DevOps Platform:

Selection, Architecture, and Tradeoffs
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Platform decisions are now strategic:
build, buy, or assemble.

Three lenses: selection criteria,
reference architecture, explicit tradeoffs.

What "DevOps platform" and IDP
mean in 2026: self-service delivery.

Capabilities span CI/CD, supply chain

security, environments, and cost governance.

Who must be in the room: platform,
security, ops, procurement, finance.
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STRATEGY

Why Platform Choices Reached the Boardroom — ..

OUTCOMES

80% of large software / IDP market grows from USD 10.4B
.‘.; organizations will run platform .l in 2026 toward USD 31.6B by 2031
teams in 2026, up from 45% R
in 2022 USD 31.6B
80%
45% / . USD 10.4B / .

2022 2026 2026 2031
Homegrown platforms stall on Nearly 30% of platform teams measure
sponsorship (41%) and unclear nothing; ~70% of initiatives miss adoption

ownership (37%) without a golden path

Sponsorshi _ 41% F
p P b Qe _—>
Unclear ownership [N 37% ..

Overdue signals: tool sprawl, cloud cost scrutiny, supply chain mandates,
ticket queues replacing self-service §




Capability Model: What a DevOps Platform Must Deliver =
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Source and

build

{

Delivery
Table stakes and release
portal, service catalog,
Cl/CD templates, policy-as-code,
secrets, unified observability

Differentiators C)
Build on the basics
Security to fit your needs Environments
and compliance and infrastructure

N

Observability

GOLDEN PATH

Six domains: source and build,
delivery, environments,
observability, security, portal

Table stakes: portal, service
catalog, CI/CD templates,
policy-as-code, secrets,
unified observability

Golden path: opinionated,
supported defaults plus
explicit escape hatches

Score against organizational
maturity, not vendor checklists

Start with highest-friction
workflows every team repeats
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Reference Architecture: Control Plane, Data Plane,
and Integration Surfaces

Integration
Surfaces
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SCM

registries

cloud APIs

Kubernetes

ticketing

secrets
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Vendor-Managed Zone

Control Plane
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service policy orchestration identity audit desired
catalog state

Workload Zone

Data Plane
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runners

agents clusters targets

Trust Boundaries
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Control plane:
service catalog, policy,
orchestration, identity,
audit, desired state

Data plane:

runners, agents, clusters;
keeps serving if control
link drops

Integration surfaces:

SCM, registries, cloud APls,
Kubernetes, ticketing,
secrets

Trust boundaries:
outbound mTLS, per-tenant
isolation, least-privilege
access

Variants:

multi-cloud, multi-region,
air-gapped, jurisidiction-
scoped data planes



BUIId Buy, or Assemble: Sourcing Models and Lock-In Exposure

ontrol trade- your Internal Developer Platform

Managed commercial Assembled Internal build

) platform components < / > on open source
Fully managed platform from Integrate and operate Self-host and customize
a commercial provider. commercial components. (e.g., Backstage).

% Commercial IDPs at 100 9 Three archetypes: managed 9 Self-hosted Backstage:
engineers: $36K-78K/year; =) commercial platform, < 2—-4 engineers, S450K-800K
per-seat beats a platform team assembled components, year one, $250K-450K
only past 500-900 engineers internal build on open source annually
Cost per seat vs. platform team cost Key takeaways

@ Real lock-in is golden paths, catalog metadata, and
Platform team templates written in vendor format
total cost

@ Estimate exit cost before signing: what if the vendor
disappeared tomorrow?

I
| Per-seat cost
|
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cO> Internal build justified when: bespoke compliance,

500-900 engineers M 150-200+ engineers, standing platform team




Selection Criteria and
Weighted Evaluation Framework

@ Define weighted, testable criteria EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

and pass/fail gates before any demo
Criteria Vendor A Vendor B Vendor C

@ Weighting model: developer
experience, security, integration,
scalability, TCO, vendor health Security and compliance

Developer experience

Score each vendor 0-5, multiply L =oRatana

a0l :
by weight, sum to total Scalability and multi-tenancy

Evidence over demos: POCs on your TCO
(A workflows, industry reference checks,

8 : Vendor health
architecture reviews

Avoid pitfalls: feature-count bias,
A sunk-cost pressure, single-stakeholder
dominance, list pricing

Define Criteria Evaluate Recommend

Deliver a defensible recommendation
@ and Gates and Validate with Confidence

procurement can negotiate and
security can co-sign



Security, Compliance, and Supply Chain Requirements
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Platform as control point: policy-as-code
and admission control enforce guardrails,
not review queues

Supply chain essentials: provenance,
SBOM, artifact signing, and build isolation

SLSA Build levels: L1 provenance exists,
L2 authentic, L3 unforgeable and isolated

Short-lived credentials, least privilege,
and no shared administrator tokens

Strictness should cost platform teams
configuration, not developers context
switches

Audit
Evidence



Architecture Tradeoffs: Autonomy, Standardization, Reliability, and Cost

Make deliberate choices, document them, and review over time.

Autonomy vs
Standardization

Keep the golden path
optional but clearly better.

Autonomy Standardization
® Owner
- (name)
Review date
(date)
Key Takeaways

® Autonomy vs standardization: keep
the golden path optional but clearly better

ownership; core team maintains

shared primitives

® Reliable data planes keep serving if

the control plane link drops

Centralized vs
Federated Ownership

Centraiized control plane
vs federated ownership;
core team maintains
shared primitives.

