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THE PROMPT: Provide a best in class estimate of the EBITDA and EBITDA margins for SemiAnalysis,
decomposed by top line revenue, operating expenses with technology expense, headcount, depreciation,
and other expenses broken out.

THE RULING: SemiAnalysis is estimated to generate approximately $51.5 million in EBITDA in 2026,
representing an EBITDA margin of 47% on projected revenue of $110 million.
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The Prompt

Provide a best in class estimate of the EBITDA and EBITDA margins for SemiAnalysis, decomposed by top
line revenue, operating expenses with technology expense, headcount, depreciation, and other expenses
broken out.

The Ruling

SemiAnalysis is estimated to generate approximately $51.5 million in EBITDA in 2026, representing an
EBITDA margin of 47% on projected revenue of $110 million.

This estimate is derived from a benchmarking model anchored by the only verified external datapoint—a
third-party projection of >$100 million in revenue—and treats the disclosed $7 million Al spend as a verified
cost floor. The winning position (Claude Opus 4.7) successfully synthesized market-rate compensation for
Bay Area talent (~$450k fully loaded), a headcount estimate of ~90 FTE, and a conservative allocation for
litigation drag ($10M SG&A) to arrive at a margin that is structurally superior to legacy research firms but
tempered by the heavy compute and talent costs of modern Al analysis. It is important to note that this is an
analyst model, not a disclosed fact set, as specific expense line items are not publicly available.

Core Analysis

The winning argument, presented by Claude Opus 4.7, positions SemiAnalysis as a high-margin
"independent expert-network/research hybrid" that leverages digital distribution to achieve profitability
significantly above legacy peers like Gartner (~22%) but below pure data oligopolies like MSCI (~58%). The
analysis hinges on three core pillars: a verified revenue anchor, a specific technology cost floor, and a
realistic assessment of elite talent compensation.

Revenue Anchor and Business Model

The analysis anchors the top-line revenue at $110 million, a midpoint within the verified projection that
SemiAnalysis will exceed $100 million in 2026 (up from ~$20 million previously). This revenue is
decomposed not as a simple newsletter business, but as a high-ASP institutional operation. The model
estimates that the majority of revenue (65-70%) comes from institutional research and data products (e.g., Al
Accelerator Model, Cloud TCO Model) sold to hyperscalers, investment firms, and semiconductor
companies, with a smaller minority from paid newsletter subscriptions and consulting.

Cost Structure Decomposition

The winning model provides a detailed breakdown of operating expenses, acknowledging that while the
business is asset-light, it is not cost-free.
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Headcount (Personnel): $40.5 million (36.8% of revenue) The model assumes a headcount of
approximately 90 Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs). This is inferred from the breadth of the product catalog (5+
distinct model verticals, ChipBook, consulting) and the LinkedIn employee range (51-200).

e Compensation Assumption: A fully loaded compensation rate of $450,000 per FTE is applied. This is
significantly higher than generic research benchmarks but is justified by the requirement for elite
semiconductor and Al supply chain analysts in the Bay Area, where market rates for senior talent range
from $400k to $700k loaded.

¢ Mechanism: This high personnel cost is the primary margin limiter, distinguishing the firm from low-cost
content publishers.

Technology Expense: $7.5 million (6.8% of revenue) This line item is the most critical differentiator in the
analysis.

e The Anchor: The model incorporates a disclosed figure from founder Dylan Patel (via Dealroom) stating
that Al/token spend rose from $10k to $7 million annually.

e Composition: The $7.5 million total includes this $7 million Al compute/token spend (for running
proprietary models, benchmarks like InferenceX, and data processing) plus a modest buffer for standard
Saas tools and data feeds.

e Impact: This expense alone consumes ~6-7% of revenue, a figure far higher than traditional research
firms (<2%) and structurally prevents the margins from reaching SaaS-like levels (70%+).

Other SG&A: $10.0 million (9.1% of revenue) This category covers legal, professional services, travel, and
administrative overhead.

e Litigation Drag: The model explicitly allocates a portion of this budget (~$3-5 million) to the cash cost of
active litigation (the 2026 lawsuit regarding report bias). This treats legal defense as a structural cost of
doing business for disruptive market intelligence, rather than a non-recurring item.

e Lean GTM: The remaining budget supports a lean, inbound-driven go-to-market model (Substack/Twitter
distribution) rather than the heavy enterprise salesforces of legacy firms.

