Tribunal Session Summary

Session: conclave-20260605-134827-provide-a-best-in-fdd9
Depth: T6

Advocates: 6 | Judges: 5 | Cost: $8.6435 | Time: 35m 17s

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

THE RULING: TechlInsights generates approximately $120 million in revenue with an EBITDA margin
of 20-25%, resulting in an EBITDA of $27-30 million. This estimate synthesizes the most defensible
evidence from the deliberation: a verified 2023 revenue anchor of $86 million, an 82% recurring revenue
mix growing at 13%, and a verified headcount of ~450 employees. The margin range balances the high
operating leverage of the subscription model against the structural drag of a specialized, lab-intensive
workforce. It also accounts for the accounting distinction between reported EBITDAC (which capitalizes
content development) and true cash EBITDA, settling on a cash margin that reflects both the efficiency of
syndication and the reality of physical teardown costs.
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The Prompt

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

The Ruling

Techinsights generates approximately $120 million in revenue with an EBITDA margin of 20-25%,
resulting in an EBITDA of $27-30 million.

This estimate synthesizes the most defensible evidence from the deliberation: a verified 2023 revenue
anchor of $86 million, an 82% recurring revenue mix growing at 13%, and a verified headcount of ~450
employees. The margin range balances the high operating leverage of the subscription model against the
structural drag of a specialized, lab-intensive workforce. It also accounts for the accounting distinction
between reported EBITDAC (which capitalizes content development) and true cash EBITDA, settling on a
cash margin that reflects both the efficiency of syndication and the reality of physical teardown costs.

Core Analysis

The financial profile of Techinsights is defined by a tension between two business models: a high-margin,
software-like subscription data platform and a low-margin, capital-intensive physical reverse-engineering
laboratory. The "best-in-class" estimate resolves this tension by anchoring revenue to hard disclosures and
deriving margins from a reconciled cost stack.

Revenue Estimate: ~$120 Million

The revenue estimate is built forward from a concrete 2023 baseline rather than backward from theoretical
valuation multiples.

e The Anchor: The deliberation converged on a 2023 consolidated revenue figure of $86 million. This
figure was sourced from a LinkedIn post by a former insider (Joe Kember) and corroborated by Oakley
Capital’s portfolio reports stating revenue was "broadly in line with the prior year." The insider explicitly
noted this figure included a full-year contribution from Strategy Analytics, a major acquisition, confirming
it represents consolidated group revenue.

¢ The Growth Engine: Oakley Capital reported that run-rate recurring revenue grew 13% year-over-year
and comprised 82% of total run-rate revenue by 2023.

e The Trajectory: Applying the 13% growth rate strictly to the recurring portion (82% of the base) while
holding the non-recurring portion (18%) flat—consistent with a semiconductor cycle trough—yields a
2026 run-rate of approximately $117—-120 million.

— Math: 2023 Recurring ($70.5M) x 1.133 (3 years) = $101.7M. 2023 Non-Recurring ($15.5M) held flat =
$15.5M. Total = $117.2M.
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* Rejection of High Estimates: This trajectory invalidates the initial high-revenue hypotheses
($275M-$300M) from GPT-5 and Claude Opus 4.8. Those models relied on circular
reasoning—assuming high revenue-per-employee (RPE) benchmarks ($600k+) that were disproven by
the verified headcount of ~450 employees.

Cost Structure: The Labor Anchor
The primary constraint on profitability is the cost of specialized human capital.

e Headcount: The deliberation verified a global headcount of approximately 450 FTEs. This consensus
emerged from PitchBook, LinkedIn, and company disclosures, correcting a hallucinated figure of
850-950 FTEs initially presented by GPT-5.

e Fully-Loaded Cost: A blended fully-loaded cost of $150,000 per employee is the defensible midpoint.
This accounts for the mix of high-cost PhD engineers and patent analysts in Ottawa/Nagoya and
lower-cost support staff globally.

e Headcount Expense: 450 FTEs x $150,000 = $67.5 million. This represents roughly 56% of revenue,
establishing a hard floor for operating costs that prevents software-like margins (40%-+).

Operating Expense Decomposition
Beyond headcount, the cost structure reflects the hybrid nature of the business.

e Technology Expense (~$9-10M): This includes cloud hosting for the proprietary database, software
licenses, and IT infrastructure. At ~8% of revenue, this is lower than pure SaasS firms because the
primary asset is the content database, not the compute platform.

e Lab Consumables & External Services (~$6—-8M): This line captures the variable costs of the physical
teardown business: purchasing bleeding-edge hardware (e.g., Nvidia Blackwell GPUs, iPhones), wafer
preparation, imaging materials, and outsourced testing. This is the "COGS" of the legacy business
model.

e Other Expenses (S&M, G&A, Facilities) (~$15-17M): Sales and marketing for a concentrated
enterprise client base (top 10 semi firms) is efficient, but global facilities (labs in 4 countries) and legal
costs for IP defense drive this line to ~13% of revenue.

e Depreciation & Amortization (~$9-11M): D&A is elevated (~7-9% of revenue) compared to software
firms due to the depreciation of physical lab equipment (electron microscopes, FIBs) and the
amortization of intangibles from the Strategy Analytics acquisition and other bolt-ons.

