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This report synthesizes data from verified user reviews and practitioner community posts collected from G2,

Capterra, Gartner Peer Insights, PeerSpot, TrustRadius, Reddit r/kubernetes and r/vmware, and vendor

documentation and lifecycle publications. Pricing data reflects vendor pricing pages, Redress Compliance

licensing analysis, and independent procurement analysis current as of July 2026. Full research methodology

at unvarnishedreviews.com/methodology. Research Notes available on request at

editorial@unvarnishedreviews.com.

The Verdict Up Front: An Informed Decision Is Critical
Many platform evaluations ask which of these four Kubernetes platforms is the “best” and rely on analysts’

pronouncements, magic charts, and consultants to identify a “market leader.” Pay-for-play analyst firms tend

to favor their large vendor clients in their opinions, while consultants can steer you towards solutions that

involve long and complex deployments that generate hefty fees.

As customer testimonies show, choosing a Kubernetes platform through blind trust and without a deeper

understanding of what to look for in a Kubernetes platform has led organizations to make regrettable choices.

For critical infrastructure like Kubernetes, it is important to recognize that these four Kubernetes platforms

differ radically in architecture, capability, manageability, and total cost of ownership.

How each platform performs and how much each platform costs is determined by several key factors,

including ease of deployment, time to production-readiness, ease of management, multi-cloud and

multi-cluster capability, availability and self-healing, product dependencies, open-source purity, and

complexity of upgrades, patching, and configuration changes. The degree to which the solutions leverage AI

also differs. These key factors are addressed in the Key Evaluation Factors table below.

Because Kubernetes is a complex environment, vendors strive to differentiate their offerings by providing

greater ease of development, deployment, and management. State-of-the-art methods include integrating

declarative programming, GitOps, and Flux CD into the platform to create infrastructure as code

environments.

Kubernetes is a base platform that requires additional applications for networking, logging, monitoring,

storage, security, availability, observability, service mesh, cost control, and more. Some vendors give you an

“opinionated” stack that is difficult to change, while others provide a curated set of best-in-class elements

within a modular architecture that enables easy swapping out of modules. Platform engineering arose as a

popular trend to provide an expertly engineered Kubernetes standard that eliminated Kubernetes sprawl and

inconsistent configurations across an organization.



Platform Architecture Comparison

Feature VMware Tanzu Red Hat OpenShift Spectro Cloud
Palette

Nutanix Kubernetes
Platform (NKP)

Core Philosophy Modular infrastructure
with opinionated app
platforms.

Fully integrated, highly
opinionated complete
ecosystem.

Modular, declarative
“Cluster Profiles” (no
lock-in).

Turnkey, pre-bundled
platform using pure,
upstream CNCF open
source.

Infrastructure Sweet
Spot

Deeply embedded into
VMware vSphere /
VCF.

Bare metal, hybrid
cloud, and Red Hat
Enterprise Linux.

Highly scalable
multi-cloud, bare metal,
and edge hardware.

Deeply unified with
Nutanix Cloud
Infrastructure / AHV
hypervisor.

Developer Experience Custom “paved paths”
via Tanzu Application
Platform.

Built-in source-to-image
(S2I), GitOps, and
pipeline tools.

Infrastructure-focused;
allows devs to consume
any CNCF tool.

Focuses on instant
platform engineering
with integrated tooling.

OS & K8s Dependency Decoupled; supports
multiple Linux variants.

Rigidly bound to Red
Hat Enterprise Linux
CoreOS (RHCOS).

Agnostic; select and
swap your preferred
Linux OS and K8s
distro.

Agnostic upstream K8s
engine; no strict OS or
cloud infrastructure
lock-in.

Look Beyond the Checklist
A vendor’s features checklist can be deceptive. For example, FIPS support is critical in government

environments and other highly regulated industries. However, FIPS compliance can vary widely. In a fully

compliant FIPS solution, all the major platform elements and the management plane use FIPS-validated

cryptography and there are built-in policies to enforce ongoing FIPS compliance. Providing a fully compliant

FIPS platform requires a good deal of engineering. A vendor can put the minimum effort into its platform’s

FIPS support and provide only the shallowest support yet still include FIPS support as a checklist item without

revealing the degree of support. An informed buyer will not take a feature checklist at face value but will

inquire about the depth of the touted features.

