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TL;DR
Enterprise software procurement has entered an era of intense financial and technical scrutiny, marked by a 
massive shift toward immediate return-on-investment validation and shortened contract lengths. As Chief 
Financial Officers increasingly veto pre-approved software deals, buyers are adopting highly structured, 
weighted evaluation rubrics that instantly disqualify non-compliant vendors. Meanwhile, traditional 
search-and-discovery methods are collapsing as buyers transition to AI-mediated search platforms, which rely 
on consolidated peer-review networks to generate vendor shortlists.

The Financial Guardrails of the Enterprise Software Budget
Enterprise buyers are facing aggressive internal financial scrutiny that is forcing shorter contracts and 
demanding rapid, measurable return on investment.

"49% of B2B software buyers report that their CFO reversed or vetoed a deal that had already been 
approved by the buying committee in the last 12 months." — G2 2026 Buyer Behavior Report

"75% of B2B software buyers expect a positive ROI within six months of signing a contract." — 
ai-renewal-cliff-justifying-twice

The transition from experimental spending to strict financial accountability has given corporate finance leaders 
unprecedented veto power, making long-term licensing commitments nearly impossible to secure without 
immediate proof of value. To survive this environment, software vendors must move away from speculative, 
long-term value propositions and align pricing with concrete, rapid business outcomes.

What to watch: The extent to which vendors successfully transition to outcome-based pricing models to 
prevent high-intent deals from collapsing under financial review ai-renewal-cliff-justifying-twice.

The Hardening of Technical and Regulatory Procurement Rubrics
Information technology procurement departments and public regulatory bodies are standardizing strict, 
non-negotiable compliance rules that instantly disqualify unaligned software vendors.

"A critical shift in 2026 is the implementation of automatic disqualifiers. If a vendor fails to achieve a score of 
3 or higher on Data Security & Privacy or Compliance & Certifications, they are automatically disqualified..."
— ai-procurement-playbook-rubrics-clauses-2026

"Contractors must exercise due diligence in selecting and overseeing their LLM supply chain, categorized 
into four distinct roles: LLM Developers, System Operators, System Integrators, and Service Providers." — 
gsa-american-ai-clause-gsar-552-239-7001



These rigorous technical evaluations prove that security and compliance are no longer late-stage contract 
negotiations, but rather the primary gatekeepers of the enterprise sales funnel. Startups must build their 
software architectures to support logical segregation and strict data rights from day one or risk being shut out 
of both commercial and federal pipelines.

What to watch: How effectively startups adapt their systems to meet the General Services Administration's 
strict data segregation and supply chain flowdown mandates gsa-american-ai-clause-gsar-552-239-7001.

The Shift to AI-Mediated Discovery and Review Consolidation
The traditional software search-and-discovery funnel is being completely bypassed as buyers shift to 
generative search tools powered by consolidated peer-review engines.

"51% of B2B software buyers now start their purchasing process in an AI chatbot (such as ChatGPT, 
Claude, Perplexity, Gemini, or Google AI Overviews) rather than a traditional search engine." — 
review-platforms-ai-citation-substrate

"On June 3, 2026, G2 rolled out its first major backend integration: unifying Buyer Intent across G2, 
Capterra, Software Advice, and GetApp into a single view..." — Capterra Pricing for Vendors (2026): Free vs 
Paid Plans

Since generative search engines rely heavily on massive, verified databases to synthesize software 
recommendations, a vendor's presence on consolidated review networks is now their primary source of 
visibility. Managing public reviews is no longer just a marketing tactic; it is the fundamental data substrate that 
determines whether a brand is surfaced in automated shortlists.

What to watch: The impact of G2's consolidated buyer intent network on how software vendors allocate their 
marketing budgets to counter competitor ad placements review-platforms-ai-citation-substrate.

What surprised us
• The Chatbot Blindspot: It is shocking that one-third of software buyers purchased from a vendor they 

had never even heard of before a chatbot recommended them review-platforms-ai-citation-substrate. 
This means traditional top-of-funnel brand awareness campaigns are being completely bypassed by 
machine-mediated recommendations.

• The Paywalled Voice: G2's decision to lock basic vendor responses behind a $2,999 annual paywall, 
while sister platform Capterra allows free responses, creates a stark monetization divide in the newly 
consolidated network review-platforms-ai-citation-substrate.

