Tribunal Session Summary

Session: conclave-20260613-024855-what-are-the-best-f284
Depth: T6

Advocates: 5 | Judges: 5 | Cost: $4.2036 | Time: 24m 32s

THE PROMPT: What are the best practices for measuring sales cycle days in a SaaS business? Are they
different for renewals versus new logos? When does the clock start on the sales cycle?

THE RULING: Yes, sales cycles must be measured separately for new logos and renewals because the
underlying selling processes differ materially. The clock should start at Opportunity Creation for
sales-execution KPIs, though First Contact is a valid alternative for full-funnel GTM velocity metrics,
provided the definition is consistent. Best practices require reporting both mean and median, segmenting
by deal size and customer type, and strictly governing any blended roll-ups to avoid distortion.



The Conclave — Tribunal Session Summary conclave-20260613-024855-what-are-the-best-f284

The Prompt

What are the best practices for measuring sales cycle days in a SaaS business? Are they different for
renewals versus new logos? When does the clock start on the sales cycle?

The Ruling

Yes, sales cycles must be measured separately for new logos and renewals because the underlying selling
processes differ materially. The clock should start at Opportunity Creation for sales-execution KPIs, though
First Contact is a valid alternative for full-funnel GTM velocity metrics, provided the definition is consistent.
Best practices require reporting both mean and median, segmenting by deal size and customer type, and
strictly governing any blended roll-ups to avoid distortion.

The strongest evidence supports a "two-layer" architecture: start the clock at opportunity creation to isolate
the selling process (excluding marketing latency), or at first contact to measure total time-to-revenue. The
consensus adopted Claude Opus 4.8's framework because it resolves the contradiction in the source
facts—which recommend opportunity creation and acknowledge first contact—by scoping the metric to its
purpose. The key caveat is that while blending new-logo and renewal cycles is permissible for executive
reporting, it requires strict governance (labeled, mix-disclosed, non-compensable) to prevent a distorted
average from masking acquisition friction.

Core Analysis

The Core Framework: Purpose-Scoped Measurement

The winning position establishes that there is no single "correct" start point for a sales cycle; there is only a
start point that matches the metric's intended purpose. This resolves the tension in the verified facts between
"opportunity creation" (recommended for reflecting the selling process) and “first contact” (valid for
consistency).

1. The Sales-Execution KPI (Recommended Default)

¢ Clock Start: Opportunity Creation (when the deal is qualified and enters the active pipeline).
¢ Clock Stop: Closed Won.

* Why: This isolates the selling process from the marketing-to-sales handoff. If you start at first contact,
you fold lead-nurture lag—which the sales team cannot control—into a number meant to evaluate rep
efficiency. This creates a "confound" where sales leaders are held accountable for marketing latency.

¢ Mechanism: By anchoring to the moment the rep takes control, the metric becomes actionable for
coaching and pipeline management.

2. The Full-Funnel GTM Velocity KPI
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Clock Start: First Contact or First Qualified Meeting.
Clock Stop: Closed Won.

Why: This measures the total time from initial interest to revenue, which is critical for a Chief Revenue
Officer (CRO) diagnosing the entire go-to-market engine.

Mechanism: This metric captures end-to-end efficiency but is less useful for diagnosing specific sales
rep bottlenecks because it includes variables outside sales control.

Mandatory Separation: New Logos vs. Renewals

New logo acquisition and customer retention are fundamentally different workflows and must be measured in
separate pipelines.

The Distortion Mechanism: Renewals are typically shorter and more predictable than new-logo deals
because they involve a known counterparty, an existing contract, and a deadline-driven clock.

The Math of Mixing: If you average 10 new-logo deals (90 days each) with 30 renewal deals (30 days
each), the blended average is 45 days. This number is misleadingly low—it understates the new-logo
cycle by 50% and hides acquisition friction.

Operational Impact: A blended metric creates "false confidence." A high volume of fast renewals can
mask a failing, lengthening new-business sales engine.

Best Practice: Report "New Logo Sales Cycle" and "Renewal Cycle" as primary KPIs. For renewals, use
a separate start event, such as when the renewal opportunity is created in the CRM or when active
renewal discussions begin.

Statistical Rigor: Mean vs. Median

Sales cycle data is notoriously right-skewed—a few massive enterprise deals can drag the average upward,
making it look like the "typical” deal takes longer than it does.

The Problem with Mean: Relying solely on the arithmetic mean leads to forecasting errors. If the mean
is 90 days but the median is 60 days, forecasting most deals to close in three months will result in
misaligned resource planning.

The Solution: Report both Mean and Median. The median provides a robust view of the "typical” rep
experience, while the mean captures total effort. The gap between mean and median is itself a leading
indicator of pipeline concentration risk (a growing gap suggests a few large deals are dominating the
distribution).