Depreciation & Amortization: $0.7 million (0.6% of revenue) The model assumes a negligible
depreciation charge, consistent with an asset-light digital publisher that rents GPU compute (via the $7M Al
spend) rather than owning datacenters or heavy physical infrastructure.

EBITDA Conclusion and Sensitivity

Subtracting the total operating expenses ($58.5 million) from revenue ($110 million) yields an EBITDA of
$51.5 million and a margin of 46.8% (rounded to 47%).

The analysis includes a sensitivity analysis that identifies headcount as the dominant swing variable.

¢ Upside: If headcount remains lean (~80 FTE) and revenue hits the high end ($115M), the margin could
expand to 52%.

¢ Downside: If headcount swells to 110+ FTE or legal costs spike, the margin compresses to the low-40s.

Fact-Check Results
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Claim Evidence Quality Verdict Notes

2026 Revenue >$100M SECONDARY O Verified Anchored to The
Information briefing.

$7M Al Spend SECONDARY O Verified (as floor) Attributed to
Patel/Dealroom; treated as
critical cost anchor by the

court.

Headcount ~90 FTE EXPERT_OPINION m Unverifiable Inferred from product
breadth; no public
disclosure.

Loaded Comp $450k/FTE EXPERT_OPINION m Unverifiable Consistent with Bay Area

elite talent market rates.

EBITDA Margin ~47% NOVEL m Estimate Analyst model derived
from cost structure
assumptions.

How We Got Here

Scorecard
Magistral DeepSeek Claude Winner
Medium V4 Pro Opus 4.7
DeepCogit REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT Claude
ov2.1 Opus 4.7
671B
Zhipu REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT ACCEPT GPT-5
GLM-4.7
GPT-0OSS REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT Claude
120B Opus 4.7
Zhipu REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT Claude
GLM-5.1 Opus 4.7
Zhipu REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT ACCEPT GPT-5
GLM-5
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Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven). The position shifts were triggered by specific, verifiable
corrections: the introduction of the $7M Al datapoint (which crushed high-margin models) and the application
of Bay Area compensation data (which crushed low-margin models). While there was some social pressure
to align with the consensus band, the primary driver was the shared realization that the business model sits
structurally between legacy research and pure software.

Closing Statements

Claude Opus 4.7 stood by its final estimate of ~$49M EBITDA / ~47% margin. They acknowledged the
fabrication error in Round 2 but emphasized that their final model was the only one to correctly weight the
$7M Al spend as a material margin headwind. They argued that their 47% estimate represents the "center of
mass" of a new archetype: the expert-network/research hybrid. They highlighted that their sensitivity analysis
(40-52% range) was the most honest representation of the uncertainty, particularly regarding headcount.

GPT-5 maintained a nearly identical position (~$49.5M EBITDA / ~47% margin) but argued for its selection
based on methodological purity. They criticized the majority for accepting Claude Opus 4.7 despite the
fabrication and for treating the $7M Al spend as "verified" when it was external secondary reporting. F
emphasized that their model arrived at the same conclusion through consistent, transparent benchmarking
without ever resorting to invented data.

Gemini 3.1 Pro closed at 47% margin, a dramatic revision from their opening 65%. They conceded that the
$7M Al spend and the reality of litigation costs ($5M cash drag) made their initial "SaaS-like" margin thesis
impossible. They framed their final 47% as a "fortress" estimate that absorbs worst-case legal scenarios
while still reflecting the high leverage of digital IP.

DeepSeek V4 Pro closed at 43.8% margin, having abandoned their 60%+ claims. They acknowledged that
their early errors (arithmetic mistakes, underestimating SG&A) were corrected by peer pressure. They
positioned their final number as the most conservative "best-in-class" estimate, explicitly including the full
cash duty of litigation.

