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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Real Build vs Buy Question

Capital allocation discipline, not procurement preference

Build vs Buy is not a procurement discussion. It is a capital allocation decision — and if approached with incomplete cost
assumptions, it becomes one of the most expensive 'cost-saving' decisions an engineering organization can make. This guide
provides the structure to make it correctly: not emotionally, not politically, and not based on a comparison of a visible invoice against

aninvisible labor assumption.

KEY FINDINGS

Internal build feels free because it does not arrive as an invoice.

The true cost is not development — it is permanent ownership. In most engineering businesses, total Build cost significantly
exceeds the software subscription being challenged.

Approving internal build is not a project decision — it is a product ownership decision.

Leadership is not approving a one-time effort to build Version 1. They are choosing to permanently own technical requirements,
engineering validation, support, governance, audit defensibility, and roadmap prioritization — forever.

Most organizations model only one of the four real cost categories.

Direct Build Cost is the smallest and receives the most scrutiny. Ownership Cost, Opportunity Cost, and Risk Cost are larger — and
receive almost none.

Commercial workflow software is valuable because it reduces the engineering labor and risk required to trust simulation outputs
— not because it creates prettier charts. Scoping it as 'reporting replacement' guarantees an underbuilt internal solution.

Commercial software must be evaluated as operating leverage — not invoice cost.

The correct comparison is Total Cost of Ownership of Build vs Total Business Value of Buy: engineering capacity recovered,
delivery speed improved, scenario quality strengthened, and operational fragility reduced.

The right question is not 'Can we build this?' — it is 'Should we own this permanently?’

For capable engineering organizations, the answer to 'Can we?' is almost always yes. That is exactly where most bad decisions
begin. The burden of proof belongs on Build, not Buy, when the workflow is solved infrastructure rather than strategic IP.

| The workflow being evaluated is far larger than 'the reporting.'

BOTTOM LINE

The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones with the best spreadsheet — they are the ones leadership can still defend after

delays, after turnover, and after audit review. That is executive discipline. The rest of this guide is built to help you get there.

Source: evoleap primary research across 30+ flow assurance organizations | See Section 1 for full analysis

Section 1 — Executive Summary © evoleap | May 2026 3
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What This Guide Will Help You Do

Evaluating commercial software fairly and aligning functional teams with a decision matrix.

o Define what is actually being replaced — not just the visible output

e Measure current workflow friction — turning assumptions into numbers
o Calculate the real cost of internal build — across all five layers

0 Identify hidden ownership and opportunity costs — the invisible majority
o Quantify risk exposure — using expected value, not intuition

e Evaluate commercial software using the same standards as internal build
o Build a defensible Build vs Buy decision matrix — board-level quality

e Align Engineering, IT, Finance, and Leadership around the same logic

o Present a recommendation leadership can defend three years from now

The Standard Leadership Should Use

The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones with the best spreadsheet.
They are the ones leadership can still defend after delays, after turnover, and after audit review — when someone asks:
'Was this actually the best use of our best people?’

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE
Before approving any internal replacement effort, leadership should force one question:
* Are we building Strategic IP — or rebuilding a solved workflow problem?

If the answer is unclear, the burden of proof should remain on Build, not Buy. The default should not be: 'We should
own this because we can.' The default should be: 'Why should we choose to own this forever?' That is executive

discipline, and it is the foundation of every strong Build vs Buy decision.

Section 1 — The Real Build vs Buy Question © evoleap | May 2026
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The Real Build vs Buy Question

Why this is a capital allocation decision — and how most organizations get it wrong

e The Common Mistake

Most Build vs Buy decisions fail because leadership compares a visible software invoice against an invisible internal labor
assumption. The commercial software renewal arrives as a line item and is immediately visible. Internal build is framed as: 'We can
probably have our team handle that.' No purchase order. No vendor proposal. No formal approval. Just existing payroll.

KEY FINDING
Internal build feels free because it does not arrive as an invoice. It is not free. In most engineering businesses, it is significantly

more expensive than the software being challenged. The true cost is not development. The true cost is ownership.

a Build Is Not a Project — It Is a Permanent Ownership Decision

Most internal software replacement efforts are approved as if they are projects: define requirements, assign resources, build Version
1, deploy, replace the vendor. This framing is wrong. Internal replacement is the decision to permanently own a product category.
That means leadership is choosing to own: technical requirements, engineering validation, support, upgrades, compatibility,
onboarding, documentation, governance, audit defensibility, turnover risk, roadmap prioritization, and user trust — not just software

mcé'@ﬂ%ft%uilding Version 1is rarely the problem. The cost of owning Version 17 is where most organizations lose money. A
prototype can be built quickly. A trusted operational platform takes years — and maintaining that trust becomes permanent work.

e The Wrong Question vs The Right Question

WRONG QUESTION RIGHT QUESTION

"Can we build this?" "Should we permanently own this category?"
For capable engineering organizations, the answer is often That question depends on whether this is strategic IP — or
yes. That is not the right question. solved workflow infrastructure.

° Strategic IP vs Commodity Workflow Infrastructure

BUILD — Strategic IP BUY — Solved Workflow Infrastructure

» Proprietary customer-facing platforms » Simulation efficiency & reporting speed

» Unique operational optimization systems > Data consistency & scenario management
> Differentiated digital services » Standardization across engineers

» Monetizable engineering IP » Quality control & repeatability

> Workflows that create commercial moat > Operational leverage tools

Source: evoleap primary research across 30+ flow assurance organizations

Section 1 — The Real Build vs Buy Question © evoleap | May 2026
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The Real Build vs Buy Question (continued)

Why this matters for engineering service providers — and the four costs most organizations miss

e Why This Matters More for Engineering Service Providers

This decision is especially important for independent, small, and mid-sized engineering service providers because your economics
are different from large operators. Your business is driven by revenue per engineer, delivery margin, customer confidence, repeatable
technical quality, and growth without proportional headcount growth.

Every hour a senior engineer spends formatting outputs, rebuilding reports, troubleshooting failed runs, or supporting internal
software is an hour not spent on customer delivery, proposal support, or better engineering decisions. This is where Build vs Buy
becomes a business decision, not a software decision.

ANALYST NOTE

This decision often creates friction between Engineering and IT because both groups are solving different problems. Engineering
asks: 'Can | trust the workflow?" IT asks: 'Can we own the platform?' Finance asks: 'What does it cost?’ Procurement asks: 'Why is
the renewal so expensive?' Without structure, the decision becomes political. The best Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones
with the strongest opinions — they are the ones with the clearest economic logic.

e The Four Costs Most Organizations Miss

When internal build is discussed, leadership usually sees only one cost: Development Cost. There are four. The first is the smallest
and gets the most attention. The other three are where the money is.

@ Direct Build Cost @ Ownership Cost

Smallest — gets the most attention Largest direct cost — gets the least attention
> Development resources > Maintenance, support, upgrades

> Engineering SME time > Governance & documentation

> Validation & testing > Audit readiness

> Deployment > User trust — permanently

@ Opportunity Cost @ Risk Cost

Often the single biggest financial cost Some happen once and cost more than years of spend
» Billable engineering foregone > Failed simulations & rework

> Proposal & customer delivery » Customer confidence erosion

> Strategic digital initiatives > Unsupported internal systems

> Growth opportunities > Audit exposure & turnover

e Commercial Software Must Be Evaluated the Same Way

The goal of this guide is not to argue that buying software is always better. Itis to ensure that commercial software is evaluated fairly:
comparing Total Cost of Ownership of Build against Total Business Value of Buy, not just subscription cost vs 'we can probably
build it.’

Commercial software should be evaluated on engineering capacity recovered, delivery speed improved, failed simulations avoided,
scenario quality improved, customer confidence strengthened, and operational fragility reduced.