The Finding That Feature Charts Miss: Time-to-Production
Marketing for every platform here says “production-ready.” Customer reports say the distance between

purchase and production varies enormously, and the variance falls hardest on the two most feature-complete

platforms.

Tanzu, in customers' own words (Capterra reviews): One reviewer reports “a lot of trial and error on rolling

it out, wasted over a year to get some basic clusters.” Another: “The configuration and initial setup is quite

hard and requires a lot of manual configuration.” A third calls it “only suitable for big enterprises that can

afford dedicated platform team.” A fourth, on stability: “It breaks all the time, stability is alpha at max.” These

are individual experiences, not a census, but they are consistent, public, and verifiable.

OpenShift: Red Hat's own lifecycle blog confirms that with dev/test/prod intake chains and regulated review

gates, “the safest or most conservative estimate of time for this software intake is six months.” The blog also

reveals that Red Hat extended OpenShift's lifecycle to 18 months in part because customers “were only



getting 6 months of utility” out of a 12-month support window once adoption delays were counted.

The contrast: The D2iQ platform that became NKP built its reputation on the opposite claim, documented in

Military Embedded Systems coverage of the U.S. Air Force's use of D2iQ Konvoy, including “fully

automated and repeatable deployments within any environment in a matter of days” and standing up 80,000

personnel on a Konvoy-hosted platform within a week. Spectro Cloud's customer references make the same

genre of claim at fleet scale: T-Mobile reports 10x clusters per operator and 168x faster provisioning on

Palette. Vendor-adjacent evidence, yes, but third-party-named, and directionally consistent.

The lesson buyers should take: “Enterprise-grade” does not mean “fast to production” or “low effort to

operate.” Feature completeness and deployment friction rise together, and the platforms with the most to

configure take the longest to configure.

Red Hat OpenShift: Reality Check on a “Market Leading” Reputation
OpenShift's reputation, often described as the “market-leading enterprise Kubernetes distribution,” deserves

two qualifications the reputation itself never carries: One about the evidence behind it, another about the cost

and labor required to achieve a production-ready system and maintain it.

First, the evidence: “Market-leading” rests on mindshare data, PeerSpot shows OpenShift at 16.6% mindshare

in its comparison set. Mindshare measures attention, not deployment success. No audited market-share data

exists for this category, and any vendor-ranking percentage should be treated as source-specific.

Second, the cost and labor: OpenShift is an opinionated, integrated stack that is tightly bound its IBM Red Hat

foundation. This integration complicates deployment and turns lifecycle management into a more complex

routine. Upgrades become platform events with cross-component compatibility checks, wider testing, and

change windows. Red Hat's own lifecycle publication, cited above, is the primary evidence.

The shelfware thesis has a number attached to it: Redress Compliance, reviewing 20–30 enterprise Red

Hat/OpenShift subscriptions, found 20%-30% of Premium-tier spend covering hosts that never raised a ticket

above Standard severity, and 1.5x-2.5x overpayment on high-density hosts from stacking per-guest

subscriptions rather than sizing to the virtual-datacenter model.

The bottom line on OpenShift: It will work when you commit to the work required to consume the suite

deeply, which can mean long deployment cycles and steep labor and management costs. If your team will use

OpenShift as “just Kubernetes with support,” you are paying suite prices and suite coordination costs for

capabilities that sit on the shelf. A common OpenShift buying error is choosing all of it and using only a third

of it.

VMware Tanzu: The Commercial Hazard, Fully Counted
The pricing record is established: Documented price increases of 800%-1,500% across enterprise accounts

post-Broadcom, a restructured product line that eliminated standalone purchasing options, licensing reset to

CPU cores, and a roadmap now driven by Broadcom's consolidation priorities, including the catalog direction

of folding Tanzu into VMware Cloud Foundation bundles rather than standalone sale.



The pricing record is only half the case, and it is not just Unvarnished Reviews making it: The CTO Advisor,

an independent analyst, calls the VCF 9 bundle “expensive shelfware... exactly the Oracle pattern” and

estimates that switching platforms means running both Broadcom’s stack and the replacement in parallel,

paying both vendors, for 3-5 years during migration.

The customer-reported deployment record above is the worst of the four platforms. The bundle-dependency

risk is the clearest of the four: Reviewers and licensing analysts report that essential capabilities, multi-cluster

management, developer tooling, surface as separate add-ons, pushing real cost materially above the quoted

bundle. And for multicloud specifically, Tanzu is the weakest of the four on cost simplicity: It is a

VMware-aligned platform first and a multicloud simplifier second, so the licensing complexity multiplies

precisely where a management platform is supposed to reduce it.

