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Disclosure and scope. CounselBeacon and The Branding Iron share a founder, John E. Dugger. This is an
internal case study based on The Branding Iron's website records, analytics, lead notifications, intake records,
and payment data. The data were not independently audited. The study describes one specialized law firm during
a limited period and does not guarantee that another firm will obtain similar results. Neither OpenAl, ChatGPT,
Google, nor any other platform endorses CounselBeacon or The Branding Iron.

Executive Summary

The Branding Iron entered the summer of 2026 with a credible professional story and a website that did
little to tell it. The firm focuses on United States trademark matters, offers direct attorney access and flat-
fee services, and is led by a former USPTO Trademark Examining Attorney. Yet its old website was
essentially a single-page brochure. Four paths accounted for the observed inventory, and 570 of 589
pageviews in that inventory were concentrated on the homepage.

On July 19, 2026, The Branding Iron launched a comprehensive overhaul. The site expanded from four
observed paths to 40 paths receiving traffic, within a completed inventory described as 66 pages.
Services, pricing, consultation, clearance intake, resources, credentials, reviews, and industry guidance
received distinct URLs. The firm continued refining content, technical structure, conversion, and
attribution through the September 2 cutoff.

In equal, adjacent 46-day periods, total sessions rose from 318 to 447, an increase of 40.6%. Al-assistant
sessions rose from 12 to 53, an increase of 341.7%. Al's share of sessions grew from 3.8% to 11.9%,
approximately tripling. Pageviews increased 134.4%; pages per session increased 66.7%; and
engagement seconds per session increased 362.5%.

Traffic was only the first evidence layer. Of 70 non-test consultation-form notifications reviewed, 42
contained a ChatGPT signal somewhere in the captured attribution data. Those records were not fully
deduplicated or qualification-coded, so this is not a client-acquisition rate. It does show ChatGPT's
prominence in the intake stream.

The completed customer-level revenue audit made the commercial result clearer. The Stripe export
reviewed through September 2 contained 84 paid charges, 70 unique paying customers, and $42,160.50
in collected revenue. Thirty-five of those customers, exactly 50.0%, had documented Al-acquisition
evidence. Their 43 charges accounted for at least $20,710.50, or 49.1%, of the collected revenue
reviewed.

Twenty-one of the 35 confirmed Al-acquired paying customers, or 60.0%, generated more than $295 in
collected Stripe revenue during the audited period. This aggregate measure does not identify each
customer's initial service, establish that later work occurred in every instance, or prove that a customer
upgraded.

The signature finding is that Al's measured role increased with attribution maturity. Technical clearance-
stage tracking identified $1,830. Adding clearance-stage self-report increased the identified amount to
$4,495. Connecting consultation and clearance records raised it to an interim $5,440. Following acquired
customers through the full Stripe payment history increased the documented amount to at least
$20,710.50. Better measurement revealed revenue that had already been collected; it did not create it.

The $20,710.50 figure is the current documented lower bound for collected Stripe revenue from
customers with affirmative Al-acquisition evidence. It is not an exact measure of Al's total influence, and
the remaining $21,450 should not be characterized as non-Al revenue. Historical attribution did not
preserve every Al-assisted journey.

The evidence is observational, not experimental. The period was short, many changes occurred together,
event instrumentation changed, and no control firm was used. The data support a careful conclusion: Al-

assistant growth followed the overhaul, intake and payment records document a commercially meaningful
association between Al-assisted acquisition and collected revenue, and the integrated program supplies a
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plausible mechanism. They do not establish that one page, schema property, crawler rule, or optimization
technique caused the result.

Results at a Glance

N . R

4 observed paths before launch to 40 post-launch traffic-receiving paths

Site architecture through the cutoff

Completed new-site inventory 66 pages
Overall sessions, matched periods +40.6%
Al-assistant sessions, matched periods +341.7%
Al share of sessions 3.8% to 11.9%
August ChatGPT share of sessions 12.0%

Consultation notifications with a ChatGPT 42 of 70 non-test submissions, 60.0%

signal

Unique paying customers in audited export 70

Paid charges in audited export 84
Confirmed Al-acquired paying customers 35 of 70, 50.0%

Paid charges from confirmed Al-acquired 43 of 84, 51.2%

customers

Total audited Stripe revenue $42,160.50
CoIIe_cted Stripe revenue from confirmed Al- $20,710.50
acquired customers

Documented Al share of audited Stripe 49.1%
revenue

Revenue without affirmative Al-acquisition $21,450.00

evidence

Al-acquired paying customers above $295

0,
collected 21 of 35, 60.0%

Status of Al revenue number Documented lower bound

Denominators matter. The 70 consultation notifications are not deduplicated clients; the 70 paying customers are
unique customers in the audited Stripe export. Charges are payment records, not one-to-one client counts.
Succeeded charges are gross collections in the analyzed payment dataset, not profit. The $20,710.50 figure is a
documented floor, not a complete estimate of Al's influence.
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Traffic-receivinq page paths expanded tenfold
. _Observed GA4 paths | Completed site inventory: 66 pages

Distinct paths

i '
Before july 19 From July 19

Source: GA4 page inventory and website records. Data through September 2, 2026.

Figure 1. Traffic-receiving page paths before and after launch. GA4 page inventory showed four distinct paths
before July 19 and 40 paths receiving traffic from July 19 forward. The completed new-site inventory was described
as 66 pages, which is a different measure from traffic-receiving paths. Source: GA4 page inventory and website
records. Data through September 2, 2026.
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1. The Business Problem: Expertise That Was Difficult
to Read

Specialized law firms often assume that expertise will speak for itself. In person, it may. Online, expertise

must be translated into public evidence that a prospective client can evaluate and an automated system
can retrieve.

The Branding Iron had a strong underlying proposition. Its practice was focused. The founder's former
USPTO examining experience was relevant and independently verifiable. Fees were structured in a way
that could be explained clearly. The firm's services addressed questions that business owners routinely
ask when selecting trademark counsel. None of those facts required invention. The problem was that the
website did not organize them into an accessible decision path.

The old site presented almost everything through the homepage. A visitor could obtain a general
impression, but the site supplied little dedicated architecture for high-intent questions such as:

1. What does a trademark clearance assessment include?

How is a knockout search different from a comprehensive search?
Can a trademark attorney represent a client nationwide?

How much will the service cost, and what is included?

Is an attorney preferable to an online filing service for this situation?

Has the lawyer worked inside the USPTO?

o a0~ W DN

7. Does the firm understand the client's industry?

These are not merely informational queries. They are selection questions. They reveal what a potential
client needs to know before entrusting a legal matter to a firm.

Traditional website discussions often separate visibility from conversion. One team focuses on keywords
and rankings, while another focuses on calls to action. Al-assisted discovery makes that separation less
useful. An answer engine may need to understand the service, locate evidence for the firm's claims,
compare scope or price, and identify a useful page before it can provide a helpful response. The referred
person then needs a credible reason to stay and an obvious next step. The firm finally needs enough first-
party data to determine whether the inquiry became a signed and paid matter.

The Branding Iron's challenge was therefore broader than attracting more visits. It needed to make its real
expertise and offer legible across the entire path from discovery to payment.

Internal data; not independently audited 7
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2. The Starting Point: A Four-Path Brochure

The launch date matters because an incorrect date changes every before-and-after comparison. Git
history placed the first repository commit on July 21, 2026. GA4 page inventory showed the new site
receiving traffic on July 19. Before that date, the property recorded only four distinct paths: the
homepage, a disclaimers page, a privacy page, and a thank-you page. Starting July 19, the traffic-
receiving inventory expanded to 40 paths. That objective change established July 19 as the launch date.

Using Git alone would have moved the comparison boundary by two days. The discrepancy is small, but
it illustrates an important measurement discipline: a convenient technical timestamp is not necessarily the
business event being studied.

The old inventory was also highly concentrated. Of 589 pageviews in the page-inventory analysis, 570
were on the homepage, approximately 96.8%. Because the source extract did not assign those 589
pageviews to the matched 46-day window used elsewhere in this study, they are not combined with the
matched-period pageview totals. Their value is descriptive. They show a site with almost no page-level
specialization and almost no opportunity for a prospective client to enter through a page tailored to a
specific service, industry, or hiring question.

The site did not lack every important fact. It lacked structure. A general page can mention experience,
fees, and services, but it asks both people and machines to infer relationships that dedicated pages can
state directly. It also provides few internal routes by which an informational question can lead to a service
explanation, a pricing comparison, and an intake decision.

That was the baseline against which the overhaul should be understood.

Internal data; not independently audited 8
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3. The Overhaul: From Website to Decision System

The new website was not a larger brochure. It was designed as a decision resource.

The immediate launch established separate URLs for services, pricing, consultation, clearance intake,
resources, industries, reviews, and attorney information. The program then evolved through 53 Git
commits plus the pre-Git launch event. Of the 54 recorded change events, 32 were designated material.
The material set included eight pricing or offer changes, eight new guides or articles, six review additions
or substantive review updates, four new industry pages, two credential additions, and one event each for
launch, schema or entity architecture, crawler access or AEO tooling, and a new landing page.

Commit volume is not a success metric, and it did not cause the result. It demonstrates that the post-
launch state was an iterative program rather than one isolated redesign. The material changes can be
understood through eight connected pillars.

3.1 Narrow, legible positioning

The new site clearly described a nationwide federal trademark practice instead of presenting a broad
collection of unrelated legal services. It made several commercially important facts explicit:

1. The firm focuses on trademark matters.

2. The founder is a former USPTO Trademark Examining Attorney.
3. Clients work directly with an attorney.

4. Services use transparent flat-fee structures where stated.

5. Scope, process, and limitations are explained before intake.

Narrow positioning reduces interpretive work. It allows a prospective client to decide whether the firm fits.
It also gives search and Al systems a more consistent entity description to associate with specific
questions.

3.2 Answer-first content

Many pages were organized around the actual question a prospective client might ask. The question
appeared in the title, heading, opening explanation, FAQ, or guide topic. Subject areas included whether
a search is needed before filing, how to choose a trademark attorney, whether counsel can represent
clients nationwide, what a clearance assessment includes, how Office Action pricing works, how knockout
and comprehensive searches differ, and how to evaluate multiple proposed names.

This structure differs from content written only around a short keyword. A natural-language question
supplies context, intent, and the decision the reader is trying to make. The page can answer directly,
explain qualifications, identify exceptions, and connect the answer to a relevant service without forcing
the user to reconstruct the logic.

3.3 Decision-stage transparency

The site published specific pricing, worked examples, included and excluded scope, consultation
expectations, attorney involvement, next steps, payment timing, and intake process. That information is
commercially useful because it allows a prospect to compare the firm before scheduling a call.

Transparent pricing can also help an Al assistant answer a comparison question with concrete
information. The relevant point is not that publishing a number guarantees a recommendation. It is that a
verifiable number is more useful than vague language such as "competitive rates" when a person is
asking what a service costs or which firms provide a defined flat-fee option.

Internal data; not independently audited 9
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3.4 Industry relevance

The site added context-specific pages for audiences that included beauty and wellness businesses, SaaS
and Al companies, apparel and swimwear brands, e-commerce sellers, creators and podcasters, food
and hospitality businesses, fitness businesses, and farmers-market vendors.

An industry page should not merely repeat a generic service page while swapping nouns. Its value is the
ability to connect the firm's actual service to the decisions, goods, channels, or launch patterns that
matter in a particular context. These pages gave Al systems and prospective clients more specific
evidence for matching the firm to a fact pattern.

3.5 Verifiability and trust

The site combined a distinctive public credential with visible author and reviewer information, publication
dates, genuine reviews, current professional admissions, careful limitations, and clear statements that
registration outcomes are not guaranteed. The public review set displayed by the site increased from two
to six during the recorded period, although any public quotation should be separately verified and
approved before publication.

The central principle is that a marketing claim is stronger when a reader can test it. Credentials, reviews,
dates, attorney biographies, and consistent professional profiles all give an automated system or
prospective client sources against which to compare the firm's description.

3.6 Technical legibility

The program added or refined a sitewide entity graph, JSON-LD, Article, Service, and FAQ structured
data, descriptive metadata, contextual internal links, accurate sitemap dates, explicit access for OpenAl's
search crawler, canonical descriptions, accessibility improvements, and an experimental 11ms . txt file.

These measures are consistent with improved retrievability and machine understanding. Their
independent contribution was not isolated. The initial July increase in ChatGPT sessions began before
the August 1 technical wave was fully deployed, which makes it especially important not to attribute the
early movement to schema, crawler rules, or 11ms. txt alone.

3.7 Conversion architecture

Service-specific calls to action connected informational and decision-stage pages to the next appropriate
step. The site added a dedicated consultation page, a dedicated clearance intake, a saved-payment-
method workflow, clearer acceptance and payment language, internal notifications, and cross-service
paths.

This matters because a referral is not a business outcome. A visitor who understands the firm's fit still
needs to know how to proceed, what will happen, what information is required, and when payment
occurs. Conversion design was therefore part of the visibility program, not a separate afterthought.

3.8 Measurement architecture

The new system began recording first and last referrers, channel derivation, an Al-referral flag, self-
reported discovery source, prompt information, internal lead notifications, payment metadata, custom
GA4 dimensions, and a longer GA4 retention period. Historical reconciliation first connected consultation
records to later clearance submissions, then expanded to match paying customers across consultation
forms, Clio lead notifications, intake records, and the full Stripe payment history.

This final pillar changed the interpretation of the results. Technical referral data alone showed a
meaningful Al contribution. First-party self-report, cross-stage identity matching, and customer-level
payment reconciliation showed a much larger one.

Internal data; not independently audited 10
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4. Methodology: Measuring More Than Visits

This case study combines four types of internal evidence. Each answers a different question, and none is
sufficient by itself.

4.1 Website and change records

GA4 page inventory established the July 19 launch boundary. Git history and the website change log
documented the program after launch. The change log records implementation, not impact. It is used to
establish timing and explain the plausible mechanisms behind the observed behavior.

4.2 Website analytics

GA4 supplied sessions, users, pageviews, engagement time, recorded key events, channel groupings,
and landing-page observations. The principal before-and-after analysis uses equal, adjacent 46-day
periods:

1. Pre-launch: June 3 through July 18, 2026
2. Post-launch: July 19 through September 2, 2026

Equal periods remove duration as an explanation for the difference. They do not control for seasonality,
platform-wide changes, external demand, other marketing, brand momentum, or changes in the firm's
own activity.

The channel table is reported as selected channels because the listed categories account for 316 of 318
pre-period sessions and 446 of 447 post-period sessions. A residual "Other or unlisted" category is
derived solely to reconcile the chart to the period totals.

4.3 Intake and notification records

Consultation-form notifications preserved source, referrer, campaign, or self-reported information that was
not always available through GA4 reporting. A historical review identified 71 notifications from July 19
through September 2. One obvious internal test was removed, leaving 70 non-test records. These
records were not fully deduplicated or qualification-coded, so the unit is a form notification, not a unique
or qualified prospect.

The count of 70 non-test consultation notifications and the count of 70 unique paying customers are
separate populations that happen to have the same total. They should not be treated as a one-to-one
funnel or matched denominator.

4.4 Payment and cross-stage records

Stripe supplied the collected paid charges used for the revenue analysis. The controlling export contained
$42,160.50 across 84 paid charges and 70 unique paying customers through September 2. Failed,
canceled, or requires payment method attempts were excluded from the collected-revenue
denominator. No refunds were reflected in the paid-charge total reviewed.

The analysis began with a 24-record clearance cohort that had usable attribution and $8,000 in collected
charges. That cohort supplied the first three measurement stages described later in the report. The
completed audit then reconciled every paying customer in the Stripe export against earlier acquisition
records and followed confirmed Al-acquired customer relationships into downstream payments.

4.5 Customer-level revenue methodology

The completed revenue audit treated the acquired customer relationship, rather than the session, final
website visit, individual intake form, or Stripe charge, as the unit of attribution.