Source: evoleap framework analysis | Cost categories are illustrative; actual proportions vary by organization

Section 1 — The Real Build vs Buy Question © evoleap | May 2026 6
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Required Stakeholders

Who must be in the room — what question each stakeholder owns — and what fails if they are missing

Engineering Leadership Internal IT / Digital Leadership

ROLE ROLE
Discipline leads, senior engineers, technical authorities, Application owners, platform engineers, software
delivery leaders development leads
THEY ANSWER THEY ANSWER
Can we trust the workflow? What business value does it Can we own the platform responsibly? What strategic work
create? would be displaced?
If missing: IT cannot define engineering truth — the model has If missing: Build assumptions are usually unrealistic — costs
no technical credibility. will be underestimated.

Finance Leadership Operations / Delivery Leadership
ROLE ROLE
Covers labor assumptions, opportunity cost, risk value, Delivery managers, project leaders, customer-facing
capital allocation technical leads
THEY ANSWER THEY ANSWER
What is the real economic model — fully loaded? How does workflow affect delivery margin and customer

responsiveness?

If missing: The analysis misses the commercial consequences
of workflow friction — the link between tool decisions and
margin.

If missing: The decision stays emotional. Without a real
economic model, Build always looks artificially cheap.

Executive Sponsor

ROLE IF MISSING

COO0 - VP Engineering - Managing Director - CEO in smaller Without a named executive who owns the outcome, not just
firms. chairs the meeting, the process drifts into permanent debate.
THEY ANSWER Decisions require someone willing to be accountable for the

Without a real sponsor, the process stalls— everyone can debate [ result two years later.
and no one decides. Someone must own the final decision, not
just approve it.

FOUR QUESTIONS LEADERSHIP MUST ASK BEFORE APPROVING ANY BUILD DECISION

1 Ifthis did not already exist, would we choose to build it 2 Which option makes the strongest use of our best
today? people?

3 Which option improves scale without proportional

headcount growth? Which option would we still defend in three years?
u wth?

These four questions force strategic clarity and prevent political momentum from substituting for economic logic.

Section 2 — Required Stakeholders © evoleap | May 2026
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Avoiding the "It's Just Reporting" Mistake

Why scoping the wrong problem is the most expensive mistake in any Build vs Buy decision

1,900 90% 10-20x

Engineer-hours recovered annually Reduction in data handling and More scenario variants evaluated per
by a single flotools user reporting time reported by flotools study when workflow friction is
(documented evoleap customer users, from days to under an hour eliminated

PR

cuov)

@ The visible Output Is Not the Product

When leadership evaluates commercial workflow tools, they observe charts, reports, and formatted deliverables, the visible artifacts,
the final 10%. The actual value is invisible: preparing inputs correctly, detecting anomalies before simulations fail, managing
scenario sets, maintaining unit consistency, and ensuring repeatability across engineers.

The software is valuable because it reduces the labor and risk required to trust those graphs, not because it creates prettier ones.

° The Underestimation Pitfall

COMMON PITFALL

Most Build vs Buy discussions begin with a dangerous assumption: "We're really just replacing the reporting." Once leadership
frames the problem this way, every financial model that follows is built on the wrong foundation. The renewal looks expensive.
The internal build looks simple. Neither conclusion is accurate.

Before any cost model can be trusted, leadership must answer clearly: "What is the full workflow that exists between raw
simulation output and trusted, customer-ready engineering decisions?" That answer is almost always significantly larger than
initially assumed.

° The Correct Frame

The right question is not "What screens do we need?" Itis: "What work happens before and after the engineer clicks Run?"
Engineering is buying trusted workflow acceleration: fewer failed simulations, faster scenario exploration, less manual validation,
stronger peer review, and consistency across projects. If the scope excludes those outcomes, the build addresses the symptom while

the business problem persists.

ANALYST NOTE
Organizations that correctly scope the workflow before evaluating Build vs Buy options consistently arrive at more defensible
decisions — and avoid rebuilding visible outputs while leaving the underlying operational problem unchanged.

If leadership defines the problem as graphing, they will approve the wrong solution. If they

define it as engineering workflow economics, they can make the right decision.

The moment leadership scopes the wrong problem, most internal builds have already failed...
before a single line of code is written.

Source: evoleap workflow analysis | Workflow categories may vary by organization size and project type

Section 3 — Define What You Are Actually Replacing © evoleap | May 2026
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Major Elements of the Workflow

Preserve or improve engineering capacity, delivery speed, scenario quality, and technical trust across the full simulation workflow.

Six categories define the complete operational scope. Each must be preserved orimproved by any replacement solution. Before Build

vs Buy can be evaluated, the workflow must be mapped in full — not summarized as 'reporting.'

Workflow Category

Simulation Input Preparation

Gathering source data, cleaning datasets, unit
normalization, preparing OLGA-ready inputs, fixing
inherited spreadsheet errors. This work is invisible; it
precedes 'real engineering' but consumes significant
capacity.

Input Validation & Failed Run Prevention

Detecting incorrect inputs, preventable anomalies,
inconsistent units, incomplete case setup. The
organization pays twice when preventable failures occur:
for the failed run and for the rerun plus schedule
compression.

Case Generation & Scenario Management
Building startup/shutdown, slugging events, surge &
pressure transients, ESD sequences, pigging, contingency
cases. When friction is high, teams run 3 cases instead of 12
because deadlines still exist.

Output Analysis & Derived Calculations
Extracting variables, combining outputs, building derived
calculations, comparing operating windows, validating
conclusions. High-value work is interpreting results. Low-
value work is fighting the output structure.

Reporting & Chart Generation

Chart creation, formatting, correcting units, rebuilding
customer-ready figures, peer review corrections. Senior
engineers are often functioning as high-cost report-
production labor.

Workflow Support & Internal Troubleshooting
Broken templates, script failures, undocumented
workarounds, inherited Excel & Python issues. Every
organization has the engineer everyone asks: 'Can you
help me figure out why this isn't working?"'

Key Diagnostic Question

Key Question:
How much engineering time is spent preparing work before
analysis even begins?

This is lost delivery capacity.

Key Question:
How much time is spent fixing preventable simulation
failures rather than solving engineering challenges?

This is recurring margin leakage.

Key Question:
How many scenarios are not being evaluated because
workflow friction makes them too expensive?

This is risk acceptance disguised as time savings.

Key Question:
Are engineers spending more time finding answers,
or manipulating data to find answers?

One creates value, the other consumesiit.

Key Question:
How much senior engineering time is being spent as report-
production labor?

Peer reviews turn into format policing, eroding value.

Key Question:
Can the workflow survive if the person who 'knows how it
works' leaves?

This dependency is part of the cost model, not just HR concern.

Source: evoleap workflow analysis | Categories illustrative; scope varies by organization, project type, and simulator

Section 3 — Define What You Are Actually Replacing

© evoleap | May 2026
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Before any cost model is constructed, leadership should require this deliverable from both Engineering and IT.

The workflow map is the single most important precondition for a defensible Build vs Buy analysis. Without it, every cost

model is built on assumptions. This document must be visible, not tribal knowledge locked in engineers’ heads.

WORKFLOW MAP CONTENTS

SCOPE DEFINITION

Inputs A weak scope definition:
Where data enters the workflow WEAK SCOPE
Process "We need a reporting replacement."”

What work happens across the engineering chain

Failure Points
Where time is lost and reruns occur

A strong scope definition:

Trust Points

Where validation and signoff are required STRONG SCOPE

"We need to preserve or improve engineering capacity,
delivery speed, scenario quality, and technical trust across
the full simulation workflow." This is a business requirement,

Dependencies
Which people or tools are essential

Outputs not a software feature list.

What customers and leadership actually receive

Required Deliverable: Workflow Friction Baseline Table

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

If leadership defines the problem as graphing, they will approve the wrong solution.