The bottom line on Tanzu: Defensible in exactly one scenario, a deeply VMware-committed estate that has

already accepted Broadcom's commercial terms for the infrastructure layer and wants Kubernetes operations

aligned to it. For everyone else, this is a platform whose customer-reported deployment record, pricing

trajectory, and roadmap incentives all point the same direction: away from you.

Nutanix NKP: The Most Misunderstood Platform of the Four
Start with the lineage, because the market routinely gets it wrong. NKP is frequently described, in

comparison articles and buyer shortlists, as an evolution of Nutanix Karbon, with Karbon-era criticisms of

documentation gaps, upgrade complexity, and a thin ecosystem carried forward as if they applied. That

lineage is factually wrong, and it matters: NKP is not an evolution of Karbon. NKP is the continuation of

D2iQ's Kubernetes Platform (DKP), the Konvoy distribution and Kommander fleet-management layer,

which Nutanix acquired in December 2023.

Karbon (later Nutanix Kubernetes Engine) is the earlier, thinner product that NKP replaced; Nutanix's own

launch materials and the updated D2iQ website state that “D2iQ is now part of Nutanix, and DKP has evolved

into the Nutanix Kubernetes Platform (NKP) solution.” The lingering criticisms of the Karbon-era platform

refer to a discontinued NKP platform that is no longer being sold. In particular, the “upgrade complexity”

claims no longer apply to the current NKP solution that is in reality a relabeled DKP platform that was

obtained in the acquisition of D2iQ.

Automated lifecycle management was a core DKP differentiator, and current NKP releases have extended it,

automated control-plane certificate rotation, an internal registry mirror that removed the manual image-push

burden from air-gapped installs, and built-in cluster upgrade tooling.

The practitioner record backs the pedigree. PeerSpot rates NKP at 8.0/10 average with 100% of reviewers

saying they would recommend it, and mindshare in PeerSpot’s comparison set grew from 3.3% to 5.9%

year-over-year as of June 2026. One reviewer reports a release process that “took thirty to forty minutes per

release is now usually completed within ten to fifteen minutes” after adopting NKP; another states plainly:

“Compared to others, such as OpenShift, I find NKP much easier to use, and from my company’s perspective,

it is quite cost beneficial.”



The pedigree that misconception hides. Before acquisition, D2iQ's platform carried third-party validation

few Kubernetes vendors can match: The U.S. Air Force used Konvoy as a reference platform (documented in

Military Embedded Systems coverage), and D2iQ's materials record major systems integrators, Northrop

Grumman, SAIC, Lockheed Martin, GDIT, standardizing on DKP for government programs, alongside FIPS

validation and air-gapped deployment strength. That is exactly the regulated-environment credibility

conventional comparisons credit exclusively to OpenShift.

What NKP actually is in 2026. A Cluster API-based platform shipping pure upstream, CNCF-conformant

Kubernetes with a curated set of open-source platform applications, not a forked or heavily opinionated

distribution. Its Fleet Management manages clusters across on-premises, public cloud, edge, and air-gapped

environments from one management plane, including attaching externally created clusters (EKS, AKS) for

centralized governance, a genuine multicloud capability most comparisons ignore entirely. Licensing is

core-based across three tiers, with NKP Starter included in Nutanix Cloud Infrastructure. Recent releases

added FIPS 140-3 compliant clusters, vGPU support for AI/ML workloads, and an AI troubleshooting

assistant. The open-source purity is a strategic point, not a footnote: Because the stack tracks upstream, teams

can adopt ecosystem innovation without waiting for a vendor to fork, certify, and package it.

What criticism survives, fairly stated. Three things. G2 reviewers do report a real learning curve, with one

writing that setup “took up more time than communicated” because documentation was fragmented, a fair,

sourced criticism, and a far narrower one than the Karbon-era framing. A PeerSpot reviewer separately reports

the air-gap implementation was “not fully air-gapped as it should be... you still need to open access to multiple

cloud services”, a pre-2.16 review, before the internal registry mirror addressed part of the gap, but a

documented limitation that the “Strong” air-gap rating above should be read alongside. And NKP as a

Nutanix-branded platform is newer than its lineage: Buyers are entitled to ask whether D2iQ's operational

culture survives inside a larger company whose commercial center of gravity is HCI, and whether the natural

pull toward Nutanix-stack integration will erode the platform's infrastructure neutrality.

