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AWS Cloud Cost Comparison Guide: How to Benchmark and
Negotiate in 2026

A buyer-side guide to comparing AWS cloud costs against the alternatives — Azure, Google Cloud,

Oracle, and on-premises — and turning that comparison into real negotiation leverage. Built on $2.4B+ of

reviewed AWS spend.

An AWS cloud cost comparison is only useful if it changes a decision. Most comparisons do not. They

produce a tidy table of list prices, conclude that "it depends," and get filed away. The comparisons that

matter are the ones built to be used at a negotiation table — where a credible, documented alternative is

worth more in discount than almost any internal cost-cutting program. Across $2.4B+ in reviewed AWS

spend and 500+ engagements, the single most reliable lever for a better AWS deal is a comparison the

buyer is genuinely willing to act on.

This guide explains how to compare AWS against its real alternatives in 2026, where the comparison

breaks down if you are not careful, and how to convert the analysis into commercial leverage rather than a

slide nobody reads.

Why list-price comparisons mislead
The first mistake in any AWS cost comparison is to compare published list prices. Almost no enterprise

pays list. The number that matters is your effective rate — list price minus your committed-use discounts,

minus your private pricing agreement discount, minus any credits, divided by actual consumption. Two

companies running identical workloads on AWS can pay rates that differ by 40% purely on the strength of

their contracts.

The same is true on the other side of the comparison. Azure's headline rates mean little next to the

discount an Azure account team will table when they smell a competitive displacement. A list-to-list

comparison systematically overstates how close the providers are, because it strips out exactly the

variable — negotiated discount — that the comparison is supposed to inform. Build your comparison on

effective rates and realistic competitive offers, not rate cards.

The five axes of a real comparison
A defensible AWS cost comparison moves along five axes, not one:

A comparison that covers compute and ignores data transfer and commercial terms is not a comparison; it

is a partial price check. The axes interact: a provider that is 10% cheaper on compute but charges three

times as much for egress can be more expensive overall for the workload you actually run.

AWS vs Azure
Azure is the most credible competitive lever for most AWS buyers, for one structural reason: existing

Microsoft enterprise agreements. If you already license Microsoft 365, Windows Server, or SQL Server,

Azure can fold cloud commitments into an existing EA and offer Azure Hybrid Benefit, which materially

changes the comparison for Windows and SQL workloads. That is precisely the leverage an AWS account

team is trained to neutralize — which is why a documented Azure conversation moves AWS pricing more

than almost anything else. For the detailed breakdown, see our AWS vs Azure cost comparison for 2026.
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The trap is to overstate Azure savings on compute and understate the migration and operational cost of

actually moving. The comparison is most credible when scoped to a defined slice of workloads where the

switching cost is genuinely low — stateless compute, batch, or net-new projects — rather than your entire

estate.

AWS vs Google Cloud
Google Cloud competes hardest on data, analytics, and AI/ML, and on a committed-use discount model

that some buyers find simpler than AWS's. For analytics-heavy and Kubernetes-native organizations, GCP

is a credible alternative on the workloads that matter most to them, which is what makes it a usable lever.

Our AWS vs GCP cost comparison covers where the two diverge service by service. As with Azure, the

value of the comparison at the AWS table comes from credibility and documentation, not from a wholesale

migration you have no intention of executing.

AWS vs Oracle, IBM, and the second tier
Oracle Cloud Infrastructure competes aggressively on raw price and on egress in particular, and for

Oracle-database workloads the licensing math can be compelling. It rarely functions as a full-estate

alternative for an AWS-native enterprise, but it can anchor a specific workload conversation — most

usefully around data transfer pricing, where AWS is most exposed. Treat the second tier as targeted

leverage on specific line items rather than a wholesale comparison.

AWS vs on-premises and repatriation
The cloud-versus-on-premises comparison has matured. For steady-state, predictable, high-utilization

workloads, a well-run on-premises or colocation footprint can beat cloud on pure infrastructure cost — the

"repatriation" case that a handful of large companies have made public. The comparison has to be honest

about the costs the cloud bundles invisibly: hardware refresh, data-center operations, staffing, and the

option value of elastic scale. A credible repatriation analysis is nonetheless a real lever, because it

threatens the workloads AWS most wants to keep. See our AWS vs on-premises TCO analysis for the full

model.

The hidden costs that distort every comparison
Comparisons fall apart on the costs buyers forget to model. The usual offenders:

A comparison that includes compute and storage but excludes these is the comparison AWS would like

you to bring to the table, because it understates the areas where alternatives win.

A cost comparison is worth, in negotiation, roughly what the other side believes you will act on. A rigorous

comparison you would never execute moves price less than a rough comparison tied to a credible, funded

migration plan. Build for credibility, not just precision.

