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THECIPECTATON &

B Al Assistant Create Campaign
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Campaign Name * Campaign Tlr.pe 2

Draft a go-to-market plan | | ;|
ate * ‘egion *

for our new analytics product.

Here's a plan to get started:
v Market positioning

v Target segments

v Launch roadmap

B ..-':.-! 'I
v Messaging framework
v Success metrics

Anything you'd like to refine?
Ask anything... »
-
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TE GAP ISN'T A BUG.

IT’S A STRUCTURAL MISMATCH, 7 0
AND IT’S COSTING YOU.



The problem is that this approach almost
always collides with the underlying data model.

The instinctive response from most product teams
is to add Al features. Drop in a chatbot. Wire up
an LLM to surface insights from existing data.
Ship a "smart suggestions” panel. Check the Al
box on the roadmap.

,

[X] NORMALISED FOR RANSACTIONAL INTEGRITY

. [ NOT FOR SEMANTI¢ RELATIONSHIPS

LLMs need context. Rich, structured,
queryable context that reflects the
actual state of what a user is trying to
do. Pre-2020 vertical Saa5 databases
weren't built to serve that context
efficiently. They're built to store states,
not relationships between states. The
schema is normalised for transactional
integrity, not for the kind of fuzzy
semantic retrieval that makes Al
features feel intelligent.

So when you wire an LLM onto

a legacy codebase, one of a few
things happens. The Al feature
produces generic, unhelplful cutputs
because it doesn't have access to /
enough meaningful context. Or it
produces outputs that are conﬁde_ﬁ':ly
wrong because the context it does
have is incomplete or stale. Or it works
well in the demo environment and
breaks unpredictably in production
because real-world usage patterns
weren't anticipated when the
integration was specced.
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Industry surveys consistently identify
legacy-system integration as one of
the primary barriers to agentic Al
adoption — not a procurement problem
or a talent prablem, but a data
architecture problem dressed up as

an integration problem.

4 g F ' N
The broader pattern is consistent: the question is whether investment flows into incrementally
improving constrained platforms, bolting Al onto architectures designed for a pre-Al world, or into
building the governed data foundations that make Al genuinely effective.

§ The first path is comfortable and familiar. It is also likely to hit the same ceiling. p




CAPABILITY
DISAPPOINTMENT

IS THE NEW

CHURN DRIVER

For years, the primary churn drivers in vertical SaaS
were legible: pricing, support quality, missing features,
competitor RFPs. Those are all things you can respond
to with a structured customer success motion.

The churn driver that's emerging now is harder to see

in standard dashboards. Call it capability disappointment.

Capability disappointment happens when a user discovers —
usually through a competitor's demo or a colleague’s Slack
message — that a different tool can do something they didn't ||
think was possible. Not something they knew they were *;
missing. Something they didn't know to ask for. (f )
The ceiling of what software can do, in their experience, /‘"‘1 .
just got raised. And your product didn't move with it. ( & ‘

Standard dashboards show who churned, not why. ( \\\'\\
They rarely distinguish between users leaving because %
pricing or support disappointed them, and users leaving y 4
because your Al capability felt wrong, unreliable, or

confusing. Capability disappointment doesn't even 0 o
register as an Al complint, because the user maynot  f /. f
articulate it that way. They'll say “we found something | f{ J
that worked better for our workflow.” That's the polite l
version of “your product feels lie it five years behind.” |, *

2 o
The churn velocity associated with capability 0 L k"-,l |
disappointment tends to be faster than fraditional
feature churn. Users don't wait for the next contract
cycle to explore alternatives. They evaluate options
in real time, because the switching friction for
modem SaaS tools has dropped significantly, and

the cost of running a parallel trial is low.
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60-70% FEATURE PARITY IS ENOUGH,

AI-NATIVE
cT
" Lecacy) COMPETITOR

Lo
i
60-70% \§
oF core &\
USE CASE (.

SOLVE 60-70% OF YOUR CORE
USE CASE—THE RIGHT 60-70%.

J
s/ (] | e mal CHANGE THE PERCEIVED CEILING. f
LR TILT THE PERCEPTION OF UPSIDE.(

S IIi i
AN e FEATURE DEPTH |S A MOAT
AGAINST COMPARISON—NOT

CEILING PERCEPTION. N \
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FEATURE QUESTION

"HOW DO WE ADD Al
70 OUR PRODUCT?
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BOLTED-ON APPROACH
/
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' FEATURE

X SHALLOW INTEGRATIO
X LIMITED CONTEXT

PRESERVE DOMAIN LOGIC.
KEEP COMPLIANCE LAYERS.
HONOR INTEGRATION AGREEMENTS.
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@ REBUILD DATA MODEL &
UX INTERACTION LAYER.

