtual
Machines
(IaaS)

Contai
ners
A

What It Why It Practical
Looks Like Happens Optimisation Actions
Always on. Large VMs run Fear of Review usage quarterly.
Always 24/7 at low performance Right-size. Shut down
oversized. utilisation for  risk. No review  non-prod. Assign
years. cadence. ownership.
Paying for Temporary Decisions made Treat tiers as
peak, all the  scale-ups under pressure. temporary. Review
time. never scaled “Set and for- after peaks. Align with
back. get” business cycles.
Efficiency Clusters Complexi- Right-size node pools.

without
control.

half-empty but
cost more than
before.

ty hides cost
signals. Poor
autoscaling.

Align scaling to
demand. Attribute
costs to services.

Small costs

Old disks,

Storage feels

Apply lifecycle rules.

that never backups, snap- cheap. No Review growth monthly.

stop. shots quietly ~ ownership after Assign data ownership.
accumulate. retirement.

Unbounded  Large jobs Speed over cos  Set cost thresholds.

experimen- spike costs awareness. No  Track cost per run. Treat

tation.

unexpectedly.

guardrails.

as high-risk workloads.

These optimisation actions are straightforward — but without a FinOps operating model,
they happen inconsistently and too late.




7. Practical Operating Tools

This section includes a structured self-assessment to help organisations understand
how well their current operating model supports predictable and explainable Azure
costs.

It is not a test.

It is not a benchmark against others.

And it is not a measure of how aggressively costs have been optimised.

Instead, it highlights governance gaps — areas where ownership, cadence, or visibility
may be limiting effective Azure cost optimisation.

7.1 FinsOps RACI - Clear Ownership Without Bureaucracy

FinOps fails when ownership is unclear or spread too thin.

This RACI clarifies who is responsible, accountable, consulted, and informed — without
forcing a specific organisational model.

IT/ Engineering / Leadership
Platform Product
A C I I

FinOps
Activity

A R C I
C R R I
C R C A
I R R I




7.2 Monthly FinOps Review — Standard Agenda

Actual vs forecasted spend Do we understand why spend
and variance explained changed?

Top workloads or services by What is driving cost right
cost and recent changes now?

Unusual spend patterns, root What needs attention before
cause, and owner next month?

Clear rightsizing or clean-up Where does optimisation
opportunities clearly make sense?

RI / Savings Plan usage and Are commitments still aligned
upcoming changes with reality?

Planned changes with cost Are we creating future cost
implications risk?

The Output of the Review

+ Agreed actions
» Named owners
 tems tracked into the next cycle

Why this works
Short, predictable reviews turn FinOps from a concept into a habit.

7.3 Decision Guardrails - Simple Checklist

How to use this checklist

 These are guardrails, not approval gates
» The goal is early visibility, not slower delivery
» Most cost issues are avoided when the right conversation happens early

Situation “ Required Action

Material increase in workload Review cost drivers and assign
spend or repeated anomalies owner

RI / Savings Plan proposed or ~ Confirm workload stability and
renewed forecast confidence

Forecast confidence drops or Align forecast, explain variance,
spend exceeds plan agree next steps

New platforms, scaling changes, Assess cost impact before
or data-intensive workloads implementation



7.4 Azure Cost Governance Self-Assessment
This section is designed as a self-assessment, not a test.

It is not intended to benchmark organisations against each other, nor to judge
performance based on a numerical score. It is also not a measure of how aggressively
Azure costs have been optimised to date.

Instead, this assessment helps organisations identify governance gaps in how Azure
costs are owned, reviewed, and explained.

The focus is on the operating model:

« Do we have clear ownership?

« Do we review costs in a repeatable way?

» Do we detect and address issues early?

Do Finance and Technology work from the same view of reality?




By answering these questions honestly, organisations gain clarity on where their current
model supports predictable cloud economics — and where it does not.

The output of this assessment should be used to:

+ Guide next decisions,x not assign blame
« Prioritise governance improvements before optimisation efforts
 Support informed discussions around EA — CSP readiness

The goal is clarity, not a high score. A lower score does not indicate failure. It indicates
where focus will have the greatest impact.