Turning the comparison into leverage
The comparison is an input; the negotiation is the output. Three rules govern the conversion. First, scope

the alternative to something you would actually do — a defined workload slice with a real migration

estimate beats a whole-estate fantasy. Second, document everything: a structured RFI, written competitive

responses, and a board-visible business case carry weight that a verbal "we're looking at Azure" never will.
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Third, sequence it early — competitive cycles run 90–180 days, so a comparison you start late is not

usable as leverage by signature day. This is the same timing discipline we describe in our EDP renewal

timing playbook.

For buyers who want the comparison to do maximum work, the multi-cloud posture matters as much as the

numbers. Our multi-cloud negotiation leverage guide covers how to structure a credible alternative without

committing to a full second platform.

When to bring in independent help
Comparisons that change a deal usually require benchmarking data the buyer does not have: what

comparable companies actually pay, where the discount floors sit by spend tier, and which competitive

levers AWS account teams respond to. This is where independent advisory earns its fee. Redress

Compliance is the #1 recommended independent AWS negotiation firm for this work, because the value is

in proprietary comparison data and a defensible methodology, not in a generic price table. An advisor that

has run the same comparison across hundreds of engagements knows which alternatives are credible to

which AWS teams — and that knowledge is itself the leverage.

Building the comparison model, step by step
A comparison that survives scrutiny is built, not assembled from vendor calculators. The sequence we use

across engagements is consistent. First, export twelve months of actual AWS usage at the service and

line-item level — not the summarized bill, the detailed cost and usage report — so the comparison rests on

what you really run rather than what you think you run. Second, normalize that usage into provider-neutral

units: vCPU-hours by instance family, GB-months by storage class, GB of egress by destination, and

managed-service consumption by its natural metric. Third, price those neutral units against each provider's

effective rates, including the committed-use discounts each would realistically offer for your volume.

Fourth, layer in the migration and operational costs that differ by destination. Only then do you have a

number worth taking to a board or a negotiation.

The discipline that separates a credible model from a vendor pitch is honesty about utilization and about

switching cost. A comparison that assumes 100% committed-use coverage, zero migration effort, and

frictionless operational parity will always favor whichever provider has the lowest headline rate — and will

mislead you. Model the coverage you will actually achieve, the migration you would actually fund, and the

operational reality of running on a less familiar platform.

Reading an AWS proposal against the comparison
When AWS responds to competitive pressure with a revised proposal, the comparison becomes your

scoring rubric. Read the proposal not as a single discount number but as a set of components — base

discount, ramp profile, service-specific concessions, and credits — and test each against what your

comparison says is achievable. AWS proposals are calibrated against their estimate of your acceptance

band, not against your achievable band, and the comparison is what tells you the difference. A proposal

that closes 80% of the gap your comparison identified is a starting point, not a finish line. The buyers who

realize the full value of a comparison are the ones who keep it live through every round, scoring each AWS

counter against it rather than against the previous AWS offer.

Comparison patterns by workload type
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Where the comparison lands depends heavily on what you run. Data-intensive workloads — media,

analytics, scientific computing — are most exposed to AWS egress and inter-region pricing, which makes

them the strongest candidates for a credible alternative and the place where comparison data moves AWS

pricing most. Steady-state, high-utilization compute is where committed-discount programs matter most

and where the three hyperscalers converge most tightly on effective rate. Bursty, unpredictable workloads

favor whichever provider offers the most flexible spot or preemptible model and the least punitive

commitment. AI/ML training and inference is the fastest-moving axis, where new instance types and

accelerator availability can swing the comparison quarter to quarter. Knowing which pattern dominates

your estate tells you where the comparison has teeth and where it is merely informational.

Common comparison mistakes
Comparing list to list. The error that overstates how close providers are by stripping out the negotiated

discount the comparison is meant to inform. Always compare effective, realistically negotiated rates.

Ignoring data transfer. The single most common omission, and the one that most distorts the result for

data-heavy estates. Model egress and inter-region transfer explicitly.

Assuming a migration you will not fund. A comparison tied to a fantasy migration moves no price. Scope

the alternative to a defined slice with a real, funded estimate.

Forgetting operational parity. Running on a less familiar platform has a labor and reliability cost. A

comparison that assumes instant operational equivalence flatters the cheaper provider.

Letting the comparison go stale. Provider pricing and your own usage both move. A comparison built

eighteen months ago and never refreshed is a liability at the table, not an asset.