• The Contract Length Collapse: The fear of technological obsolescence is so acute that nearly a third 
of all buyers are actively demanding contract terms under 12 months ai-renewal-cliff-justifying-twice.

Open threads worth a vote
• G2 Consolidated Network Buyer-Behavior Report Publication



Appendix: Findings

Buying AI Once, Justifying AI Twice: The 2026 AI Renewal Cliff

Buying AI Once, Justifying AI Twice: The 2026 AI 
Renewal Cliff
As B2B software contracts signed during the 2025 generative AI spending boom come up for 
review, enterprise buyers are shifting from hype-driven adoption to rigorous, outcome-based 
evaluation. This "AI Renewal Cliff" has transformed the B2B software buying journey, with finance 
and procurement teams moving upstream to scrutinize and often reverse software spend.

The CFO Veto Gauntlet: Upstream and Downstream 
Intervention

The most significant hurdle facing B2B software vendors in 2026 is the active intervention of the 
Chief Financial Officer (CFO). According to G2's 2026 Buyer Behavior Report:

• 49% of B2B software buyers report that their CFO reversed or vetoed a deal that had already 
been approved by the buying committee in the last 12 months.

• Evaluation is no longer about finding the right software; it has become an organizational 
gauntlet where buyers spend more effort gathering proof, managing security reviews, and 
building internal alignment than canvassing the market.

This downstream veto rate has fundamentally altered how buying committees approach future 
software purchases.

The Contract Length Squeeze

To mitigate financial risk and adapt to the rapid pace of AI innovation, enterprise buyers are 
aggressively pushing for shorter contract lengths.

• 70% of all B2B software buyers state that the pace of AI innovation is pushing them toward 
shorter contracts, with 29% demanding terms under 12 months.

• Among buyers who have experienced a CFO veto, the resistance to long-term commitments is 
even stronger: 79% lean toward shorter terms, and 40% strongly demand contracts under 
12 months.

This compression of contract terms is a direct response to both budget volatility and the fear of 
locking into an AI vendor whose technology may become obsolete within quarters.

The Six-Month ROI Mandate



Enterprise buyers are no longer willing to wait years for digital transformation initiatives to bear fruit. 
Due to immense pressure to justify investments and minimize risk, 75% of B2B software buyers 
expect a positive ROI within six months of signing a contract.

To win renewals and close new deals, vendors must arrive with a concrete, data-backed business 
case and a clear plan to deliver immediate, measurable value clarity.

The Shift to Predictable, Outcome-Based Pricing

The cost unpredictability of generative AI—specifically runaway API token bills and 
consumption-based credit models—has led to buyer rejection of standard consumption pricing. 
Buyers are demanding pricing models that align with actual business value:

• Outcome-Based Pricing Preference: The preference for outcome-based pricing models more 
than doubled from 11% to 23% in a single year.

• 52% of buyers state that variable, outcome-based pricing improves their perception of a 
software vendor.

• 49% of buyers have already been offered a variable-cost option (based on outcomes, 
consumption, or tokens) by a current vendor instead of a traditional seat license, and another 
42% have been told such changes are coming.

As AI agents mature and execute complex workflows that previously required dozens of human 
seats, traditional per-seat licensing is breaking. Headcount is no longer a viable proxy for software 
value. Lead pricing conversations with account-level value, workflows, and outcome metrics rather 
than headcount-based seats.

The 2026 AI Procurement Playbook: Weighted Rubrics, TCO Realities, and 
Non-Negotiable Contract Clauses

The 2026 AI Procurement Playbook: Weighted 
Rubrics, TCO Realities, and Non-Negotiable 
Contract Clauses
As generative AI and agentic platforms mature, enterprise IT procurement teams are throwing out 
legacy software RFP templates. Sourcing guides from 2026 warn that using standard IT RFPs for 
AI-native platforms misses up to 60% of risk-relevant questions, leading to severe security, legal, 
and operational liabilities after contracts are signed.

Standard IT procurement frameworks were designed to evaluate deterministic features, uptime, 
support responsiveness, and seat pricing. Enterprise AI breaks these legacy frameworks in three 
fundamental ways:



1. Third-Party Model Routing: Many SaaS vendors route data through external commercial LLM 
APIs (such as OpenAI, Anthropic, or Google Gemini) without making this explicit in standard 
sales conversations.

2. Probabilistic Output Risk: AI outputs are probabilistic rather than deterministic. The same 
query can return different results, creating auditability, bias, and compliance risks that traditional 
software never posed.