However, 35 core D2iQ executives, engineers, and support workers were assimilated by Nutanix in the DKP

acquisition, including the CEO, CTO, and VP of Product, who now occupy senior-level positions at Nutanix

and are developing and managing the NKP solution.

The bottom line on NKP: The strongest choice of the four for regulated, air-gapped, and hybrid estates that

want upstream Kubernetes with genuine fleet management, and the natural landing spot for Tanzu refugees

already on or open to Nutanix infrastructure. Discount it only for what is actually documented: Learning

curve, documentation gaps, and the open question of its trajectory under new ownership.

Spectro Cloud Palette: The Underdescribed Platform
Palette's architecture is usually described correctly, a declarative lifecycle-management layer across any

distribution, cloud, or edge environment, and then nearly everything else about it gets undersold.

Full-stack scope. Palette's Cluster Profiles model the entire stack, OS, Kubernetes distribution, storage,

networking, GPU drivers, and applications, not just the cluster layer, with VM workloads supported alongside

containers. The vendor claims management of 10,000+ clusters without performance degradation (a vendor

claim, marked as such), but the named references are the persuasive part: T-Mobile's 168x faster provisioning,



Yum! Brands converting restaurant sites in an hour of closed-store time per location and citing $12M in

avoided downtime, a 24,000-VM migration in nine months, and customers including the US Army and GE

HealthCare.

Regulated and edge credibility that gets omitted. Palette VerteX is a FIPS-validated, FedRAMP-track

edition aimed at government and defense, with air-gapped and tactical-edge deployment patterns, meaning the

“regulated industries” column no longer belongs to OpenShift and NKP alone. At the edge, Palette manages

fleets down to NVIDIA Jetson devices, a capability none of the other three seriously address.

The AI story, current as of this spring. PaletteAI reached general availability in March 2026 with NVIDIA

AI Enterprise embedded, NIM, NeMo, and Dynamo deployable through PaletteAI Studio, plus BlueField

DPU-accelerated security, an ecosystem spanning Supermicro, Canonical, WEKA, and F5, and flat per-GPU

pricing. A federal MSP reference describes replacing “ten fragile months of hand-wired GPU setup” with a

repeatable air-gapped AI platform; Spectro Cloud's materials claim a classified AI factory live in 30 days. For

AI-factory buyers, this is now a serious contender in the same category, with a materially lighter platform

footprint.

What tempers it. Spectro Cloud is the smallest company of the four, with the thinnest public review base

(roughly a dozen G2 reviews) and no published market-share data, though real third-party validation does

exist: GigaOm named it a “leader” and “outperformer” in separate 2025 Radars for both Edge Kubernetes and

Managed Kubernetes, and Gartner gave it a Cool Vendor designation. Analyst recognition is not deployment

scale, and growth-stage vendor risk is still real and belongs in the evaluation. It also deliberately does not ship

an opinionated application platform: Teams wanting OpenShift-style bundled developer experience will be

assembling more themselves. And its boldest scale and speed claims are vendor-published; weight the named

customer references more heavily than the round numbers.

The bottom line on Spectro Cloud: The strongest choice for heterogeneous estates, edge fleets, and

AI-factory buildouts where operational leverage per engineer matters more than bundled depth, and, with

VerteX, a legitimate regulated-environment contender. Price the vendor-maturity risk, not a capability gap

that no longer exists.

Platform Ratings at a Glance

Platform G2 Rating G2 Reviews

Red Hat OpenShift 4.5 / 5 304

VMware Tanzu 4.2 / 5 28

Nutanix NKP 3.8 / 5 11

Spectro Cloud Palette 4.5 / 5 13

NKP's G2 sample is small, 11 reviews against OpenShift's 304, so its 3.8 rating carries less statistical weight

than the table implies at a glance. NKP's far larger PeerSpot sample of enterprise reviewers puts it at 8.0 out of

10 with 100% saying they would recommend it, already cited in this report's NKP section. Treat any

single-platform rating from an 11-review sample as directional, not definitive, and weigh it against the larger



PeerSpot dataset.