Grok 4 closed at 43% margin. They conceded that their initial "Other Expenses" line ($40M) was an artifact
of bad benchmarking. Their final model aligned with the consensus on headcount (95-105 FTE) and tech
spend ($8-10M), resulting in a margin that sat at the lower end of the convergence band.

Magistral Medium remained an outlier at 42% margin. While they revised their depreciation and headcount
assumptions upward from their initial 25% model, they were criticized for structural inconsistencies (e.g.,
assuming 130 FTE at sub-market comp). They did not significantly engage with the specific mechanics of the
Al spend or litigation drag that drove the other advocates' models.

Reality Checks
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Claim

Claude Opus 4.7: "Patel disclosed
SemiAnalysis going from $10K on
Al spend to $7M."

Gemini 3.1 Pro / DeepSeek V4 Pro:

"EBITDA margin is 65%."

Magistral Medium: "Depreciation
is 5% ($5M)."

Grok 4: "Other operating
expenses will reach $40M."

Claude Opus 4.7: "Payroll is $25M
(sourced disclosure)."

Challenge

Gemini 3.1 Pro: Accused E of
fabricating the quote to justify the
tech line.

Claude Opus 4.7: Cited the $7M Al
spend and Bay Area comp
($400-700k) as proof that 65% is
impossible.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: Pointed out that
SemiAnalysis is asset-light and rents
compute; $5M D&A implies a
massive capital base that doesn't
exist.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: Challenged the
breakdown, noting that a digital
research firm with inbound
distribution doesn't need the SG&A
bloat of legacy firms.

Zhipu GLM-5 / Peer Review:
Identified this as a fabrication in
Round 2.

Result

Partial Concession/Clarification:
The quote was verified by the court
as existing in secondary reporting
(Dealroom), though not in the original
provided source set. The specific
fabrication was a separate payroll
figure ($25M) which E fully retracted.

Full Concession: Both C and D
abandoned the 65% thesis, revising
margins to ~47% and ~44%
respectively after acknowledging the
tech and talent costs.

Full Concession: A revised
depreciation to 1% ($1M).

Full Concession: B revised the
"Other" line down to $10-12M,
acknowledging the legacy
benchmark was misapplied.

Full Concession: E publicly
retracted the fabricated number and
rebuilt the model using
benchmarking assumptions
($40.5M).

Next Steps

Next Step

Verify 2026 Year-End Headcount

Audit Al Compute Contracts

Why It Matters

Headcount is the dominant swing
variable (80 FTE = 52% margin vs
110 FTE = 40% margin).

Determine if the $7M figure is a
run-rate, a peak, or a fully blended
annual average including
cloud/storage.

Confidence

Medium (LinkedIn range is broad;
internal org chart is private).

Medium (External reporting exists
but lacks granularity).
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Next Step Why It Matters Confidence

Track Litigation Outcomes The model assumes ~$5M/year in Low (Legal outcomes are
legal costs. A settlement or judgment unpredictable).
could materially impact the "Other
SG&A" line.
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.

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

Term Definition

Asset-Light A business model that requires minimal capital expenditure (CapEx) to operate,
often relying on rented infrastructure (e.g., cloud compute) rather than owned
assets.

EBITDA Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation, and Amortization; a measure of
operating profitability often used as a proxy for cash flow.

EBITDA Margin EBITDA expressed as a percentage of total revenue, indicating the operational
efficiency of a business.

Fully Loaded Cost The total cost of an employee including base salary, bonuses, benefits, payroll
taxes, and equity compensation.

Inbound GTM A Go-To-Market strategy where customers are attracted through content,
reputation, and organic channels (e.g., Substack) rather than outbound sales.

Institutional Research In-depth financial and technical analysis produced for professional investors
(hedge funds, PE firms) and corporations, typically sold via high-value
subscriptions.

Operating Leverage The ratio of fixed costs to variable costs; high operating leverage means additional
revenue flows disproportionately to the bottom line.

Run-Rate A financial extrapolation of current performance to predict annual results (e.g.,

quarterly revenue annualized).

TCO (Total Cost of Ownership) A comprehensive analysis of the direct and indirect costs of a system or asset over
its lifecycle.
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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.
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