How the Scoring Works

Each statement in this assessment should be answered based on what is consistently true
today - not what is planned, partially implemented, or works only in some cases. For each
statement that accurately reflects your current operating model, assign one point.

The maximum score is 12 points.

The score itself is not the objective. Its purpose is to highlight where governance is
established — and where further clarity and structure are needed.

Use the result as a conversation starter, not a verdict.

The Assessment

Visibility & Allocation

 Azure costs are consistently reviewed at workload, application, or business-unit level
« Tagging standards are consistently applied and reviewed over time
« Each workload has a clearly defined owner accountable for cost

Governance & Controls

 Budgets and alerts are aligned to meaningful ownership boundaries
» We review cloud costs at least monthly
» Cost anomalies are reviewed promptly and ownership is clear

Optimisation Practices

« There is a regular, owned process for reviewing compute and database utilisation
 There is a defined process for identifying and addressing idle resources
« Storage lifecycle and retention policies are defined and reviewed

Commitments & Predictability

« Reserved Instances or Savings Plans are governed through a defined review cadence
« Commitments are modelled 3-12 months ahead
» Finance uses cloud cost forecasts with confidence



7.5 Interpreting Your Results

The ranges below describe typical operating patterns observed across Azure
environments. They are intended to support reflection and prioritisation
- not judgement.

0-3 points: Beginner Maturity

What this typically indicates

« Cost management is largely reactive
* Predictability is limited
« Ownership is not yet consistently defined

Common risks

 Unexpected budget variance
« Commitments made without sufficient confidence
« Friction between Finance and Technology teams

Indicative optimisation potential
Often 20-40%, once basic governance gaps are addressed. This stage reflects an
opportunity, not a failure. Improvements at this level usually deliver the fastest impact.

4-7 points: Emerging Maturity

What this typically indicates

« Core governance elements are in place
« Execution varies across workloads or teams
« Automation and review cadence are partially established

Common risks

« Optimisation opportunities identified late or inconsistently
« Commitments not fully aligned with workload behaviour

Indicative optimisation potential
Often 15-25% annually, through more consistent governance and follow-up

At this stage, the focus shifts from establishing visibility to improving consistency.

8-12 points: Optimised Maturity

What this typically indicates

* Clear ownership across workloads
« Early detection of cost signals
« Forecasting is trusted and repeatable




Typical outcomes

« High confidence operating under CSP
« Stable, explainable cloud budgets
« Architecture decisions informed by cost impact

This stage reflects a mature operating model — with optimisation treated as a
continuous discipline, not a one-off exercise.

7.6 What to Do Next Based on Your Result

The guidance below is intended to help prioritise where to focus first. It is not a checklist
to complete in order, and not a measure of success. Progress comes from establishing
the right operating habits - not from doing everything at once.

Beginner Maturity (0-3 points)

Primary focus
Establish the foundations of cost governance.

Recommended next steps

« Define clear ownership for key workloads

« Introduce basic workload-level visibility

« Establish a regular, lightweight cost review cadence

« Address obvious gaps in tagging, budgets, and alerts

What matters most at this stage
Clarity and ownership. Early improvements typically deliver visible impact with minimal
effort.

Emerging Maturity (4-7 points)

Primary focus
Improve consistency and follow-through.

Recommended next steps

+ Formalise monthly FinOps reviews with named owners
« Improve anomaly detection and response discipline
« Align commitment decisions with workload stability
« Extend governance patterns across more workloads

What matters most at this stage
Consistency. Governance already exists — the goal is to make it reliable.




Optimised Maturity (8-12 points)

Primary focus
Sustain predictability as the environment evolves.

Recommended next steps

« Integrate cost considerations earlier into architecture decisions

« Refine forecasting and scenario modelling

» Review commitments and optimisation patterns continuously

« Scale governance practices as new workloads and teams are introduced

What matters most at this stage
Adaptability. Maturity is maintained by keeping governance aligned with change.

Final thought
There is no finish line.