Internal data; not independently audited 1
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Stripe customer records were reconciled against earlier consultation forms, Clio lead notifications,
technical source and referrer data, and explicit self-reported discovery information. When an earlier
record established ChatGPT or another Al assistant as the acquisition source, later payments from the
same customer were associated with that Al-acquired relationship even if the immediate conversion
occurred through Direct, Google, email, or a link sent after a consultation.

A customer was classified as having documented Al-assisted acquisition only when the records contained
at least one of the following:

1. Tier A, technical Al evidence: a chatgpt.com source or referrer, a preserved Al-referral flag, or
a Clio source identifying ChatGPT; or

2. Tier B, explicit self-report: a direct statement from the prospect that ChatGPT or another Al
assistant led them to discover or select the firm.

Cross-stage attribution required a matching normalized customer identity, an earlier acquisition record, a
coherent chronology, and no conflicting identity evidence. A matter's subject, an .ai email domain,
unrelated use of Al, or the timing of an invoice was not sufficient.

The principal calculation was:

Documented Al revenue share = collected Stripe revenue from customers with affirmative Al-acquisition
evidence / total collected Stripe revenue in the audited export

Using collected paid charges only:

$20,710.50 / $42,160.50 = 49.1%

The remaining $21,450 is described as revenue without affirmative Al-acquisition evidence in the records
reviewed, not as non-Al revenue. It may include both genuinely non-Al customers and Al-assisted
journeys that historical records did not preserve.

4.6 Definitions and evidence tiers

Technical Al referral means a visit or record with technical evidence such as a ChatGPT referrer,
source, or UTM value.

Self-reported Al means the prospect stated that an Al assistant led them to the firm, even when
technical tracking showed Direct, Google, email, or another source.

Dark Al means Al-assisted discovery or selection that is not visible in ordinary technical referrer data,
often because a user copies a URL, changes devices, searches the firm's name, types the address,
returns later, or converts through an email link.

Acquisition source is the source that originally caused the prospect to discover or select the firm.
Conversion source is the immediate source preceding a later action such as a form submission or
payment.

Acquired customer relationship is the preferred revenue-attribution unit. Once affirmative acquisition
evidence is established for a matched customer, later payments from that same relationship remain
associated with the original acquisition source unless conflicting identity evidence appears.

Collected revenue means succeeded Stripe charges in the analyzed dataset. It does not mean invoiced
amounts, profit, net revenue after fees, or complete lifetime value.

4.7 Why recorded key events are not conversion rates

GA4 recorded key events increased sharply during the post period, but event instrumentation changed
and one session could produce several events. The consultation landing page, for example, recorded four
key events across three sessions. An invalid-field event also fired when browser validation blocked an
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incomplete form, which could look like a submission error without semantic review. Accordingly, this
report presents key-event counts as instrumentation-sensitive activity and does not label event-per-
session ratios as conversion rates.

Methodological rule: Observations, attribution evidence, and inferences are kept separate. The report uses
"followed," "coincided with," "was associated with," and "is consistent with" where the data do not support a
causal claim.
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5. Traffic and Engagement Results

5.1 Matched-period performance

e S T
447

Sessions 318 +40.6%
Users 288 317 +10.1%
Pageviews 326 764 +134.4%
Recorded key events 7 58 +728.6%
Total engagement seconds 3,290 21,387 +550.1%
Pages per session 1.0252 1.7092 +66.7%
Engagement seconds per session 10.3459 47.8456 +362.5%

The site recorded more sessions after the rebuild, but the larger changes occurred in depth and
engagement. Pageviews more than doubled. Pages per session increased by approximately two-thirds,
and engagement time per session increased substantially.

Some increase in pages per session was structurally likely because the old site gave visitors very few
pages to visit. A larger site naturally creates more browsing opportunities. Even with that qualification, the
post-launch data show that visitors did not merely arrive more often. They used more of the site.

Recorded key events increased from seven to 58. That figure is presented for completeness, not as a
conversion result. Event instrumentation changed during the post period, and several events could occur
in one session. Engagement and recorded action increased, but lead-level reconciliation is required
before those events can support a business-conversion conclusion.

Al-assistant sessions grew far faster than overall traffic
Equal adjacent 46-day periods

Direct

264

59 .
Organic Search — Overall sessions: +40.6%

25 Al Assistant sessions: +341.7%

[i=n=ii= 1
Al Assistant

12

[ E
11

Unassigned

3
Referral J 4

1
Other / unlisted J 5 June 3-July 18
W |uly 19-September 2
0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Sessions

Source: GA4. Pre: June 3-July 18, 2026. Post: July 19-September 2, 2026.

Figure 2. Sessions by channel in matched 46-day periods. The chart includes a derived residual category so each
period reconciles to its total. Overall sessions increased 40.6%, while Al-assistant sessions increased 341.7%.
Source: GA4. Pre period June 3 to July 18, 2026; post period July 19 to September 2, 2026.
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5.2 Traffic composition changed

264 313

Direct +18.6%
Organic Search 25 59 +136.0%
Al Assistant 12 53 +341.7%
Unassigned 11 18 +63.6%
Referral 4 3 -25.0%
Other or unlisted 2 1 -50.0%
Total 318 447 +40.6%

Direct remained the largest channel. Organic Search also grew materially. The Al Assistant channel,
however, showed the largest proportional change.

Overall sessions increased 40.6% in the matched post-launch period. Al-assistant sessions increased
approximately 341.7%. As a result, Al's share of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%, an increase of about
8.1 percentage points. The post-launch share was approximately 3.1 times the pre-launch share.

Al's share of sessions approximately tripled

4 Share of all sessions in matched periods
14% -

+8.1 percentage points

Share of sessions

4% - 3.8%

Oo/u = 1 1
Pre-overhaul Post-overhaul

Source: GA4 matched-period channel grouping. This Al Assistant grouping differs from the separate ChatGPT source series.

Figure 3. Al share of sessions. Al's tracked share increased from 3.8% to 11.9%. This is an 8.1 percentage-point
increase and approximately 3.1 times the prior share. Source: GA4 matched-period channel data.

The comparison does not establish that the overhaul caused the increase. It does establish that tracked
Al-assistant referral traffic grew substantially faster than the site's overall traffic during the same interval.

5.3 Monthly ChatGPT trend

_ ChatGPT sessions Share of all sessions

May 2026 3 1.3%
June 2026 3 1.8%
July 2026 19 7.9%
August 2026 A4 12.0%
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Tracked ChatGPT sessions accelerated after the July launch

July contains both pre-launch and post-launch days
0 -

44 (12.0%)

40 -
w
=
L 30-
a
]
w
-
o
9 19 (7.
© 20 -
L
O
10 -
3 (1.3%) 3 (1.8
[
0- v i ] v
May June July August

Source: GA4 ChatGPT source data. September omitted because only two days were available.

Figure 4. Monthly ChatGPT sessions. ChatGPT traffic existed before the July overhaul and increased sharply
during July and August. July is a mixed month containing both pre-launch and post-launch days. September is
omitted as a monthly comparison because only two days were available at the cutoff. Source: GA4 ChatGPT source

data.

The four monthly counts total 69. The study does not plot September as a full month. Nor does it treat all
19 July sessions as post-launch, since the website launched on July 19.

ChatGPT traffic existed before the overhaul. The visible change was acceleration: three sessions in May,
three in June, 19 in July, and 44 in August. Because the larger technical AEO implementation occurred in
early August, the timing of the July increase is consistent with the initial content and architecture
transformation, although the study cannot isolate that transformation as its cause.
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5.4 Engagement moved with the expanded architecture

Post-launch visits included more page use and engagement

Normalized comparison; exact underlying values appear in the report
500 - ™
Pre index
EE Post index

400 -
g
— 300 -
I
p
g 234.4
o}
T 200 -
. 166.7

j : . ]

0- ' i
Pageviews Pages / session Engagement sec. / session

Source: GA4 matched-period totals. Normalized indices are derived values.

Figure 5. Engagement indicators before and after launch. Each metric is normalized to 100 in the pre period so
different units can be compared without a misleading shared axis. Post values are 234.4 for pageviews, 166.7 for
pages per session, and 462.5 for engagement seconds per session. The underlying values appear in the table
below.

Pageviews 234.4
Pages per session 1.0252 1.7092 166.7
Engagement seconds per session 10.3459 47.8456 462.5

Normalization makes the direction and relative scale clear without placing pageviews, page ratios, and
seconds on an unreadable common axis. It does not change the underlying values. The old site's limited
inventory made some increase in browsing structurally likely, while the engagement-time increase
suggests a broader change in how visitors used the site.

5.5 Where Al visitors entered

The homepage accounted for most identified Al landing-page sessions. Al visitors also entered through
decision-stage and specialized pages.

Selected Al landing page m Recorded key events

Homepage

Not set 8 0
Pricing 7 3
Consultation 3 -
Apparel and swimwear industry page 3 2
Trademark clearance 3 0
About 1 2
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The selected landing-page rows account for 65 of the 69 ChatGPT sessions in the monthly source total.
The source extract did not supply rows for the remaining four, so no category is inferred for them. The
table is therefore labeled selected landing pages.

The counts are small and directional. Event counts are not unique conversions and cannot be converted
into page-level conversion rates. The pricing page's three key events across seven sessions, for
example, do not establish a 43% conversion rate.

The mix nevertheless matters. Al visitors did not enter only through the homepage. Some arrived directly
at pricing, consultation, clearance, About, and niche industry content. That is consistent with the new
site's ability to match a specific need to a specific page, although it does not reveal how an Al system
selected, summarized, or ranked the page.

Internal data; not independently audited 18



COUNSELBEACON THE BRANDING IRON AEO CASE STUDY

6. Intake Evidence: From Sessions to High-Intent
Inquiries

Website traffic establishes attention. It does not establish commercial intent. The consultation-form
notifications supplied the next layer of evidence.

From July 19 through September 2:
1. 71 notifications were identified;
one was an obvious internal test;
70 non-test records remained,;
42 contained a ChatGPT signal somewhere in the captured attribution fields;
32 explicitly recorded ChatGPT as the first channel;

19 explicitly recorded Google as the first channel;

N o o b~ Db

five explicitly recorded Direct as the first channel; and
8. 14 were older, incomplete, or assigned to other categories.

Accordingly, 42 of 70 non-test notifications, or 60.0%, contained some ChatGPT attribution signal. Thirty-
two of 70, or 45.7%, explicitly recorded ChatGPT as the first channel.

These figures describe form notifications, not final client acquisition. The records were not fully
deduplicated and did not uniformly show qualification, attendance, engagement, or payment.

Proper interpretation: Sixty percent of the non-test consultation-form notifications reviewed contained a
ChatGPT attribution signal. That shows the prominence of ChatGPT in the captured intake stream, not a 60%
client-conversion or client-acquisition rate.

6.1 What prospects appeared to be asking

The available prompt information showed commercial-intent themes rather than casual legal research.
Anonymized and paraphrased examples included requests to:

1. find lower-cost United States trademark counsel;

identify firms offering clearance and written risk assessments;
compare boutique trademark firms;

find counsel suited to a fashion or consumer brand;

identify an attorney with clearance and filing-strategy experience;
locate a former USPTO examiner;

evaluate flat-fee options;

find a trademark attorney for a specialized industry;

© © N o a0 > W N

determine whether the firm appeared credible; and
10. identify a lawyer rather than a filing service.

These are hiring-stage questions. They concern the selection of counsel, not merely the definition of a
legal term.
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6.2 What prospects said mattered

The available lead information also identified recurring decision factors, although the data were not coded
well enough to rank them by frequency. Reported considerations included former USPTO examining
experience, clear explanations, transparent flat fees, the quality and completeness of the website, direct
attorney access, a focus on clearance and filing strategy, industry relevance, comparison with online filing
services, and visible service scope.

Those factors correspond closely to information the new site made more explicit. That correspondence
supplies a plausible mechanism connecting the website's content decisions to prospect selection. It
remains evidence of association, not proof that any one factor caused an engagement.
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7. Revenue Evidence: What Happened After the Inquiry

The completed customer-level audit allowed the analysis to move from traffic and forms to acquired
customer relationships and collected payments.

7.1 The earlier clearance-cohort measurement

The earlier analysis began with 24 clearance submissions that had usable attribution. Twenty-two records
were associated with one or more collected charges, while two had a saved payment method but no
charge as of the cutoff. Succeeded charges associated with the cohort totaled $8,000.

Clearance-stage technical tracking identified $1,830 associated with Al evidence. Adding clearance-stage
self-report increased the amount to $4,495. Matching two later clearance records to earlier consultation
records raised the acquisition-aware clearance-cohort figure to $5,440 of $8,000, or 68.0%.

That $5,440 result remains useful as an attribution-history milestone, but it is no longer the report's
primary revenue figure. It measured a limited clearance cohort rather than the full set of paying customers
and downstream charges.

Earlier clearance measurement m Paid records Collected

Technical Al $1,830
Self-reported Al only 8 74 $2,665
No Al signal in clearance-stage record 10 10 $3,505
Total 24 22 $8,000

The phrase "no Al signal in clearance-stage record" does not mean Al played no role. It means the
clearance record, viewed by itself, did not establish one.

7.2 The completed paying-customer audit

The controlling Stripe export contained 70 unique paying customers, 84 paid charges, and $42,160.50 in
collected revenue through September 2. For this audit, a unique paying customer was a normalized
person-level identity matched through the available email and customer records, rather than merely a
Stripe customer object.

Customer-level reconciliation established affirmative Al-acquisition evidence for 35 of the 70 paying
customers, or 50.0%. Those customers accounted for 43 of 84 paid charges, or 51.2%, and at least
$20,710.50 of the $42,160.50 collected, or 49.1%.

Confirmed Al-acquired Documented
Audited Stripe measure Total reviewed relationships

Unique paying customers 35 50.0%
Paid charges 84 43 51.2%
Collected revenue $42,160.50 $20,710.50 49.1%
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Half of paying customers had documented Al-acquisition evidence

70 normalized unique paying customers in the audited Stripe export
40 -

35 | 50.0% 35 | 50.0%
35 -

Unique paying customers
(=) - N N w
5] " o (v o

| f i 1 ;

w
1

0- ] i
Confirmed Al-acquired No affirmative Al
evidence established

Source: Customer-level Stripe and acquisition-record reconciliation. Absence of affirmative evidence is not proof of no Al role.

Figure 6. Half of paying customers had documented Al-acquisition evidence. Thirty-five of 70 unique paying
customers in the audited Stripe export had affirmative technical or self-reported Al-acquisition evidence. The other
35 are classified as having no affirmative Al evidence established, not as non-Al customers. Source: customer-level
Stripe and acquisition-record reconciliation. Data through September 2, 2026.

The customer-level audit followed acquisition evidence into later collected charges from the same
acquired relationship, even where the immediate conversion source was Direct, Google, email, or a post-
consultation link. It did not associate payments that predated the documented acquisition event.

7.3 Aggregate collected value within confirmed Al-acquired relationships

Twenty-one of the 35 confirmed Al-acquired paying customers, or 60.0%, generated more than $295 in
aggregate collected Stripe revenue during the audited period.

Above-$295 finding: A majority of confirmed Al-acquired paying customers generated more than $295 in
aggregate collections. This does not establish each customer's initial service, show that every such customer
made multiple payments, or prove an upgrade path.

The confirmed Al-acquired customer totals included initial clearance assessments and later trademark
filing, additional mark or class, Office Action, and related trademark work. The public analysis reports only
aggregate counts and revenue. It does not publish customer-level amounts, dates, matters, or identities.

