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Show that a license audit by a software company was unfair.

In a license fee audit, a software
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days. They then ‘cherry-picked’ the
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proper, but appropriate to the spirit
and the definition of the license
agreement. By contrasting the
normal count (shown to the right)
with the skewed count as claimed
(but not illustrated) by the software
company, the convoluted and greedy
plot becomes suspect and true
intentions are revealed.
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