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What does it really take to deliver software
into today’s enterprise environments?

This report reveals how commercial software teams are evolving their deployment
strategies across the Commercial Software Distribution Lifecycle — from supporting
air-gapped environments to navigating Kubernetes complexity — and where they're
investing next.

Inside, you'll find data-backed insights on installation experiences, support coverage,
scaling plans, licensing models, and how vendors, including many Replicated
customers, are aligning with the needs of security-conscious, infrastructure-savvy
enterprise buyers. Plus, get a look at how teams are beginning to explore Al in
deployment workflows — and where they believe it can make the biggest impact.

The Commercial Software Distribution Lifecycle
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Inside the 2025
Software Deployment Survey

How modern software teams are adapting to complex customer
environments — and where Al fits into the future of delivery.

This report offers a data-backed look into how commercial software vendors are
evolving their delivery strategies for self-hosted, air-gapped, and BYOC environments.
We interviewed almost 200 technical and operational leaders to understand how
they deploy, manage, and support applications inside customer-controlled
infrastructure — and how their practices are shifting to meet enterprise expectations.

What We Learned

Software vendors are adapting to complex deployment demands with a
focus on visibility, flexibility, and enterprise-grade control. The need for
scalable delivery, faster support, and smarter automation — including
emerging Al use cases — is driving the next wave of investment.

You'll find insights on installation timelines, release velocity, licensing infrastructure,
and reporting practices across Saas, on-prem, and hybrid environments. We also dive
into developer challenges with tools like Helm, common pain points in release
management, and emerging interest in Al to accelerate scaling, testing, and
automation workflows. Whether you're evaluating vendors or building your own
delivery strategy, this report surfaces key trends shaping the future of enterprise
software distribution.
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Section 1:

Customer Base & Scaling

Context about the current self-hosted
footprint and growth expectations.
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Section 2:

Deployment Models &
Installation Experience

How applications are deployed and
installed in customer environments.
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Air-gapped

Single-tenant SaaS _ 42.7%

Bring Your Own
Pull-based model
P

Bring Your Own
Cloud (BYOC) -
Push-based model

Other

Question: What installatiol
methods do you support?

Insight: Helm is by far the
most popular tool for software
installation among our
respondents.

60%

Helm chart

Container

Custom

scripts or CLI

VMs/OVA

Operator

Binary
Installer
(.jar, .exe)

Other

80%

100%

Question: What deployrﬁé»_
strategies do you support for
your application(s)?

Insight: Air gap and traditional
self-hosted deployments
continue to be the most
popular methods to deploy into
customer-managed
environments, with BYOC
gaining traction but still lagging
far behind.

67.1%

40%

60% 80% 100%
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Question: Question
provide tooling to hel
customers provision

configure cloud resources ase

part of your application
deployment?

Insight: Providing thorough,
written documentation is the
most popular way to help
customers deploy self-hosted
applications.

Question: How sat
your customers wit
installation process for your
application?

Insight: Most customers are
reasonably satisfied — but not
delighted. 65.9% of vendors
report their customers are
“Satisfied”, and only 12.4%
report “Very Satisfied”. This
means fewer than 1in 8
vendors are delivering a truly
delightful install experience.

Yes, we provide
written documentation
or manual instructions

60.6%

Yes, we provide
custom scripts or
tooling

Yes, we provide
Terraform scripts

Yes, we provide cloud
specific templates

No, we do not provide
tooling for this

Other 4.7%

T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

A 65.9%

60% —

40% —

20% -

2.9%

0%
Very Satisfied Satisfied Unsatisfied Very Unsatisfied
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0-20%

One hour
or less

20-40%

34.7%

Hours

40-60%

1-13
days

1-4
weeks

60-80%  80-100%

More than Other
1 month

Question: What pel
your self-hosted cus
finished installing wit
minutes of starting?

Insight: Most vendors have a
slow or complex setup process.
54.1% of respondents said that
less than 20% of their
customers complete
installation in under 30
minutes.

Question: On avera;
long does a successfu
installation take?

Insight: Only one in five
vendors report that a typical
installation completes in under
an hour, while nearly two-
thirds say it takes multiple
hours or even days. This
highlights that “quick installs”
are the exception — not the
norm — in modern self-hosted
software delivery.
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Section 3:

Architecture & Tooling

Technologies and packaging methods
used in self-hosted deployments.
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Testing & Quality
Assurance

Validation across environments and
configurations.

REPILI CATED
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100% -
80%
1 61.8%
60%
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16.5%
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about doing our roadmap plan to
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50%
50% -
40% -
S o 30%
20%

20% =
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We talk about
doing it someday

It's on our
roadmap

We don't plan to

Question: Are you testing your

self-hosted applications on
customer-representative
environments?