7.4 Monthly revenue observations

Period Total Stribe revonio Revenue from confirmed Al- Documented Al
P acquired customers share

July 2026 $1,880.00 $1,385.00 73.7%
August 2026 $35,960.50 $15,700.50 43.7%
September 1-2, 2026 $4,320.00 $3,625.00 83.9%
Total $42,160.50 $20,710.50 49.1%

September covers only two days and should not be treated as a stable monthly rate. August is the only
completed full month after the overhaul in the Stripe export. During August, at least $15,700.50 of
$35,960.50 in collected Stripe revenue, or 43.7%, came from customers with documented Al-acquisition
evidence.
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7.5 Attribution maturity changed the measured result

Measurement method l.\l Syl Role in the analysis
identified

Technical clearance-stage tracking only $1,830 Narrow technical baseline
Technical plus clearance-stage self-report $4,495 Broader clearance-stage evidence
Initial acquisition-aware consultation reconciliation $5,440 Interim clearance-cohort result
Full paying-customer reconciliation $20,710.50 Current documented lower bound

Better attribution identified 11.3x as much Al-linked revenue

Cumulative evidence stages; the final stage follows the acquired paying-customer relationship

Technical clearance-stage _ $1,830
tracking only 2

+ Clearance-stage $4,495
self-report %
+ Initial consultation $5,440
reconciliation
+ Full paying-customer $20,710.50
reconciliation )

5000 10000 15000 20000
Al-associated collected revenue identified

o -

Source: Clearance records, self-report, consultation and lead records, and customer-leve! Stripe reconciliation.

Figure 7. Better attribution identified 11.3x as much Al-linked revenue as technical clearance tracking alone. The
first three stages describe increasingly complete evidence within the clearance workflow. The final stage changes
the unit of analysis to the acquired paying-customer relationship and follows that relationship into later Stripe
charges. Source: clearance records, self-report, consultation records, Clio lead notifications, and customer-level
Stripe reconciliation. Data through September 2, 2026.

The dramatic final increase did not come from redefining Al. It came from following confirmed acquisition
evidence across the full paying-customer relationship rather than stopping at the clearance conversion
record. The earlier increases also reflect additional evidence coverage, especially self-report.
Measurement did not create the revenue. Better measurement identified revenue that had already been
collected.

The central measurement finding: Conventional last-click and clearance-stage analytics captured only a
fraction of the economic value associated with confirmed Al-assisted acquisition.
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7.6 The earlier clearance evidence tiers

Why the first revenue estimate was incomplete

Consultation reconciliation reclassified $945; total cohort collections did not change

Raw clearance-stage $3,505
Acquisition-aware $2,775 $2,560
interim ; s
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000
Collected charges within the historical $8,000 cohort
mmm Technical Al B Self-reported Al only No established Al evidence

Source: Historical clearance ledger and consultation reconciliation. Evidence categories do not establish causation.

8000

Figure 8. Earlier clearance-cohort revenue by evidence tier. The left panel shows the original clearance-stage
classification. The right panel shows the interim acquisition-aware classification after $945 in collected charges
was connected to earlier consultation records with technical ChatGPT evidence. Total cohort collections remain

$8,000 in both panels. This historical view explains why the initial $5,440 estimate was incomplete.

The interim view allocated $2,775 to technical Al at any known acquisition stage, $2,665 to self-reported
Al only, and $2,560 to records with no established Al evidence in that clearance cohort. The categories
describe evidence, not causation. A self-reported source is documented first-party evidence but is not

independently verifiable in every instance.
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8. Dark Al: Why Ordinary Analytics Understated
Acquisition

Dark Al is Al-assisted discovery or selection that does not appear in conventional technical referrer data.
It can occur when a prospect copies a URL from an Al response, types the firm's address into a browser,
switches devices, searches the firm's name after receiving an Al recommendation, returns directly on a

later day, follows an attorney's email after a consultation, or completes payment through a different path.

The raw clearance ledger illustrates the issue. Six records had technically detected Al. Thirteen had self-
reported Al. Five appeared in both groups. Eight were self-reported only, one was technical only, and 14
contained at least one Al signal.

Technical tracking alone therefore identified six Al-associated submissions. Adding self-report identified
eight more. Self-report is not independently verifiable in every instance, but it is meaningful first-party
evidence. A prospect is often in a better position than a browser referrer to explain how the selection
process began.

This does not mean a firm should discard technical attribution. It means technical referrers should be
treated as one evidence layer rather than the complete story.

Acquisition source and conversion source answer different questions
Acquisition source: What first caused this prospect to discover or select the firm?
Conversion source: What was the immediate source before the form, engagement, or payment?

A last-click report may answer the second question accurately while giving the wrong impression about
the first. For law firms, the distinction is commercially important because an engagement often involves
several visits, a consultation, follow-up correspondence, and a separate payment step. The longer the
journey, the easier it is for the original source to disappear.

The customer-level audit encountered three recurring anonymized patterns:

1. Al-to-follow-up pattern: ChatGPT led the prospect to a pricing or service page, followed by a
consultation, attorney follow-up, and a later Stripe payment. The payment record itself contained
no Al source, but the earlier consultation did.

2. Al-to-branded-search pattern: An Al assistant recommended the firm, the prospect then
searched the firm's name in Google, and the journey continued through the website, intake, and
payment. Technical first touch appeared as Google while self-report established Al-assisted
discovery.

3. Al-to-direct-link pattern: ChatGPT led to a consultation, after which the attorney sent a direct
clearance or payment link. The final touch appeared as Direct or email, but the earlier record
preserved ChatGPT as the acquisition source.

These are generalized patterns, not descriptions of any identified client or matter. Together, they explain
why last-click analytics missed much of the economic value associated with Al-assisted discovery.
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Follow the acquired customer relationship beyond the last click

Acquisition source and conversion source answer different questions

2 Acquired prospect 3 Qualified lead

8 Cumulative revenue 7 Later payments 6 Initial payment

A later Direct, Goagle, emall, or attorney-sent-link touch may be the conversion source while Al remains the acquisition source

lllustrative hierarchy based on generalized observed joumey patterns; ne client-specific path is shown.

Figure 9. Measure the client relationship, not merely the last click. The final touch may appear as Direct, Google, or
email even when Al initiated discovery. Acquisition source and conversion source should be stored separately, and
the acquired relationship should be followed through initial and downstream payments.
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9. The Current Revenue Result and Its Limits

Across the Stripe payment export reviewed through September 2, The Branding Iron collected
$42,160.50 through 84 paid charges associated with 70 unique paying customers. Customer-level
reconciliation tied at least $20,710.50, or 49.1%, to customers with documented Al-assisted acquisition.

At least 49.1% of audited revenue was tied to documented Al acquisition

$42,160.50 across 84 paid charges and 70 unique paying customers

Confirmed Al-acquired $20,710.50 | 49.1%
customers
No affirmative Al _ $21,450.00 | 50.9%
evidence established )

! i ! !
0 5000 10000 15000 20000
Collectad Stripe revenue

Source: Customer-level Stripe and acquisition-record reconciliation. The second cateqgory is not equivalent to non-Al.

Figure 10. At least 49.1% of audited Stripe revenue was tied to documented Al acquisition. Customers with
affirmative Al-acquisition evidence accounted for $20,710.50. The remaining $21,450 had no affirmative Al evidence
established in the historical records reviewed and should not be interpreted as non-Al revenue. Source: customer-
level Stripe and acquisition-record reconciliation. Data through September 2, 2026.

Full-export classification Sy e Collected Share olatectad
customers charges revenue

Confirmed Al-acquired customers $20,710.50 49.1%
No affirmative Al evidence established 35 41 $21,450.00 50.9%
Total 70 84 $42,160.50 100.0%

Proper interpretation: Within the audited Stripe export, half of paying customers had documented Al-acquisition
evidence, and those customers accounted for at least $20,710.50, or 49.1%, of collected revenue. The result is a
documented floor of observed association under the stated attribution method, not proof that Al caused a
particular payment or an exact estimate of Al's total influence.

The $20,710.50 amount remains a floor because:

1. historical technical attribution was incomplete;
some prospects may have returned through Direct or Google after first using Al,
some users changed devices;

post-consultation links changed the immediate conversion source;

older lead records did not always preserve self-reported source or prompt data; and
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unresolved paying customers were excluded from the Al classification unless affirmative evidence
could be established.

The remaining $21,450 may include both genuinely non-Al customers and undetected Al-assisted
customers. The study does not model a "true" Al share or extrapolate beyond the records reviewed.
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10. Why the Site Likely Became More Useful in Al-
Assisted Selection

The strongest explanation does not depend on guessing how any model's algorithm works. It begins with
the information a prospective client needs to make a decision. The new site made The Branding lIron:

easy to find, easy to understand, easy to verify, easy to compare, and easy to hire.

10.1 Observed evidence

The following facts were observed in the available records:
7. a multi-page site began receiving traffic on July 19;
8. Al-assistant sessions increased disproportionately during the matched post period;
9. Al's share of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%;

10. Al visitors entered through the homepage and selected pricing, consultation, clearance, About,
and industry pages;

11. consultation notifications frequently contained ChatGPT signals;
12. self-reported Al identified records that technical tracking missed;
13. 35 of 70 unique paying customers had affirmative Al-acquisition evidence;

14. those customers accounted for 43 of 84 paid charges and at least $20,710.50 of $42,160.50 in
collected Stripe revenue;

15. 21 of the 35 confirmed Al-acquired customers generated more than $295 in aggregate collections
during the audited period,;

16. prospect information identified pricing, credentials, website quality, direct access, and expertise
as relevant decision factors; and

17. increasingly complete attribution increased the documented Al-associated amount from $1,830 to
$20,710.50.

10.2 Reasonable inference

Those observations are consistent with narrow positioning, answer-first content, exact pricing, clear
service scope, the former USPTO examining credential, industry-specific pages, direct attorney access,
genuine reviews, coherent internal linking, decision-stage comparisons, and clear intake paths making
the firm easier for prospective clients and automated systems to evaluate, although the contribution of
any individual feature was not isolated.

Each characteristic supplied information relevant to a hiring decision. Together, they reduced the number
of assumptions a prospective client or automated system had to make.

10.3 Untested technical hypotheses

Structured data, entity-graph refinements, crawler-access rules, 11ms. txt, FAQ schema, metadata
changes, accessibility improvements, and sitemap refinements were consistent with improved technical
legibility. None was individually tested.

This distinction matters because the July increase began before much of the explicit technical AEO work
was deployed. The case does not support a claim that adding one file, schema type, or crawler directive
will cause ChatGPT to recommend a firm.
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11. The Strongest Evidence Is the Combination

No single metric proves the case. Referral traffic can fluctuate. Self-report can be imperfect. Technical
source data can disappear. Form submissions may be duplicated. A succeeded charge shows money
collected, but it does not show what would have happened without the Al touch.

The conclusion is stronger because several forms of evidence converge:

1. Timing. The increase overlapped with the July 19 launch and the refinement program that
followed.

2. Magnitude. Al-assistant sessions grew much faster than overall sessions in the same matched
periods.

Share. Al's portion of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%, approximately tripling.

4. Mechanism. The site began answering attorney-selection questions and publishing concrete
information about price, scope, expertise, industries, and process.

5. Behavior. Al visitors entered the homepage and selected decision-stage and specialized pages.

6. Self-report. Prospects said Al led or helped lead them to the firm.

7. Prompt evidence. Captured themes involved comparing and hiring trademark counsel.

8. Paying customers. Thirty-five of 70 unique paying customers had documented Al-acquisition

evidence.

9. Revenue. Those acquired customer relationships accounted for at least $20,710.50 across 43
paid charges.

10. Attribution correction. Al's measured role increased when consultation, lead, intake, customer,
and payment records were connected.

The pieces address different weaknesses in one another. Traffic supplies scale but not client intent.
Intake records supply intent but not payment. Payment records supply commercial evidence but can lose
original acquisition context. Self-report fills technical gaps but introduces recall and verification limits.
Customer-level reconciliation restores more of the journey by associating later payments with a
documented acquisition source, but historical gaps remain.

Taken together, the evidence supports more than an anecdote. It remains observational evidence from
one firm, not controlled proof of causation.
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12. What Did Not Work Perfectly

A credible case study should explain not only what improved, but also what the firm learned from
imperfect data.

12.1 Event counts initially invited the wrong conclusion

Recorded key events increased substantially. Multiple events could occur within one session, and event
instrumentation changed during the post period. A page with several events did not necessarily generate
several leads. This is why the study does not describe the key-event increase as a conversion increase.

12.2 Source data were fragmented

ChatGPT traffic appeared under three source and medium spellings. Internal visits and self-referral
artifacts remained in parts of the dataset. Direct represented 795 of 1,012 sessions in the broader
baseline, or 78.6%, although that broader baseline is not the same as the matched 46-day comparison.
Direct could include typed URLs, bookmarks, untagged email, cross-device returns, self-visits, and other
unclassified journeys.

One internal form label, 1ead magnet form, appeared as a session source for 24 sessions. Two self-
referral artifacts appeared as last-channel values. GA4's purchase event had never fired. The technical
data therefore required normalization and semantic review before it could support acquisition conclusions.

12.3 Important analytics settings were changed late

On September 2, the firm increased GA4 event retention from two months to 14 months and registered
18 event-scoped custom dimensions. Those changes protect future analysis but are not retroactive.
Earlier details that were not retained cannot be recreated merely by changing the settings later.

12.4 The acquisition and payment stages were not always joined

The earlier two-record, $945 clearance-cohort correction demonstrated the consequence. Without a
persistent identifier, a later intake or payment could appear Direct, Google, email, or unclassified even
when an earlier consultation or lead record established ChatGPT as the acquisition source. The
completed audit recovered more of that history by matching normalized customer identities across
available records, but identity-based backfilling is less durable than carrying a first-party identifier
prospectively.

The long-term architecture should separate acquisition from conversion and carry one opaque lead
identifier through consultation, intake, engagement, payment, and matter management. The identifier
should not contain a name, email address, proposed mark, legal question, or other confidential
information.

12.5 Payment metadata reached practical limits

Stripe helped connect money to intake data, but a payment system is not a complete CRM or attribution
warehouse. The implementation used 42 of Stripe's 50 available metadata keys, leaving little headroom
and creating operational risk if an over-limit request failed.

A more durable architecture uses one persistent lead ID, a first-party lead datastore for acquisition and
prompt intelligence, Stripe as the payment source of truth, the firm's lead or matter platform as the
workflow system, and separate acquisition and conversion fields.

12.6 Analytics labels needed semantic validation

An apparent consultation submit error fired 14 times against 24 submit attempts. Investigation showed
that the event represented the browser's invalid-field signal, not necessarily a broken form.
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The lesson is general: an event name is not an interpretation. Analytics must be tested against the
underlying user behavior before it drives a conclusion.
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13. Practical Lessons for Specialized Law Firms

13.1 Expertise must be legible, not merely possessed

A law firm may have exceptional experience that its website communicates only through broad claims. Al
systems and prospective clients need concrete facts, specific service descriptions, current credentials,
and coherent context.

13.2 Narrow positioning reduces ambiguity

A focused practice gives a prospective client a clearer answer to the question, "Is this lawyer suited to my
problem?" Narrow positioning also helps connect pages, credentials, and public evidence around a
consistent entity.

13.3 Hiring questions deserve first-class content

Traditional keyword research remains useful, but clients increasingly ask complete questions. Pages
should address the questions that arise when a person is deciding whether, when, and whom to hire.

13.4 Pricing and scope can be recommendation signals

Transparent pricing is not appropriate for every legal service. Where a firm can publish it responsibly,
price and scope help a prospect compare options and reduce uncertainty. They may also supply the facts
an Al answer needs when a user asks for a flat-fee or lower-cost option.

13.5 Industry pages should clarify genuine relevance

Industry pages work best when they explain real context, not when they repeat a generic service page
with a different industry name. The goal is to show how the firm's service relates to the client's
commercial setting.

13.6 A credential becomes stronger when it can be verified

Distinctive experience helps only when it is stated accurately, consistently, and with appropriate public
corroboration. Credentials should be current and should never imply guaranteed outcomes.

13.7 Reviews support trust but do not replace substance

Reviews can corroborate responsiveness, clarity, and client experience. They are not a substitute for
explaining what the firm does, what the service includes, or why the attorney is suited to the matter.