3. Evolving Compliance Landscape: Rapidly emerging frameworks, such as the EU AI Act, the 
NIST AI Risk Management Framework, and industry-specific rules, require active compliance 
verification rather than static, historical certifications.

To address these gaps, enterprise buyers in 2026 have adopted highly structured, weighted 
evaluation rubrics and prescriptive questionnaires.

The 40-Question AI RFP Framework

Modern enterprise procurement departments evaluate AI vendors across 7 distinct categories. 
Startups and founders selling to the enterprise must be prepared to answer these questions with 
verifiable, technical specifics rather than marketing copy:

1. Data Security & Privacy (Weight: 25% — Critical Disqualifier)

• Data Processing Location: Exactly where is data processed (cloud region, infrastructure 
provider, single-tenant vs. multi-tenant)?

• Model Training Opt-Out: Written, contractual guarantee that customer business data is not 
used to train or fine-tune the vendor's models.

• Third-Party API Disclosures: Complete list of external LLM APIs receiving customer data, 
under what terms, and their data retention policies.

• Data Deletion & Portability: Prescriptive timelines (typically 30 to 90 days) for complete data 
and metadata deletion post-contract, with verified proof of deletion.

2. Compliance & Certifications (Weight: 20% — Critical Disqualifier)

• SOC 2 Type II: Baseline requirement verifying that security controls operate effectively over a 
6-to-12-month period, not just a single point in time (Type I).

• Regulatory DPAs and BAAs: Ready-to-sign GDPR Data Processing Agreements (DPA) and 
HIPAA Business Associate Agreements (BAA) without locking these behind expensive pricing 
tiers.

• EU AI Act & FedRAMP: Clear documentation of the vendor's AI risk classification under the 
EU AI Act and current FedRAMP authorization levels (Low, Moderate, High) if applicable.

3. Deployment Architecture (Weight: 15% — Disqualifier if Self-Hosted is Required)



• Self-Hosted & Air-Gapped Options: Ability to run the software entirely within the customer's 
cloud infrastructure with zero data egress to vendor or third-party APIs.

• Logical vs. Physical Segregation: While logical segregation in multi-tenant environments is 
accepted, buyers increasingly demand FedRAMP-aligned segregation controls.

4. AI Model & Outputs (Weight: 15%)

• Model Versioning & Change Control: Documentation of production model versions, with 
advance notice requirements (typically 15 to 30 days) before model updates or version swaps 
occur.

• Explainability & Audit Logging: Tools to support explainability obligations and full output audit 
logging (logging every query, prompt, output, timestamp, and user attribution).

• Human Approval Gates: Configurable human-in-the-loop checkpoints for AI-driven actions 
(e.g., sending emails, updating CRMs) to prevent autonomous runaways.

5. Integration & Connectivity (Weight: 10%)

• Native vs. Middleware Connectors: Distinction between native integrations and third-party 
middleware (like Zapier). Native integration is highly preferred for stability.

• Integration Maintenance: Contractual ownership of connector maintenance when third-party 
CRM or ERP APIs update and break integrations.

6. Pricing & Contract (Weight: 10%)

• Pricing Predictability: Protection against unpredictable consumption-based pricing (per-token 
or per-credit bills) in favor of predictable flat-rate, seat-based, or outcome-based models.

• Price Escalation Caps: Caps on annual price increases at renewal (typically capped at 
5–10%).

7. Support & Implementation (Weight: 5%)

• Bespoke Pilots & Support: Dedicated customer success and implementation managers, 
realistic deployment timelines (6–8 weeks vs. unrealistic 2-week sales pitches), and 
industry-specific customer references.

Weighted Scoring and the "Disqualifier" Rule

Enterprises use weighted scoring models to compare RFP responses objectively. Each response is 
scored on a 1–5 scale (1 = evasive/incomplete, 5 = specific and verifiable) and multiplied by the 
category weight.

A critical shift in 2026 is the implementation of automatic disqualifiers. If a vendor fails to achieve 
a score of 3 or higher on Data Security & Privacy or Compliance & Certifications, they are 



automatically disqualified from the procurement process before they are allowed to conduct a 
product demo or pilot.

Sourcing-to-Contract Technical Controls: The Coursiv 
Checklist

In addition to RFP scoring, procurement teams utilize technical checklists (such as the Coursiv.io 
framework) to evaluate AI tools during the sourcing-to-contract phase:

• Identity and Least-Privilege Access: Ensuring that when an AI agent acts on behalf of a user, 
it remains strictly within that user's specific permissions. Administrators must have the ability to 
review and immediately revoke agent permissions.