If they define it as engineering workflow economics, they can make the right decision.

This framing guarantees the internal build scopes the wrong
system, producing a tool that generates outputs without
addressing operational friction.

Most internal builds fail before development begins, at the moment leadership scopes the wrong problem.

Economic .
Business Consequence| Annual Cost
Value $/hr

_

Simulation Input

Internal Troubleshooting

support

- Daily 2 hrs Junior Engineer $200 failed simulation $76k
Preparation
S io Setup & C i
cenario Setup & Case Weekly 20 min P B $275 reduced scenario
Management coverage
. missed customer
Failed Simulation Rework| Per project .
deadline
Analysi
Out.put naysis ?nd Per' Discipline Lead $350
Derived Calculations deliverable
R ti d Chart
epor |rTg an ar 2 days
Generation
. customer
Review Reformatting Project Manager . . $100k
confidence erosion
Workfl
orkflow Support & lost proposal $100k

Source: evoleap workflow analysis | Scope definitions are illustrative; validate with Engineering and IT stakeholders jointly | Friction table values are illustrative, update as per Scope.

Section 3 — Define What You Are Actually Replacing © evoleap | May 2026
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The True Cost of Internal Build

What it actually takes to build production-grade solutions — and why most internal proposals only model Layer 1

Layer 1 5-10x Layer 5

Development labor — the only cost most internal Factor by which QA and trust creation alone are Governance and lifecycle ownership — where the real
proposals model. Itis also the smallest. underestimated in typical internal build proposals cost lives, and where most internal builds are
abandoned

0 Introduction — Building Something Is Not the Same as Replacing a Trusted Workflow

Once leadership understands where workflow friction exists, the next question usually arrives quickly: 'Couldn't we just build this
ourselves?' For capable engineering organizations — especially those with stronginternal IT teams — this is a reasonable question. In
many cases, the honest answer is yes. You probably can build something.

That is where most bad decisions begin. Building something is not the same as replacing a trusted production workflow. Generating
chartsis not the hard part. Owning the system behind those charts — permanently — is. This section exists to separate prototype
optimism from production-grade reality, because Version 1 is almost never the expensive part. Version 17 is.

a Common Pitfall: The Prototype Trap

COMMON PITFALL

Modern development tools — and increasingly Al-assisted development — make internal prototyping faster than ever. A developer can
create chart automation, reporting dashboards, and basic simulation output parsing in weeks. Leadership sees a working demo and
proclaims success. But a prototype only proves technical feasibility. It does not prove lifecycle ownership, engineering trust,
repeatability, audit defensibility, supportability, or operational resilience. A prototype is not infrastructure — and a working demo is not

Be?&Fé‘?FSSr?X%FH%deung begins, this distinction must be understood — because the majority of internal build underestimation starts

here. Leadership must ask: not 'Can we build Version 1?' but 'What will it take to build something engineers will trust?' That
difference is where most internal projects fail.

e Ownership Begins After Deployment

To replace acommercial engineering workflow platform, the internal solution must do more than function. It must become trusted
operational infrastructure — able to survive staff turnover, changing customer requirements, simulator upgrades, audit review,
engineering challenge, management scrutiny, and delivery pressure, without depending on one person and without slowing the
business.

Thatis a much higher standard. Leadership should require it from the beginning — not discover it in Year 3. There are five layers of

internal Build cost, but most internal proposals focus only on development labor (Layer 1). All five must be included for a decision

that will still make sense in hindsight.

Building something is not the same as replacing a trusted production workflow. Version 1

proves something can be built. Version 17 is what the organization actually agrees to fund.

Most internal proposals model only Layer 1 of 5. The other four layers are where the real cost lives.

Source: evoleap build cost framework | Layer definitions and cost estimates illustrative; actual scope varies by organization

Section 4 — The True Cost of Internal Build © evoleap | May 2026 11
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Five Layers of Cost for Initial Internal Build Projects

Most internal proposals focus only on development labor. That is only Layer 1.

Each layer represents a real cost that must be funded before Build can be responsibly approved. Missing any one of them does not

eliminate the cost — it simply means the organization pays it later, badly, and usually during a critical delivery.

01

Core Development

The visible cost. Includes software developers, data engineers, workflow automation logic, Ul/reporting interfaces,
integrations, testing infrastructure, and deployment preparation. This is where internal teams are usually most confident,
and itis also the smallest major cost category, because code creation is only the beginning.

Treating 'development complete' as 'replacement complete' is where false savings begin.

Engineering SME Ownership

This is where internal build becomes expensive. IT can write software but cannot define engineering truth; only
engineers can. Internal build requires ongoing involvement from senior consultant engineers, discipline leads, technical
authorities, and project delivery leaders to define requirements, validate outputs, approve exception logic, and protect
technical credibility. This is not temporary. It continues for the life of the tool.

Who owns technical correctness after launch? If the answer is unclear, the internal build cost is incomplete.

QA, Validation, and Trust Creation

In engineering software, functional testing is not enough. The system must prove technical reliability: unit validation,
transient scenario comparison, exception case testing, customer-facing output verification, peer review acceptance,
discipline lead signoff. Users must believe 'l trust this result' — not merely 'The software ran.' Engineering trust is
earned, not deployed.

This step is often underestimated by a factor of 5-10, sometimes more.

Deployment and Adoption

Even if the system is technically correct, it still has to become the actual workflow. That requires onboarding, training,
workflow standardization, change management, support ownership, adoption monitoring, and rollback management.
This is where many internal builds quietly fail; the tool exists, but engineers continue using spreadsheets, legacy scripts,
and shadow workflows because trust was never fully transferred. Now the company pays for both systems

Airewe replading the workflow — or creating a second workflow? Parallel workflows destroy ROI.

Governance and Lifecycle Ownership

This is the cost almost everyone forgets. Who owns upgrades? Who handles simulator version compatibility? Who
documents logic changes? Who manages audit defensibility? Who responds when a customer challenges output
correctness? Who supports the system when the original builder leaves? If no one formally owns these, the organization
does not have a platform. It has a future problem. This layer is permanent — and it is usually where the real cost lives.

This layer is permanent, and it is usually where the real cost lives. Leadership must budget for ownership, not launch.

ANALYST NOTE

Most internal projects begin with: 'We only need the core functionality.' Then reality arrives: one major customer requires a
specific format, a simulator upgrade breaks compatibility, engineers need exception handling, audit requires change history,
management wants standardization across offices, onboarding becomes painful. Now 'core functionality' becomes the beginning,
not the scope. Version 1 is cheap. Version 7 is political. Version 17 is expensive. Leadership must budget for ownership, not launch.

Source: evoleap build cost framework | Layer sequence is illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by project complexity and team structure

Section 4 — The True Cost of Internal Build © evoleap | May 2026 12
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Required Deliverable: Year 1 Build Cost Model

Before approving internal build, leadership should require this model — for all five layers, not just development labor.
If this table does not exist, the decision is not ready. It is still optimism. Leadership often makes decisions when the scope is still being
defined by visible output instead of operational reality.

Category Year 1 Cost (to be completed)

1-2 developers + data engineer, 6-12+

D ment L r
evelopment Labo months

Ongoing involvement, not one-time.

Engineering SME Time . . o
2 senior engineers minimum

Routinely underestimated by 5-10x; budget

QA +Validation accordingly

Includes change management and adoption

Deployment + Training monitoring

Frequently ignored in estimates — still paid

PM + Coordination i
for

Must be designed before launch, not

LGN discovered after

External Support Specialist gaps IT cannot fill internally

Contingency Recommend 20-30% given scope uncertainty

TOTAL YEAR 1 BUILD COST Must be modeled before any Build approval

ANALYST NOTE

For smalland mid-sized engineering service providers, realistic production-grade replacement typically requires $500K-1.2M in Year
1... depending on scope, governance standards, and SME involvement. If leadership believes the number is dramatically lower, the
scope is probably incomplete.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

Build is not a project that ends at launch.