13.8 Technical access helps, but content and positioning came first

Crawlability, structured data, sitemaps, entity consistency, accessibility, and metadata all matter. This
case does not show that any one technical tactic caused the result. The initial movement began after the
site gained clear, substantive, separately addressable content.

13.9 Conversion belongs inside AEO

A recommendation has little business value if the referred visitor cannot determine what to do next.
Relevant calls to action, a clear consultation or intake path, understandable payment timing, and prompt
follow-up are part of the referral system.

13.10 First-party attribution is essential

In the earlier clearance cohort, eight records self-reported Al when technical clearance-stage tracking did
not identify it. As the analysis expanded from that narrow clearance-stage view to the full paying-
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customer export, and added self-report and cross-stage identity matching, documented revenue
associated with confirmed Al-assisted acquisition increased from $1,830 to $20,710.50. Firms relying only
on technical referrer reports risk missing Al-assisted acquisition and its later commercial value.

13.11 Last click is not client acquisition

The final email, direct visit, Google search, intake page, or payment link may be the immediate
conversion source while Al remains the original discovery source. Both should be stored, and the
acquisition source should remain attached to the customer relationship as later payments occur.

13.12 Prompt capture is commercial research

Anonymized prompts can reveal what prospects ask, which criteria matter, where the firm is being
compared, and what new content would answer high-intent demand. Prompt text should not be sent to
general analytics tools when it may contain confidential facts.

13.13 Revenue is more useful than mentions alone

An Al mention may be interesting. A qualified inquiry, signed engagement, collected fee, or later matter is
commercially meaningful. Measurement should move progressively from answer appearance to visit,
acquired prospect, qualified lead, consultation, engagement, initial payment, later payments, and
cumulative revenue observed from the customer relationship.

13.14 AEO is iterative

The Branding Iron's change log shows an ongoing program of content, trust, conversion, and
measurement work. Al answers and competitive environments also change. A one-time technical
checklist is not enough.

13.15 Results depend on the underlying firm

Optimization cannot manufacture genuine expertise, a credible offer, strong service, or a trustworthy
reputation. Results will vary with the firm's practice, market, pricing, public evidence, implementation,
demand, and responsiveness.
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14. The CounselBeacon Framework

CounselBeacon provides lawyer-led Al referral strategy for specialized law firms. It helps firms become
easier for search engines and Al systems to find, understand, verify, cite, and recommend, then connects
that visibility to qualified inquiries, signed matters, and revenue. The framework treats acquisition-source
preservation and customer-level outcome measurement as part of the strategy, because Al influence
often disappears from the final click.

The approach uses five connected dimensions.

14.1 Find
Can search engines and Al systems reliably access and retrieve the firm's relevant pages?

This includes crawlability, indexability, canonical structure, sitemaps, internal linking, page performance,
accessibility, and legacy URL issues. The goal is not to maximize the raw number of pages. It is to ensure
that a relevant, authoritative page can be found when a prospective client's question calls for it.

14.2 Understand

Can an automated system determine who the lawyers are, what the firm does, where it practices, whom it
serves, and why a page is relevant?

This includes positioning, entity consistency, attorney biographies, service definitions, answer-first
content, industry specificity, and geographic or jurisdictional clarity. A reader should not have to infer the
firm's primary practice from a long list of unrelated services.

14.3 Verify
Can the firm's claims be corroborated through credible public evidence?

This includes bar and professional profiles, reviews, government and institutional records, publications,
speaking appearances, credentials, and consistency across public sources. Verification is especially
important when a recommendation depends on a distinctive claim such as former agency experience or
specialized industry knowledge.

14.4 Recommend
Does the firm provide a useful and defensible answer to the prospective client's actual hiring question?

This includes high-intent question coverage, differentiation, transparent scope, appropriate pricing
information, relevant experience, practical examples, and careful limitations. CounselBeacon does not
attempt to force a recommendation. It identifies the public information an Al system and a prospective
client would need to make a responsible one.

14.5 Convert

Can a referred visitor understand the next step, and can the firm determine whether the referral became
business?

This includes calls to action, intake design, response time, qualification, persistent lead and customer
identifiers, separate acquisition and conversion fields, self-reported source, prompt capture, CRM
handoff, signed-matter tracking, collected revenue, and later payments from the acquired relationship.
Measurement is part of conversion because the firm cannot improve a channel it cannot reliably connect
to outcomes. The design should also expect dark Al: journeys in which an Al recommendation is followed
by Direct, Google, email, another device, or an attorney-sent link.

This framework extends beyond "write more blog posts." It connects positioning, question and demand
mapping, answer-first content, technical accessibility, verifiable expertise, public trust, conversion paths,
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first-party attribution, acquisition-source preservation, customer-level revenue reconciliation, and
continued measurement.
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15. What This Case Does Not Prove

This study does not prove that:
18. the overhaul caused the observed Al-associated visits or inquiries;
19. AEO caused the observed referrals;
20. each website change had an independent effect;
21. 11ms.txt caused an Al system to recommend the firm;
22. schema alone drives ChatGPT referrals;
23. every ChatGPT-associated form submission was unique or qualified,;
24. every self-reported source was independently verifiable;
25. the key-event increase was a conversion increase;
26. the earlier $5,440 clearance-cohort result represented all Al-associated revenue;
27. $20,710.50 is an exact or complete measure of Al's influence;
28. Al caused any particular payment associated with a confirmed Al-acquired customer;

29. every confirmed Al-acquired paying customer was necessarily a new client during the audited
period;

30. the remaining $21,450 was acquired without Al influence;

31. 21 customers exceeding $295 in aggregate collections necessarily purchased an entry-level
service first or later upgraded,;

32. zero refunds reflected client satisfaction rather than dataset status;

33. another law firm will obtain comparable results;

34. the observed results will persist as Al systems change; or

35. the study provides a complete 30-day, 60-day, 90-day, or lifetime-value analysis.

The study had no control firm. The post period included continuing site changes, evolving analytics
instrumentation, pricing and offer changes, new credentials and reviews, other business activity, possible
changes in demand, platform-wide adoption trends, seasonality, and other potential confounders. The
period was also short, and the September revenue observation covers only September 1 and 2.

The revenue analysis depended on matching available email and customer records to historical
consultation, lead, intake, technical source, and self-report evidence. Older records were not equally
complete, and unresolved customers were not assigned to Al without affirmative evidence. A documented
Al-acquired relationship indicates observed association under the stated method; it does not prove that Al
was the sole or decisive cause of every later payment.

Stripe is the payment source used for this audit, not a complete accounting or matter-management
system. The $42,160.50 total represents succeeded charges in the analyzed export, before payment-
processing fees and any future refunds, credits, or chargebacks. It is not profit, invoiced revenue, or
complete customer lifetime value. No refunds were reflected as of the cutoff, but that status can change.

These limitations narrow the conclusion. They do not erase the observed increase in tracked Al-assistant
traffic, the intake evidence, the 35 confirmed Al-acquired paying customers, the $20,710.50 in collected
charges associated with those relationships, or the attribution gap revealed as the analysis moved
beyond last-click and clearance-stage records.
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16. Conclusion: Measure the Business Outcome, Not
the Mention

The Branding Iron's website overhaul was followed by a substantial change in how visitors used the site
and how often tracked Al assistants appeared in the referral mix.

During equal adjacent periods, overall sessions increased 40.6%, while Al-assistant sessions increased
341.7%. Al's share of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%. Consultation notifications frequently contained
ChatGPT signals, and the completed customer-level audit connected documented Al acquisition to
collected revenue across the full Stripe payment history reviewed.

The controlling export contained 84 paid charges, 70 unique paying customers, and $42,160.50 in
collections. Thirty-five paying customers, exactly half, had affirmative Al-acquisition evidence. Their 43
charges accounted for at least $20,710.50, or 49.1%, of all collected revenue in the export. Twenty-one of
those 35 customers generated more than $295 in aggregate collections during the audited period, without
implying a particular initial service or an upgrade.

The most important finding emerged as measurement improved. Technical clearance-stage tracking
identified $1,830 in Al-associated collected revenue. Adding clearance-stage self-report increased the
amount to $4,495. Connecting earlier consultation acquisition to later clearance conversion produced an
interim $5,440 clearance-cohort result. Expanding the analysis from narrow technical clearance-stage
tracking to the full paying-customer relationship increased the documented amount from $1,830 to at
least $20,710.50, or 11.3 times the technical baseline. The comparison reflects both better evidence and
a broader unit of analysis.

That progression demonstrates why the commercial question is larger than whether ChatGPT appears in
a referral report. Better measurement did not create the revenue. It preserved acquisition context long
enough to identify more of the revenue already collected.

The practical question is whether a law firm's real expertise can be found, understood, verified, and
translated into qualified demand, and whether the firm can trace that demand through engagement and
collected revenue.

The Branding Iron's experience does not supply a guaranteed formula. It supplies a disciplined case for
treating Al referral strategy as a combination of positioning, content architecture, credibility, technical
access, conversion design, acquisition-source preservation, and customer-level measurement.

Is your firm already being recommended by Al, or being left out?

CounselBeacon helps specialized law firms understand how Al systems describe, compare, and
recommend them. A Law Firm Al Referral Audit can evaluate approximately 25 prospective-client prompts
across four supported Al or search experiences, compare three relevant competitors, examine the firm's
website and public authority signals, review its conversion and attribution paths, and translate the findings
into a prioritized 90-day action plan and strategy session. Scope should be confirmed against
CounselBeacon's current published service description when this case study goes live.

Request a Law Firm Al Referral Audit

CounselBeacon does not guarantee placement, rankings, citations, inquiries, engagements, or revenue.
CounselBeacon provides marketing, business, and digital-strategy consulting. A consulting engagement
is not a legal-services engagement and does not create an attorney-client relationship.
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Source Notes

1.

10.

1.

Launch date. July 19, 2026 was established as the first date new-site paths were observed
receiving GA4 traffic. The first Git commit occurred July 21.

Traffic comparison. GA4 data for equal adjacent 46-day periods, June 3 through July 18 and
July 19 through September 2.

Website inventory. The old-site inventory showed four paths. The immediate post-launch
inventory showed 40 traffic-receiving paths. The completed site was described as containing 66
pages.

Consultation evidence. Historical consultation-form notifications from July 19 through
September 2. One obvious test was removed. Remaining records were not fully deduplicated or
qualification-coded.

Clearance evidence. Twenty-four clearance submissions with usable attribution in the earlier
September 2 baseline. Twenty-two were associated with succeeded collected charges. The
$5,440 acquisition-aware result from that cohort is retained only as a historical attribution stage.

Revenue export. The controlling post-audit figures are 84 succeeded charges, 70 normalized
unique paying customers, and $42,160.50 collected through September 2. Failed, canceled, or
requires payment method attempts were excluded. No refunds were reflected in the paid-
charge total reviewed.

Customer-level reconciliation. Paying-customer identities were matched across available Stripe
customer and email records, consultation forms, Clio lead notifications, intake records, technical
source or referrer evidence, and explicit self-report. Later payments were associated with an Al-
acquired relationship only after affirmative acquisition evidence was established for the matched
customer.

Al-associated revenue. Confirmed Al-acquired customers accounted for 43 paid charges
totaling $20,710.50. This is a documented lower bound of observed association under the stated
method, not proof of sole causation or a model of Al's total influence.

Self-report. Self-reported discovery source is first-party evidence but is not independently
verifiable in every instance.

Reviews. No review quotation is included. Any later quotation should be verified as current,
reproduced exactly, approved, and separated from nonpublic matter details.

Internal study. CounselBeacon and The Branding Iron share a founder. The data were not
independently audited.

Confidentiality Confirmation

This public report uses aggregate data and anonymized or paraphrased prompt themes. It contains no
client or prospect names, company names, proposed or registered marks, email addresses, telephone
numbers, physical addresses, customer identifiers, lead identifiers, USPTO serial numbers connected to
a client, confidential legal questions, private matter narratives, engagement agreements, payment links,
private screenshots, or raw row-level ledgers.
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Appendix A: Website Change Timeline
S

July 19 Rebuilt multi-page website first observed receiving traffic

July 21 Clearance calls to action, payment workflow, intake notification, privacy disclosures, and formal change

tracking
July 23 Consultation reservation and cancellation workflow
July 27 Broader use of genuine reviews; public review set increased from two to four
July 28 Intent-to-use guide, contextual links, filing-path visual, and sitemap-date improvements
July 31 Updated attorney headshot and About-page presentation
August 1 Industry page, schgmg aqd entity \_/vork, attn‘bu@ion ﬁeld_s, prompt capture, pricing source of truth,
accessibility, internal links, author information, and crawler-access work
August 2 High-intent attorney-selection and service-comparison content set; metadata and entity refinements
August 5 Agreement and payment-language refinements
August 7 Bundled clearance pricing
August 9 Contextual-link improvements and registrability guide
August 11 Approved FAQs, expedited options, additional int.emal.-linking tools, experimental 11ms . txt, and fifth
public review
August 12 Sixth public review
August 15 Farmers-market-vendor industry page
August 18 Federal Circuit admission and trademark appellate service page
August 19 Centralized clearance-turnaround messaging
August 25 Expedited intake options, timing and refund reﬁnements_, About-page updates, and additional federal-court
credential
September 1 Creator and podcast-event landing page
September 2 Complete intake retention in notifications, 14-month GA4 retention, and 18 event-scoped custom

dimensions

The underlying change log contains 54 recorded events, including 53 Git commits plus the pre-Git launch
event. Thirty-two were designated material. The timeline above consolidates related changes for public
readability.
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Appendix B: Data Quality and Technical Notes

B.1 September 2 analytics changes

GA4 event retention was increased from two months to 14 months. The following 18 event-scoped
dimensions were registered:

1. Form Name

2. FormID

3. CTA Location

4. Link Location

5. Validation Failed Field
6. Event Campaign

7. Event Content

8. Event Source

9. CTA Label

10. CTA Destination

11. Attribution Method
12. Event Reason

13. Document Type
14. Outbound Host
15. Event Kind

16. Event Path

17. Event Page Label
18. Scheduler

Neither change made earlier event detail retroactively available.

B.2 Open items at the baseline
36. lead magnet form appeared as a session source for 24 sessions.
37. Internal and self visits remained in the data.
38. Direct represented 795 of 1,012 sessions in the broader baseline.
39. ChatGPT traffic was fragmented across three source and medium spellings.
40. GA4's purchase event had never fired.
41. Two self-referral artifacts appeared as last-channel values.

42. Consultation and clearance stages were not always joined; the later customer-level audit

recovered additional acquisition history through identity matching, but the underlying prospective-

data gap remains.

43. Prompt fields were empty in the structured ledger even when notifications contained prompt data.

44. Stripe metadata used 42 of 50 available keys.

45. Initial baseline recommendations contained stale items that had already been completed.
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B.3 Data precedence

The completed post-Stripe customer-level audit supersedes the earlier provisional revenue analysis. The
$1,830, $4,495, and $5,440 figures remain in the report only to show how the measured amount changed
as technical tracking, self-report, cross-stage matching, and finally full paying-customer reconciliation
were added. The controlling commercial figures are 70 unique paying customers, 84 paid charges,
$42,160.50 in collected Stripe revenue, and at least $20,710.50 associated with 35 customers who had
affirmative Al-acquisition evidence.
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Appendix C: Definitions

AEO: Answer engine optimization. A strategy for making a firm easier for Al and search systems to find,
understand, verify, cite, and recommend.

Technical Al referral: A visit or lead with technical evidence such as a ChatGPT referrer, source, or
campaign parameter.

Self-reported Al: A prospect says an Al assistant led or helped lead them to the firm, even when
technical tracking shows Direct, Google, email, or another source.

Dark Al: Al influence that is not visible in conventional technical referral data.
Acquisition source: The source that originally caused the prospect to discover or select the firm.

Conversion source: The immediate source preceding a later action such as a form submission or
payment.

Unique paying customer: A normalized person-level identity associated with at least one succeeded
Stripe charge, matched through the available email and customer records rather than counted solely by
Stripe customer objects.

