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— SUMMARY THREE PATHS, ONE DEFENSIBLE ECONOMICS

Over three years, a unified
control plane costs roughly a
quarter of building it yourself.

As enterprises move from model experimentation to production-scale, multi-agentic
systems, the cost of securing and governing those architectures has grown exponentially.’
Leaders face three architectural paths: a custom in-house build, a patchwork of point
solutions, or a unified sovereign control plane. Teams often optimize for initial setup cost,
but a full accounting of lifetime operations, specialized labor, maintenance, and

compliance overhead favors the unified model.?

ARCHITECTURAL CUSTOM IN-HOUSE FRAGMENTED POINT UNIFIED SOVEREIGN
VECTOR DIY BUILD SOLUTIONS CONTROL PLANE

Initial Implementation $500K - $1.5M $150K - $400K Optimized subscription
Cost

Specialized Annual $619K - $11BK $400K - $600K Leverages existing DevOps
Staffing engineering

Average Integration 12 to 18 months 3 to 6 months ~2 weeks to live production
Timeline

System Visibility & Siloed, manually Fragmented, non- Centralized, sovereign, real-
Audit Trails assembled standardized time

Model & Vendor Custom re-engineering High vendor lock-in Complete model & cloud
Portability required optionality

$1.3M+ $ 1M+ 64% $4.5M

First-year capital to build Annual recurring Of employees bypass Average cost of an Al-
or stitch together security maintenance and corporate security with related security breach”
in-house”’ specialized salaries unauthorized tools®

thereafter’

A NOTE ON THE CLAIM

The 4X figure originates in company-authored internal analyses that have not been independently verified for their
specific scope."” This paper does not certify that number; it tests whether the underlying economics hold up against
published third-party benchmarks for custom builds and point-solution integration. They do.
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—— | DECONSTRUCTING THE FOURFOLD REDUCTION

Where a custom build's
millions actually go.

Industry benchmarks from Credo.ai and DreamFactory put a custom Al governance and
data layer at $500,000 to $1,200,000, with complex implementations exceeding

$1,500,000.” Those upfront engineering costs distribute across four core technical

domains.
ENGINEERING COMPONENT ESTIMATED BUILD COST ESTIMATED TIME TO BUILD
Core Gateway Design & API Routing $200K - $388K 6 to 12 months
Observability, Logging & Cost Tracking $100K - $150K 3 to 4 months
Security Guardrails & PIl Masking $80K - $120K 2 to 3 months
Prompt Engineering & Version Control $100K - $150K 3 to 5 months
Total Initial Capital Outlay (Year 1, incl. infrastructure) $1500,000+ 12 to 18 months

Beyond the build, a custom system is a permanent operational commitment. Annual
maintenance typically consumes 15% to 20% of the initial development cost ($300K to
$600K).” Worse, retaining specialized Al, ML, and MLOps engineers is exceptionally costly:
a minimal three-person team runs $610K to $710K in fully burdened payroll, a 30% to 50%
premium over traditional software and DevOps roles.’

TCOpiy = build +3 staff +3 maint + comp * store

= $1.50M + 3($0.66M) + 3($0.30M) + compliance + storage

= $1.50M + $1.98M + $0.90M = $4.4M+ over three years

vs. a unified platform's 3-year fee and minimal operational support of under $1.0M® - the 4X reduction is
mathematically conservative.

Where C, ,, is the initial build, S is annual specialized payroll, M is annual

staf maint

maintenance at 20% of build, and the remaining terms cover compliance, auditing, and
log-storage overhead.’ Because the platform charges a flat, optimized subscription and
runs on existing IT infrastructure with non-specialized DevOps staff, its three-year cost
stays below the custom build's first-year outlay alone.
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SECTION Il - SCALE ECONOMICS

— Il THE ECONOMICS OF AGENTIC SCRHALE

DIY cost scales linearly
with every agent. A
platform breaks the curve.

The case for custom builds collapses fastest precisely where enterprises are heading:
many agents, composed together. Each new custom agent repeats the core infrastructure

spend; a unified control plane does not.™

$0.6-15M $5.0M $350-
to build a custom agent upfront to scale to BEZK

annual maintenance

@ custom build, per agent

AGENTS DEPLOYED -

McKinsey data corroborates these figures: integrating a basic off-the-shelf coding
assistant can take six engineers three to four months ($500,000), while a general-purpose
customer-service chatbot with custom CRM integrations costs roughly $2,000,000 to

deploy.” Each is a one-off; neither amortizes across the next use case.

A single control plane that supports the seamless composition of multiple agents without
repeating core infrastructure builds breaks this linear scaling. As deployments grow from

one agent to dozens, total cost of ownership stays optimized rather than compounding.®
THE STRUCTURAL TAKEAWAY

Custom architectures pay the infrastructure tax once per agent. A
platform pays it once, period.
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— Il THE COST OF FRAGMENTATION

A patchwork of point solutions
hides its costs in the glue code.

For organizations that choose not to build, the historical alternative has been integrating
multiple niche "Al security" tools, each governing a distinct dimension (PIl masking,

prompt-injection defense, compliance logging, runtime inspection) under its own control
plane.® The fragmentation is the problem.