It is a permanent product ownership decision inside your engineering company.

Source: evoleap build cost framework | Cost ranges illustrative based on typical small-to-mid engineering service provider engagements

Section 4 — The True Cost of Internal Build © evoleap | May 2026 13
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Hidden Ownership Cost Model

This section exists to quantify the Hidden Ownership Cost in Build — the cost that does not arrive as an invoice.

$200K+ Yr 3 2%

Realistic annual ownership cost for most small-to- When most internal builds reveal their true cost — How organizations pay when ownership is not priced:
mid engineering service providers — before not Year 1, when enthusiasm is high once for the internal tool, again for the inefficiency it
opportunity cost failed to remove

0 Introduction — Build Is a Permanent Ownership Decision

Most internal Build vs Buy decisions fail after the launch celebration, not before. The prototype works, the dashboard loads, the
charts generate. Leadership sees a successful demo and concludes: 'We replaced the software.' That is usually the beginning of the
real cost, because Version 1 is not the product; Version 1 proves something can be built. It does not prove that the organization
can trust it, the business can scale on it, the workflow survives turnover, the system remains usable two years later, or the company

wants to keep funding it.

e The Common Pitfall — Accounting Distortion

COMMON PITFALL

The fastest way to approve a bad internal build is to compare one year of software subscription cost against a one-time
development effort. That is not a real comparison. Software renewal is recurring. Internal ownership is also recurring — often
permanently. If leadership evaluates Buy as recurring cost but evaluates Build as one-time effort, Build will almost always look
artificially attractive. This is not financial discipline. It is accounting distortion.

The Orphan System Pattern is the most common internal-build failure mode. The tool works — then the sponsor leaves, the builder
moves roles, IT priorities shift, engineering adopts partial workarounds, support becomes unclear. No one formally kills the system. It
simply becomes an orphan: still used, never fully trusted, and increasingly expensive. Leadership should assume this risk exists. It is

common, not exceptional.
a Ownership Begins After Deployment

Most internal teams focus on launch because launch is visible. Ownership costs begin after deployment — and they are guaranteed
operational realities, not future edge cases. They must be funded before Build is approved, not discovered later. The questions that
must be answered before any Build approval:

» Who fixes it when something breaks? > Who handles customer-specific exceptions?

> Who updates logic when engineering standards change? > Who documents changes?

» Who validates outputs after simulator upgrades? > Who owns support when the original builder is gone?
> Who trains new engineers? > Who owns the roadmap?

KEY FINDING
If those answers are weak, Build is not under-scoped. It is under-owned. Ownership, not coding, is the real cost.

PRINCIPAL DISTINCTION

“Build is the decision to own an internal product business inside your engineering company — for as long as that

workflow matters. That is a very different decision from approving a software project, and leadership should

treat it accordingly.”

Source: evoleap primary research across 30+ flow assurance organizations

Section 5 — Hidden Ownership Cost Model © evoleap | May 2026 14
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Six Hidden Ownership Cost Layers of Building Software

Each category represents a permanent operational obligation — not a one-time project cost.

Before Build can be approved responsibly, all six ownership categories must be modeled with a named owner, a funding source, and

a Year 3 sustainability plan. Missing any one category creates false savings.

o Ongoing Maintenance

Software is never finished. Requirements evolve, customers
request exceptions, simulators upgrade, operating standards
change, engineers discover better workflows.

Someone must maintain:

logic, integrations, templates, validations, compatibility.
This is permanent work.

Unlike commercial software, you own all of it.

Who owns maintenance after the project team disappears?
If the answer is 'We'll handle it as needed,’ the ownership

model is already weak.

a Engineering Validation Never Ends

A CRM can be maintained by IT. A flow assurance workflow
platform cannot — because the question is not 'Does it run?'
but 'Can we trust the engineering conclusion?’

Senior engineers and technical authorities must continuously
validate new use cases, changed assumptions, simulator
behavior, and customer-specific outputs. This does not end
after launch. Engineering owns truth. Forever.

Who supports quality control and output validation? What
is the budget for this — permanently?

° User Support & Workflow Trust

Every internal system creates support demand. Questions
arrive constantly: Why is this result different? Which
template? What changed after the last update? Can it handle
this customer request?

If the answer depends on one engineer or developer, the
organization does not own a platform. It owns a dependency.
Both the dependency and the interruptions are
expensive.

Who owns change management and drives adoption? Does
the system scale without relying on one person everyone

calls?

e Governance & Audit Defensibility

Questions eventually arrive: Who approved this logic? Where
is the change history? How do we defend this result to a
customer, auditor, or management review? If the answer is
'It's basically an internal tool,' that is not governance — that
is exposure.

Governance is not optional; it is part of ownership, and it is
expensive if designed late.

Who owns governance? What is the budget for this? This

matters especially for operators, regulated facilities, and
major projects.

° Documentation & Knowledge Transfer

Most internal tools are far less documented than leadership
believes. This becomes obvious only when someone leaves.
The company discovers: exception logic never written
down, assumptions inside tribal knowledge, onboarding
dependent on shadow conversations, nobody wants to
modify the workflow.

Documentation is operational insurance. Commercial
platforms distribute this burden across the vendor. Internal
build transfers it to you, permanently.

Who owns and ensures proper updates to documentation
for developers, code, users, and administrators?

e Roadmap Ownership

Commercial software vendors own feature evolution,
compatibility planning, and strategic improvement. When
you Build, you inherit that responsibility — in competition
with customer-facing work and revenue priorities.

Workflow tools are important but rarely urgent. That is how
internal systems become permanently 'Phase 2' and
eventually underperform.

Ownership includes roadmap discipline, not just support.

Who owns the roadmap? What is the ongoing budget?
Should we invest more here against customer-facing
initiatives?

Source: evoleap ownership cost framework | Categories are illustrative; ownership obligations vary by organization size and tool scope
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Required Deliverable: 3-5 Year Ownership Cost Model

Before approving internal build, leadership should require this model — not as a formality, but as a financial discipline.

If ownership is not priced, it will still be paid — just badly. This table must exist before approval, not after problems appear. If

leadership defines success as 'We launched the tool,' the project is already at risk.

Ownership Category Annual Cost Estimate

Ongoing Maintenance

Engineering Validation

User Support

Documentation + Knowledge Transfer

Governance + Audit Readiness

Roadmap Ownership

Contingency for Turnover / Failure

TOTAL ANNUAL OWNERSHIP COST

Must be modeled before any Build

approval

For most small and mid-sized engineering service providers, realistic

ownership cost often exceeds $200,000+ annually — before opportunity cost

and before major failure events.

The Correct Success Metric

WRONG METRIC
"We launched the tool."

RIGHT METRIC
"The business operates better and still trusts it

two years later."

Launch is not success; sustained trust is, which is much Thatincludes: delivery speed, engineering utilization,

harder and much more expensive.

scenario quality, customer confidence, repeatable workflow
adoption, and lower operational fragility

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The question is never: 'Can we afford to build Version 1?7’

The real question is: 'Do we want to keep paying for Version 172’

Do not approve Build until leadership is willing to own the maintenance, the trust, the governance, and the

politics — for years after the original excitement is gone.

Source: evoleap cost framework | Ownership cost estimates illustrative; actual figures depend on organization size, tool scope, and governance standards

Section 5 — Hidden Ownership Cost Model
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Opportunity Cost Model

This section exists to quantify the Opportunity Cost in Build — the cost that never appears as an invoice.