Key Evaluation Factors

Factor OpenShift Tanzu NKP Spectro Cloud

Kubernetes lineage Opinionated Red Hat
distribution

VMware/Broadcom
bundle component

Pure upstream (D2iQ
Konvoy/Kommander,
Cluster API)

Manages any
distribution, incl.
upstream

Upgrade model Coordinated platform
events

Bundle-coupled,
customer-reported
friction

Automated LCM, cert
rotation, built-in
upgrades

Declarative profiles,
fleet-wide rollout

Multicloud fleet mgmt Moderate; strong
governance, heavy
per-cloud lifecycle

Weakest cost simplicity
of the four

Strong; attaches
EKS/AKS under one
plane

Strong; core design
point, incl. edge

Air-gapped/regulated Strong; sovereign-AI
patterns

Possible; not a strength Strong; DoD lineage,
FIPS 140-3, one
customer reports
pre-2.16 air-gap still
required cloud-service
access

Strong; VerteX
FIPS/FedRAMP-track,
tactical edge

AI/GPU story Strong; OpenShift AI,
KServe, GPU Operator

Strong;
data-platform-centric AI
via Tanzu Data
Intelligence

Strong; vGPU support,
built-in AI
troubleshooting assistant

Strong; PaletteAI GA
3/2026, NVIDIA AI
Enterprise embedded,
per-GPU pricing

Pricing transparency &
TCO

Custom quotes; Redress
Compliance found
20%-30% of
subscription spend
covering unused
Premium-tier support,
and 1.5x-2.5x
overpayment on
high-density hosts from
per-guest stacking

Documented price
increases of
800%-1,500% across
enterprise accounts
post-Broadcom; bundle
add-ons push realized
cost well above the
quoted price

Core-based tiers; Starter
included in Nutanix
Cloud Infrastructure;
Nutanix does not publish
per-core list pricing

Consumption-based
kilocore-hour (kCh)
billing plus flat per-GPU
rate for PaletteAI;
Spectro Cloud does not
publish per-kCh list
pricing

Ecosystem gravity Red Hat/IBM operating
model

Broadcom stack,
strongest pull

Nutanix stack pull;
upstream core resists it

Lightest; that is the
product thesis

The recurring theme across this ledger is dependency, and dependency has four concrete costs.

First, vendor lock-in: The more a platform's architecture, tooling, and support model are tied to a single

vendor's roadmap, the harder and more expensive it becomes to leave.

Second, upgrade and patch complexity: Tightly coupled components turn routine patching into coordinated,

cross-stack validation events rather than isolated updates.

Third, maintenance labor and cost for every additional system element: Each bundled component, security

scanning, service mesh, developer tooling, data services, is one more thing that must be kept current, tested,

and staffed, whether or not it is fully used.



Fourth, divergence from the open-source standard: The more a platform forks or wraps upstream

Kubernetes in proprietary layers, the slower it is to absorb new tools and patterns emerging in the open-source

ecosystem, and the more the buyer's roadmap depends on the vendor's priorities rather than the community's.

Platforms that stay closer to pure upstream Kubernetes, NKP and, in its management-layer role, Spectro

Cloud, carry less of this cost by design; the two more opinionated suites, OpenShift and Tanzu, carry more of

it as the price of their completeness.

Pricing: What Enterprises Actually Pay
Public list pricing is limited across all four platforms, and where it exists it rarely reflects realized cost after

negotiation. Below is a reasonable estimate for each platform sized to a 288-core estate, the same estate size

used in Unvarnished's companion VMware vs. Nutanix vs. Proxmox report, so the two can be read side by

side.

Platform Pricing Basis Estimated Annual Cost, 288-Core
Estate

Red Hat OpenShift Per 2-core pack (core-pair) subscription $144,000-$360,000+ before enterprise
discounting

VMware Tanzu Bundled into VCF, no standalone SKU,
priced per core

$100,800 at list ($350/core), commonly
$53,000-$79,000 realized after negotiation

Nutanix NKP Starter bundled free with Nutanix Cloud
Infrastructure Pro/Ultimate; priced via the
underlying NCI subscription

$86,000-$187,000 for the NCI subscription
NKP Starter rides on; $0 incremental if
already on qualifying NCI tiers

Spectro Cloud Palette Consumption-based, per kilocore-hour
(kCh)

Approximately $100,000, calculated at the
published $40/kCh rate for continuous
288-core management

OpenShift's range comes from list pricing of $1,000-$2,500+ per 2-core pack annually, independently

reported by both Vendr and DevTune, applied to this estate's 144 core-pairs; Red Hat's own contract data

separately shows the full spread of Red Hat deals running from under $10,000 for small deployments to seven

figures for enterprise-wide multi-product agreements, and enterprise buyers commonly achieve 20%-40%

discounts off list.