This strategy incurs significant hidden costs in "glue code" maintenance: engineers spend
substantial time aligning disparate APIs, managing authentication, handling varied error
codes, and mitigating cumulative latency from chaining external middleware filters.? It also
introduces structural compliance gaps. Frameworks like Article 9 of the EU Al Act
mandate continuous, structured compliance evidence across the system lifecycle, and a
patchwork of disconnected tools producing isolated, non-standardized logs makes a
defensible evidence chain exceedingly difficult to establish.®

OPERATIONAL METRIC FRAGMENTED POINT SOLUTIONS UNIFIED CONTROL PLANE

Integration Complexity High; multiple disparate APIs to maintain Low; single unified gateway and API

Cumulative Latency Chaining multiple middleware filters adds Single-hop inline security processing
latency

Auditing Alignment Disconnected logs create compliance gaps Consolidated, structured compliance

evidence

Custom "Glue Code" Ongoing engineering attention required Covered under standardized platform

Maintenance support

Annual Licensing Fees Stacked fees across multiple tools Simplified, flat-rate subscription

The visibility gap raises regulatory exposure, especially given that up to 64% of employees
bypass corporate security with unauthorized Al tools.’ Stitching together fragmented
point solutions fails to provide a single, sovereign control plane inside the corporate
security boundary, leaving organizations exposed to regulatory penalties and higher audit-

preparation costs.®
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SECTION IV - VELOCITY

— IV ENGINEERING RECLAIM & VELOCITY

Reclaiming 40% of developer
cycles is worth $264K a year.

A unified control plane eliminates the friction of manual tool integration and compliance

auditing, returning bandwidth directly to feature innovation.”

40% 264K B5%

Of developer capacity consumed by Annual productivity recovered on a Reduction in API, model-config, and
manual toil before a control plane™ $660K three-person team?® MCP registration overhead™

Before an integrated control plane, up to 40% of developer capacity is consumed by
manual toil: security scanning, model validation, APl configuration, real-time monitoring,
and compliance audits, leaving only 60% for core innovation.” By automating security
scans, Al Bill of Materials (Al BOM) generation, system auditing, and monitoring, a unified

control plane reclaims that toil and accelerates agent deployments by 300%.°

DEVELOPMENT PHASE WITHOUT A CONTROL PLANE WITH A UNIFIED CONTROL PLANE
Model & Gateway Configuration 4 to 8 weeks of manual setup 1 day - standardized API config
MCP Tool Integration 3 to 6 weeks of custom 1 day - unified registration protocol

engineering

Application Layer Coding 4 to 6 weeks of APl mapping 1 day - OpenAl / Anthropic-compatible
APIs

Compliance & Security Audits 8 to 16 weeks of manual reviews Parallel, with out-of-the-box safeguards

Total Average Time-to-Production 2 to 6 months ~2 weeks

Instead of a 2-to-6-month delay navigating security and compliance reviews, organizations
move capabilities into production in roughly two weeks. By resolving security, compliance,
and integration barriers upfront, complex systems ship in weeks rather than months.®
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SECTION VI - RISK & COMPLIANCE

— VI HIGH-LIABILITY RISK & REGULATORY PENRLTIES

The cheapest breach is the
one a gateway prevents.

A complete TCO analysis must account for security liability and regulatory compliance,

where the downside is measured in millions and months.

E B-I days

average cost of an Al-related security breach average remediation time after a breach

These breaches stem from model poisoning, supply-chain weaknesses, prompt injections,
and sensitive-data exposure.?® As a unified, audited gateway, a sovereign control plane
applies automated PIl masking, toxicity filtering, and prompt-injection blocking before
data ever reaches the model, drastically reducing the likelihood of a multi-million-dollar
breach.®

Navigating a shifting regulatory landscape

Compliance frameworks (the EU Al Act, the FTC Safeguards Rule under GLBA, ITAR, and
HIPAA) impose strict data-residency and auditing requirements.® Under GLBA, financial
institutions must guarantee that third-party providers maintain rigorous data protection.™
ITAR prohibits exposing controlled technical data to foreign nationals or unauthorized

external clouds, making self-hosting an architectural necessity.”

EU Al ACT GLBA ITAR HIPAR
Continuous, auditable Third-party data-protection No exposure to foreign or Strict residency for protected
compliance evidence guarantees external clouds health data

A self-hosted control plane satisfies these mandates by keeping prompts, responses,
embeddings, and metadata entirely within the enterprise perimeter, generating
automated, structured, locally stored audit logs that provide compliance certainty and

eliminate the risk of penalties or stalled initiatives during audit cycles.®
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—— CLOSE STRHATEGIC SYNTHESIS

The 4X claim is a conservative
read of the economics.

Across development economics, operational velocity, and infrastructure scaling, the
analysis supports the 4X TCO reduction as an accurate characterization of a unified
control plane's advantage. Building custom or stitching point solutions demands a $1.3M
to $2.6M first-year commitment, plus maintenance and specialized salaries exceeding
$1M annually.’

1 Avoid the high cost of custom builds
Do not build custom Al security gateways or data layers. The engineering and maintenance expense is
counterproductive unless daily volume exceeds hundreds of millions of tokens.”

E Consolidate security point solutions

Replace fragmented tools with a unified control plane to simplify logging, close compliance gaps, and eliminate
fragile "glue code" maintenance.®

3 Transition to fixed-price infrastructure
Shift high-volume production to a self-hosted or private-VPC control plane for predictable OpEx and an 18-to-
24-month break-even versus external APls.”

4 Implement local compliance auditing

Keep all compliance logging and PII filtering inside the security perimeter to satisfy the EU Al Act and ITAR and
mitigate costly breach risk.®
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