Insight: 61.8% of respondents
say “Yes”, they test in customer-
representative environments.
This is encouraging: it means
most vendors understand that
environment parity matters for
reducing support issues and

improving install success.

Question: If no testin
are there plans to introduce
and in what timeframe?

Insight: Among ISVs not
currently testing on customer-
representative environments,
most are either considering it
informally (50%) or have it on
their roadmap (30%).
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Question: If you are testing in
customer-representative
environments, what scenarios
do you test?

Insight: 77.1% of respondents
test for Kubernetes distribution
compatibility (EKS, GKE, AKS,
etc). These are among the most
common deployment
environments for modern
enterprise customers, and
testing here ensures basic
compatibility across major
providers.

Question: If you test on
different Kubernetes
distributions, on which?

Insight: The majority of
vendors focus testing on cloud-
based Kubernetes distributions
(EKS, GKE, AKS). These “big
three” cloud Kubernetes
offerings form the foundation
of vendor testing, reflecting
widespread enterprise
adoption and cloud-native
deployment patterns.

Your application’s
compatibility across 77.1%
different distributions ’
(EKS, GKE, AKS etc)
Different Operating 0
Systems 33.3%
Different Storage
Providers 25.7%
Hardened
environments (e.g. 22.9%
STIG, CIS)
1 I 1 1 I 1 1 I 1 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
RKE2
OKE
Other
1 L) T Ll L) T 1
40% 60% 80% 100%
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Question: How much
development time does your
team dedicate each month to

100% -
writing and maintaining tests
1 and test environments for your
80% - self-hosted applications?
1 Insight: Most independent
60% software vendors (ISVs)
| dedicate less than 30 hours per
40.6% ‘month to writing and
40% - 37.6% ~ maintaining tests and test
| environments, with only a small
y investing more than
20% - - i
| 14.1% 7 6%
o B =
Less than 10-30 hours  30-60 hours 60+ hours
10 hours
Question: How mt
you want to spend?
100% - Insight: ISVs want to limit the
amount of time they spend
] writing and maintaining tests
80% (likely in favor of more
68.2% automation or better tooling),
with over two-thirds (68.2%)
60% preferring to spend under 10
8| | ‘hours each month.
40%
i 21.8%
20% -
1 i 2.4%
0% - E—
Less than 10-30 hours  30-60 hours 60+ hours

10 hours
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( Question: How much money is
your team spending each

month on clusters dedicated to
help test your application L0
across different distributions A
and configurations?

80% -1

Insight: Most ISVs (72.3%) are 3
spending over $100 per month
on clusters for the purpose of
testing their app on multiple T
distros, suggesting that cross- 40% -
environment testing is a
meaningful part of their release
process. 20% -

60% -

28.2%

16.5% 11.2%

H
Less than $101-$500 $500+ No money,
$100 we aren't
| doing this
72.3%
r
Question: How much money
do you want to spend?
Insight: A large amount of e
respondents (35.3%) would d
prefer to spend less than $100
per month, highlighting a SOK
desire to reduce costs even =
among those currently —
spending on testing
infrastructure. gl
40% - 35.3%
- 27.1%
E 22.4%
20% 15.3%
0% -
Less than $101-$500 $500+ No money,
$100 we aren't
doing this
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Section 5:

Release Management &
Adoption

Release cadence and customer upgrade
patterns.
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Section 6:

Licensing & Entitlements

Mechanisms for managing customer
access and entitlements.
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40% -

20%
10.9%
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It's too We trust Another
difficult for everyone reason not
out team to included
create and here
maintain

licensing in place
that licensing is becoming
more important aspect of t
Commercial Software
Distribution Lifecycle. This is a
shift from the beginnings of the
Open Source and open core
eras, when licensing was
generally based on trust.

software licensing in p
Given that such a small
minority use a licensing
mechanism, it's likely that
simpler implementations would
increase the use of licensing.




ent to implement it.
Licensing is valued, but it's not
being prioritized over delivering
features and supporting
customers. This further argues
for simpler solutions that can
help make licensing nearly
universal.

esents a potential miss on
‘a massive revenue opportunity:
procurement through
marketplaces is generally lower
friction and often taps into pre-
approved budgets. Vendors
who do integrate into
marketplaces can benefit from
a significant market
opportunity.