Federated
ownership

Centralized
control plane

@ Owner
-~ (name)
51 Review date
(date)

e (Cost tradeoffs: control plane overhead,
idle capacity, telemetry volume

e Centralized control plane vs federated ® Sequence showback first; move to

chargeback once allocation is accurate

® Document tradeoffs as decisions
with owners and review dates

Reliability:
Shared vs Isolated

Reliable data planes keep
serving if the control plane
link drops.

Shared Isolated
@ Owner
- (name)

Review date

(date)

Cost Tradeoffs
Cost tradeoffs: control

plane overhead, idle
capacity, telemetry volume.

Showback Chargeback

Owner
(name)

51 Review date
(date)




FIinOps and the Platform Cost Model

GOVERN - ATTRIBUTE - ALLOCATE - DRIVE BETTER DECISIONS

% ~——>  Admission Controller —> & —

Enforce mandatory labels:

e team
Developer product Tagged
Request environment Resource

cost-center
workload-type

\ 4

Untagged Spend Backstop
Hold untagged spend in a visible backstop.

® Embed cost governance at provisioning time; retrospective
chargeback cannot reverse committed spend.

® Mandatory attribution: team, product, environment, cost-center,
workload-type labels enforced before resources exist.

® Shared platform costs need a defensible split rule; hold untagged
spend in a visible backstop.

® Showback builds visibility and trust; chargeback moves real money
once allocation is accurate.

® Al workloads now drive ~18% of cloud spend at Al-forward
enterprises, up from 4% in 2023.

TRANSPARENT COSTS. STRONGER OUTCOMES.

PEOPLE
PLATFORMS
COSTS

GREATER IMPACT
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Showback Chargeback
Builds visibility Moves real money
and trust once allocation
is accurate

Al Workloads Share of Cloud Spend
~18%

4% /

2023 Al-forward
enterprises




Migration, Adoption, and the Operating Model

A practical path to lasting value

Pilot one Migrate Decommission
golden path wave by wave legacy paths

Keep a documented return route for exceptions

Operating model
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Budget 15-25% Staff one platform Run platform-as- Handle the 30%
of the platform engineer per 15-25 product: PM, roadmap, long tail without
budget for adoption developers (2-6% SLOs, escape hatches becoming a ticket

of headcount) queue




Measuring Success: DORA, Developer Experience, and Adoption

l|| Baseline Q DORA five metrics 22¢ Golden path adoption

e Baseline week-0: lead time, ticket  DORA five metrics: deployment e Golden path adoption above 80%
volume, developer satisfaction — frequency, lead time, change failure voluntary; mandated exclusivity
no delta without two data points rate, recovery time, rework rate cut throughput by 6%

Deployment frequency

Lead time
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Change failure rate .
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80%
Recovery time voluntary
Week 0 Current
Rework rate
z DevEx signals |/V' Expect a J-curve
e DevEx signals: time-to-first-deploy, e Expect a J-curve: early gains, a dip, then recovery over 6-12 months

platform NPS, self-service completion,
ticket deflection

®© w B -

Time-to- Platform Self-service Ticket
first-deploy NPS completion deflection



Decision Workshop: Choosing Your Platform Direction

Apply the capability model
@ and weighted criteria to real Options Stakeholder Perspectives
workloads and real cost data

o= Score two or three realistic
o= options on the same criteria

before the final demo Top Three Accepted Tradeoffs

° Surface disagreement

0Owe .

a@» between platform, security,
ops, procurement, and finance

POC Scope, Owners, Timeline, and Week-0 Baseline

Name the top three accepted

51-6 tradeoffs: standardization,
managed, central, or their
opposites

Define POC scope, named
owners, timeline, and a
week-0 baseline

ill




Common Failure Patterns and How to Avoid Them

Learn from common pitfalls and build a platform that people actually use.
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Golden paths nobody uses:
if it needs more YAML, developers
take the alternative

Make the golden path simple,
paved, and easier than the alternative.

Shared runners and clusters
without isolation widen the blast radius

Isolate workloads and apply
clear boundaries.
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Platform team as ticket-takers:
manual provisioning disguised
as DevOps

Automate self-service and focus
the team on enabling, not fulfilling
tickets.

Nearly 30% of platform teams
track no adoption metrics at all

Define and track adoption
metrics.
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Day-2 drift:
golden paths diverge without
drift detection and template updates

Add drift detection and keep
templates updated.
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Stalls are organizational:

weak sponsorship, unclear ownership,
no DevEx research

Strengthen sponsorship, clarify
ownership, and invest in DevEx
research.

SMOOTHER PATHS
TRONGER OUTCOMES

S




Key Takeaways and Next Steps

Selection is weighted and evidence-based,

with pass/fail gates before demos S

S e T e
' eparatfe control plane, data plf;m.e, and o
integration surfaces; draw explicit trust B BN B
boundaries S ..

____________________

Name and own every tradeoff:

3 Control
autonomy for throughput, control for speed utonomy ¢————@)————> Contro

Sourcing is rarely build versus buy—
buy-and-extend is the pragmatic middle ground

Baseline first, instrument the golden path, /|'

track DORA plus DevEx plus voluntary adoption

with named owners

000060

Revisit the decision on a defined cadence - £ \



PersonWise.

PersonWise - Al digital-human course platform

Scan the code or click anywhere to watch this course live, with voice Q&A

personwise.ai/t/97e5f21e/public
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