Only Spectro Cloud publishes a rate precise enough to calculate directly, $40 per kCh, confirmed via its AWS

Marketplace listing. Tanzu's estimate uses VCF's list and realized per-core rates, since standalone Tanzu is no

longer sold apart from the VCF bundle.

NKP's range uses Nutanix Cloud Infrastructure's reported per-core pricing, since Nutanix does not publish a

separate NKP rate and Starter ships bundled into qualifying NCI tiers. Every figure here should be confirmed

against a current vendor quote before use in a purchasing decision; list prices and bundling terms change

without much notice across all four vendors.



The Cost Reality: Labor Is the Line Item
Across every platform here, the evidence says the same thing: The dominant Kubernetes costs are

platform-engineering labor, upgrade and patch coordination, consulting and contractor spillover,

overprovisioned capacity, and, for multicloud estates, fragmented billing, duplicated tooling, and egress.

License price is real but rarely decisive. A fully loaded platform engineer costs six figures; a platform that

consumes more of several engineers' time is more expensive than any subscription delta, and complex

platforms convert routine patches into project-scale “change tax” events.

The defensible three-year cost ranking, fully loaded, license plus labor plus consulting, runs:

Open-source-first stacks cheapest for strong teams (and expensive for weak ones); control-layer

platforms (Spectro Cloud's class) next, usually the best value for capable platform teams; NKP mid-pack,

attractive for Nutanix-aligned shops; OpenShift higher, justified only by deep suite consumption; Tanzu

usually highest once add-ons, renewal risk, and operational complexity are counted. Multicloud multiplies

every one of these numbers unless the management layer genuinely reduces coordination, which is precisely

where the control-layer platforms and NKP's attach-anything fleet model earn their keep, and where Tanzu's

economics are weakest.

D2iQ described its platform as providing “Instant Platform Engineering” because it was fully configured and

production-ready out of the box. This was a capability cited by customers and system integrators for the

platform’s attractiveness. This turnkey production-ready capability should carry over to the Nutanix NKP

version if not complicated by dependencies. A well-engineered and proven Kubernetes stack becomes a

trusted reference architecture that can be duplicated across an organization to eliminate the cost, labor, and

performance issues that stem from supporting multiple conflicting versions.

The Decision Framework
Choose OpenShift if: You will deeply consume an integrated suite, security controls, developer tooling, and

the AI stack, and can staff the coordination its lifecycle model demands. Budget realistically for the

six-month-class intake timelines Red Hat itself describes for regulated environments.

Choose Tanzu only if: Your estate is irreversibly VMware-shaped and Broadcom's terms are already a sunk

decision at the infrastructure layer. Negotiate the bundle contents in writing, and price the exit anyway.

Choose NKP if: You want upstream Kubernetes with real fleet management across on-prem, cloud, edge, and

air-gapped environments, especially on Nutanix infrastructure, in regulated programs, or as a Tanzu exit.

Budget for the documented learning curve, and ask Nutanix directly how DKP's roadmap independence is

protected.

Choose Spectro Cloud if: Your estate is heterogeneous, your edge footprint is real, or you are building AI

factories, and your team values operational leverage over bundled depth. Weight the named references over

the round numbers, and price the growth-stage vendor risk.

Also get quotes from SUSE Rancher (multi-cluster control without a full app platform) and Platform9

(SaaS-managed Kubernetes, lowest ops burden). Both compete in the control-layer category, and their

presence in your evaluation improves every other vendor's pricing behavior.



The Bottom Line
Do not judge a Kubernetes platform by its feature chart or claims of being “the market leader.” Instead, look

closely at the platform’s capabilities and cost, including time and complexity to production-readiness,

availability and failover capability, ease of upgrading and maintenance, product dependencies, AI capabilities,

open-source purity, and ease of expansion. Assess the platform’s suitability for your environment, workload,

future growth, and budget. Speak with customers. Consider all the factors that enable you to make a more

informed TCO calculation beyond the sticker price.
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