DELIVER CONTEXT-AWARE,
FLUID EXPERIENCES.
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| | CONTEXT-AWARE |
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DATA MODEL & DATA FOUNDATION I TPTI ey SR
| PERSONALISATION |
|
INTEGRATION SURFACE X A @ |
| TRUST & :
| SCALABILITY j

ASK THE ARCHITECTURE

MAKE CLEANER, SMARTER gl

e 2 DROBLEM
ARCHITECTURE QUESTION

APABLE

“IS OUR ARCHITECTURE €

OF SUPPORTING THE Al EXF:FR!ENCE
USERS NOW EXPECT?
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V' DEPTH & CONTEXT A\ N NN
V' SUSTAINABLE DIFFERENTIATION =
V' LONG-TERM COMPOUNDING VALLE

A#

QUESTION.

DECISIONS.




THE SHRINKING MOAT

MISSION-CRITICAL WORKFLOW

TO E::'PLD . : ENTRANTS USER INTERFACE
A | REACH PARITY DATA SOURCES RE
4 . PORTIN
I & FASTER - E & AHALY'IT!{EES
2, :. PR I A > AUTOMATION
2 . , 2., . ENGINE
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YOUR PRODU

DEFENSIVE MOAT THIRD-PARTY
IS SHRINKING INTEGRATIONS

cT
NOTIFICATIONS

CORE OPERATIONS

WHAT REPLACES SWITCHING COSTS? ﬁ

BEING EMBEDDED DEEPLY ENOUGH IN
MISSION-CRITICAL WORKFLOWS THAT
REPLACEMENT IS GENUINELY DISRUPTIVE.

v" DAILY OPERATIONS
v HIGH INTEGRATION COMPLEXITY
v" MISSION-CRITICAL DEPENDENCIES

THE CLOSER YOU ARE TO THIS DESCRIPTION,
THE SAFER YOUR RETENTION POSITION.

DEEPER INTEGRATION = HIGHER RETENTION \3

EMBEDDEDNESS REQUIRES EVOLUTION.

A PRODUCT THAT WAS DEEPLY EMBEDDED
IN 2020 WORKFLOWS. STARTS LOSING THAT
POSITION WHEN THE WORKFLOW ITSELF
STARTS TO CHANGE BECAUSE Al TOOLS ARE
CHANGING HOW USERS THINK ABOUT WHAT'S

POSSIBLE.

THE PRACTICAL IMPLICATION:

L THE RETENTION PROBLEM AND THE
=  ARCHITECTURE PROBLEM ARE THE
SAME PROBLEM.

You DON'T FIX RETENTION BY DOUBLING
DOWN ON CUSTOMER SUCCESS OR

REPRICING YOUR TIERS.

DUCT
you FIX IT BY BUILDING A PRO
THAT RAISES ITS OWN CEILING.




THE DECISION
IN FRONT OF YOU

F—

If you're running a vertical SaaS product built before 2020,
the decision isn't really about AI. It's about whether
your prnduc‘l"s architecture gives you a viable path to
compete in a market where users’ expectations are now
set by tools that were designed from the ground up for

context-aware, probabilistic interaction.

IF THE ANSWER IF THE ANSWER

IS YES IS NO
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The sooner you

/| Data model supports
B ppe reframe this as

mea.ninsﬁ.d context
retrieval ' ~ . B an architecture

(9] UX logic ca AN rebuid comersation
accommodate iterative, i \V 7 rather than a
conversational \¥ = ruadmap
interaction N = \¥  conversation,

Ei Infegmﬁm surface /- \ the better your
is open enough to e anFtaJ' allocation

serve an AT JJ VX decisions will be.
layer well / :

THEN THE PATH is

INCREMENTAL AND
THE RISK IS
MANAGEABLE.

The companies that get this right don't
necessarily win because fhe}r built the

best AT They win because they asked
the right question early enough to do
sumethfnﬂ about it.

If you're a founder or operator sitting on an established
vertical SaaS product and working out what the next move
looks like, we've done this assessment before.

TALK TO US AT EVOTRON STUDIO.

We'll give you a straight read, not a sales pitch.
e
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