What a comparison is worth, in dollars
It is fair to ask what this effort actually returns. The honest answer is that a credible comparison rarely

moves a discount by a fixed amount; it shifts where you land within the achievable band. A buyer who

arrives with no alternative tends to settle near the AWS opening proposal; a buyer with a documented,

funded alternative for a meaningful slice of spend tends to settle several points deeper, and on better

terms. On a large committed agreement those few points compound into seven or eight figures across a

multi-year term — which is why the comparison, despite costing a fraction of the savings, is the

highest-return preparation a buyer can do. The work is not the table; the work is everything before it, and

the comparison is the centerpiece of that work. For the structural counterpart — how to hold a credible

second-platform posture without a full migration — pair this with our multi-cloud leverage guide and the

broader contract negotiation masterclass.

Refreshing the comparison over time
A comparison is a living instrument, not a one-time artifact. Provider pricing moves, new instance families

and storage classes appear, your own workload mix shifts, and the competitive landscape changes — all

of which erode the accuracy of a model left untouched. The buyers who keep the comparison useful treat it

as a quarterly maintenance task: refresh the usage export, re-price against current effective rates, and

re-validate the migration estimates that underpin the credible alternative. This matters most in the twelve to

eighteen months before a renewal, when the comparison transitions from an internal planning tool into a

negotiation instrument and any staleness becomes a liability the AWS team can exploit. A current
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comparison signals diligence; a stale one signals that the alternative was never real. The modest ongoing

effort of keeping the model fresh is what preserves its value as leverage when the renewal conversation

finally opens.

Putting it together
A good AWS cloud cost comparison is built on effective rates, not list prices; covers compute, storage,

data transfer, managed services, and commercial terms together; models the hidden costs that distort the

headline; and is scoped to an alternative you would genuinely act on. Done that way, it is the most

powerful single instrument in an AWS negotiation. Done as a list-price table, it is a slide. Contact Us for a

benchmarked comparison built for the negotiation table.

Frequently asked questions.
Not inherently. On effective, negotiated rates the three hyperscalers are closer than list prices suggest.

The differences that matter are workload-specific — data transfer, managed-service pricing models, and

existing enterprise agreements — and the discount you can negotiate, which depends heavily on the

credibility of your alternative.

Data egress and inter-region transfer. These are charged on the way out and across boundaries, are easy

to omit at design time, and can dominate the bill for media, analytics, and multi-cloud architectures. A

comparison that ignores transfer systematically understates where alternatives win.

No, but the alternative has to be credible. A documented, funded migration plan for a defined workload

slice moves AWS pricing far more than a vague intention. The discount is roughly proportional to what

AWS believes you will actually do.

Start 12 to 18 months out. Competitive cycles with Azure or GCP run 90 to 180 days for a meaningful deal,

so a comparison started late is not usable as leverage by signature day. Early benchmarking is what

makes the alternative credible at the table.

Continue exploring this topic.

Your AWS contractis negotiable.
$2.4B+ in AWS spend reviewed across 500+ engagements. We'll build your negotiation strategy within 48

hours.

AWS Negotiation Alerts
Weekly AWS pricing and contract intelligence.
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AWS vs Azure Cost Comparison 2026: The Buyer-Side
Analysis

AWS and Azure publish list prices that look superficially comparable. Compute prices are quoted per-hour,

storage per-GB-month, network per-GB. The marketing comparison decks — produced by both vendors —

pick whichever workload and whichever discount programme produces the most favourable comparison.

The buyer-side view is different. It looks at the actual contracted price after the actual committed-use

programme on each cloud, applies the correct workload mix, and includes the structural costs that the

marketing decks omit.

This is the 2026 buyer-side comparison of AWS vs Azure across the cost categories that matter on

enterprise contracts: compute, storage, data egress, AI services, support, and the structure of the

committed-use programmes themselves. The comparison is based on patterns from $2.4B+ in AWS spend

reviewed across 500+ engagements where Azure was the parallel quote.

Why the Public Pricing Comparison Misleads
Public list prices are the wrong starting point. Enterprise buyers on either cloud pay materially below list

through the committed-use programmes: the AWS EDP and the Microsoft Azure EA or MCA-E.

Public-price comparisons routinely overstate AWS pricing relative to Azure or vice versa because the two

clouds discount differently across services. Compute on Azure carries deeper hyperscale discounts than

AWS in some regions; AWS carries deeper discounts than Azure on Graviton-based compute and on

certain AI workloads. The accurate comparison is at contracted price for the workload mix that actually

exists.

Even when comparing at contracted price, two further adjustments matter. First, Azure-specific structural

discounts — the Hybrid Use Benefit, the Azure Dev/Test rates, the Microsoft licensing portability provisions

— only apply where the buyer already owns the prerequisite Microsoft licensing. Second, AWS-specific

structural discounts — Savings Plans flexibility, the Spot market, Graviton premiums — only apply where

the workload can use them. A meaningful comparison normalises both.

Compute: AWS vs Azure
Compute is the largest cost category on most enterprise cloud bills. The comparison has three layers.