Paid charge: A succeeded Stripe charge included in the analyzed export. It is a payment record, not a
unique customer or matter.

Confirmed Al-acquired customer: A matched paying customer with affirmative technical Al evidence or
explicit first-party self-report establishing Al-assisted acquisition.

Affirmative Al-acquisition evidence: A preserved ChatGPT or other Al source, referrer, flag, or Clio
source, or an explicit prospect statement that an Al assistant led the person to discover or select the firm.

Acquired customer relationship: The unit used for customer-level revenue attribution. Once affirmative
acquisition evidence is established for a matched customer, later payments from that relationship remain
associated with the original acquisition source unless conflicting identity evidence appears.

Clearance submission: A completed clearance intake with an agreement and saved-payment-method
step. It is not automatically an accepted engagement.

Paid record: A cohort record associated with at least one succeeded collected charge.

Attributable clearance cohort: The 24 clearance records with usable attribution in the September 2
baseline.

Collected revenue: Succeeded Stripe charges, not merely quoted or invoiced amounts, and not profit.

Documented Al revenue share: Collected Stripe revenue from confirmed Al-acquired customers divided
by total collected Stripe revenue in the audited export.

Revenue without affirmative Al evidence: Collected Stripe revenue from customers for whom the
reviewed records did not establish Al-assisted acquisition. It is not synonymous with non-Al revenue.

Later-payment or downstream value: Collected revenue observed after an initial payment from the
same acquired customer relationship. This study reports aggregate customer and revenue results and
does not publish customer-level payment histories or infer a particular upgrade path.
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Accessible text transcript

This tagged transcript provides the complete semantic reading order, headings, lists, tables, and data underlying the
preceding 42 visually preserved pages. Each preceding page image has alternative text identifying its page number.
Charts and figures are described in their visible captions and supported by the adjacent native data tables.

From Brochure Site to Al Referral Channel

A Data-Backed Case Study of The Branding Iron's Website
Overhaul

How a specialized law firm expanded its digital decision architecture, experienced substantial growth in Al-
assistant referral traffic, and learned to measure the commercial impact of Al-assisted discovery

Published: September 2026
Data through: September 2, 2026
Scheduled review: December 1, 2026

Disclosure and scope. CounselBeacon and The Branding Iron share a founder, John E. Dugger. This is an
internal case study based on The Branding Iron's website records, analytics, lead notifications, intake records,
and payment data. The data were not independently audited. The study describes one specialized law firm
during a limited period and does not guarantee that another firm will obtain similar results. Neither OpenAl,
ChatGPT, Google, nor any other platform endorses CounselBeacon or The Branding Iron.

Executive Summary

The Branding Iron entered the summer of 2026 with a credible professional story and a website that did little to tell
it. The firm focuses on United States trademark matters, offers direct attorney access and flat-fee services, and is
led by a former USPTO Trademark Examining Attorney. Yet its old website was essentially a single-page brochure.
Four paths accounted for the observed inventory, and 570 of 589 pageviews in that inventory were concentrated on
the homepage.

On July 19, 2026, The Branding Iron launched a comprehensive overhaul. The site expanded from four observed
paths to 40 paths receiving traffic, within a completed inventory described as 66 pages. Services, pricing,
consultation, clearance intake, resources, credentials, reviews, and industry guidance received distinct URLS. The
firm continued refining content, technical structure, conversion, and attribution through the September 2 cutoff.

In equal, adjacent 46-day periods, total sessions rose from 318 to 447, an increase of 40.6%. Al-assistant sessions
rose from 12 to 53, an increase of 341.7%. Al's share of sessions grew from 3.8% to 11.9%, approximately tripling.
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Pageviews increased 134.4%; pages per session increased 66.7%; and engagement seconds per session
increased 362.5%.

Traffic was only the first evidence layer. Of 70 non-test consultation-form notifications reviewed, 42 contained a
ChatGPT signal somewhere in the captured attribution data. Those records were not fully deduplicated or
gualification-coded, so this is not a client-acquisition rate. It does show ChatGPT's prominence in the intake stream.

The completed customer-level revenue audit made the commercial result clearer. The Stripe export reviewed
through September 2 contained 84 paid charges, 70 unique paying customers, and $42,160.50 in collected
revenue. Thirty-five of those customers, exactly 50.0%, had documented Al-acquisition evidence. Their 43 charges
accounted for at least $20,710.50, or 49.1%, of the collected revenue reviewed.

Twenty-one of the 35 confirmed Al-acquired paying customers, or 60.0%, generated more than $295 in collected
Stripe revenue during the audited period. This aggregate measure does not identify each customer's initial service,
establish that later work occurred in every instance, or prove that a customer upgraded.

The signature finding is that Al's measured role increased with attribution maturity. Technical clearance-stage
tracking identified $1,830. Adding clearance-stage self-report increased the identified amount to $4,495. Connecting
consultation and clearance records raised it to an interim $5,440. Following acquired customers through the full
Stripe payment history increased the documented amount to at least $20,710.50. Better measurement revealed
revenue that had already been collected; it did not create it.

The $20,710.50 figure is the current documented lower bound for collected Stripe revenue from customers with
affirmative Al-acquisition evidence. It is not an exact measure of Al's total influence, and the remaining $21,450
should not be characterized as non-Al revenue. Historical attribution did not preserve every Al-assisted journey.

The evidence is observational, not experimental. The period was short, many changes occurred together, event
instrumentation changed, and no control firm was used. The data support a careful conclusion: Al-assistant growth
followed the overhaul, intake and payment records document a commercially meaningful association between Al-
assisted acquisition and collected revenue, and the integrated program supplies a plausible mechanism. They do
not establish that one page, schema property, crawler rule, or optimization technique caused the result.

Results at a Glance

Result Finding

Site architecture 4 observed paths before launch to 40 post-launch traffic-receiving paths
through the cutoff

Completed new-site inventory 66 pages
Overall sessions, matched periods +40.6%
Al-assistant sessions, matched periods +341.7%
Al share of sessions 3.8% to 11.9%
August ChatGPT share of sessions 12.0%
Consultation notifications with a ChatGPT signal 42 of 70 non-test submissions, 60.0%
Unique paying customers in audited export 70
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Result Finding

Paid charges in audited export 84
Confirmed Al-acquired paying customers 35 of 70, 50.0%
Paid charges from confirmed Al-acquired customers 43 of 84, 51.2%
Total audited Stripe revenue $42,160.50
Collected Stripe revenue from confirmed Al-acquired $20,710.50
customers

Documented Al share of audited Stripe revenue 49.1%
Revenue without affirmative Al-acquisition evidence $21,450.00
Al-acquired paying customers above $295 collected 21 of 35, 60.0%
Status of Al revenue number Documented lower bound

Denominators matter. The 70 consultation notifications are not deduplicated clients; the 70 paying customers are
unique customers in the audited Stripe export. Charges are payment records, not one-to-one client counts.
Succeeded charges are gross collections in the analyzed payment dataset, not profit. The $20,710.50 figure is a
documented floor, not a complete estimate of Al's influence.

Figure 1. Traffic-receiving page paths before and after launch. GA4 page inventory showed four distinct paths
before July 19 and 40 paths receiving traffic from July 19 forward. The completed new-site inventory was described
as 66 pages, which is a different measure from traffic-receiving paths. Source: GA4 page inventory and website
records. Data through September 2, 2026.

1. The Business Problem: Expertise That Was Difficult to
Read

Specialized law firms often assume that expertise will speak for itself. In person, it may. Online, expertise must be
translated into public evidence that a prospective client can evaluate and an automated system can retrieve.

The Branding Iron had a strong underlying proposition. Its practice was focused. The founder's former USPTO
examining experience was relevant and independently verifiable. Fees were structured in a way that could be
explained clearly. The firm's services addressed questions that business owners routinely ask when selecting
trademark counsel. None of those facts required invention. The problem was that the website did not organize them
into an accessible decision path.

The old site presented almost everything through the homepage. A visitor could obtain a general impression, but the
site supplied little dedicated architecture for high-intent questions such as:

* What does a trademark clearance assessment include?

* How is a knockout search different from a comprehensive search?
» Can a trademark attorney represent a client nationwide?

* How much will the service cost, and what is included?

* Is an attorney preferable to an online filing service for this situation?

Accessible text - CounselBeacon case study - 45



« Has the lawyer worked inside the USPTO?
« Does the firm understand the client's industry?

These are not merely informational queries. They are selection questions. They reveal what a potential client needs
to know before entrusting a legal matter to a firm.

Traditional website discussions often separate visibility from conversion. One team focuses on keywords and
rankings, while another focuses on calls to action. Al-assisted discovery makes that separation less useful. An
answer engine may need to understand the service, locate evidence for the firm's claims, compare scope or price,
and identify a useful page before it can provide a helpful response. The referred person then needs a credible
reason to stay and an obvious next step. The firm finally needs enough first-party data to determine whether the
inquiry became a signed and paid matter.

The Branding Iron's challenge was therefore broader than attracting more visits. It needed to make its real expertise
and offer legible across the entire path from discovery to payment.

2. The Starting Point: A Four-Path Brochure

The launch date matters because an incorrect date changes every before-and-after comparison. Git history placed
the first repository commit on July 21, 2026. GA4 page inventory showed the new site receiving traffic on July 19.
Before that date, the property recorded only four distinct paths: the homepage, a disclaimers page, a privacy page,
and a thank-you page. Starting July 19, the traffic-receiving inventory expanded to 40 paths. That objective change
established July 19 as the launch date.

Using Git alone would have moved the comparison boundary by two days. The discrepancy is small, but it illustrates
an important measurement discipline: a convenient technical timestamp is not necessarily the business event being
studied.

The old inventory was also highly concentrated. Of 589 pageviews in the page-inventory analysis, 570 were on the
homepage, approximately 96.8%. Because the source extract did not assign those 589 pageviews to the matched
46-day window used elsewhere in this study, they are not combined with the matched-period pageview totals. Their
value is descriptive. They show a site with almost no page-level specialization and almost no opportunity for a
prospective client to enter through a page tailored to a specific service, industry, or hiring question.

The site did not lack every important fact. It lacked structure. A general page can mention experience, fees, and
services, but it asks both people and machines to infer relationships that dedicated pages can state directly. It also
provides few internal routes by which an informational question can lead to a service explanation, a pricing
comparison, and an intake decision.

That was the baseline against which the overhaul should be understood.

3. The Overhaul: From Website to Decision System

The new website was not a larger brochure. It was designed as a decision resource.

The immediate launch established separate URLSs for services, pricing, consultation, clearance intake, resources,
industries, reviews, and attorney information. The program then evolved through 53 Git commits plus the pre-Git
launch event. Of the 54 recorded change events, 32 were designated material. The material set included eight
pricing or offer changes, eight new guides or articles, six review additions or substantive review updates, four new
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industry pages, two credential additions, and one event each for launch, schema or entity architecture, crawler
access or AEO tooling, and a new landing page.

Commit volume is not a success metric, and it did not cause the result. It demonstrates that the post-launch state
was an iterative program rather than one isolated redesign. The material changes can be understood through eight
connected pillars.

3.1 Narrow, legible positioning

The new site clearly described a nationwide federal trademark practice instead of presenting a broad collection of
unrelated legal services. It made several commercially important facts explicit:

* The firm focuses on trademark matters.

» The founder is a former USPTO Trademark Examining Attorney.
« Clients work directly with an attorney.

« Services use transparent flat-fee structures where stated.

« Scope, process, and limitations are explained before intake.

Narrow positioning reduces interpretive work. It allows a prospective client to decide whether the firm fits. It also
gives search and Al systems a more consistent entity description to associate with specific questions.

3.2 Answer-first content

Many pages were organized around the actual question a prospective client might ask. The question appeared in
the title, heading, opening explanation, FAQ, or guide topic. Subject areas included whether a search is needed
before filing, how to choose a trademark attorney, whether counsel can represent clients nationwide, what a
clearance assessment includes, how Office Action pricing works, how knockout and comprehensive searches differ,
and how to evaluate multiple proposed names.

This structure differs from content written only around a short keyword. A natural-language question supplies
context, intent, and the decision the reader is trying to make. The page can answer directly, explain qualifications,
identify exceptions, and connect the answer to a relevant service without forcing the user to reconstruct the logic.

3.3 Decision-stage transparency

The site published specific pricing, worked examples, included and excluded scope, consultation expectations,
attorney involvement, next steps, payment timing, and intake process. That information is commercially useful
because it allows a prospect to compare the firm before scheduling a call.

Transparent pricing can also help an Al assistant answer a comparison question with concrete information. The
relevant point is not that publishing a number guarantees a recommendation. It is that a verifiable number is more
useful than vague language such as "competitive rates" when a person is asking what a service costs or which firms
provide a defined flat-fee option.

3.4 Industry relevance

The site added context-specific pages for audiences that included beauty and wellness businesses, SaaS and Al
companies, apparel and swimwear brands, e-commerce sellers, creators and podcasters, food and hospitality
businesses, fitness businesses, and farmers-market vendors.
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An industry page should not merely repeat a generic service page while swapping nouns. Its value is the ability to
connect the firm's actual service to the decisions, goods, channels, or launch patterns that matter in a particular
context. These pages gave Al systems and prospective clients more specific evidence for matching the firm to a fact
pattern.

3.5 Verifiability and trust

The site combined a distinctive public credential with visible author and reviewer information, publication dates,
genuine reviews, current professional admissions, careful limitations, and clear statements that registration
outcomes are not guaranteed. The public review set displayed by the site increased from two to six during the
recorded period, although any public quotation should be separately verified and approved before publication.

The central principle is that a marketing claim is stronger when a reader can test it. Credentials, reviews, dates,
attorney biographies, and consistent professional profiles all give an automated system or prospective client
sources against which to compare the firm's description.

3.6 Technical legibility

The program added or refined a sitewide entity graph, JSON-LD, Article, Service, and FAQ structured data,
descriptive metadata, contextual internal links, accurate sitemap dates, explicit access for OpenAl's search crawler,
canonical descriptions, accessibility improvements, and an experimental [Ims.txt file.

These measures are consistent with improved retrievability and machine understanding. Their independent
contribution was not isolated. The initial July increase in ChatGPT sessions began before the August 1 technical
wave was fully deployed, which makes it especially important not to attribute the early movement to schema,
crawler rules, or [Ims.txt alone.

3.7 Conversion architecture

Service-specific calls to action connected informational and decision-stage pages to the next appropriate step. The
site added a dedicated consultation page, a dedicated clearance intake, a saved-payment-method workflow, clearer
acceptance and payment language, internal notifications, and cross-service paths.

This matters because a referral is not a business outcome. A visitor who understands the firm's fit still needs to know
how to proceed, what will happen, what information is required, and when payment occurs. Conversion design was
therefore part of the visibility program, not a separate afterthought.

3.8 Measurement architecture

The new system began recording first and last referrers, channel derivation, an Al-referral flag, self-reported
discovery source, prompt information, internal lead notifications, payment metadata, custom GA4 dimensions, and a
longer GA4 retention period. Historical reconciliation first connected consultation records to later clearance
submissions, then expanded to match paying customers across consultation forms, Clio lead notifications, intake
records, and the full Stripe payment history.

This final pillar changed the interpretation of the results. Technical referral data alone showed a meaningful Al
contribution. First-party self-report, cross-stage identity matching, and customer-level payment reconciliation
showed a much larger one.
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4. Methodology: Measuring More Than Visits

This case study combines four types of internal evidence. Each answers a different question, and none is sufficient
by itself.

Website and change records

GA4 page inventory established the July 19 launch boundary. Git history and the website change log documented
the program after launch. The change log records implementation, not impact. It is used to establish timing and
explain the plausible mechanisms behind the observed behavior.

Website analytics

GA4 supplied sessions, users, pageviews, engagement time, recorded key events, channel groupings, and landing-
page observations. The principal before-and-after analysis uses equal, adjacent 46-day periods:

¢ Pre-launch: June 3 through July 18, 2026
 Post-launch: July 19 through September 2, 2026

Equal periods remove duration as an explanation for the difference. They do not control for seasonality, platform-
wide changes, external demand, other marketing, brand momentum, or changes in the firm's own activity.