The Margin Debate: EBITDA vs. EBITDAC
The most significant analytical dispute was the margin range, driven by the accounting treatment of labor.

* The EBITDAC Factor: Oakley Capital reports "run-rate EBITDAC"—EBITDA before capitalized content
development costs. In data businesses, the labor required to build the proprietary database (teardowns,
analysis) can be capitalized as an asset rather than expensed.

e The Impact: If Techinsights capitalizes a significant portion of its headcount costs (estimates ranged
from 20-25%), the reported EBITDAC margin will be significantly higher than the cash EBITDA margin.

e The Synthesis: The majority verdict settles on a 20-25% cash EBITDA margin ($27-30M).

— The High-End (25%): Implies lower capitalization or higher operating leverage, consistent with the 82%
recurring mix amortizing fixed content costs across many subscribers.
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— The Low-End (20%): Implies a heavier drag from the physical lab business and/or significant capitalization
of labor that reduces cash earnings.

e The Dissent: DeepSeek V4 Pro argues the true cash margin is 15%, claiming the majority failed to
subtract the capitalized labor from the P&L. However, the 20-25% range is supported by the 2021 exit
valuation (€500M), which implies a healthy EBITDA base consistent with a premium recurring data asset,
and the reported "double-digit EBITDA growth" in H1 2025.

Final P&L Snapshot (2026 Run-Rate)

Line Item Estimate % of Revenue
Revenue $120.0M 100%
Headcount Expense $67.5M 56.3%
Technology Expense $9.5M 7.9%

Lab Consumables & External $7.0M 5.8%

Other OpEX (S&M, G&A) $16.0M 13.3%

Total Operating Expenses $100.0M 83.3%
EBITDA $20.0M — $30.0M 16.7% — 25.0%
Depreciation & Amortization $10.0M 8.3%

EBIT $10.0M — $20.0M 8.3% — 16.7%

Note: The EBITDA range of $20-30M reflects the uncertainty regarding the exact split between cash
expenses and capitalized content development.

How We Got Here

Scorecard
Gemini Magistral DeepSeek Winner
3.1 Pro Medium V4 Pro
DeepCogit ADOPT REJECT REJECT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT Gemini
ov2.1l (Partial) 3.1Pro
671B
Zhipu ADOPT REJECT REJECT ADOPT ADOPT REJECT Gemini
GLM-4.7 3.1 Pro
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Gemini Magistral DeepSeek Grok 4 Claude Winner
3.1 Pro Medium V4 Pro Opus 4.8
Zhipu ADOPT REJECT REJECT ADOPT ADOPT REJECT Gemini
GLM-5 3.1 Pro

Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven). The panel did not drift toward a social average; rather,
specific, verifiable data points forced position shifts.

The $86M revenue leak forced the high-revenue camp to abandon their models.
The verified ~450 FTE headcount forced a recalculation of revenue-per-employee (RPE) metrics.

The EBITDAC disclosure forced a refinement of margin estimates to account for accounting
adjustments.

Closing Statements

Gemini 3.1 Pro: Maintained a final position of $125M revenue and 28.8% EBITDA margin. E argued that
the 2021 valuation (€500M) and subsequent "double-digit EBITDA growth" reported by Oakley
necessitate a higher margin (high-20s) to reconcile with standard PE multiples. E emphasized that the
$63M headcount cost acts as a floor, but the 82% recurring mix provides the leverage to breach it.

Claude Opus 4.8: Revised dramatically from an initial $300M/40% thesis to a final $117M/24% position.
D conceded that the $86M anchor was consolidated (not a sub-entity) and that the 2021 valuation math
did not support the initial high-revenue claims. D held that margins must be in the low-20s due to the
"improved profitability" disclosures from Oakley, rejecting the sub-20% thesis.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: Final position: $118M revenue, 15% cash EBITDA. F argued that the majority
synthesis ignores the EBITDAC adjustment. F maintained that because 20-25% of labor costs are
capitalized (building the database), the cash EBITDA is structurally capped in the mid-teens, even if
reported EBITDAC is higher.

GPT-5: Revised from $275M/40% down to $120-130M/19-22%. C conceded the headcount error
(850-950 FTE) and adopted the $86M anchor. C’s final model incorporated higher D&A (7—9%) and lab
consumables, resulting in a more conservative margin than the pure software peers initially cited.

Grok 4: Final position: $105-120M revenue, 14-18% margin. B defended the $86M anchor as the
strongest evidence and argued that the structural labor intensity (50—60% of revenue) prevents margins
from exceeding the high-teens. B maintained that the 2021 valuation was a minority transaction
(MOIC-based) rather than a clean EBITDA multiple, allowing for lower cash margins.