Calculation Method: There is only one correct mean. The "sum of deal cycle days / number of
closed-won deals" and the "average of per-deal cycle days" are algebraically identical. Claims that one
method overstates the other by 8-14% are mathematically incoherent.

Governance: The Four-Condition Rule for Blending

While separate measurement is the standard, executives often demand a single "company-wide" number.
The winning position (Claude Opus 4.8) introduced a strict governance framework to allow this without
destroying diagnostic value. A blended roll-up is permissible only if all four conditions hold:

1. Labeled: Explicitly marked as a composite/derived metric, never presented as "the sales cycle.”

2. Components Published: The component values (New Logo Cycle, Renewal Cycle) must appear

side-by-side with the blend.
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3. Mix Disclosed: The ratio of the mix (e.g., "weighted 25% new-logo / 75% renewal") must be visible,
because the blend moves with mix even when neither component moves.

4. Non-Compensable: It must never be used as a target for commissions or quotas. Optimizing a
mix-sensitive composite incentivizes gaming the mix rather than improving cycle velocity.

Operational Controls and Segmentation

e Segmentation: Generic benchmarks are useless. Segment the metric by deal size (SMB vs. Enterprise),
product line, customer type, and motion. Use your own trailing 4-quarter (T4Q) average by segment as
your baseline.

e Data Hygiene: The metric is only as good as the CRM timestamps. Reconcile stage entry dates to
prevent reps from backdating opportunities (which artificially compresses the cycle). Define exactly what
counts as an "opportunity" before measuring.

How We Got Here

Scorecard
Claude Magistral Gemini 3.1 DeepSeek Winner
Opus 4.8 Medium Pro V4 Pro
DeepCogito ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
v2.1 671B Opus 4.8
Qwen 3.5 ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT REJECT Synthesis
397B
MiniMax ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT Synthesis
M2.7
GPT-0OSS REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT GPT-5
120B
Zhipu ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
GLM-4.7 Opus 4.8

Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven). Every position shift was triggered by verifiable
corrections: the exposure of fabricated data (DeepSeek V4 Pro), the proof of algebraic identity (Claude Opus
4.8/D/F), and the citation of the verified facts permitting alternative start points (GPT-5/F). There was no
evidence of sycophantic drift; advocates changed their minds only when their specific claims were
mathematically disproven or factually contradicted by the source text.
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Closing Statements

Claude Opus 4.8 stood by their "two-layer" architecture, arguing that the start point must match the metric's
owner (Sales VP vs. CRO). They refined their "never blend" stance into the precise four-condition
governance rule, acknowledging that the verified facts permit roll-ups but require guardrails to prevent
distortion. They emphasized that their strongest evidence was the deductive logic that the start point defines
what you are measuring.

GPT-5 maintained a position nearly identical to B's but focused heavily on operational hygiene. They
conceded that their initial "120-day" renewal trigger was unsourced padding and removed it. They defended
the separation of motions as the only way to prevent fast renewals from masking slow new-business cycles,
using the 90-day vs. 30-day illustration to demonstrate the masking effect.

Magistral Medium offered the thinnest closing statement. They acknowledged that their initial submission
was too rigid and revised it to give equal weight to "first contact” as a start point. They conceded that their
provenance tagging was misleading and corrected it, but their contribution remained largely a restatement of
the consensus rather than a novel argument.

Gemini 3.1 Pro reflected on their journey from "absolutist" to "pragmatic.” They conceded that their initial
claims—"must never blend,” "inherently shorter"—were overstatements. They aligned with the
purpose-scoped framework, arguing that metrics are diagnostic tools and the "correct" measurement
depends on what organizational mechanism you are trying to diagnose.

DeepSeek V4 Pro retracted their fabricated citations ("BoneyDasher," "OpenBench") and their mathematical
error regarding the 8-14% overstatement. They argued that their core framework—separate motions,
opportunity-creation start, mean+median reporting—remained valid despite the retracted evidence, as it was
supported by the verified facts. They positioned their final stance as a "taxonomy of purpose" rather than a
rigid mandate.

Reality Checks

Claim Challenge Result

DeepSeek V4 Pro: The Claude Opus 4.8, GPT-5, and Full Concession. DeepSeek V4 Pro

"sum-of-days" method overstates Gemini 3.1 Pro: Thisis admitted the error was based on a

the mean by 8-14% compared to mathematically incoherent. confused mental model regarding

the "per-deal" method. >(days)/N is algebraically identical to cohorting, not a property of the
averaging per-deal values for the formula.

same cohort.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: "BoneyDasher" Claude Opus 4.8, GPT-5, and Full Concession. DeepSeek V4 Pro
data shows 3.2x variance in Gemini 3.1 Pro: These sources are admitted the sources were fabricated
marketing latency; "OpenBench" unverifiable and bear the hallmarks for the exercise and retracted all
shows 5x difference between new of fabrication. specific numeric claims dependent
logos and renewals. on them.