The channel table is reported as selected channels because the listed categories account for 316 of 318 pre-period
sessions and 446 of 447 post-period sessions. A residual "Other or unlisted" category is derived solely to reconcile
the chart to the period totals.

Intake and notification records

Consultation-form notifications preserved source, referrer, campaign, or self-reported information that was not
always available through GA4 reporting. A historical review identified 71 naotifications from July 19 through
September 2. One obvious internal test was removed, leaving 70 non-test records. These records were not fully
deduplicated or qualification-coded, so the unit is a form notification, not a unique or qualified prospect.

The count of 70 non-test consultation notifications and the count of 70 unique paying customers are separate
populations that happen to have the same total. They should not be treated as a one-to-one funnel or matched
denominator.

Payment and cross-stage records

Stripe supplied the collected paid charges used for the revenue analysis. The controlling export contained
$42,160.50 across 84 paid charges and 70 unique paying customers through September 2. Failed, canceled, or
requires_payment_method attempts were excluded from the collected-revenue denominator. No refunds were
reflected in the paid-charge total reviewed.

The analysis began with a 24-record clearance cohort that had usable attribution and $8,000 in collected charges.
That cohort supplied the first three measurement stages described later in the report. The completed audit then
reconciled every paying customer in the Stripe export against earlier acquisition records and followed confirmed Al-
acquired customer relationships into downstream payments.
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Customer-level revenue methodology

The completed revenue audit treated the acquired customer relationship, rather than the session, final website visit,
individual intake form, or Stripe charge, as the unit of attribution.

Stripe customer records were reconciled against earlier consultation forms, Clio lead notifications, technical source
and referrer data, and explicit self-reported discovery information. When an earlier record established ChatGPT or
another Al assistant as the acquisition source, later payments from the same customer were associated with that Al-
acquired relationship even if the immediate conversion occurred through Direct, Google, email, or a link sent after a
consultation.

A customer was classified as having documented Al-assisted acquisition only when the records contained at least
one of the following:

* Tier A, technical Al evidence: a chatgpt.com source or referrer, a preserved Al-referral flag, or a Clio source
identifying ChatGPT,; or

« Tier B, explicit self-report: a direct statement from the prospect that ChatGPT or another Al assistant led
them to discover or select the firm.

Cross-stage attribution required a matching normalized customer identity, an earlier acquisition record, a coherent
chronology, and no conflicting identity evidence. A matter's subject, an .ai email domain, unrelated use of Al, or the
timing of an invoice was not sufficient.

The principal calculation was:

Documented Al revenue share = collected Stripe revenue from customers with affirmative Al-
acquisition evidence / total collected Stripe revenue in the audited export

Using collected paid charges only:

$20,710.50 / $42,160.50 = 49.1%

The remaining $21,450 is described as revenue without affirmative Al-acquisition evidence in the records reviewed,
not as non-Al revenue. It may include both genuinely non-Al customers and Al-assisted journeys that historical
records did not preserve.

Definitions and evidence tiers

Technical Al referral means a visit or record with technical evidence such as a ChatGPT referrer, source, or UTM
value.

Self-reported Al means the prospect stated that an Al assistant led them to the firm, even when technical tracking
showed Direct, Google, email, or another source.

Dark Al means Al-assisted discovery or selection that is not visible in ordinary technical referrer data, often because
a user copies a URL, changes devices, searches the firm's name, types the address, returns later, or converts
through an email link.
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Acquisition source is the source that originally caused the prospect to discover or select the firm. Conversion
source is the immediate source preceding a later action such as a form submission or payment.

Acquired customer relationship is the preferred revenue-attribution unit. Once affirmative acquisition evidence is
established for a matched customer, later payments from that same relationship remain associated with the original
acquisition source unless conflicting identity evidence appears.

Collected revenue means succeeded Stripe charges in the analyzed dataset. It does not mean invoiced amounts,
profit, net revenue after fees, or complete lifetime value.

Why recorded key events are not conversion rates

GA4 recorded key events increased sharply during the post period, but event instrumentation changed and one
session could produce several events. The consultation landing page, for example, recorded four key events across
three sessions. An invalid-field event also fired when browser validation blocked an incomplete form, which could
look like a submission error without semantic review. Accordingly, this report presents key-event counts as
instrumentation-sensitive activity and does not label event-per-session ratios as conversion rates.

Methodological rule: Observations, attribution evidence, and inferences are kept separate. The report uses
"followed," "coincided with," "was associated with," and "is consistent with" where the data do not support a
causal claim.

5. Traffic and Engagement Results

5.1 Matched-period performance

Metric Pre Post Change
Sessions 318 447 +40.6%
Users 288 317 +10.1%
Pageviews 326 764 +134.4%
Recorded key events 7 58 +728.6%
Total engagement seconds 3,290 21,387 +550.1%
Pages per session 1.0252 1.7092 +66.7%
Engagement seconds per session 10.3459 47.8456 +362.5%

The site recorded more sessions after the rebuild, but the larger changes occurred in depth and engagement.
Pageviews more than doubled. Pages per session increased by approximately two-thirds, and engagement time per
session increased substantially.

Some increase in pages per session was structurally likely because the old site gave visitors very few pages to visit.
A larger site naturally creates more browsing opportunities. Even with that qualification, the post-launch data show
that visitors did not merely arrive more often. They used more of the site.
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Recorded key events increased from seven to 58. That figure is presented for completeness, not as a conversion
result. Event instrumentation changed during the post period, and several events could occur in one session.
Engagement and recorded action increased, but lead-level reconciliation is required before those events can
support a business-conversion conclusion.

Figure 2. Sessions by channel in matched 46-day periods. The chart includes a derived residual category so
each period reconciles to its total. Overall sessions increased 40.6%, while Al-assistant sessions increased 341.7%.
Source: GA4. Pre period June 3 to July 18, 2026; post period July 19 to September 2, 2026.

5.2 Traffic composition changed

Channel Pre sessions Post sessions Change
Direct 264 313 +18.6%
Organic Search 25 59 +136.0%
Al Assistant 12 53 +341.7%
Unassigned 11 18 +63.6%
Referral 4 3 -25.0%
Other or unlisted 2 1 -50.0%
Total 318 447 +40.6%

Direct remained the largest channel. Organic Search also grew materially. The Al Assistant channel, however,
showed the largest proportional change.

Overall sessions increased 40.6% in the matched post-launch period. Al-assistant sessions increased
approximately 341.7%. As a result, Al's share of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%, an increase of about 8.1
percentage points. The post-launch share was approximately 3.1 times the pre-launch share.

Figure 3. Al share of sessions. Al's tracked share increased from 3.8% to 11.9%. This is an 8.1 percentage-point
increase and approximately 3.1 times the prior share. Source: GA4 matched-period channel data.

The comparison does not establish that the overhaul caused the increase. It does establish that tracked Al-assistant
referral traffic grew substantially faster than the site's overall traffic during the same interval.

5.3 Monthly ChatGPT trend

Month ChatGPT sessions Share of all sessions
May 2026 3 1.3%
June 2026 3 1.8%
July 2026 19 7.9%
August 2026 44 12.0%
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Figure 4. Monthly ChatGPT sessions. ChatGPT traffic existed before the July overhaul and increased sharply
during July and August. July is a mixed month containing both pre-launch and post-launch days. September is
omitted as a monthly comparison because only two days were available at the cutoff. Source: GA4 ChatGPT source
data.

The four monthly counts total 69. The study does not plot September as a full month. Nor does it treat all 19 July
sessions as post-launch, since the website launched on July 19.

ChatGPT traffic existed before the overhaul. The visible change was acceleration: three sessions in May, three in
June, 19 in July, and 44 in August. Because the larger technical AEO implementation occurred in early August, the
timing of the July increase is consistent with the initial content and architecture transformation, although the study
cannot isolate that transformation as its cause.

5.4 Engagement moved with the expanded architecture

Figure 5. Engagement indicators before and after launch. Each metric is normalized to 100 in the pre period so
different units can be compared without a misleading shared axis. Post values are 234.4 for pageviews, 166.7 for
pages per session, and 462.5 for engagement seconds per session. The underlying values appear in the table
below.

Metric Pre Post Post index, pre = 100
Pageviews 326 764 234.4
Pages per session 1.0252 1.7092 166.7
Engagement seconds per session 10.3459 47.8456 462.5

Normalization makes the direction and relative scale clear without placing pageviews, page ratios, and seconds on
an unreadable common axis. It does not change the underlying values. The old site's limited inventory made some
increase in browsing structurally likely, while the engagement-time increase suggests a broader change in how
visitors used the site.

5.5 Where Al visitors entered

The homepage accounted for most identified Al landing-page sessions. Al visitors also entered through decision-
stage and specialized pages.

Selected Al landing page Sessions Recorded key events
Homepage 40 3
Not set 8 0
Pricing 7 3
Consultation 3 4
Apparel and swimwear industry page 3 2
Trademark clearance 3 0
About 1 2
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The selected landing-page rows account for 65 of the 69 ChatGPT sessions in the monthly source total. The source
extract did not supply rows for the remaining four, so no category is inferred for them. The table is therefore labeled
selected landing pages.

The counts are small and directional. Event counts are not unique conversions and cannot be converted into page-
level conversion rates. The pricing page's three key events across seven sessions, for example, do not establish a
43% conversion rate.

The mix nevertheless matters. Al visitors did not enter only through the homepage. Some arrived directly at pricing,
consultation, clearance, About, and niche industry content. That is consistent with the new site's ability to match a
specific need to a specific page, although it does not reveal how an Al system selected, summarized, or ranked the
page.

6. Intake Evidence: From Sessions to High-Intent Inquiries

Website traffic establishes attention. It does not establish commercial intent. The consultation-form notifications
supplied the next layer of evidence.

From July 19 through September 2:

« 71 notifications were identified,;

* one was an obvious internal test;

* 70 non-test records remained;

« 42 contained a ChatGPT signal somewhere in the captured attribution fields;
« 32 explicitly recorded ChatGPT as the first channel;

19 explicitly recorded Google as the first channel;

« five explicitly recorded Direct as the first channel; and

14 were older, incomplete, or assigned to other categories.

Accordingly, 42 of 70 non-test notifications, or 60.0%, contained some ChatGPT attribution signal. Thirty-two of 70,
or 45.7%, explicitly recorded ChatGPT as the first channel.

These figures describe form notifications, not final client acquisition. The records were not fully deduplicated and did
not uniformly show qualification, attendance, engagement, or payment.

Proper interpretation: Sixty percent of the non-test consultation-form notifications reviewed contained a
ChatGPT attribution signal. That shows the prominence of ChatGPT in the captured intake stream, not a 60%
client-conversion or client-acquisition rate.

6.1 What prospects appeared to be asking

The available prompt information showed commercial-intent themes rather than casual legal research. Anonymized
and paraphrased examples included requests to:

« find lower-cost United States trademark counsel,
« identify firms offering clearance and written risk assessments;
e compare boutique trademark firms;
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« find counsel suited to a fashion or consumer brand;

« identify an attorney with clearance and filing-strategy experience;
* locate a former USPTO examiner;

« evaluate flat-fee options;

« find a trademark attorney for a specialized industry;

« determine whether the firm appeared credible; and

« identify a lawyer rather than a filing service.

These are hiring-stage questions. They concern the selection of counsel, not merely the definition of a legal term.

6.2 What prospects said mattered

The available lead information also identified recurring decision factors, although the data were not coded well
enough to rank them by frequency. Reported considerations included former USPTO examining experience, clear
explanations, transparent flat fees, the quality and completeness of the website, direct attorney access, a focus on
clearance and filing strategy, industry relevance, comparison with online filing services, and visible service scope.

Those factors correspond closely to information the new site made more explicit. That correspondence supplies a
plausible mechanism connecting the website's content decisions to prospect selection. It remains evidence of
association, not proof that any one factor caused an engagement.

7. Revenue Evidence: What Happened After the Inquiry

The completed customer-level audit allowed the analysis to move from traffic and forms to acquired customer
relationships and collected payments.

7.1 The earlier clearance-cohort measurement

The earlier analysis began with 24 clearance submissions that had usable attribution. Twenty-two records were
associated with one or more collected charges, while two had a saved payment method but no charge as of the
cutoff. Succeeded charges associated with the cohort totaled $8,000.

Clearance-stage technical tracking identified $1,830 associated with Al evidence. Adding clearance-stage self-report
increased the amount to $4,495. Matching two later clearance records to earlier consultation records raised the
acquisition-aware clearance-cohort figure to $5,440 of $8,000, or 68.0%.

That $5,440 result remains useful as an attribution-history milestone, but it is no longer the report's primary revenue
figure. It measured a limited clearance cohort rather than the full set of paying customers and downstream charges.

Earlier clearance measurement Submissions Paid records Collected
Technical Al 6 5 $1,830
Self-reported Al only 8 7 $2,665
No Al signal in clearance-stage record 10 10 $3,505
Total 24 22 $8,000
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The phrase "no Al signal in clearance-stage record" does not mean Al played no role. It means the clearance
record, viewed by itself, did not establish one.

7.2 The completed paying-customer audit

The controlling Stripe export contained 70 unique paying customers, 84 paid charges, and $42,160.50 in collected
revenue through September 2. For this audit, a unique paying customer was a normalized person-level identity
matched through the available email and customer records, rather than merely a Stripe customer object.

Customer-level reconciliation established affirmative Al-acquisition evidence for 35 of the 70 paying customers, or
50.0%. Those customers accounted for 43 of 84 paid charges, or 51.2%, and at least $20,710.50 of the $42,160.50
collected, or 49.1%.

Audited Stripe measure Total reviewed Confirmed Al-acquired relationships Documented share
Unique paying customers 70 35 50.0%
Paid charges 84 43 51.2%
Collected revenue $42,160.50 $20,710.50 49.1%

Figure 6. Half of paying customers had documented Al-acquisition evidence. Thirty-five of 70 unique paying
customers in the audited Stripe export had affirmative technical or self-reported Al-acquisition evidence. The other
35 are classified as having no affirmative Al evidence established, not as non-Al customers. Source: customer-level
Stripe and acquisition-record reconciliation. Data through September 2, 2026.

The customer-level audit followed acquisition evidence into later collected charges from the same acquired
relationship, even where the immediate conversion source was Direct, Google, email, or a post-consultation link. It
did not associate payments that predated the documented acquisition event.

7.3 Aggregate collected value within confirmed Al-acquired relationships

Twenty-one of the 35 confirmed Al-acquired paying customers, or 60.0%, generated more than $295 in aggregate
collected Stripe revenue during the audited period.

Above-$295 finding: A majority of confirmed Al-acquired paying customers generated more than $295 in
aggregate collections. This does not establish each customer's initial service, show that every such customer
made multiple payments, or prove an upgrade path.

The confirmed Al-acquired customer totals included initial clearance assessments and later trademark filing,
additional mark or class, Office Action, and related trademark work. The public analysis reports only aggregate
counts and revenue. It does not publish customer-level amounts, dates, matters, or identities.

7.4 Monthly revenue observations

Period Total Stripe revenue Revenue from confirmed Al-acquired customers Documented Al share

July 2026 $1,880.00 $1,385.00 73.7%
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Period Total Stripe revenue Revenue from confirmed Al-acquired customers Documented Al share

August 2026 $35,960.50 $15,700.50 43.7%
September 1-2, 2026 $4,320.00 $3,625.00 83.9%
Total $42,160.50 $20,710.50 49.1%

September covers only two days and should not be treated as a stable monthly rate. August is the only completed
full month after the overhaul in the Stripe export. During August, at least $15,700.50 of $35,960.50 in collected
Stripe revenue, or 43.7%, came from customers with documented Al-acquisition evidence.