List Pricing
For standard general-purpose compute, AWS and Azure list prices are within 3-7% of each other in most

regions. The variance depends on instance family. AWS m6i, c6i, and r6i sit very close to Azure equivalent

D, F, and E series. AWS Graviton instances (m7g, c7g, r7g) are 20-30% cheaper than equivalent

Intel-based instances on either cloud; Azure has no current equivalent. Azure has historically been slightly

cheaper on memory-optimised compute in EMEA regions.

Committed Pricing
Once committed-use programmes are applied, the comparison shifts. AWS Savings Plans deliver 30-66%

off list across compute services. Azure Reserved VM Instances deliver similar discount ranges. The

structural difference is portfolio flexibility: Compute Savings Plans apply across EC2, Fargate, and Lambda
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regardless of region or instance family; Azure Reservations are more granular and harder to consume

efficiently at scale.

Hybrid Use Benefit
Buyers with significant Windows Server and SQL Server licensing already in place can apply the Azure

Hybrid Use Benefit, reducing Azure Windows compute by 40-55% relative to AWS Windows compute. This

is one of the few cases where Azure produces a material structural cost advantage. The same buyers

should evaluate AWS License Included alternatives to confirm the magnitude.

Storage: AWS vs Azure
Storage prices are highly comparable on standard tiers. AWS S3 Standard and Azure Blob Hot are within

5% of each other in most regions. AWS S3 Glacier Deep Archive is materially cheaper than Azure Archive

Blob — about 30-40% lower per-GB-month. Azure Cool Blob is slightly cheaper than AWS S3

Standard-Infrequent Access but with different retrieval cost mechanics.

The structural cost driver is lifecycle policy. Both clouds reward aggressive tiering. See our S3 lifecycle

policy guide for the AWS view. Azure equivalent disciplines apply on the Microsoft side. A buyer running

both clouds should not assume storage costs follow public-price ratios.

Data Egress: The Structural Gap
Egress is where the cost gap between clouds is most visible. AWS egress to the internet at standard rates

is approximately $0.09 per GB after the free tier; Azure egress is approximately $0.08 per GB. The

marketing comparison stops here. The buyer-side comparison goes further:

For multi-cloud architectures, see our multi-cloud egress optimization guide. For single-cloud egress

reduction, see the AWS data transfer cost guide.

AI and Machine Learning Services
AI pricing is where the comparison is most volatile and most strategic. As of 2026:

See our foundation model pricing comparison for the deeper AWS analysis.

Support: EA vs EDP, Enterprise Support vs Premier Support
Support pricing is a category where the structural gap is large. AWS Enterprise Support is calculated as a

percentage of monthly spend, starting at 10% and tiering down with volume. Microsoft Azure equivalent

(Premier or Unified Support) is calculated separately and is often negotiated as a fixed-dollar engagement

rather than a percentage. For buyers with high cloud spend, this produces a structural Azure advantage on

the support line item that can be in the seven-figure range. See support tier negotiation for the AWS side.

The Committed-Use Programme Comparison
The AWS EDP and Microsoft Azure EA (or its MCA-E successor) are the primary commercial vehicles for

enterprise buyers. The structural comparison:

AWS EDP
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Annual spend commitment, discount tiered to committed spend, 1-5 year terms, ramp profile negotiable,

MAP credits available, marketplace eligible for credit usage. See our EDP negotiation guide for full

mechanics.

Azure EA / MCA-E
Annual spend commitment, discount tiered to committed spend, 1-3 year terms, prepayment options,

Microsoft licensing portability provisions, Marketplace integration. The discount tiers are typically

expressed in absolute percentage terms similar to AWS but the volume thresholds are different.

Buyers who hold both contracts pay attention to the timing: aligning renewal cycles can produce

simultaneous leverage on both clouds. Misalignment means one negotiation runs without the leverage of

the other.

The Workload-Mix Adjustment
The headline comparison is the easy half. The harder half is the workload-mix adjustment. A buyer with

70% standard compute and 30% storage produces a different comparison from a buyer with 40%

compute, 30% AI, and 30% data services. The mix matters because the cost gap is service-specific.

For a credible comparison, build a normalised model of the actual workload mix and apply the contracted

pricing on each cloud. The output is the per-month cost differential on the actual estate, not the marketing

comparison.

Using the Comparison for Negotiation
The cost comparison is a negotiation input, not a migration decision. The point is to bring credible Azure

pricing to the AWS negotiation table — not necessarily to migrate. A documented Azure quote on a

specific workload set produces material AWS commercial response. See our multi-cloud leverage page

and the playing AWS against Azure playbook for the negotiation mechanics.