Most 2-5x #1

expensive hidden cost in Build vs Buy — rarely Larger than salary cost alone: the real cost is Question before any Build approval: Is this the
appears in procurement, IT budgets, or finance displaced enterprise value, not payroll highest-value use of our best people?
models

e The Least Visible Cost May Be the Most Costly

By the time leadership reaches this point in the Build vs Buy discussion, most teams have already modeled: subscription cost,
development labor, maintenance ownership, and support burden.

And yet, the most expensive cost is often still missing. It does not appear in procurement. It rarely appears in IT budgets. It is often
absent from finance models — because no invoice is issued. That cost is: opportunity cost.

The real question is not: 'Can our people build this?' It is: "Is this the highest-value use of our best people?”

For engineering service providers, the most valuable assets are not software licenses. They are:

* seniorengineering time * trusted delivery leadership
* technical authority credibility * scarceinternal IT execution bandwidth
* proposal support capacity

@ The Missed Opportunity Pitfall

COMMON PITFALL
When internal resources are redirected into internal workflow ownership, something else stops happening. That 'something else' is

usually more valuable than the software being challenged.
Build vs Buy decisions should not be made by comparing subscription cost to developer hours. They should be made by
comparing alternative uses of scarce strategic capacity — that is where the real economics live.

Most internal build proposals assume:

* engineering support is manageable * validation can happen during normal work

* ITcanfititin * maintenance will be absorbed later

This creates the illusion that internal build uses free capacity. It does not. It consumes decision-making capacity, delivery capacity,
and strategic execution capacity (among the most expensive resources in small and mid-sized engineering firms). Every senior
person pulled into internal build is removed from something else that matters.

e The Correct Frame: Opportunity Cost Is Not Payroll Cost

If a senior engineer spends 10 hours helping validate an internal workflow tool, leadership often thinks: 'We already pay their salary.'
Thatis the wrong lens. The correct question: What would those 10 hours have created otherwise?

Most internal build proposals assume:

* billable project work * reduced delivery risk

* faster customer delivery * better engineering decisions

* stronger proposal support * internal mentorship and capability growth

* repeat business from technical confidence * development of strategic differentiating code

ANALYST NOTE
The cost is not salary — it is displaced enterprise value, and that number is often dramatically larger. This is why opportunity cost
changes the Build vs Buy decision so quickly.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Estimates illustrative; actual value varies by role, market rate, and project context
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Six Opportunity Cost Layers of Building Software

What strategic work will internal resources stop doing?

Opportunity cost is not one event; it accumulates across six categories of redirected capacity. Each represents work that

stops happening when engineering, IT, and leadership are consumed by internal build ownership.

Senior Engineer Time

Senior engineers are involved in defining requirements, validating technical outputs, reviewing exception logic, handling
customer-specific needs, testing workflow reliability, and supporting adoption when trust breaks. This work is
unavoidable because IT cannot validate engineering truth; only engineers can.

Those same engineers drive customer confidence, profitable delivery, repeat scope expansion, proposal win rates,
and technical leadership. Their time is not interchangeable; it is scarce.

KEY QUESTION
If your best engineer spends 100 hours supporting internal build, what

customer value is no longer being created?

Discipline Lead / Technical Authority Time
This category is smaller in hours and larger in leverage.
Technical authorities are pulled into standards decisions, output credibility disputes, final validation, audit
defensibility, and customer-facing trust moments. These are the people who create organizational confidence.
This cost is rarely modeled, because their involvement feels 'small.’ It is not — high-leverage time is often the most
expensive time.
KEY QUESTION
When Leads are repeatedly supporting internal workflow tools, ask: Is this
creating more value than customer-facing technical leadership?

Proposal Support and Growth Capacity

Senior engineers do not only deliver projects; they help win them. They support proposal strategy, technical
qualification, customer workshops, scope definition, and trust during high-value sales cycles. When those people are
tied up ininternal build, sales slows; not because Sales failed, but because technical credibility became less available.
Internal build can quietly slow growth without anyone recognizing why. This matters enormously for service providers
because proposal speed and technical confidence often determine revenue growth.

KEY QUESTION
What happens to sales pipeline conversion when your technical leaders

are busy supporting internal tools instead of customer opportunities?

The most expensive internal builds are not the ones with the highest development cost. They are the ones where the

company quietly redirected its best people away from the work that actually grows the business — and did not notice until

years later.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Six Opportunity Cost Layers of Building Software (cont’d)

What strategic work will internal resources stop doing?

Delayed Customer Delivery

Workflow friction does not only affect engineering efficiency, it affects customer responsiveness. When the workflow is
slow or unreliable, customers experience slower revisions, delayed deliverables, compressed review windows, reduced
scenario coverage, and weaker turnaround on urgent issues.

These create lower customer confidence, weaker repeat work, harder upsell conversations, and reduced differentiation
against competitors.

Clients rarely say 'We left because your charting took too long.' They say 'We trust the other team more.' That
trust gap often begins inside workflow economics.

KEY QUESTIONS
What is the impact on project delivery to support internal tools?
What is the impact to project delivery if feature coverage is incomplete?

Discipline Lead / Technical Authority Time

This matters for organizations with capable internal IT teams. Every hour spent building workflow replacement is an
hour not spent on cybersecurity maturity, customer-facing systems, operational automation, revenue
infrastructure, ERP/CRM improvements, or strategic data initiatives. These are often more valuable than replacing a
specialized workflow tool.

Leadership must compare internal workflow ownership against every other strategic use of IT capacity. This is rarely
done honestly, but IT bandwidth is one of the scarcest strategic assets in the company.

KEY QUESTION
What is the impact of strategic effort(s) being delayed by internal builds of
commercially available workflow solutions?

Proposal Support and Growth Capacity
Executives often ignore this because it feels intangible.
Internal build consumes leadership review cycles, prioritization meetings, conflict resolution, adoption escalation,
budget tradeoff decisions, and political ownership questions.
Every internal product ownership problem competes with customers, growth, recruiting, operations, and strategic
execution.
The cost of distraction is real, especially when the internal build was supposed to be a 'small efficiency project.' Every
ownership problem surfaces at the worst possible moment.
KEY QUESTION
What is the impact of leadership being distracted from strategic focus
and execution of core value creation plans?

The most expensive internal builds are not the ones with the highest development cost. They are the ones where the

company quietly redirected its best people away from the work that actually grows the business — and did not notice until

years later.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Required Deliverable: Opportunity Cost Model

Opportunity Cost Model should be treated as core financial input, not as optional analysis.

Hours Effective Annual Example:
Resource . . .
Consumed  Value Opportunity Cost Ateam spends 100 hours supporting internal build and
validation.

Senior Engineer
At $200/hour, that equals an Effective Value of $20,000

. annually.
Discipline Lead

Add proposal support impact, delayed customer

delivery, technical authority review, and internal IT
Internal Developer

delay to approximate Annual Opportunity Cost.

IT/Platform The true number may be 2-5x larger than Effective
P
1T Value, before a single line of code is maintained.
PM / Delivery Lead This is why 'we already have the people' is usually a
weak argument; the people were already producing
Management Time value elsewhere.

TOTAL ANNUAL OPPORTUNITY COST Must be modeled before

any Build approval

If opportunity cost is excluded from Build vs Buy analysis, Build is not being evaluated honestly.
This table must exist before approval, not after problems appear.

The Correct Strategic Frame

WRONG LENS RIGHT LENS

Cost-reduction. Growth enablement.

Most Build vs Buy conversations begin as cost-reduction A stronger question is: Which option helps the business grow
discussions. faster?

Commercial workflow platforms often create value growth enablement, not cost savings. Meanwhile, internal build often creates ownership
obligations before it creates growth leverage. Leadership should compare growth acceleration against cost containment, not only
procurement spend. This evaluation forces real executive discipline because everything meaningful has a tradeoff, especially scarce talent.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

“The most expensive internal builds are not the ones with the highest development cost. They are the ones

where the company quietly redirected its best people away from the work that actually grows the business

— and did not notice until years later.”