• Source Traceability: Verifying that every AI-generated output or recommendation can cite the 
exact, fresh record or data source it was derived from.

• Deployment-Model Fit: Enforcing a policy that prevents the activation of a vendor's embedded 
AI features simply because they are available. Organizations must evaluate whether an 
embedded feature, an AI-native tool, or a custom solution is the safest and most valuable fit for 
the specific use case.

GSA’s Proposed AI Clause (GSAR 552.239-7001) Enters Formal Rulemaking: 
Re-Scoped with Four-Role Flowdown Framework

GSA’s Proposed AI Clause (GSAR 552.239-7001) 
Enters Formal Rulemaking: Re-Scoped with 
Four-Role Flowdown Framework
The General Services Administration (GSA) has officially advanced its highly anticipated AI 
procurement clause into formal rulemaking. On June 17, 2026, the GSA published a Proposed Rule 
in the Federal Register, initiating a public comment period that closed on August 3, 2026. This draft 
represents a major re-scoping from the initial March 2026 proposal, narrowing the applicability of 
General Services Administration Acquisition Regulation (GSAR) clause 552.239-7001 to contractors 
using Large Language Model Artificial Intelligence Systems (LLMs) to process Government Data.

While the scope has been narrowed to exclude AI embedded in common commercial products (e.g., 
word processors) or where AI is merely incidental, the compliance demands on contractors within 
its scope have become far more detailed, prescriptive, and enforceable.

Key Provisions of the June 17, 2026 Draft



• Four-Role Supply Chain Flowdown Framework: Contractors must exercise due diligence in 
selecting and overseeing their LLM supply chain, categorized into four distinct roles: LLM 
Developers, System Operators, System Integrators, and Service Providers. Contractors can 
satisfy this due diligence through two safe harbors: flowing down the clause's applicable 
requirements or obtaining formal compliance attestations from these third parties.

• Government Data Rights and Restrictions: In a major win for industry, the government's 
license to use the LLM is now restricted to the specific purposes and scope of work defined in 
the contract, rather than "any lawful Government purpose." However, the government retains 
ownership of all Government Data and Custom Developments. Contractors may not use 
Government Data to train, fine-tune, or improve LLMs, nor can they use it for marketing, 
business analytics, or commercial purposes.

• Prescriptive Data Protection and Segregation: The high-level "eyes-off" standard from the 
first draft has been replaced with detailed technical controls. These include automated ingestion 
without human review, encryption rendering data unreadable to personnel, and audit logging 
that tracks activity without displaying Government Data. Logical segregation is permitted, and 
continued compliance with the contractor's applicable FedRAMP authorization level satisfies 
segregation requirements.

• Change Management and Notifications: Contractors must notify the government of routine 
model updates, provider substitutions, FedRAMP changes, or bias/safety degradations. 
Contractors must use reasonable efforts to provide the government with concurrent access to 
successor LLMs for 30 days for major versions and 15 days for minor versions.

• Decommissioning Cost Liability: The Contracting Officer must insert a "not-to-exceed" 
percentage of contract value for decommissioning cost liability in the contract to address 
noncompliance, removing prior ambiguity around decommissioning liabilities.

Industry Pushback: Feedback from the July 14, 2026 Listening 
Session

On July 14, 2026, GSA hosted a public listening session at The George Washington University 
(GWU) Law School in Washington, D.C. The session drew a full room of contractors, integrators, 
and industry associations, who provided candid and critical feedback on the remaining operational 
and legal hurdles in the draft clause:



1. Overbroad Definition of "Government Data": Speakers warned that the current definition 
risks sweeping in metadata, operational logs, and system data that contractors normally own. 
The term "Government usage context" remains largely undefined, creating commercial risk.

2. IP and Licensing Divergence: Commenters flagged that the clause's order of precedence 
provisions override standard vendor terms (such as EULAs and Terms of Service). This sharply 
diverges from the established federal procurement regime, which prioritizes commercial 
licensing terms for commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) software.

3. Due-Process Concerns with "Unbiased AI Principles": The draft requires contractors to 
ensure LLMs are developed and monitored in accordance with "unbiased AI principles," 
including truthful, objective responses and ideological neutrality. It allows the government to 
conduct "automated assessments" of LLMs and assess steep penalties (including termination 
and decommissioning cost recovery) based on these evaluations. Industry representatives 
noted that GSA has not published or established clear compliance benchmarks for these bias 
assessments, making the penalties arbitrary.