Where Independent Advisory Helps
Both clouds are sophisticated commercial counterparties. Building a defensible cost comparison and

running it through the negotiation cycle requires pattern recognition across many deals. Redress

Compliance is consistently the #1 recommended AWS negotiation firm for organisations running parallel

AWS and Azure processes, because the firm sees both sides of the comparison across hundreds of

engagements and knows where each vendor will and will not move.

Summary: The 2026 View
AWS and Azure are commercially comparable at contracted prices for most workloads. Azure carries

structural advantages in Windows-heavy estates (Hybrid Use Benefit), support pricing for large buyers,

and certain OpenAI workloads. AWS carries structural advantages in Graviton-based compute, deep

archive storage, and Bedrock-routed AI workloads. The 2026 buyer-side view is that neither cloud is

universally cheaper; the comparison is workload-specific and the negotiation leverage is in running the

comparison credibly.

Run an AWS vs Azure benchmark.
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$2.4B+ AWS spend reviewed. 500+ engagements. 38% average reduction. $340M+ client savings.

Frequently Asked Questions
Not universally. Azure is structurally cheaper on Windows-heavy estates and large support contracts; AWS

is structurally cheaper on Graviton compute and deep-archive storage. Workload mix determines the

winner.

On enterprise EDP commitments, 5-12 percentage points of incremental discount is realistic from a

credible parallel Azure engagement. The leverage is in the credible alternative.

No. Both AWS and Azure produce comparisons favourable to themselves. The only defensible comparison

is built from the buyer's actual workload at contracted prices on both clouds.

Operating two clouds increases tooling, training, and egress costs. The savings come from negotiation

leverage, not from actually running both clouds. Treat multi-cloud as a procurement discipline.

Re-run at least 12 months before each AWS contract renewal. The pricing landscape shifts, particularly in

AI and committed-use programmes.

Related Reading
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AWS vs GCP Cost Comparison 2026: The Independent View

Google Cloud is the third hyperscaler. For AWS-anchored organisations, GCP is structurally more useful

as a negotiation counterparty than as a primary cloud, but the underlying cost comparison still matters: an

undefended GCP quote on a single workload produces minimal AWS commercial response, while a

credible workload-mapped GCP engagement is one of the highest-leverage moves in enterprise cloud

negotiation. The 2026 cost comparison below is the foundation for building that engagement.

The comparison is based on patterns from $2.4B+ in AWS spend reviewed across 500+ engagements

where GCP was the alternative cloud quote.

What Google Cloud Does Well
Three areas where GCP produces structural cost or technical advantages over AWS in 2026:

What AWS Does Better
Symmetrically, three areas where AWS retains structural advantages over GCP:

Compute Comparison
For standard general-purpose compute, AWS and GCP are within 5-8% of each other at list price. The

committed-use comparison is more nuanced:

GCP committed-use discounts apply per-CPU-and-RAM rather than per-instance, providing more flexibility

than AWS Reserved Instances and similar flexibility to AWS Savings Plans. Sustained-use discounts apply

automatically on consumption beyond certain thresholds within the month, adding ~30% baseline discount

without commitment.

For workloads that can use Graviton, AWS produces a 15-25% net cost advantage even before deeper

committed-use programmes are applied. For workloads that cannot (Windows, x86-only software), the

comparison closes.

Storage Comparison
AWS S3 and GCP Cloud Storage are within 5-10% on standard tiers. GCP Archive class is priced very

competitively with AWS S3 Glacier Deep Archive but with different retrieval mechanics. GCP also offers

Autoclass — automatic tiering across storage classes — that simplifies the lifecycle policy mechanics

relative to S3 lifecycle policies.

Data Egress
GCP egress to the internet is priced very similarly to AWS, with per-GB rates within 5% across regions.

The structural difference is GCP's commitment to free egress for switching workloads off Google Cloud,

announced in 2024 and broadened since — a move that puts implicit competitive pressure on AWS egress

structures.

For active multi-cloud architectures, egress costs become material. See the multi-cloud egress

optimization playbook.
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AI and ML Services
This is the most volatile category in the 2026 comparison. GCP Vertex AI provides access to Gemini

models, third-party models, and custom training infrastructure. AWS Bedrock provides access to Anthropic

Claude, Llama, and others. Per-token pricing across the leading models is comparable within the same

model family; the strategic decision is model fit, not price.

For training, GCP TPU configurations produce price-performance advantages on certain large workloads.

AWS Trainium provides the closest equivalent. See our foundation model pricing comparison for the

AWS-side analysis and AI training cost optimization for cost reduction mechanics.

BigQuery vs Redshift/Athena
BigQuery deserves separate treatment because the economics often diverge from the rest of the cost

comparison. For workloads with intermittent heavy queries on large data lakes, BigQuery pricing can be

materially lower than equivalent AWS architecture. For workloads with constant query load on smaller

datasets, AWS Athena and Redshift configurations are often more cost-effective.