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Cost estimates illustrative; actual opportunity cost varies by firm size, role utilization, and market rate
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Risk Cost Model

This section exists to quantify the Cost of Risk in Build — the cost of preventable workflow failures.

2% High $125K

How organizations pay for most workflow failures: Probability that engineers normalize recurring small Illustrative annualized risk cost of Customer Confidence
once for the problem, again for the consequence failures before leadership notices them as a cost Erosion alone at Low probability x High impact

e Introduction — Risk has economic consequences.

Most Build vs Buy decisions begin with cost. That is understandable; budgets are visible, renewal invoices are visible. Many
organizations evaluate subscription cost against development cost, while treating risk as 'hard to quantify' or 'soft value’. In
engineering businesses, those consequences are often far larger than the software spend being challenged. This section exists to
make that visible. The workflow decision is not only about how fast engineers work, but about what happens when preventable
failures create bad outcomes. These are normal operating risks. Every workflow decision either reduces them or increases them.
Leadership should price that difference, notignore it.

0 The Common Pitfall — Simplifying Assumptions

COMMON PITFALL

One of the most common assumptions is "Even if the workflow is less efficient, our engineers will catch the problem. “Sometimes
they do. Sometimes they do not. Even when they do, the cost has already occurred:

° reruns * compressed review * margin leakage

* project delay * clientfrustration * reduced trust

Risk cost is not only catastrophic failure — it is recurring friction plus occasional major consequences. Both matter because most
organizations lose more money through repeated preventable small failures than through rare dramatic disasters.
That is why risk must be modeled systematically.

e Productivity Cost vs Risk Cost

Productivity cost asks: How much time are we losing?
Risk cost asks: What happens when workflow limitations change the quality of engineering decisions?

Examples:
* fewer transient cases evaluated * areporting inconsistency weakens customer trust
* afailed run causes a missed operational insight * avalidation failure creates weak recommendation confidence

This is where the Build vs Buy conversation becomes strategic. Engineering workflow quality directly affects enterprise reputation,
not just engineer utilization. That must be priced.

ANALYST NOTE
This is where the Build vs Buy conversation becomes strategic. Engineering workflow quality directly affects enterprise reputation, not
just engineer utilization. That must be priced.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE
The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones that minimize visible spend. They are the ones that reduce the

probability of expensive preventable failure. That is the correct decision lens.

Source: evoleap risk cost framework | Risk estimates illustrative; actual exposure varies by project complexity, client type, and requlatory environment
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Six Risk Cost Layers of Building Software

Risk must be modeled systematically. Pricing risk is strategic, because engineering workflow quality directly affects enterprise
reputation.
Each layer represents a category of risk that increases when workflow quality is poor and decreases when it is strong. These are not

hypothetical; they are normal operating risks in engineering service businesses. Every workflow decision either reduces or increases

them.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones that minimize visible spend. They are the ones that reduce the

Preventable Rework
This is the most visible operational risk. Examples:

* incorrectinputstructures * broken assumptions * incomplete case setup

* preventable anomaly failures * inconsistent unit handling * hidden spreadsheet logic failures
When a preventable failure occurs, the organization pays for:

1. thefailed effort 3. compressed schedule recovery 5. reduced customer confidence
2. thererun 4. review disruption

The first two are easy to see. The last three are often more expensive, especially when delivery deadlines do not move.
This is not just productivity loss — it is operational risk.

KEY QUESTION
How much rework and how many failures are accepted today because
they feel normal?

Reduced Scenario Coverage

This is one of the highest-value risk categories and one of the least measured. The risk is not visible because nothing
'failed' but the engineering decision may be materially weaker. In flow assurance and transient work, stronger decisions
come from evaluating more credible scenarios, not fewer.

Examples: startup/shutdown windows, surge response, ESD sequencing, pigging events, contingency operations, upset
conditions, seasonal operating variation.

When workflow friction is high, engineers quietly reduce scope... not because they want to, but because deadlines still

exist.
KEY QUESTION

What operational exposure exists because workflow speed limits
engineering judgment?

Customer Confidence Erosion

Customers rarely evaluate engineering partners based only on technical correctness. They evaluate:

* responsiveness, consistency * ability to explain decisions clearly

* confidence during review * andtrustunder pressure.

Workflow quality affects them all. Slow revisions reduce trust. Inconsistent outputs create doubt. Repeated formatting
corrections look like technical weakness. Inability to rapidly evaluate alternatives weakens authority.

Clients do not say: 'We are unhappy because your workflow is inefficient.' They say: 'We feel more confident with the
other team.' That trust gap often begins inside workflow economics.

KEY QUESTION
How much revenue risk exists due to workflow economics and how long

before it appears as churn?

probability of expensive preventable failure. That is the correct decision lens.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Six Risk Cost Layers of Building Software (cont’d)

What strategic work will internal resources stop doing?

Audit & Governance Exposure

This becomes critical for organizations working with major operators, regulated facilities, or large capital decisions. It may
remain invisible for years, then become urgent in one meeting. Questions eventually arise:

*  Who approved this logic? * What changed in the last revision?

*  How was it tested? *  Who owns output defensibility?

* Can we reproduce this result? * Can this be explained under formal review?

Commercial workflow platforms often reduce this risk through standardization, audit trail, repeatability, and controlled
output structure. Internal builds often inherit this exposure by default.

KEY QUESTIONS
Can leadership defend this workflow under customer challenge or

audit review?

Key-Person Dependency

Every engineering organization has hidden concentration risk. One engineer understands the reporting logic, one person
owns the validation workflow, one developer understands the internal scripts, one discipline lead protects output trust.
This feels efficient until one person leaves — then delivery slows, confidence drops, and nobody wants to touch the
system. This is one of the most common internal-build failure patterns, and it is rarely priced because leadership
assumes continuity. Continuity is not a strategy. Dependency is a risk, and it should be modeled that way.

KEY QUESTION
Who owns support, testing, data maps, logic, 3rd party

integrations, trust, and adoption in Year 5?

Delayed Decisions Impact

Sometimes the risk is not wrong engineering; it is slow engineering. Examples:
* proposal support arrives too late * urgent operational recommendations are delayed
*  customer revisions take too long * decision windows close before analysis is complete.

This creates:
* lost opportunities * slower expansion inside accounts

* weaker commercial positioning * andreduced customer stickiness.
In service businesses, speed is often part of technical credibility; workflow friction can quietly weaken market position.
Thatis strategic risk — not administrative inconvenience
KEY QUESTION
What is the impact of leadership being distracted from strategic focus
and execution of core value creation plans?

The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones that minimize visible spend. They are the ones that reduce the

probability of expensive preventable failure. That is the correct decision lens.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Required Deliverable: Risk Cost Model

Before approving Build or rejecting Buy, leadership should require a Risk Cost Model as part of the financial model.

Risk is not a side issue; it is part of cost. Probability x Impact creates decision-quality visibility. Not perfect certainty, but far better

than pretending the risk does not exist.

LElEEs JUssme  BUILD VS BUY DECISION FRAMING
Risk Category Severity ImpactPer Probability Cost

jmedent WEAK FRAMING
Preventable Rework = Low $1,500  High-High  $80,000 Software spend vs internal efficiency.
Scenario Coverage STRONG FRAMING
Reduction L.

Workflow resilience vs preventable

Customer Confidence = High- $1,000,000 | Low $125,000 exposure

Erosion High

Probability x Impact creates decision-quality
visibility. Not perfect certainty, but far better than

Key-Person pretending the risk does not exist.
Dependency

Governance Exposure

Use expected value — not optimism — as the

Delivery Delay modeling standard.