The Conclave — Tribunal Session Summary

conclave-20260613-024855-what-are-the-best-f284

Claim

Gemini 3.1 Pro and GPT-5:
Renewal automation typically
happens at 90 or 120 days before
term end.

Magistral Medium: The distortion
from mixing new logos and
renewals is ~95% reliable.

Challenge

Claude Opus 4.8: These specific
numbers appear nowhere in the
verified facts. Defend the number or
strike it.

Claude Opus 4.8 and Gemini 3.1
Pro: This statistic is not in the
Current Facts.

Result

Full Concession. Both advocates
struck the specific day counts,
acknowledging they were unsourced
"padding" to sound operationally
precise.

Full Concession. Magistral Medium
withdrew the specific figure.

Next Steps

Next Step

Define the "Qualified Entry" gate
rigorously

Establish a policy for "Hybrid
Deals"

Audit CRM timestamps for
backdating

Why It Matters

Starting the clock at raw "Opportunity

Creation" can include noise if
opportunities are auto-created
prematurely. A strict qualification
gate ensures the metric isolates
actual selling work.

Deals involving both a renewal and
an expansion/upsell component do
not fit neatly into "new logo" or

"renewal" buckets. Operators need a

rule for how to clock these (e.g.,

weighted split or separate clocks).

If reps can edit opportunity creation
dates, the cycle metric becomes

easily gamed. Regular reconciliation

is required to maintain trust in the

data.

Confidence

High (GPT-OSS 120B and
Judge-GPT-5)

Medium (DeepCogito v2.1 671B)

High (All Judges)
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.

7 Generated by The Conclave — conclave.murrays.org
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Glossary

Term Definition

Closed Won The final stage in a CRM pipeline indicating a deal has been successfully closed
and a contract executed.

First Contact The initial interaction between a prospect and the company (e.g., a website form
fill, first call, or demo request).

Mean The arithmetic average of a set of numbers; in sales cycles, it is sensitive to
outliers (very long deals).

Median The middle value in a list of numbers; in sales cycles, it represents the "typical”
deal duration and is robust to outliers.

New Logo A customer acquired by the company who did not have a prior contract (net-new
business).

Opportunity Creation The moment a prospect record is created in the CRM as a potential deal.

Renewal The process of retaining an existing customer at the end of their contract term.

Sales Cycle The length of time it takes to close a deal, measured from a defined start point to
Closed Won.

Trailing 4-Quarter (T4Q) A rolling average calculated over the most recent four fiscal quarters to smooth out

seasonal variance.
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How The Conclave Works

The Conclave is a structured multi-model deliberation system. Instead of asking one Al model a question and
trusting its answer, the Conclave convenes a panel of independent models, forces them to argue, and
subjects their conclusions to judicial review. The process is adversarial by design — consensus must be
earned through evidence, not assumed through agreement.

Advocates are independent Al models (e.g., Claude, GPT-5, Gemini, DeepSeek) that each receive the
same question and produce a sealed submission without seeing each other's work. Each submission must
include a falsifiable hypothesis, tagged evidence with reasoning type (deductive/inductive/abductive),
provenance labels for any frameworks cited, and an honest self-assessment.

Challenges follow submissions. Each advocate reads all other submissions and directly attacks weak points
— not polite reviews, but pointed cross-examination. They must identify the single factual crux that would
settle each disagreement.

Debate Rounds (1-7 depending on depth) force advocates to defend, concede, or revise their positions
under pressure. The system tracks position stability across rounds to detect sycophantic drift — when
models change their stance to agree with others without citing new evidence.

Judges (called Justices on The Bench) are separate models that never participated as advocates. They
evaluate the full record: submissions, challenges, and debate transcripts. They fact-check claims, audit
framework provenance, assess whether convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven) or affective (social
pressure), and render a verdict: ACCEPT one position, SYNTHESIZE the best elements, or REMAND for
further debate.

Depth levels control rigor: T1/Spot Check (submissions only), T2/Standard Review (1 debate round, 1
judge), T3/Deep Review (3 rounds, 3 judges), T4/Full Panel (5 rounds, full panel), T5/Stress Test (5 rounds +
Fresh Eyes review), T6/Red Team (7 rounds + mid-debate judicial checkpoint).

The system is deterministic code — it cannot be sycophantic. It dispatches prompts, collects responses, and
enforces the adversarial structure. The models argue; the code referees.