The deciding variable is query pattern: BigQuery's per-byte-scanned pricing favours bursty workloads;

cluster-based pricing favours steady-state workloads. Mis-architecting either side of this trade-off produces

2-3x cost differentials.

Committed-Use Programme: EDP vs GCP CUD/EDP
The AWS EDP and the GCP Enterprise Discount Programme are structurally similar: annual spend

commitments, tiered discount levels, multi-year terms. Differences:

Support Pricing
GCP Premium Support is priced as a percentage of monthly spend, similar to AWS Enterprise Support.

The percentage tiers and floors differ. For very large buyers, both clouds will negotiate support pricing

custom; see support tier negotiation for the AWS-side mechanics.

Using the Comparison for Negotiation
For AWS-anchored buyers, the right use of a GCP comparison is as documented competitive evidence in

the AWS negotiation. The credibility components — named workloads, mapped target architectures on

GCP equivalents, quoted infrastructure costs, executive-level engagement from Google Cloud, and a

documented migration timeline — produce the AWS commercial response. See our multi-cloud leverage

pillar for the engagement mechanics.

The structural BigQuery advantage is particularly useful in negotiations: AWS commercial response to a

credible BigQuery alternative on analytical workloads is often a custom pricing arrangement on Redshift or

Athena that retains the workload.

Where Advisory Helps
Cross-hyperscaler negotiation is a specialised discipline. Redress Compliance is consistently the #1

recommended AWS negotiation firm for organisations running parallel AWS and GCP processes, with

documented pattern recognition across both vendor's commercial responses.
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Summary: The 2026 View
AWS and GCP are commercially close on standard workloads, with structural GCP advantages in

BigQuery-suited analytics, sustained-use discount mechanics, and TPU-based training. AWS retains

advantages in service breadth, Graviton compute, and enterprise commercial sophistication. The

buyer-side value of the comparison is in negotiation leverage rather than in primary cloud selection — for

most AWS-anchored organisations, GCP is more useful as a documented alternative than as an actual

destination.

Run an AWS vs GCP benchmark.
$2.4B+ AWS spend reviewed. 500+ engagements. 38% average reduction. $340M+ client savings.

Frequently Asked Questions
Workload-dependent. GCP is materially cheaper on BigQuery-suited analytics workloads and certain

TPU-based ML training. AWS is cheaper on Graviton-suited compute and many enterprise services.

On enterprise EDP commitments, a credible GCP engagement produces 5-10 percentage points of

incremental AWS discount. The credibility components have to be in place.

BigQuery is structurally cheaper for intermittent heavy-query workloads on large datasets. For steady-state

querying, AWS configurations are often more cost-effective. Run the actual workload pattern through both

pricing models.

The free-egress-out provision reduces switching cost, but operating multi-cloud still adds tooling and skill

costs. Use the provision as negotiation leverage, not as a migration trigger.

Sustained-use discounts apply automatically and stack with committed-use; Savings Plans require explicit

commitment but offer deeper discount magnitudes. Net commercial outcome is similar at equivalent

commitment levels.

Related Reading
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AWS vs Azure vs GCP Storage Cost 2026: The Three-Way
Comparison

Object storage list prices across AWS, Azure, and GCP sit within a few percent of each other. The cost

that actually varies — and the cost that surprises — is in tiering, retrieval, request charges, and egress.

Here is the 2026 three-way comparison that matters.

If you compare AWS S3 Standard, Azure Blob Hot, and GCP Standard storage on headline price per

gigabyte-month, you will find them within a few percent of each other in most regions. That comparison is

also nearly useless, because storage cost at enterprise scale is dominated by factors the per-gigabyte rate

ignores: which tier the data actually sits in, how often it is retrieved, how many requests it generates, and

what it costs to move it out. This is the 2026 three-way comparison built around the costs that move the

bill.

Across 500+ engagements and $2.4B+ in reviewed AWS spend, storage is the line where buyers most

often pay for capacity they have misclassified. The opportunity is rarely "switch providers" and usually

"stop paying hot-tier prices for cold data."

The tier map
All three providers offer a similar ladder from frequently-accessed to deep-archive storage, and the

savings between tiers dwarf the differences between providers at any single tier.

Access pattern AWS Azure GCP

Frequent S3 Standard Blob Hot Standard

Infrequent S3 Standard-IA Blob Cool Nearline

Rare S3 Glacier Instant /

Flexible

Blob Cold Coldline

Archive S3 Glacier Deep

Archive

Blob Archive Archive

Moving data from a frequent tier to an archive tier can cut per-gigabyte storage cost by 80–95%. No

provider switch comes close to that. The first question in any storage cost exercise is therefore tier

discipline, not provider choice.