Must be modeled before

TOTAL ANNUALIZED RISK COST . . .
any Build vs Buy decision

The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones that minimize visible spend; they are the ones that reduce the probability of
expensive preventable failure. Once risk becomes visible financially, it can be compared rationally, not politically.

The Correct Decision Frame

WRONG LENS RIGHT LENS

That probably won't happen. If it does happen, are we comfortable owning the
consequence?

This avoids pricing the probability optimism. This is executive responsibility.

ANALYST NOTE
Leaders do not approve capital based only on cost. They approve based on confidence, resilience, and downside protection.
Risk cost makes those factors visible and comparable.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

“The most expensive workflow failures are rarely dramatic. They are small repeated preventable decisions that

quietly reduce quality, trust, speed, and margin... until leadership finally notices the business outcome. By then,

the cost has already been paid. The cost of prevention is often far smaller than the cost of failure.”

Source: evoleap risk cost framework | HHlustrative cost estimates based on typical small-to-mid engineering service provider engagements
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Commercial Buy Model

This section exists to quantify the Buy side of the equation, to avoid decision bias.

Buy $0 6

is rarely evaluated with the same rigor as Build The invoice cost of friction removed — why Buy Value layers most organizations miss when
— this section changes that value is systematically underestimated evaluating the commercial option

e Introduction — Avoid Asymmetry in Models.

Many organizations spend time evaluating Build:

* internal development cost * opportunity cost * subscription cost

* ownership burden *  risk exposure

Build gets evaluated as a strategic initiative, while Buy gets reduced to a renewal invoice. This asymmetry is the root cause of most
Build vs Buy bias. The commercial option must be modeled with the same rigor; only then is the comparison honest.

a The Common Pitfall — Ignoring Operating Leverage Value

COMMON PITFALL
The real value of engineering workflow platforms is rarely software functionality; it is business outcomes that it enables:

* recovered engineering capacity * reduced failed work * standardization across teams
* fasterdelivery cycles * more scenario coverage * lower operational fragility
* stronger technical confidence * better customer responsiveness * lower ownership burden

Many organizations do not spend time evaluating the operating leverage value created by the subscription.

@ Modet Buy & Build with the same rigor

The commercial option must be modeled using the same rigor. Only then is the comparison honest.

A weak evaluation sounds like this: "We pay $X per year for reporting software."

That framing guarantees underestimation because it ignores:

* whatwork disappears because of the platform * whatrisks are reduced because of workflow trust

* whatwork becomes possible because of the platform * what growth happens because engineers move faster

This distinction matters because friction is expensive, even when it looks normal.

ANALYST NOTE
This is where the Build vs Buy conversation becomes strategic. Engineering workflow quality directly affects enterprise reputation, not
just engineer utilization. That must be priced.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE
The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are not the ones that minimize visible spend. They are the ones that reduce the

probability of expensive preventable failure. That is the correct decision lens.

Source: evoleap commercial value framework | Value estimates illustrative; actual outcomes vary by organization size, workflow complexity, and market context
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Six Value Layers of Commercial Software

To evaluate Buy correctly, leadership should model value across all six layers.

Each layer represents value that commercial software creates and that internal build must also create — or permanently forgo.
The correct question is not just 'Can we build it?' but 'Can we deliver all six of these outcomes, indefinitely?'

Engineering Capacity Recovery

This is usually the strongest financial case. Commercial workflow platforms reduce:

* manualformatting * failed reruns * reporting rebuild cycles

* repetitive case setup * spreadsheet repair * andinternal troubleshooting.
This creates recoverable engineering capacity:

* more projects delivered * faster customer response * and higher delivery margin.

* lesshiring pressure * stronger proposal support

Value is not '"How much time is saved?' Value is: '"How much additional profitable work can the same
team deliver?' For engineering service providers, this is often the most important number in the entire
decision because capacity is revenue.

Reporting Compression & Delivery Speed
This is often the most visible value. Engineers move faster because:

* chartgenerationis standardized * customer revisions are faster * andreporting does not depend on
* deliverables are repeatable ° managementreview is cleaner one expert.

This enables:

* shorter turnaround time * improved project margin

* faster customer decisions * and stronger customer confidence.

The value is not pretty reports — it is trusted speed. In service businesses, speed often becomes part of
technical credibility. This matters commercially, not just operationally.

Better Engineering Decisions Via More Scenarios

This is often the highest-value benefit and the hardest to defend internally. It does not look like software — it looks like
better judgment. When workflow friction is reduced, engineers can evaluate more cases, more quickly, with more
confidence. That means:

* more transient events reviewed * more credible contingency recommendations
* stronger startup/shutdown analysis * and fewer untested assumptions.
* better upset condition planning

Sometimes the scenario not run is the most expensive decision in the project, even if it does not appear
as a direct invoice.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The real comparison is not subscription cost vs development cost — it is commercial operating leverage vs internal product

ownership. Once framed correctly, many Build vs Buy decisions become obvious.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Six Value Layers of Commercial Software (cont’d)

To evaluate Buy correctly, leadership should model value across all six layers.

Standardization and Trust

This is one of the most underappreciated commercial benefits. Commercial platforms create:

* consistent outputs * easier onboarding

* repeatable engineering process * stronger peer review

* reduced key-person dependency * and clearer customer defensibility.

If every customer deliverable depends on the one person who knows how an internal solution works, the business is
fragile. Commercial platforms often remove that fragility; that is valuable enterprise resilience

This reduces operational fragility. That matters enormously in growing firms because scale requires
workflow trust, not heroics. Further, leveraging widely known commercial software improves
customer trust and user adoption.

Buy As a Growth Decision

Many renewal discussions are framed as cost control.

The stronger question is: Does this help us grow faster without proportional headcount growth?

Commercial workflow platforms create leverage by allowing the same team to deliver more and achieve faster scope
expansion inside accounts. Example: if a platform allows one additional major consulting project per quarter without
adding headcount, that may be worth far more than the annual subscription cost, and often worth more than the internal
build decision cost.

If a commercially available and widely used solution exists, focus build efforts on differentiation and
competitive advantages. This is growth enablement, not software purchasing... model revenue
acceleration, not only cost avoidance.

Internal Ownership Burden Reduction

This is often ignored because it feels obvious, but it should still be modeled. With commercial software, the vendor owns:
* roadmap evolution * upgrade responsibility * distributed documentation

* compatibility maintenance * product improvement

* support structure * onboarding frameworks

If every customer deliverable depends on the one person who knows how an internal solution works, the business is
fragile. Commercial platforms often remove that fragility; that is valuable enterprise resilience

Commercial platforms should be challenged, but they should be valued for what they remove from
internal ownership. That is what makes the subscription economically defensible.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The real comparison is not subscription cost vs development cost — it is commercial operating leverage vs internal product

ownership. Once framed correctly, many Build vs Buy decisions become obvious.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Required Deliverable: Commercial Value Model

Before deciding against Buy, leadership should require a Commercial Value Model.

If opportunity cost is excluded from Build vs Buy analysis, Build is not being evaluated honestly.
This table must exist before approval, not after problems appear.

Value Category Annualized Estimated Value

Engineering Capacity Recovery

Reporting Compression

Scenario Expansion & Better Decisions

Standardization + Reduced Key-Person Risk

Growth Enablement

Avoided Internal Ownership Burden

Must be modeled before any Buy decision is

TOTAL ANNUALIZED COMMERCIAL VALUE
challenged

This table is key because once value becomes visible financially, it can be compared rationally.

The Correct Value Frame

DANGEROUS PHRASE PROPER FOLLOW-UP
It's expensive for what it does. What does it allow the business to stop doing?
This focuses value on visible features. This focuses value on removed friction.