60% - 52.2%

40%

1 21.7%
20% -

0% -

26.1%

Yes, it's on Yes, we talk
our about doing
roadmap it someday

60% =

40% -

20%

No, we don't
plan to

80%
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100% =

80%

60% =

40%

20% =

0% -

42.7%

Yes

57.3%

60% of those do not integ
their licensing with CRM
systems. This can lead to poor
customer experiences like
delays in license activation and
mismatches between contracts
and entitlements. Vendors
without tight integration are at
a competitive disadvantage
when it comes to scale,
ustomer support, and insights
products are
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Section 7:

Reporting & Telemetry

Data collected from deployments and how
itis used.
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Question: What types of reporting are you gathering about your application?

sight: This data is dominated by operational metrics, both high-level measures like uptime

Saas - High level operational metrics
(application uptime)

77.6%

Saas - Low level operational metrics
(memory usage, disk usage, etc

Saas - Product usage metrics (DAU etc.)

Saas - Metadata about the environment
(Kubernetes, cloud provider)

SaaS - Metadata about the installed instance

Saas - Licensing metrics

On Prem - High level operational metrics

On Prem - Low level operational metrics

On Prem - Product usage metrics

On Prem - Metadata about the installed instance
On Prem - Licensing metrics

Air Gap - High level operational metrics

Air Gap - Low level operational metrics

Air Gap - Product usage metrics

Air Gap - Metadata about the installed instance

Air Gap - Metadata about the environment

Air Gap - Licensing metrics

80 100
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Question: If you could add reporting of one metric to your self-hosted deployments, which
metric would you add?

Insight: A full 36% of respondents indicated that they either don't track additional metrics or
feel they already have what they need—suggesting either a lack of formalized reporting strategy
or satisfaction with defaults. With most other responses focused on product usage, vendors are
increasingly invested in understanding customer engagement, feature adoption, and user
behavior—even in on-prem environments.

None 36%
Product Usage

Performance Metrics

Uptime/ Availability

Custom/ Business-Specific Metrics
Error/ Event Reporting
Application Health

Logs

Licensing

40 50
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Question: Who uses the reporting gathered by your self-hosted deployments?

Insight: Engineering teams are extremely data-heavy, but may not be taking into account the
business context of the data they gather. Likewise, product teams are using a lot of data, but
the data they most value are being collected at much lower rates. Lastly, sales and marketing
aren't taking advantage of the data available to them and missing significant opportunities to
understand their customers and maximize their revenue.

This may also suggest a “data hoarding” problem (probably not intentional) where engineering

teams build in data collecting for their needs without considering what other teams may want
and need.

100% +
82.9%
80%
| 62.9%
0
o] 58.8%
2ty 34.1%
20%
0%
Engineering  Product Support Sales/
Team Team Team Marketing

Team
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100% =

80% -

60% =

40%

20%

0%

None

Product Usage
Uptime/Availability
Performance Metrics
Error/ Event Reporting
Business-Specific Metrics
Logs

Licensing

7 41.2%

Yes

| 1%

.5%
.5%

58.8%

71%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Question: Of the metrics that
you report on, do you surface
any insights to your customers?

Insight: This answer suggests
the majority of vendors have an
approach to data collection and
sharing that is focused on their
needs rather than their
customers. Coupled with the
high-level of engineering-
focused metrics and usage, this
suggests a sense that the data
collected is not considered
valuable to customers.
Collecting more of the data that
product and GTM teams clamor
for also opens the door to
providing significant value to
customers with data.

Question: If you do surface
metrics to customers, which do
you surface?

Insight: Over 70% of
respondents marked "None"—
suggesting that reporting is
often inward-facing, with
limited investment in surfacing
metrics directly to end users.
Among vendors that do surface
data, product usage insights
lead the way, indicating a
desire to show value, adoption,
or ROI to customers—
especially in usage-based
models.
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Question: Do your customers need to opt-in in order for you to report on application instances
running in their environments?

Insight: Vendors respect customers’ sensitivity around data collection, with over 63% of
vendors choosing some type of opt-in approach. They also show sophisticated thinking about
privacy and security by treating air-gapped customers differently. Transparency about data
collection can differentiate you competitively and increase trust with customers.

100% -
80% -
60% -
42.9%
40% -
20.6% 21.8%
20% -
14.7%
0%
Yes, we don't collect We use different No, we notify them No, we notify them
any data unless policies for online and allow them to and do not allow
they optin & air gap customers opt out them to opt out
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Section 8:

Support & Customer
Experience

Support structures, severity handling, and
customer satisfaction.

REPIL I ClATED
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100%
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.3 31.2%
T 24.1%
20%
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S Sev1and2 support tiers
Team
Management
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helps, we are small
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Question: Do you offer 24/7
support coverage?

Insight: Most vendors do not
offer 24/7 support coverage,
and those that do are more
likely to offer a tiered approach
where only the most severe
issues receive 24/7 responses.
This suggests companies are
striking a sophisticated balance
of cost considerations and
customer needs.