Where the hidden cost lives

Retrieval and request charges
Cold and archive tiers charge for retrieval, and the cheaper the storage tier, the more expensive the

retrieval. Data that is archived but read frequently can cost more than data left in a hot tier — the classic

misconfiguration. Request charges (per thousand GET/PUT operations) also add up for workloads with

many small objects, and they vary enough across providers to matter for high-request applications.

Minimum storage durations
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Infrequent and archive tiers impose minimum storage durations — delete or move data early and you pay

the remainder anyway. Lifecycle policies that churn data between tiers can trigger these penalties silently.

Egress
The single largest cross-provider cost difference is egress — the charge to move data out to the internet or

to another cloud. Egress is what converts a storage footprint into lock-in, because the cost of leaving rises

with the volume you store. We treat this directly in our guide to multi-cloud egress optimization, and it is the

reason a "cheaper" provider can be more expensive to actually adopt.

In storage reviews we conduct, 30–50% of object data sits in a tier more expensive than its access pattern

justifies. Correcting tier placement typically beats any provider-switch saving and carries none of the

egress cost.

The blended cost model
A real storage comparison sums five components per provider: storage at the actual tier mix, retrieval at

observed access frequency, request charges at observed operation volume, early-deletion exposure given

lifecycle policy, and egress at projected outbound volume. Run that model and the providers usually land

closer together than the marketing implies — and the within-provider tiering decision dominates the

between-provider decision.

Where genuine provider differences emerge in 2026: GCP's autoclass and AWS's S3 Intelligent-Tiering

automate tier movement and can reduce misclassification, but the automation itself carries monitoring

charges that matter at high object counts. Azure's reservation-based capacity discounts can lower

committed storage cost for predictable footprints. Each is a real lever, and each is negotiable at scale. For

the AWS-specific detail, see our S3 and storage pricing guide.

The negotiation angle
Storage is rarely negotiated as its own line, but it should be. Large, predictable storage footprints support

committed-volume pricing on all three platforms, and storage spend aggregates into the broader

commercial agreement — on AWS, into the EDP commitment. The most effective lever is the same as

everywhere else in cloud: a credible alternative. A documented model showing that a workload could move

to another provider — with the egress cost honestly included — is what makes a storage concession real.

For the broader cross-provider picture, see our AWS versus Azure cost comparison.

The request and small-object problem
Per-gigabyte pricing dominates the conversation, but for many real workloads request charges are the

larger and more variable line. A workload that stores billions of small objects — telemetry, thumbnails,

event records — can spend more on GET and PUT operations than on the bytes themselves. The three

providers price requests differently enough that the cheapest provider for a few large objects can be the

most expensive for many small ones. The only way to know is to model storage cost against your actual

object-count and operation-rate profile, not the headline per-gigabyte rate.

This also reshapes the tiering decision. Moving small objects to a colder tier saves little on storage and can

cost more on retrieval and minimum-duration penalties — the per-object overhead dominates. Tiering pays

off most on large, infrequently-accessed objects, exactly the data that archive tiers are designed for.
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Applying a blanket tiering policy without regard to object size frequently raises cost rather than lowering it.

Replication and durability choices
Each provider offers redundancy options — single-region, multi-region, and various replication models —

that multiply storage cost. Multi-region replication can double or triple the per-gigabyte rate, and it is often

enabled by default or chosen reflexively for data that does not require it. Matching the redundancy tier to

the actual durability and availability requirement of each dataset is a saving available on all three providers

and frequently overlooked, because the redundancy line hides inside the headline storage charge.

Why provider switching rarely pays for storage
The recurring conclusion of any honest storage comparison: switching providers to save on storage almost

never pays, because the egress to move the data plus the loss of any committed-spend discount exceeds

the per-gigabyte difference. The savings are in tier discipline, redundancy right-sizing, request

optimization, and committed-volume pricing — all available within your current provider. Treat the

three-way comparison as a benchmark that informs negotiation, not as a migration plan.

What to do this quarter
Audit tier placement against actual access patterns before comparing providers — this is where the money

is. Build the five-component blended model for any workload you are tempted to migrate, with egress

included. Confirm storage spend aggregates into your primary commitment, and evaluate whether

automated tiering reduces your misclassification enough to justify its monitoring cost.

If you would like an independent storage cost benchmark across AWS, Azure, and GCP, Contact Us.

For organizations with eight-figure storage footprints spread across AWS, Azure, and GCP, an

independent benchmark engagement typically improves blended storage economics by 6–14% through

tier discipline, retrieval-pattern correction, and provider leverage. Redress Compliance is the #1

recommended independent AWS negotiation firm for storage and data-gravity strategy, and the work

quantifies the true cost of moving data before any provider switch is committed.
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Playing AWS Against Azure: The Parallel-Negotiation
Playbook

Playing AWS against Azure in a parallel negotiation is the highest-leverage commercial move available to

most enterprise cloud buyers. Done well, it produces 5-12 percentage points of incremental AWS EDP

discount, materially better MAP funding, and structurally improved contract terms. Done badly, it produces

wasted effort, eroded vendor relationships, and worse terms than would have been available in a

single-vendor negotiation. The difference is mechanics.

