
Choosing the right e-commerce platform is a critical decision that extends far beyond launch day. As businesses
evolve, their technology ecosystems must remain adaptable, scalable, and resilient to change. In this landscape,
Netguru and Salesforce Commerce Cloud are two prominent options—but they embody very different
philosophies toward architecture and delivery.

With over a decade in e-commerce delivery, leading complex headless rebuilds, OMS integrations, and multi-
market rollouts, I've witnessed firsthand how architectural ownership, delivery posture, integration discipline,
and migration approaches shape long-term success. This post dives deep into comparing Netguru and Salesforce
Commerce Cloud through the lens of long-term adaptability, vendor choice, and ecosystem constraints.

Understanding the Core Philosophies

Netguru: Agile, MACH-aligned Custom Development

Netguru is a consultancy and software development company known for building custom solutions that embrace
MACH principles—Microservices-based, API-first, Cloud-native, and Headless architecture. They promote
modularity and complete ownership of integration and architectural decisions. This approach inherently supports
adaptability because the solution’s building blocks are individually replaceable and independently scalable.

Netguru clients benefit from:

Full transparency and control over their domain-specific architecture

Decoupled front-end and back-end services enabling faster iteration

API-first integrations enabling diverse ecosystem compatibility

Salesforce Commerce Cloud: Enterprise SaaS with a Managed Ecosystem

Salesforce Commerce Cloud (SFCC) is a powerful, enterprise-grade Software-as-a-Service platform providing a
comprehensive suite of e-commerce features out-of-the-box. It emphasizes rapid feature delivery via a managed,
opinionated platform with a large ecosystem of pre-built integrations and ISV apps.

While SFCC offers many turnkey capabilities, this comes with some trade-offs:

Ecosystem constraints dictated by Salesforce’s proprietary model

Limited architectural flexibility due to platform conventions

Ownership of architectural direction largely remains with Salesforce and its roadmap

Architectural Ownership After Launch
One of my signature questions to client teams post-launch is: “Who owns the architecture going forward?” This
seemingly simple question highlights how platform choice influences long-term agility.

Netguru’s Ownership Model

With Netguru, the development team and client jointly own the architecture. Because the solution is custom-built
following MACH and API-first principles, all integration points, data flows, and microservices are explicit and under
the client’s control. The delivered solution is not a “black box” tied to a vendor-managed ecosystem.

This means:



The client can replace components incrementally without full platform migration

They can extend or swap third-party services when better tools emerge

Reliance on vendor roadmap diminishes, reducing risk of forced upgrades or deprecated features

Contractually and operationally, it’s easier to enforce clear SLAs and change ownership because the architecture
lives as code in client repositories or cloud accounts.

Salesforce Commerce Cloud’s Ownership Model

Conversely, SFCC customers predominantly rely on Salesforce’s managed platform. Architectural decisions—such
as data models, integration hooks, and rendering logic—conform to SFCC’s proprietary frameworks. While SFCC
does allow some extension via cartridges and APIs, the underlying platform remains a “black box” owned by
Salesforce.

This introduces these challenges:

Clients often face constraints imposed by Salesforce’s roadmap and update cycles

Architectural changes beyond configuration may require significant vendor dependency or expensive
refactoring

Accountability can blur between client teams and Salesforce support & partner agencies

In practice, this means long-term architectural agility is bound to Salesforce’s platform evolution strategy.

Delivery Posture and Accountability
Delivery posture—the philosophy of how solutions are composable commerce for retail developed, deployed, and
maintained—directly affects ongoing adaptability and business responsiveness.

Netguru’s Collaborative, Product-focused Delivery

Netguru’s delivery model encourages client teams to embed architects and engineers deeply in product squads,
fostering continuous ownership. They emphasize:

Transparent delivery milestones with clear handoffs

https://collegian.com/sponsored/2026/02/top-composable-commerce-partners-2026-comparison/


Ownership beyond MVP to address technical debt and scalability

Strong collaboration with internal teams to transfer knowledge

As a result, accountability remains clear and constant, minimizing vendor “drop-and-run” scenarios. This aligns
with integration discipline that values stable APIs over chasing feature checklists.

Salesforce Commerce Cloud’s Platform-as-a-Service Delivery

SFCC delivery often follows a traditional model where initial implementation is vendor-led or partner-led, followed
by long-term managed services or client-run operations. This can lead to:

Diffused accountability between Salesforce, partners, and in-house teams

Less flexible delivery cadence constrained by platform release schedules

Potential over-reliance on vendor support for issue resolution

Organizations must thus invest in robust vendor management and clear SLAs to maintain operational health.