7.5 Attribution maturity changed the measured result

Measurement method Al revenue identified Role in the analysis
Technical clearance-stage tracking only $1,830 Narrow technical baseline
Technical plus clearance-stage self-report $4,495 Broader clearance-stage evidence
Initial acquisition-aware consultation reconciliation $5,440 Interim clearance-cohort result
Full paying-customer reconciliation $20,710.50 Current documented lower bound

Figure 7. Better attribution identified 11.3x as much Al-linked revenue as technical clearance tracking alone.
The first three stages describe increasingly complete evidence within the clearance workflow. The final stage
changes the unit of analysis to the acquired paying-customer relationship and follows that relationship into later
Stripe charges. Source: clearance records, self-report, consultation records, Clio lead notifications, and customer-
level Stripe reconciliation. Data through September 2, 2026.

The dramatic final increase did not come from redefining Al. It came from following confirmed acquisition evidence
across the full paying-customer relationship rather than stopping at the clearance conversion record. The earlier
increases also reflect additional evidence coverage, especially self-report. Measurement did not create the revenue.
Better measurement identified revenue that had already been collected.

The central measurement finding: Conventional last-click and clearance-stage analytics captured only a
fraction of the economic value associated with confirmed Al-assisted acquisition.

7.6 The earlier clearance evidence tiers

Figure 8. Earlier clearance-cohort revenue by evidence tier. The left panel shows the original clearance-stage
classification. The right panel shows the interim acquisition-aware classification after $945 in collected charges was
connected to earlier consultation records with technical ChatGPT evidence. Total cohort collections remain $8,000 in
both panels. This historical view explains why the initial $5,440 estimate was incomplete.

The interim view allocated $2,775 to technical Al at any known acquisition stage, $2,665 to self-reported Al only, and
$2,560 to records with no established Al evidence in that clearance cohort. The categories describe evidence, not
causation. A self-reported source is documented first-party evidence but is not independently verifiable in every
instance.
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8. Dark Al: Why Ordinary Analytics Understated Acquisition

Dark Al is Al-assisted discovery or selection that does not appear in conventional technical referrer data. It can
occur when a prospect copies a URL from an Al response, types the firm's address into a browser, switches
devices, searches the firm's name after receiving an Al recommendation, returns directly on a later day, follows an
attorney's email after a consultation, or completes payment through a different path.

The raw clearance ledger illustrates the issue. Six records had technically detected Al. Thirteen had self-reported Al.
Five appeared in both groups. Eight were self-reported only, one was technical only, and 14 contained at least one
Al signal.

Technical tracking alone therefore identified six Al-associated submissions. Adding self-report identified eight more.
Self-report is not independently verifiable in every instance, but it is meaningful first-party evidence. A prospect is
often in a better position than a browser referrer to explain how the selection process began.

This does not mean a firm should discard technical attribution. It means technical referrers should be treated as one
evidence layer rather than the complete story.

Acquisition source and conversion source answer different questions

Acquisition source: What first caused this prospect to discover or select the firm?
Conversion source: What was the immediate source before the form, engagement, or payment?

A last-click report may answer the second question accurately while giving the wrong impression about the first. For
law firms, the distinction is commercially important because an engagement often involves several visits, a
consultation, follow-up correspondence, and a separate payment step. The longer the journey, the easier it is for the
original source to disappear.

The customer-level audit encountered three recurring anonymized patterns:

1. Al-to-follow-up pattern: ChatGPT led the prospect to a pricing or service page, followed by a consultation,
attorney follow-up, and a later Stripe payment. The payment record itself contained no Al source, but the earlier
consultation did.

2. Al-to-branded-search pattern: An Al assistant recommended the firm, the prospect then searched the firm's
name in Google, and the journey continued through the website, intake, and payment. Technical first touch
appeared as Google while self-report established Al-assisted discovery.

3. Al-to-direct-link pattern: ChatGPT led to a consultation, after which the attorney sent a direct clearance or
payment link. The final touch appeared as Direct or email, but the earlier record preserved ChatGPT as the
acquisition source.

These are generalized patterns, not descriptions of any identified client or matter. Together, they explain why last-
click analytics missed much of the economic value associated with Al-assisted discovery.

Figure 9. Measure the client relationship, not merely the last click. The final touch may appear as Direct,
Google, or email even when Al initiated discovery. Acquisition source and conversion source should be stored
separately, and the acquired relationship should be followed through initial and downstream payments.
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9. The Current Revenue Result and Its Limits

Across the Stripe payment export reviewed through September 2, The Branding Iron collected $42,160.50 through
84 paid charges associated with 70 unique paying customers. Customer-level reconciliation tied at least $20,710.50,
or 49.1%, to customers with documented Al-assisted acquisition.

Figure 10. At least 49.1% of audited Stripe revenue was tied to documented Al acquisition. Customers with
affirmative Al-acquisition evidence accounted for $20,710.50. The remaining $21,450 had no affirmative Al evidence
established in the historical records reviewed and should not be interpreted as non-Al revenue. Source: customer-
level Stripe and acquisition-record reconciliation. Data through September 2, 2026.

Full-export classification Paying customers Paid charges Collected Share of collected revenue
Confirmed Al-acquired customers 35 43 $20,710.50 49.1%
No affirmative Al evidence established 35 41 $21,450.00 50.9%
Total 70 84  $42,160.50 100.0%

Proper interpretation: Within the audited Stripe export, half of paying customers had documented Al-
acquisition evidence, and those customers accounted for at least $20,710.50, or 49.1%, of collected revenue.
The result is a documented floor of observed association under the stated attribution method, not proof that Al
caused a particular payment or an exact estimate of Al's total influence.

The $20,710.50 amount remains a floor because:

« historical technical attribution was incomplete;

* some prospects may have returned through Direct or Google after first using Al;

* some users changed devices;

« post-consultation links changed the immediate conversion source;

« older lead records did not always preserve self-reported source or prompt data; and

« unresolved paying customers were excluded from the Al classification unless affirmative evidence could be
established.

The remaining $21,450 may include both genuinely non-Al customers and undetected Al-assisted customers. The
study does not model a "true” Al share or extrapolate beyond the records reviewed.

10. Why the Site Likely Became More Useful in Al-Assisted
Selection

The strongest explanation does not depend on guessing how any model's algorithm works. It begins with the
information a prospective client needs to make a decision. The new site made The Branding Iron:

easy to find, easy to understand, easy to verify, easy to compare, and easy to hire.
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10.1 Observed evidence

The following facts were observed in the available records:

» a multi-page site began receiving traffic on July 19;

« Al-assistant sessions increased disproportionately during the matched post period;

* Al's share of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%;

« Al visitors entered through the homepage and selected pricing, consultation, clearance, About, and industry
pages;

« consultation notifications frequently contained ChatGPT signals;

« self-reported Al identified records that technical tracking missed;

« 35 of 70 unique paying customers had affirmative Al-acquisition evidence;

« those customers accounted for 43 of 84 paid charges and at least $20,710.50 of $42,160.50 in collected Stripe
revenue;

« 21 of the 35 confirmed Al-acquired customers generated more than $295 in aggregate collections during the
audited period;

« prospect information identified pricing, credentials, website quality, direct access, and expertise as relevant
decision factors; and

« increasingly complete attribution increased the documented Al-associated amount from $1,830 to $20,710.50.

10.2 Reasonable inference

Those observations are consistent with narrow positioning, answer-first content, exact pricing, clear service scope,
the former USPTO examining credential, industry-specific pages, direct attorney access, genuine reviews, coherent
internal linking, decision-stage comparisons, and clear intake paths making the firm easier for prospective clients
and automated systems to evaluate, although the contribution of any individual feature was not isolated.

Each characteristic supplied information relevant to a hiring decision. Together, they reduced the number of
assumptions a prospective client or automated system had to make.

10.3 Untested technical hypotheses

Structured data, entity-graph refinements, crawler-access rules, llms.txt, FAQ schema, metadata changes,
accessibility improvements, and sitemap refinements were consistent with improved technical legibility. None was
individually tested.

This distinction matters because the July increase began before much of the explicit technical AEO work was
deployed. The case does not support a claim that adding one file, schema type, or crawler directive will cause
ChatGPT to recommend a firm.

11. The Strongest Evidence Is the Combination

No single metric proves the case. Referral traffic can fluctuate. Self-report can be imperfect. Technical source data
can disappear. Form submissions may be duplicated. A succeeded charge shows money collected, but it does not
show what would have happened without the Al touch.
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The conclusion is stronger because several forms of evidence converge:

. Timing. The increase overlapped with the July 19 launch and the refinement program that followed.
. Magnitude. Al-assistant sessions grew much faster than overall sessions in the same matched periods.
. Share. Al's portion of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%, approximately tripling.

AW N R

. Mechanism. The site began answering attorney-selection questions and publishing concrete information about
price, scope, expertise, industries, and process.

. Behavior. Al visitors entered the homepage and selected decision-stage and specialized pages.

. Self-report. Prospects said Al led or helped lead them to the firm.

. Prompt evidence. Captured themes involved comparing and hiring trademark counsel.

. Paying customers. Thirty-five of 70 unique paying customers had documented Al-acquisition evidence.

© 00 N o O

. Revenue. Those acquired customer relationships accounted for at least $20,710.50 across 43 paid charges.

10. Attribution correction. Al's measured role increased when consultation, lead, intake, customer, and payment
records were connected.

The pieces address different weaknesses in one another. Traffic supplies scale but not client intent. Intake records
supply intent but not payment. Payment records supply commercial evidence but can lose original acquisition
context. Self-report fills technical gaps but introduces recall and verification limits. Customer-level reconciliation
restores more of the journey by associating later payments with a documented acquisition source, but historical
gaps remain.

Taken together, the evidence supports more than an anecdote. It remains observational evidence from one firm, not
controlled proof of causation.

12. What Did Not Work Perfectly

A credible case study should explain not only what improved, but also what the firm learned from imperfect data.

12.1 Event counts initially invited the wrong conclusion

Recorded key events increased substantially. Multiple events could occur within one session, and event
instrumentation changed during the post period. A page with several events did not necessarily generate several
leads. This is why the study does not describe the key-event increase as a conversion increase.

12.2 Source data were fragmented

ChatGPT traffic appeared under three source and medium spellings. Internal visits and self-referral artifacts
remained in parts of the dataset. Direct represented 795 of 1,012 sessions in the broader baseline, or 78.6%,
although that broader baseline is not the same as the matched 46-day comparison. Direct could include typed
URLSs, bookmarks, untagged email, cross-device returns, self-visits, and other unclassified journeys.

One internal form label, lead_magnet form, appeared as a session source for 24 sessions. Two self-referral
artifacts appeared as last-channel values. GA4's purchase event had never fired. The technical data therefore
required normalization and semantic review before it could support acquisition conclusions.
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12.3 Important analytics settings were changed late

On September 2, the firm increased GA4 event retention from two months to 14 months and registered 18 event-
scoped custom dimensions. Those changes protect future analysis but are not retroactive. Earlier details that were
not retained cannot be recreated merely by changing the settings later.

12.4 The acquisition and payment stages were not always joined

The earlier two-record, $945 clearance-cohort correction demonstrated the consequence. Without a persistent
identifier, a later intake or payment could appear Direct, Google, email, or unclassified even when an earlier
consultation or lead record established ChatGPT as the acquisition source. The completed audit recovered more of
that history by matching normalized customer identities across available records, but identity-based backfilling is
less durable than carrying a first-party identifier prospectively.

The long-term architecture should separate acquisition from conversion and carry one opaque lead identifier
through consultation, intake, engagement, payment, and matter management. The identifier should not contain a
name, email address, proposed mark, legal question, or other confidential information.

12.5 Payment metadata reached practical limits

Stripe helped connect money to intake data, but a payment system is not a complete CRM or attribution warehouse.
The implementation used 42 of Stripe's 50 available metadata keys, leaving little headroom and creating operational
risk if an over-limit request failed.

A more durable architecture uses one persistent lead ID, a first-party lead datastore for acquisition and prompt
intelligence, Stripe as the payment source of truth, the firm's lead or matter platform as the workflow system, and
separate acquisition and conversion fields.

12.6 Analytics labels needed semantic validation

An apparent consultation submit error fired 14 times against 24 submit attempts. Investigation showed that the
event represented the browser's invalid-field signal, not necessarily a broken form.

The lesson is general: an event name is not an interpretation. Analytics must be tested against the underlying user
behavior before it drives a conclusion.

13. Practical Lessons for Specialized Law Firms

13.1 Expertise must be legible, not merely possessed

A law firm may have exceptional experience that its website communicates only through broad claims. Al systems
and prospective clients need concrete facts, specific service descriptions, current credentials, and coherent context.

13.2 Narrow positioning reduces ambiguity

A focused practice gives a prospective client a clearer answer to the question, "Is this lawyer suited to my problem?"
Narrow positioning also helps connect pages, credentials, and public evidence around a consistent entity.
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13.3 Hiring questions deserve first-class content

Traditional keyword research remains useful, but clients increasingly ask complete questions. Pages should address
the questions that arise when a person is deciding whether, when, and whom to hire.

13.4 Pricing and scope can be recommendation signals

Transparent pricing is not appropriate for every legal service. Where a firm can publish it responsibly, price and
scope help a prospect compare options and reduce uncertainty. They may also supply the facts an Al answer needs
when a user asks for a flat-fee or lower-cost option.

13.5 Industry pages should clarify genuine relevance

Industry pages work best when they explain real context, not when they repeat a generic service page with a
different industry name. The goal is to show how the firm's service relates to the client's commercial setting.

13.6 A credential becomes stronger when it can be verified

Distinctive experience helps only when it is stated accurately, consistently, and with appropriate public corroboration.
Credentials should be current and should never imply guaranteed outcomes.

13.7 Reviews support trust but do not replace substance

Reviews can corroborate responsiveness, clarity, and client experience. They are not a substitute for explaining
what the firm does, what the service includes, or why the attorney is suited to the matter.

13.8 Technical access helps, but content and positioning came first

Crawlability, structured data, sitemaps, entity consistency, accessibility, and metadata all matter. This case does not
show that any one technical tactic caused the result. The initial movement began after the site gained cleatr,
substantive, separately addressable content.

13.9 Conversion belongs inside AEO

A recommendation has little business value if the referred visitor cannot determine what to do next. Relevant calls to
action, a clear consultation or intake path, understandable payment timing, and prompt follow-up are part of the
referral system.

13.10 First-party attribution is essential

In the earlier clearance cohort, eight records self-reported Al when technical clearance-stage tracking did not
identify it. As the analysis expanded from that narrow clearance-stage view to the full paying-customer export, and
added self-report and cross-stage identity matching, documented revenue associated with confirmed Al-assisted
acquisition increased from $1,830 to $20,710.50. Firms relying only on technical referrer reports risk missing Al-
assisted acquisition and its later commercial value.

Accessible text - CounselBeacon case study - 63



13.11 Last click is not client acquisition

The final email, direct visit, Google search, intake page, or payment link may be the immediate conversion source
while Al remains the original discovery source. Both should be stored, and the acquisition source should remain
attached to the customer relationship as later payments occur.

13.12 Prompt capture is commercial research

Anonymized prompts can reveal what prospects ask, which criteria matter, where the firm is being compared, and
what new content would answer high-intent demand. Prompt text should not be sent to general analytics tools when
it may contain confidential facts.

13.13 Revenue is more useful than mentions alone

An Al mention may be interesting. A qualified inquiry, signed engagement, collected fee, or later matter is
commercially meaningful. Measurement should move progressively from answer appearance to visit, acquired
prospect, qualified lead, consultation, engagement, initial payment, later payments, and cumulative revenue
observed from the customer relationship.

13.14 AEO is iterative

The Branding Iron's change log shows an ongoing program of content, trust, conversion, and measurement work. Al
answers and competitive environments also change. A one-time technical checklist is not enough.

13.15 Results depend on the underlying firm

Optimization cannot manufacture genuine expertise, a credible offer, strong service, or a trustworthy reputation.
Results will vary with the firm's practice, market, pricing, public evidence, implementation, demand, and
responsiveness.