ANALYST NOTE
The real comparison is not subscription cost vs development cost; it is commercial operating leverage vs internal
product ownership. Once framed correctly, many Build vs Buy decisions become obvious.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE
Commercial software should be defended by proving that it creates more enterprise value than owning the
problem internally.

When Buy is modeled correctly, the value is rarely the software itself; it is the engineering capacity, the speed,

the trust, and the strategic focus that the software makes possible. That is what leadership is actually buying.

Source: evoleap commercial value framework | Value estimates illustrative; actual commercial value depends on team size, utilization rate, and project complexity
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Build vs Buy Decision Matrix

Side-by-Side Executive Comparison

1 6 1

structured framework to enable a scored, weighted decision factors evaluated across required deliverable: a Weighted Executive
defensible executive decision. 5-year time horizon with sensitivity testing Scorecard that survives stakeholder
challenge

0 Introduction — Avoid Asymmetry in the Decision

By this point, leadership should understand:

. what the current workflow actually includes . what higher-value work stops happening

. where engineering time is being lost . what risks increase or decrease

. what internal build really costs . what commercial software actually delivers
. what ownership continues to cost

Now comes the part most organizations try to do first: making the decision.

° The Common Pitfall — Answering Before Building the Framework

COMMON PITFALL
Many teams fail because they try to answer, "Build or Buy?" before they have built a decision framework. The result becomes politics
instead of capital allocation discipline.

They compare: Build = no renewal invoice vs Buy = annual invoice. This is not a decision matrix; it is procurement bias.

The better analysis looks at the value of expanding full platform adoption — not just a subset of its capabilities.

° Consider Hybrids

Sometimes the right answer is not pure Build or pure Buy. It is:

*  Buy commercial workflow infrastructure

* Build proprietary differentiator on top

This preserves speed and focus while allowing ownership where it matters.

Leadership should consider this explicitly, not force false binary choices.

ANALYST NOTE
The goal is not to prove "Build is always wrong" or "Buy is always right." The goalis to answer: Which option creates the strongest long-
term operating model? That is the executive standard.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are the ones that are made with a structured, weighted scorecard — not the ones that

minimize visible spend. Disciplined process is the correct decision lens.

Source: evoleap commercial value framework | Value estimates illustrative; actual outcomes vary by organization size, workflow complexity, and market context

Section 8 — Commercial Buy Model © evoleap | May 2026 29



Build vs Buy: A Quantitative Decision Matrix | Flow Assurance Software

Six Step Decision Matrix for Build vs Buy

Weighted Executive Scorecard for Side-by-Side Comparison

Each layer represents value that commercial software creates and that internal build must also create — or permanently forgo.
The correct question is not just 'Can we build it?' but 'Can we deliver all six of these outcomes, indefinitely?'

Build a 5-Year TCO Comparison

This is the financial backbone, not Year 1. Internal ownership is not a project; it is a commitment.
Required Build Inputs include: Required Buy Inputs include:

* Year1ldevelopment cost * subscription cost & renewal

* engineering SME involvement * adoption improvement opportunity
* ongoing maintenance & support burden * engineering capacity recovery

* documentation & governance * avoided failed work & delivery risk

* turnover contingency * growth enablement

* internalroadmap ownership

* opportunity cost of displaced work

* expected risk exposure

This is where many Build conversations become quieter, because ownership, not coding, becomes visible.

Evaluate Time to Value
This is often underestimated. Internal build usually requires months before trusted operational use — not launch.
* Meanwhile: customer delivery continues, deadlines continue, commercial pressure continues

The cost of delay matters. Leadership should ask: What is the value of solving this now instead of next year?

Delayed capability also has a cost when the workflow affects: proposal speed, customer responsiveness, delivery margin,
and repeat business. Time-to-value should be treated as a financial variable, not a scheduling note.

If the internal tool takes 12 months to trust, what value is lost during those 12
months? That number belongs in the matrix.

Evaluate Strategic Fit
Not everything should be bought. Not everything should be built. This requires disciplined classification.

Ask: Is this strategic IP? or Is this solved workflow infrastructure?

Build is strongest when the system creates: differentiated commercial advantage, customer-facing monetizable
capability, and unique operational moat impossible to buy

Buy is strongest when the system creates: repeatable workflow efficiency, standardization, speed, operational
leverage, and reduced internal ownership burden

Do not build commodity workflow because your engineers are capable.
Build only when ownership creates strategic advantage.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The real comparison is not subscription cost vs development cost — it is commercial operating leverage vs internal product

ownership. Once framed correctly, many Build vs Buy decisions become obvious.

Source: evoleap opportunity cost framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Six Step Decision Matrix for Build vs Buy (cont’d)

Weighted Executive Scorecard for Side-by-Side Comparison

Standardization and Trust
Leadership should ask: Which option improves scale — specifically, without proportional headcount growth, can the same
team: deliver more work, support more customers, respond faster, and reduce dependence on key personnel?

This is critical for independent engineering service providers, because scale is often constrained by trusted engineering
bandwidth, not market demand.

Commercial platforms often improve scale faster than internal builds. That should be visible in the decision.

If Buy improves throughput without headcount growth, that is a revenue multiplier, not just a cost trade-
off.

Evaluate Governance and Operational Resilience

Ask:

* Canthe system survive turnover?

* Canoutputs be defended during audit?

* Canonboarding happen without tribal knowledge?

* Cantrust survive customer challenge?

This is where many internal builds quietly lose — not because they fail technically, but because they fail operationally.
Internal builds depend on the people who know how they work. Commercial platforms often distribute that knowledge
into the product itself. That is valuable institutional resilience.

The matrix must include resilience, because fragile systems create expensive surprises.

Evaluate Sensitivity and Failure Modes

Strong decisions survive imperfect execution. Weak decisions require perfection.
Leadership should explicitly test:

e what happens if development takes twice as long

* what happens if adoption reaches only 60%

e what happens if the original builder leaves

e what happens if senior engineers remain permanently involved

If Build only wins under best-case assumptions, it is not the safer decision; it is the riskier one. That should be visible.

Commercial platforms should be challenged, but they should be valued for what they remove from
internal ownership.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The real comparison is not subscription cost vs development cost — it is commercial operating leverage vs internal product

ownership. Once framed correctly, many Build vs Buy decisions become obvious.

Source: evoleap decision framework | Categories illustrative; actual cost distribution varies by firm size, role scarcity, and market position
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Required Deliverable: Weighted Executive Scorecard

Before deciding against Buy, leadership should require a Weighted Executive Scorecard.

Financial comparison is necessary but not sufficient; leadership should also use a weighted scorecard to create structured alignment
across stakeholders. This is not meant to create fake precision; it is meant to force disciplined discussion.

IVIUEIFM Sensitivity Testing

Risk Category Weight Probability d Cost

Strong decisions survive imperfect execution. Weak
decisions require perfection.

Preventable Rework 25% 2 5
Leadership should explicitly test:
) ) * what happens if development takes twice as long
SR Cove e HEkluEion 15% 3 4 * what happens if adoption reaches only 60%
* what happensif the original builder leaves
Customer Confidence Erosion * what happens if senior engineers remain permanently
involved
Governance Exposure If Build only wins under best-case assumptions, it is not the

safer decision; it is the riskier one. That should be visible.
Key-Person Dependency

Delivery Delay

FINAL SCORE: 2.2

This table is key because IT This creates structured alignment across stakeholders.

ANALYST NOTE
The goal is owning better outcomes, not owning more software.

EXECUTIVE PRINCIPLE

The strongest Build vs Buy decisions are usually simple:

If the workflow creates operational leverage, not strategic moat, and the commercial platform already solves it well, then
buying is usually the higher-return decision because it keeps your best people focused on the work that only they can do.

Source: evoleap commercial value framework | Value estimates illustrative; actual commercial value depends on team size, utilization rate, and project complexity
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