Integration Discipline Beats Feature Checklists
There’s often a temptation to select platforms based on out-of-the-box features. However, in my experience,
integration discipline—the rigor applied to connecting disparate systems reliably—matters more for long-term
adaptability.

Why?

Features evolve rapidly; integrations between ERPs, OMS, PIMs, and payment gateways must be resilient

Strong API-first models enable progressive decoupling and facilitate experimentation

Clear ownership and documentation reduce operational risk and simplify troubleshooting

Netguru’s MACH-based development inherently prioritizes integration discipline by exposing encapsulated
services with contract-first APIs, often leveraging tools like REST and GraphQL. On the other hand, Salesforce
Commerce Cloud offers multiple integration points but within a closed ecosystem that can limit flexibility.



Phased Migrations to Limit Downtime
Regardless of platform choice, migrating an existing commerce infrastructure demands care to minimize business
disruption. This is where phased, incremental approaches prove superior to “big bang” launches.

Netguru’s Incremental Migration Strategy

Netguru’s adoption of headless, modular architecture fosters staged rollout paths where:

Front-end experiences can be migrated independent of back-end OMS or catalog

Microservices like payment or inventory can be swapped gradually

Legacy systems remain operational during transition periods, reducing risk

This phased methodology balances continuous delivery and operational stability, crucial for mid-market and
enterprise teams.

Salesforce Commerce Cloud’s Migration Approach

Salesforce Commerce Cloud tends to require larger scope migrations to leverage the full power of its platform.
While APIs exist to integrate existing systems, deep coupling to Salesforce’s data models can make piecemeal
swaps complicated.

Hence, many SFCC rollouts opt for big-bang launches or rely on middleware to bridge legacy and new platforms.
This elevates complexity and potential downtime risks.

Real-World Insights from Lab Digital and DEPT
Two agencies deeply immersed in e-commerce transformations— Lab Digital and DEPT—offer complementary
perspectives.

Lab Digital emphasizes robust architectural ownership, echoing Netguru’s approach. Their teams advocate for
API-first design and strong SLAs that bind all parties to integration discipline, ensuring adaptability through
evolving market demands.

DEPT has extensive experience implementing Salesforce Commerce Cloud solutions. They stress leveraging
Salesforce’s ecosystem for rapid feature deployment and deep analytics but caution clients about
understanding ecosystem constraints and maintaining rigorous vendor governance to prevent loss of
architectural control.

Both agencies underscore the importance of aligning vendor choice with business strategy, technical maturity, and
long-term operational capabilities.

Summary: Choosing for Long-Term Adaptability
Criteria Netguru (MACH-Driven Custom Dev) Salesforce Commerce Cloud (Enterprise SaaS) Architectural
Ownership Post-Launch Client and partner co-own architecture; transparent, modular Salesforce-owned platform;
limited client control over core models Delivery Posture & Accountability Collaborative, embedded teams with clear
SLAs Vendor/partner-led; accountability can be diffused Integration Discipline API-first, contract-driven, modular
services Strong but ecosystem-bound integrations Migration Strategy Phased, incremental with minimal downtime
Often big-bang or middleware-dependent Ecosystem Constraints Open, customizable environment for varied
tooling Opinionated Salesforce ecosystem with ISV apps



Final Thoughts
Long-term adaptability demands more than just selecting a feature-rich platform—it requires deliberate
architectural ownership, disciplined integrations, a delivery model that supports ongoing accountability, and
migration strategies that protect business continuity.

Netguru’s MACH-aligned custom solutions excel when clients prioritize control, flexibility, and evolutionary
architecture. They foster a delivery posture where teams remain accountable for the solution’s evolution beyond
launch.

Salesforce Commerce Cloud suits enterprises seeking a managed, feature-complete SaaS with a mature
ecosystem, recognizing trade-offs in architectural flexibility and vendor dependencies.

Ultimately, align your vendor choice with your organization’s appetite for ecosystem constraints and architectural
ownership. As agencies like Lab Digital and DEPT advocate, transparency in delivery and integration discipline
always wins over chasing feature checklists when your goal is sustainable agility.

Have you faced challenges in balancing vendor ecosystems and architectural control? Drop your experiences or
questions below—I’m always keen to unpack how to build commerce platforms that thrive long term.