14. The CounselBeacon Framework

CounselBeacon provides lawyer-led Al referral strategy for specialized law firms. It helps firms become easier for
search engines and Al systems to find, understand, verify, cite, and recommend, then connects that visibility to
qualified inquiries, signed matters, and revenue. The framework treats acquisition-source preservation and
customer-level outcome measurement as part of the strategy, because Al influence often disappears from the final
click.

The approach uses five connected dimensions.

14.1 Find

Can search engines and Al systems reliably access and retrieve the firm's relevant pages?

This includes crawlability, indexability, canonical structure, sitemaps, internal linking, page performance,
accessibility, and legacy URL issues. The goal is not to maximize the raw number of pages. It is to ensure that a
relevant, authoritative page can be found when a prospective client's question calls for it.
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14.2 Understand

Can an automated system determine who the lawyers are, what the firm does, where it practices, whom it serves,
and why a page is relevant?

This includes positioning, entity consistency, attorney biographies, service definitions, answer-first content, industry
specificity, and geographic or jurisdictional clarity. A reader should not have to infer the firm's primary practice from a
long list of unrelated services.

14.3 Verify

Can the firm's claims be corroborated through credible public evidence?

This includes bar and professional profiles, reviews, government and institutional records, publications, speaking
appearances, credentials, and consistency across public sources. Verification is especially important when a
recommendation depends on a distinctive claim such as former agency experience or specialized industry
knowledge.

14.4 Recommend

Does the firm provide a useful and defensible answer to the prospective client's actual hiring question?

This includes high-intent question coverage, differentiation, transparent scope, appropriate pricing information,
relevant experience, practical examples, and careful limitations. CounselBeacon does not attempt to force a
recommendation. It identifies the public information an Al system and a prospective client would need to make a
responsible one.

14.5 Convert

Can a referred visitor understand the next step, and can the firm determine whether the referral became business?

This includes calls to action, intake design, response time, qualification, persistent lead and customer identifiers,
separate acquisition and conversion fields, self-reported source, prompt capture, CRM handoff, signed-matter
tracking, collected revenue, and later payments from the acquired relationship. Measurement is part of conversion
because the firm cannot improve a channel it cannot reliably connect to outcomes. The design should also expect
dark Al: journeys in which an Al recommendation is followed by Direct, Google, email, another device, or an
attorney-sent link.

This framework extends beyond "write more blog posts.” It connects positioning, question and demand mapping,
answer-first content, technical accessibility, verifiable expertise, public trust, conversion paths, first-party attribution,
acquisition-source preservation, customer-level revenue reconciliation, and continued measurement.

15. What This Case Does Not Prove

This study does not prove that:

« the overhaul caused the observed Al-associated visits or inquiries;
* AEO caused the observed referrals;

 each website change had an independent effect;

¢ [Ims.txt caused an Al system to recommend the firm;
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» schema alone drives ChatGPT referrals;

« every ChatGPT-associated form submission was unique or qualified,;

* every self-reported source was independently verifiable;

« the key-event increase was a conversion increase;

« the earlier $5,440 clearance-cohort result represented all Al-associated revenue;

» $20,710.50 is an exact or complete measure of Al's influence;

* Al caused any particular payment associated with a confirmed Al-acquired customer;

« every confirmed Al-acquired paying customer was necessarily a new client during the audited period,;

« the remaining $21,450 was acquired without Al influence;

« 21 customers exceeding $295 in aggregate collections necessarily purchased an entry-level service first or
later upgraded;

« zero refunds reflected client satisfaction rather than dataset status;

« another law firm will obtain comparable results;

« the observed results will persist as Al systems change; or

« the study provides a complete 30-day, 60-day, 90-day, or lifetime-value analysis.

The study had no control firm. The post period included continuing site changes, evolving analytics instrumentation,
pricing and offer changes, new credentials and reviews, other business activity, possible changes in demand,
platform-wide adoption trends, seasonality, and other potential confounders. The period was also short, and the
September revenue observation covers only September 1 and 2.

The revenue analysis depended on matching available email and customer records to historical consultation, lead,
intake, technical source, and self-report evidence. Older records were not equally complete, and unresolved
customers were not assigned to Al without affirmative evidence. A documented Al-acquired relationship indicates
observed association under the stated method; it does not prove that Al was the sole or decisive cause of every
later payment.

Stripe is the payment source used for this audit, not a complete accounting or matter-management system. The
$42,160.50 total represents succeeded charges in the analyzed export, before payment-processing fees and any
future refunds, credits, or chargebacks. It is not profit, invoiced revenue, or complete customer lifetime value. No
refunds were reflected as of the cutoff, but that status can change.

These limitations narrow the conclusion. They do not erase the observed increase in tracked Al-assistant traffic, the
intake evidence, the 35 confirmed Al-acquired paying customers, the $20,710.50 in collected charges associated
with those relationships, or the attribution gap revealed as the analysis moved beyond last-click and clearance-
stage records.

16. Conclusion: Measure the Business Outcome, Not the
Mention

The Branding Iron's website overhaul was followed by a substantial change in how visitors used the site and how
often tracked Al assistants appeared in the referral mix.

During equal adjacent periods, overall sessions increased 40.6%, while Al-assistant sessions increased 341.7%.
Al's share of sessions rose from 3.8% to 11.9%. Consultation notifications frequently contained ChatGPT signals,
and the completed customer-level audit connected documented Al acquisition to collected revenue across the full
Stripe payment history reviewed.
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The controlling export contained 84 paid charges, 70 unique paying customers, and $42,160.50 in collections.
Thirty-five paying customers, exactly half, had affirmative Al-acquisition evidence. Their 43 charges accounted for at
least $20,710.50, or 49.1%, of all collected revenue in the export. Twenty-one of those 35 customers generated
more than $295 in aggregate collections during the audited period, without implying a particular initial service or an
upgrade.

The most important finding emerged as measurement improved. Technical clearance-stage tracking identified
$1,830 in Al-associated collected revenue. Adding clearance-stage self-report increased the amount to $4,495.
Connecting earlier consultation acquisition to later clearance conversion produced an interim $5,440 clearance-
cohort result. Expanding the analysis from narrow technical clearance-stage tracking to the full paying-customer
relationship increased the documented amount from $1,830 to at least $20,710.50, or 11.3 times the technical
baseline. The comparison reflects both better evidence and a broader unit of analysis.

That progression demonstrates why the commercial question is larger than whether ChatGPT appears in a referral
report. Better measurement did not create the revenue. It preserved acquisition context long enough to identify more
of the revenue already collected.

The practical question is whether a law firm's real expertise can be found, understood, verified, and
translated into qualified demand, and whether the firm can trace that demand through engagement
and collected revenue.

The Branding Iron's experience does not supply a guaranteed formula. It supplies a disciplined case for treating Al
referral strategy as a combination of positioning, content architecture, credibility, technical access, conversion
design, acquisition-source preservation, and customer-level measurement.

Is your firm already being recommended by Al, or being left out?

CounselBeacon helps specialized law firms understand how Al systems describe, compare, and recommend them.
A Law Firm Al Referral Audit can evaluate approximately 25 prospective-client prompts across four supported Al or
search experiences, compare three relevant competitors, examine the firm's website and public authority signals,
review its conversion and attribution paths, and translate the findings into a prioritized 90-day action plan and
strategy session. Scope should be confirmed against CounselBeacon's current published service description when
this case study goes live.

Request a Law Firm Al Referral Audit

CounselBeacon does not guarantee placement, rankings, citations, inquiries, engagements, or revenue.
CounselBeacon provides marketing, business, and digital-strategy consulting. A consulting engagement is not a
legal-services engagement and does not create an attorney-client relationship.

Source Notes

1. Launch date. July 19, 2026 was established as the first date new-site paths were observed receiving GA4
traffic. The first Git commit occurred July 21.

2. Traffic comparison. GA4 data for equal adjacent 46-day periods, June 3 through July 18 and July 19 through
September 2.

3. Website inventory. The old-site inventory showed four paths. The immediate post-launch inventory showed 40
traffic-receiving paths. The completed site was described as containing 66 pages.
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10.

11.

. Consultation evidence. Historical consultation-form notifications from July 19 through September 2. One

obvious test was removed. Remaining records were not fully deduplicated or qualification-coded.

. Clearance evidence. Twenty-four clearance submissions with usable attribution in the earlier September 2

baseline. Twenty-two were associated with succeeded collected charges. The $5,440 acquisition-aware result
from that cohort is retained only as a historical attribution stage.

. Revenue export. The controlling post-audit figures are 84 succeeded charges, 70 normalized unique paying

customers, and $42,160.50 collected through September 2. Failed, canceled, or requires_payment_method
attempts were excluded. No refunds were reflected in the paid-charge total reviewed.

. Customer-level reconciliation. Paying-customer identities were matched across available Stripe customer

and email records, consultation forms, Clio lead notifications, intake records, technical source or referrer
evidence, and explicit self-report. Later payments were associated with an Al-acquired relationship only after
affirmative acquisition evidence was established for the matched customer.

. Al-associated revenue. Confirmed Al-acquired customers accounted for 43 paid charges totaling $20,710.50.

This is a documented lower bound of observed association under the stated method, not proof of sole
causation or a model of Al's total influence.

. Self-report. Self-reported discovery source is first-party evidence but is not independently verifiable in every

instance.

Reviews. No review quotation is included. Any later quotation should be verified as current, reproduced
exactly, approved, and separated from nonpublic matter details.

Internal study. CounselBeacon and The Branding Iron share a founder. The data were not independently
audited.

Confidentiality Confirmation

This public report uses aggregate data and anonymized or paraphrased prompt themes. It contains no client or
prospect names, company names, proposed or registered marks, email addresses, telephone numbers, physical
addresses, customer identifiers, lead identifiers, USPTO serial numbers connected to a client, confidential legal
guestions, private matter narratives, engagement agreements, payment links, private screenshots, or raw row-level
ledgers.

Appendix A: Website Change Timeline

Date Material change
July 19 Rebuilt multi-page website first observed receiving traffic
July 21 Clearance calls to action, payment workflow, intake notification, privacy disclosures, and formal change tracking
July 23 Consultation reservation and cancellation workflow
July 27 Broader use of genuine reviews; public review set increased from two to four
July 28 Intent-to-use guide, contextual links, filing-path visual, and sitemap-date improvements
July 31 Updated attorney headshot and About-page presentation
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Date Material change

August 1 Industry page, schema and entity work, attribution fields, prompt capture, pricing source of truth, accessibility, internal
links, author information, and crawler-access work

August 2 High-intent attorney-selection and service-comparison content set; metadata and entity refinements
August 5 Agreement and payment-language refinements
August 7 Bundled clearance pricing
August 9 Contextual-link improvements and registrability guide
August 11 Approved FAQs, expedited options, additional internal-linking tools, experimental lIms.txt, and fifth public review
August 12 Sixth public review
August 15 Farmers-market-vendor industry page
August 18 Federal Circuit admission and trademark appellate service page
August 19 Centralized clearance-turnaround messaging
August 25 Expedited intake options, timing and refund refinements, About-page updates, and additional federal-court credential
September Creator and podcast-event landing page
1

September Complete intake retention in notifications, 14-month GA4 retention, and 18 event-scoped custom dimensions
2

The underlying change log contains 54 recorded events, including 53 Git commits plus the pre-Git launch event.
Thirty-two were designated material. The timeline above consolidates related changes for public readability.

Appendix B: Data Quality and Technical
Notes

B.1 September 2 analytics changes

GA4 event retention was increased from two months to 14 months. The following 18 event-scoped dimensions were
registered:

. Form Name

. Form ID

. CTA Location

. Link Location

. Validation Failed Field
. Event Campaign
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. Event Content
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8. Event Source

9. CTA Label
10. CTA Destination
11. Attribution Method
12. Event Reason
13. Document Type
14. Outbound Host
15. Event Kind
16. Event Path
17. Event Page Label
18. Scheduler

Neither change made earlier event detail retroactively available.

B.2 Open items at the baseline

» lead_magnet_form appeared as a session source for 24 sessions.

« Internal and self visits remained in the data.

« Direct represented 795 of 1,012 sessions in the broader baseline.

» ChatGPT traffic was fragmented across three source and medium spellings.
* GA4's purchase event had never fired.

« Two self-referral artifacts appeared as last-channel values.

 Consultation and clearance stages were not always joined; the later customer-level audit recovered additional
acquisition history through identity matching, but the underlying prospective-data gap remains.

* Prompt fields were empty in the structured ledger even when notifications contained prompt data.
« Stripe metadata used 42 of 50 available keys.
« Initial baseline recommendations contained stale items that had already been completed.

B.3 Data precedence

The completed post-Stripe customer-level audit supersedes the earlier provisional revenue analysis. The $1,830,
$4,495, and $5,440 figures remain in the report only to show how the measured amount changed as technical
tracking, self-report, cross-stage matching, and finally full paying-customer reconciliation were added. The
controlling commercial figures are 70 unique paying customers, 84 paid charges, $42,160.50 in collected Stripe
revenue, and at least $20,710.50 associated with 35 customers who had affirmative Al-acquisition evidence.

Appendix C: Definitions

AEO: Answer engine optimization. A strategy for making a firm easier for Al and search systems to find, understand,
verify, cite, and recommend.

Technical Al referral: A visit or lead with technical evidence such as a ChatGPT referrer, source, or campaign
parameter.
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Self-reported Al: A prospect says an Al assistant led or helped lead them to the firm, even when technical tracking
shows Direct, Google, email, or another source.

Dark Al: Al influence that is not visible in conventional technical referral data.
Acquisition source: The source that originally caused the prospect to discover or select the firm.
Conversion source: The immediate source preceding a later action such as a form submission or payment.

Unique paying customer: A normalized person-level identity associated with at least one succeeded Stripe charge,
matched through the available email and customer records rather than counted solely by Stripe customer objects.

Paid charge: A succeeded Stripe charge included in the analyzed export. It is a payment record, not a unique
customer or matter.

Confirmed Al-acquired customer: A matched paying customer with affirmative technical Al evidence or explicit
first-party self-report establishing Al-assisted acquisition.

Affirmative Al-acquisition evidence: A preserved ChatGPT or other Al source, referrer, flag, or Clio source, or an
explicit prospect statement that an Al assistant led the person to discover or select the firm.

Acquired customer relationship: The unit used for customer-level revenue attribution. Once affirmative acquisition
evidence is established for a matched customer, later payments from that relationship remain associated with the
original acquisition source unless conflicting identity evidence appears.

Clearance submission: A completed clearance intake with an agreement and saved-payment-method step. It is
not automatically an accepted engagement.

Paid record: A cohort record associated with at least one succeeded collected charge.
Attributable clearance cohort: The 24 clearance records with usable attribution in the September 2 baseline.
Collected revenue: Succeeded Stripe charges, not merely quoted or invoiced amounts, and not profit.

Documented Al revenue share: Collected Stripe revenue from confirmed Al-acquired customers divided by total
collected Stripe revenue in the audited export.

Revenue without affirmative Al evidence: Collected Stripe revenue from customers for whom the reviewed
records did not establish Al-assisted acquisition. It is not synonymous with non-Al revenue.

Later-payment or downstream value: Collected revenue observed after an initial payment from the same acquired
customer relationship. This study reports aggregate customer and revenue results and does not publish customer-
level payment histories or infer a particular upgrade path.

Appendix D: Recommended Downloadable
Tables

The publication package includes the following aggregate files:

1. branding-iron-pre-post-metrics.csv
2. branding-iron-channel-sessions.csv
3. branding-iron-monthly-chatgpt.csv
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. branding-iron-attribution-maturity.csv

. branding-iron-revenue-coverage.csv

. branding-iron-monthly-stripe-revenue.csv

. branding-iron-paying-customer-composition.csv
. branding-iron-charge-composition.csv
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. branding-iron-downstream-value.csv
10. branding-iron-change-timeline.csv

The raw row-level lead and payment ledgers are intentionally excluded.
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