4. Unworkable Flowdown Mechanics: The clause places the burden on prime contractors and 
systems integrators to flow down requirements and gather compliance certifications from 
third-party AI platform providers (like OpenAI, Anthropic, or Google). Primes argue that 
standard API providers will refuse to sign custom federal terms for standard commercial API 
access, leaving integrators unable to comply.

Impact on B2B Founders

Founders selling LLM-enabled B2B software to the federal government or through the GSA Multiple 
Award Schedule (MAS) must prepare for a rigorous compliance regime. To win and retain federal 
contracts under GSAR 552.239-7001, startups must:

• Ensure their systems support logical data segregation and align with FedRAMP expectations.
• Secure explicit, written commitments from their underlying LLM API providers that government 

data is excluded from model training.
• Implement robust, automated audit logging and human-access restrictions.
• Establish clear version control and change management workflows to handle the 15-to-30-day 

successor model access requirements.

G2's Acquisition of Capterra and the Rise of the AI-First Software Buyer in 2026

G2's Acquisition of Capterra and the Rise of the 
AI-First Software Buyer in 2026
The B2B software review space has undergone a massive consolidation, transforming peer review 
platforms into the ultimate trust layer that Large Language Models (LLMs) use to generate vendor 
recommendations. This shift has established a new "AI citation substrate" that defines which 
software brands get discovered, shortlisted, and purchased.



The G2-Capterra Consolidation: Creating a Monopolistic 
Intent Layer

In January 2026, G2 announced a definitive agreement to acquire Capterra, Software Advice, and 
GetApp from Gartner for approximately $110 million in consideration. The transaction closed in 
Q1 2026, combining the world's most prominent B2B software review and discovery platforms under 
a single owner.

The scale of this consolidated network is massive:

• 200+ million annual software buyers globally.
• 6 million verified customer reviews across the properties.
• 10,000+ software vendors served with marketing and intent data solutions.
• 2,000+ software and service categories.

On June 3, 2026, G2 rolled out its first major backend integration: unifying Buyer Intent across 
G2, Capterra, Software Advice, and GetApp into a single view in the G2 vendor profile. This unified 
dataset delivers up to three times more buyer-intent signals in a single dashboard, allowing 
vendors to track and target accounts researching software across all four platforms simultaneously.

The Rise of AI-Mediated Discovery: Chatbots Build the 
Shortlist

The starting point of the B2B software buying journey has fundamentally moved off Google and 
traditional search engines:

• 51% of B2B software buyers now start their purchasing process in an AI chatbot (such as 
ChatGPT, Claude, Perplexity, Gemini, or Google AI Overviews) rather than a traditional search 
engine.

• 69% of buyers chose a different software vendor than they had initially planned based on AI 
chatbot guidance.

• One-third (33%) of buyers purchased from a vendor they had never heard of before the AI 
chatbot surfaced it in its recommendation.

• 85% of buyers rate vendors more highly when an AI tool cites them in its answer.

As AI search engines and LLMs become the primary interface for software discovery, they rely 
heavily on public review databases to synthesize recommendations. Because G2 now controls the 
largest consolidated database of verified software reviews, G2 has become the most-cited B2B 
software source across the AI-first channels where software discovery happens.

Vendor Monetization and the Pricing Divide

While the buyer-facing databases and intent signals are being integrated, G2 and Capterra continue 
to operate under different vendor monetization models, which software brands must navigate:



• G2 Paywalls Review Responses: G2 locks basic profile features behind a paywall. Software 
vendors cannot respond to user reviews or access basic review analytics unless they are on a 
paid plan starting at $2,999/year.

• Capterra's Free Response Model: On Capterra, vendors can respond to customer reviews for 
free, regardless of whether they are running active Pay-Per-Click (PPC) campaigns.

• Competitor Ad Placements: On both platforms, basic free-tier profiles are subject to 
competitor ad placements. Upgrading to paid tiers is required to lock down the profile and 
prevent competitors from stealing high-intent traffic directly from the vendor's page.

For B2B founders, managing review acquisition across G2 and Capterra is no longer just a 
demand-generation tactic—it is a critical requirement for training the LLMs that build the Day-One 
shortlists.