Azure environments evolve continuously — and so must the operating model that
governs them. The most effective organisations treat cost governance as a living
discipline, not a completed project.

Migration Path: Moving from EA to
CSP in Seven Practical Steps



file:

8. Conclusion: From Cloud Spend to Cloud Confidence

Managing Azure costs effectively is no longer a technical challenge.
It is an operating challenge.

As cloud environments mature, the organisations that succeed are not those that
optimise hardest, but those that govern deliberately. They establish clear ownership,
maintain predictable review rhythms, and make cost a shared responsibility across
Finance, Technology, and Leadership.

This guide has shown that:
» FinOps is the operating model that creates clarity and accountability
« 7Azure cost optimisation is the execution that follows from that model
+ CSP rewards governance, not guesswork
« Predictable cloud economics come from habit, not heroics

There is no finish line. Azure environments evolve, workloads change, and business
priorities shift. The role of governance is to keep cost decisions explainable as that

change happens.

When ownership is clear, reviews are routine, and decisions are made with visibility, cloud
spend becomes manageable — and confidence replaces surprise.

That is the real outcome of good cost governance.
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	5.2 Help is Available


Migration Path:
Moving from EA to CSP

In Seven Practical Steps
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Migration Path: Moving from EA to CSP in Seven
Practical Steps

Moving from an Enterprise Agreement (EA) to a Cloud Solution Provider (CSP) model
is not just a licensing change. It is an operational shift in how cloud consumption is

governed, reviewed, and owned.

When this shift is handled deliberately, CSP brings flexibility, transparency, and
continuous optimisation. When it is rushed or treated as an administrative exercise,
it can feel unpredictable and risky.

This section outlines a clear, low-risk path for moving from EA to CSP. The emphasis is
not speed, but confidence.

Step

1

Current
State

2

Governance
Readiness

3

Cost
Modellm

Comm
Str

What This Step

Who Is

Common Risk

Clarifies Involved If Skipped

Understand ~ Which workloads IT, CSP volatility
real exist, how they Engineering, driven by a
consumption behave, and where Finance ssumptions

costs are predictable rather than data
Check Whether ownership, IT, Finance Monthly billing
operating visibility, and review exposes gover-
model cadence are in place nance gaps
Compare EA  How workloads Finance, IT False savings
vs CSP behave financially expectations or

under CSP budget shocks
Make com-  Which workloads Finance, IT,  Over-commit-
mitments justify long-term Engineering ment or missed
explicit commitments savings
Move How subscriptions IT, Finance Surprise billing
without and renewals or internal
disruption transition confusion
Use CSP How optimisation IT, CSP treated as
flexibility becomes routine Engineering, static instead of

Finance dynamic

Change how How CSP becomes Leadership,  CSP reduced
costs are part of the operating Finance, IT to a contract
managed model change





CSP is not a faster way to buy Azure - it is a more disciplined way to operate it.
What Should Be Clear by Now
By this point, three things should be evident.

First, cost governance is not a finance problem.

It is a shared responsibility between Finance, IT and platform teams, Engineering, and
Leadership. When ownership is clear, conversations improve. When conversations
improve, decisions follow.

Second, FinOps is the missing operating layer.

It turns cloud spend from reactive to intentional, from opaque to explainable, and from
volatile to predictable. Most organisations already have tools and data. What they are
missing are the feedback loops that modern cloud platforms require.

Third, CSP rewards good governance.

As Microsoft simplifies pricing and encourages EA to CSP transitions, organisations
face a choice. They can treat CSP as just another contract - or they can use it as an
opportunity to modernise how cloud costs are governed.

Those that choose the second path gain flexibility, transparency, and long-term control.
What Good Looks Like Going Forward

Organisations with strong Azure cost governance tend to share the same characteristics.

» They understand which workloads drive cost, and why.
« They detect anomalies early and address them calmly.
» They optimise continuously, not once a year.

« They make architecture decisions with cost awareness.
They trust their forecasts.

« They operate CSP with confidence rather than concern.

Most importantly, they stop seeing cloud as “expensive” - and start seeing it as
intentional.
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