Question: Which of your
internal teams support your
self-hosted customers when
issues arise?

Insight: A majority of
organizations rely on technical
teams to support self-hosted
customers during issues, with
60% involving Development
and 53% having a dedicated
support team. This highlights a
strong dependency on
engineering resources, while
customer-facing functions like
Sales and Account
Management play a more
limited role in incident
response.
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Question: How does your
support team gather the right
information to resolve

customer issues?
Insight: Support teams most — 75.3%

commonly rely on ticket
content (75.3%), log collection Log collection _ o
(70%), and Slack or email 0
exchanges (69.4%) to gather

information for resolving Slack or email
changes

69.4%
customer issues. More direct

methods like calls and

environment metadata are video meetings 54.1%

used less frequently, indicating

a preference for asynchronous Environmerital )
and documented metadata _ Al

communication channels.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Question: How long is the
median time it takes to resolve
a Sev-1 issue?

100%
Insight: Most organizations are
able to resolve Sev-1 issues
quickly, with nearly two-thirds 80%
(65.9%) reporting resolution
within 24 hours. Only a small
minority (7.1%) take more than 60% -
48 hours, suggesting strong i
prioritization and
responsiveness for critical
incidents. .

65.9%

40% -

27.1%

20%

B 0%

7.1%

Less than 24-48 hours More than
24 hours 48 hours



100% -
80%
60% -
= 44.7%
40%
| 29.4%
PARY
20%
- 4.1%
0% I
Less than 2-3 days 3-7 days 7 or more
24 hours days
100% -
80%
1 62.9%
60% -
40%
30%
20%
el 7.1%
0% /0 ok
Pleased Very pleased  Displeased Very
Displeased

Question: Ho _
median time it tak
a Sev-2 issue?

Insight: The majori
organizations resolve
issues in a 2-3 day w
(44.7%), while nearly 3
able to resolve them
24 hours, indicating

Question: How |
your customers
response time on
issues?

Insight: Customer sent
toward support res
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Question: How pleased are
your customers with your
mean time to resolution (MTTR)
on support issues?

Insight: Customer satisfaction
with mean time to resolution
(MTTR) is strong overall, with
nearly 89% expressing they are
pleased or very pleased. While
slightly lower than satisfaction
with initial response time, the
absence of "very displeased"
responses signals that
resolution timelines remain
broadly acceptable.

Question: How big is your
organization?

Insight: Most respondents
come from small to mid-sized
organizations, with 68.3%
reporting under 250
employees. Only 9.4%
represent companies with over
1,000 employees, suggesting
that insights from this data are
most reflective of support
practices in leaner or scaling
teams.

100% =

80% -

60%

40%

20%

64.1%

0% -

100% -

80%

60% =

40% -

20%

24.7%
11.2%
-
Very pleased Pleased Displeased Very
displeased
37.1%
31.2%
22.4%
9.4%

0% -

1-50 50-250 250-1,000 1000+
employees employees employees employees
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Section 9:

Al in Deployment &
Development

Current and potential use of Al in self-
hosted workflows.
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100%

80%

60% -

43%
40% -

20% - 13%

0% -
Actively using

Exploring
Al tools Al usage

Yes, for writing or h 2.4%

maintaining code

Yes, for document-
ation or comm. 1.8%

Yes, for debugging l 4.75%

or testing

Yes, for CI/CD or
automation

Yes, for scaling,
packaging, or - 15%
distribution

No, Al wouldn't help/
not applicable _ 25%

44%

No Al usage

0% 20% 40% 60%

80%

Questic
tools in
deploym
process?

Insight: While 13
respondents are act
Al tools in their daily jobs, a
much larger group — 42% —
are in exploration or evaluation
‘mode. This indicates high

st, but also hesitation or
nty about how and

tools today, but think
could be helpful?

Insight: Most teams are sti
exploring where Al fits into
their workflows, but early
'signals point to strong potential
leployment and delivery
mation. 15% of

1dents mentioned




Conclusion

The 2025 Software Deployment Survey reveals a market in transition — one where
vendors are balancing traditional self-hosted models with modern tooling, stronger
automation, and growing support for enterprise-controlled environments.
Kubernetes, containerization, and Helm have become table stakes, while investments
in testing, licensing, and customer support show a clear shift toward enterprise
maturity.

Looking ahead, the opportunity is clear: teams that streamline installation, surface
meaningful insights, and embrace automation — including Al-powered workflows —
will be best positioned to meet enterprise expectations at scale. While challenges
remain, the path forward is taking shape: smarter infrastructure, faster delivery, and
better experiences for customers and vendors alike.
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