Magistral Medium: Final position: $115M revenue, 21.3% margin. A adjusted generic industry averages
to fit the emerging consensus revenue but lacked the deep, company-specific mechanistic arguments of
the other advocates.
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Key Moments

The $86M Anchor (Advocate-B / Grok 4): The deliberation shifted decisively when Grok 4 introduced a
specific 2023 revenue figure of $86 million from a LinkedIn insider post. This number, corroborated by
Oakley’s "broadly flat" disclosure, became the "hard floor" that dismantled the high-revenue theories
($275M—$300M) proposed by GPT-5 and Claude Opus 4.8.

The Headcount Correction (Gemini 3.1 Pro / Gemini 3.1 Pro): Gemini 3.1 Pro exposed a critical
factual error by GPT-5, who had hallucinated a headcount of 850-950 employees to justify high revenue.
Verification via PitchBook and LinkedIn confirmed the actual headcount was ~450. This correction forced
a massive downward revision in revenue estimates for the high-revenue camp.

The EBITDAC Reveal (DeepSeek V4 Pro / DeepSeek V4 Pro): DeepSeek V4 Pro identified that Oakley
Capital reports "EBITDAC" (EBITDA before capitalized content), not standard EBITDA. This introduced a
crucial accounting nuance: the reported margins might be inflated by capitalizing the labor costs of
building the teardown database. This forced the panel to distinguish between "reported” metrics and
"cash" economics.

The Arithmetic Trap (Claude Opus 4.8 / Claude Opus 4.8): Claude Opus 4.8 was caught in a
mathematical inconsistency where its stated revenue and opex did not sum to its claimed EBITDA. This
error, exposed by Gemini 3.1 Pro and DeepSeek V4 Pro, forced a major revision of Claude’s position
from $300M/40% down to ~$117M/24%.

Reality Checks

Claim Challenge Result

GPT-5: Techlnsights employs Gemini 3.1 Pro: PitchBook, Full Concession: GPT-5

850-950 FTE, justifying $275M LinkedIn, and company disclosures abandoned the high headcount and
revenue. consistently show ~450 employees. revised revenue down to ~$125M.

850-950 is a hallucination.

Claude Opus 4.8: Techinsights Gemini 3.1 Pro & DeepSeek V4 Major Revision: Claude conceded
generates $300M revenue at 40% Pro: Your own math is inconsistent. the arithmetic error and the
margin. $300M revenue minus your stated "sub-perimeter" defense, dropping
opex does not equal your claimed revenue to $117M and margin to
EBITDA. Also, the $86M 2023 24%.
anchor makes this growth
impossible.
GPT-5: Revenue-per-employee Gemini 3.1 Pro: Your RPE Concession: GPT-5 accepted the
(RPE) of $550k—-$700k supports benchmarks are for lab-free software lower RPE and revenue scale.
high revenue. firms (MSCI, Verisk). TechlInsights

runs physical labs. Applying $300k
RPE to the actual 450 FTE yields
~$135M, not $275M.
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Claim Challenge

Grok 4: 2023 revenue was $86M
(consolidated).

Claude Opus 4.8: If this is true,
achieving $185M+ revenue (C's
thesis) requires 47% YoY growth
through a flat semiconductor
downturn.

Result

Defense: Grok 4 held the line, and
the consensus eventually adopted
the $86M anchor as the baseline for
all models.

Next Steps

Next Step

Why It Matters

Confidence

Quantify the EBITDAC adjustment The exact percentage of labor costs
capitalized (20% vs 25%) is the
swing factor between a 15% and
25% cash margin. Access to
Oakley’s private reporting would
resolve the "true" cash profitability.
Verify the 2023 Revenue Scope Confirm whether the $86M figure
includes all recent bolt-ons or if there
are unconsolidated entities that could
add $10-20M to the top line.
Monitor Non-Recurring Recovery The 18% non-recurring portion was
held flat in estimates. A surge in
bespoke Al-chip teardowns could
push revenue toward the higher end
of the $120M band.

Medium (Range 20-25%
capitalization is standard for content
firms)

High (Insider post explicitly stated
"full-year Strategy Analytics
included")

Medium (Dependent on semi-cycle)
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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

EBITDA Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation, and Amortization. A measure of
operating profitability excluding non-cash accounting and capital structure effects.

EBITDAC EBITDA before Capitalized content/development costs. A metric used by private
equity (like Oakley) to show earnings before the costs of building the proprietary
database are expensed.

EV/EBITDA Enterprise Value divided by EBITDA. A standard valuation multiple comparing a
company's total value (debt + equity) to its cash operating earnings.

Fully-Loaded FTE Cost The total cost of an employee including base salary, bonuses, benefits, payroll
taxes, and overhead (equipment, office space).

MOIC Multiple on Invested Capital. The return ratio for a private equity investment (e.g., a
10x MOIC means the investment returned 10 times the capital).

RPE Revenue Per Employee. A productivity metric calculated by dividing total revenue

by the number of full-time equivalent employees.
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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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