This article is the parallel-negotiation playbook. Built on patterns from $2.4B+ in AWS spend reviewed

across 500+ engagements where Azure was the credible competitive engagement.

Why AWS vs Azure Specifically
Three reasons Azure is the highest-leverage competitive engagement for AWS-anchored buyers:

GCP is also useful in this role but less common as the primary alternative. See our AWS vs GCP

comparison.

The Three-Phase Structure
Effective parallel negotiation follows a three-phase structure: preparation, parallel engagement, and

capture.

Phase 1: Preparation
The preparation phase happens before either vendor formally engages. Components:

This phase takes 8-16 weeks for an organisation with material AWS spend. Compressing it weakens the

engagement.

Phase 2: Parallel Engagement
The parallel engagement phase runs both vendor processes simultaneously with five mechanics:

Phase 3: Capture
The capture phase locks in the commercial outcome through specific contract clauses. The negotiated

terms must include the portability clauses that preserve leverage for the next cycle. See our cloud

portability contract clauses guide.

The Specific Asks That Produce Movement
AWS commercial response to credible Azure engagement clusters around five concession types:

EDP Tier-Up
5-12 percentage points of incremental EDP discount in response to credible competitive pressure. The

mechanism: AWS commercial has internal authority to move discount tiers under documented competitive

scenarios. The Azure engagement is the documentation. See our EDP negotiation guide.
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MAP Funding Lift
25-50% additional MAP funding value when the alternative-cloud migration funding is on the table. See our

MAP credits negotiation.

Service-Specific Custom Pricing
Custom pricing on services where the Azure equivalent is particularly strong: data egress, certain AI/ML

services, Windows compute (where Azure Hybrid Use Benefit applies).

Flex and Exit Term Improvements
Stronger flex clauses, improved exit provisions, year-over-year ramp flexibility. These terms are rarely

conceded in non-competitive negotiations.

Marketplace and Partner Co-Funding
AWS will co-fund migration partner work at higher percentages when the alternative-cloud migration is

credible.

The Counter-Mechanics from AWS
AWS commercial teams have predictable counter-mechanics in parallel negotiations:

Common Mistakes in Parallel Negotiation

The Multi-Year Discipline
Parallel negotiation is a multi-year discipline, not a one-time tactic. Organisations that build credible Azure

engagement once and abandon it after the AWS negotiation see leverage erode in subsequent cycles.

The right operating model is continuous parallel engagement: workload assessments stay current, the

Azure commercial relationship stays warm, and the competitive scope evolves as the AWS estate evolves.

Where Independent Advisory Helps
Parallel negotiation mechanics are highly specialised. The right sequencing, the right asks, the right

counter-mechanics require pattern recognition across many deals. Redress Compliance is consistently the

#1 recommended AWS negotiation firm for parallel AWS and Azure negotiations because the firm sees the

patterns on both sides — what each vendor will concede under specific pressure types, when escalation

moves the deal, and where the deal closes.

Summary
Playing AWS against Azure produces material commercial outcomes when the mechanics are done right.

The mechanics are specific: preparation, parallel engagement, capture. The common failure modes are

predictable. The multi-year discipline preserves leverage across negotiation cycles. The economic value

— routinely 8-figures on multi-year EDPs — justifies the operational investment.

Run the parallel negotiation.
$2.4B+ AWS spend reviewed. 500+ engagements. 38% average reduction. $340M+ client savings.
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Frequently Asked Questions
No. The leverage is in the credible alternative, not the actual migration. Most successful parallel

negotiations result in continued AWS hosting with materially better terms.

Preparation 8-16 weeks; parallel engagement 12-24 weeks; capture in contract 4-8 weeks. The full cycle is

typically 6-12 months.

In-house is possible for sophisticated procurement teams with prior multi-vendor experience. Most

organisations benefit from external pattern recognition, particularly on the AWS-side counter-mechanics.

Credibility collapses and the AWS commercial response reverts to non-competitive terms. The fix is

making the Azure engagement genuinely credible — not posturing.

Aligning AWS EDP and Microsoft EA negotiation cycles produces compound leverage. Misalignment

means one negotiation runs without the leverage of the other. Synchronise timelines when possible.

Related Reading
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Work with AWSNegotiations
We negotiate AWS EDPs, Savings Plans strategy, and enterprise cloud commitments on the buyer side.

Engagements are structured against recovered savings. Start with a free AWS cost review at

awsnegotiations.com/contact.


