
SEO recommendations often look convincing in a presentation and disappear during the next migration. A
canonical rule becomes a template default nobody tested. Important pages move behind JavaScript that crawlers
do not reliably process. Redirects get implemented for launch day, then overwritten by a later routing change. The
result is not usually one dramatic mistake; it is a set of small regressions that compound.

Making recommendations migration-proof SEO work means treating them as requirements that need owners,
implementation details, tests, and ongoing technical governance. The goal is not to produce a longer audit. It is to
make the intended behavior clear enough that developers can build it, QA can verify it, and the business can
detect when it breaks.

This applies whether a company is changing its CMS, moving to a JavaScript framework, consolidating domains,
redesigning templates, or restructuring international markets. The exact implementation depends on the stack. The
operating principle does not: every important SEO requirement needs a defined acceptance criterion and a way to
verify it after launch.

Start with forensic diagnosis, not a checklist
A checklist audit can be useful for finding familiar issues: missing title tags, redirect chains, duplicate metadata, or
pages returning the wrong status code. But a checklist cannot tell you which issues matter most on a particular
site, how they interact, or what is causing them. A high-traffic ecommerce site and a small editorial site may both
have duplicate canonicals; the consequences and fixes can be very different.

A forensic technical SEO audit investigates how the site actually behaves. It combines crawl data with analytics,
search performance, templates, rendering, internal links, server responses, and—where available—server logs. The
purpose is to establish a reliable baseline and connect observed symptoms to technical causes.

For example, a crawler may report that a category page has few internal links. That finding becomes more useful
when you establish whether the links are absent from the HTML, injected only after interaction, or present but
blocked by a crawl directive. Each cause requires a different implementation decision. Likewise, a drop in organic
landing-page sessions may reflect a tracking change rather than a ranking loss, so the investigation should
compare GA4 data with Search Console and crawl evidence rather than assume one explanation.



Firms such as Four Dots and SEO-Audits.com operate in the technical SEO services space, but whatever the audit
provider, ask for evidence tied to your platform and migration scope—not just a list of common issues. A useful
finding should answer:

What is happening, and on which URLs or templates?

What evidence demonstrates the behavior?

What is the likely cause and business impact?

What change is required, and who needs to make it?

How will the team confirm the fix worked?

This is the difference between a diagnosis and a recommendation. “Improve internal linking” is not a specification.
“Render crawlable HTML links from each indexable product detail page to its parent category, using the canonical
category URL; verify on templates A, B, and C” is much closer.

Turn findings into developer-ready specifications
SEO recommendations frequently fail at the handoff. A document may describe the desired outcome but omit the
route, template, data source, edge case, or test needed to implement it. Developers then have to interpret the
request under delivery pressure. If the recommendation conflicts with existing routing or CMS behavior, it may be
simplified, deferred, or implemented inconsistently.

Write each implementation item so it can become a ticket without a second discovery project. A strong ticket
includes:

Scope: affected routes, templates, markets, and environments.

Current behavior: a reproducible example, including URL and response or rendered output.

Required behavior: the expected status code, directive, canonical, link, metadata, or rendered content.

Edge cases: pagination, filters, discontinued products, trailing slashes, language variants, and query
parameters where relevant.

Acceptance criteria: observable pass/fail conditions.

Verification owner: who checks the implementation, using which method, and in which environment.

For a redirect requirement, acceptance criteria might say: “Every URL in the approved legacy URL file returns a
single-hop 301 to its mapped destination; no destination returns a 404 or redirects again; unrelated query
parameters are handled according to the agreed rule.” That can be tested automatically. “Preserve SEO value”
cannot.

Keep specifications close to development work. Put them in the ticketing system, link the evidence, and use Slack
for clarification and launch coordination rather than as the only record of a decision. A message in a busy channel
is not durable technical governance. If the team changes a rule in Slack, capture the decision in the ticket or
implementation documentation.

Where dashboards help track delivery, tools such as Reportz.io can support reporting and visibility. They do not
replace clear requirements or QA. A dashboard can show that a metric moved; it cannot establish whether a
canonical rule is implemented correctly across every template.

Analyze JavaScript rendering and crawl behavior



For JavaScript-driven sites, “the page loads in a browser” is not enough evidence that search engines can discover
and understand its content. The initial HTML response, rendered DOM, resource availability, hydration behavior,
and internal linking can differ. A migration may preserve the visual interface while changing what a crawler receives
or when it receives it.

Test representative URL types, not just the homepage. Include high-value landing pages, category and detail
templates, paginated or filtered pages where indexable, and localized versions. For each, compare the raw response
with the rendered page. Check whether key content, metadata, canonical tags, robots directives, and links are
present in the expected state. Confirm that required JavaScript and API resources are accessible and that rendering
does not depend on an interaction a crawler is unlikely to perform.

Then examine crawl behavior. Can a crawler reach important URLs through ordinary HTML links? Are internal links
pointing to the final canonical URL, or sending bots through redirect chains? Are client-side routes returning
meaningful HTTP status codes when requested directly? Does the site serve a real 404 for missing pages, or return
a successful status with an error message—the common “soft 404” pattern?

Do not assume that every JavaScript framework requires the same solution. Server-side rendering, static
generation, and client-side rendering each have different trade-offs, and the right choice depends on the
framework, content model, update frequency, and infrastructure. Specify the SEO outcome first, then work with
developers on the implementation that fits the stack. If a rendering change is part of the migration, include it in
pre-launch testing rather than treating it as a post-launch polish item.

Use server logs to understand crawler allocation
Third-party crawlers show how a configured crawler traverses the site. Server logs show requests that actually
reached your infrastructure, including verified search-engine bot requests when those are validated correctly. That
distinction makes log analysis valuable for understanding crawl allocation and diagnosing unexpected behavior.

Start by obtaining an appropriate log sample from the relevant servers or CDN. Filter for verified Googlebot and
other relevant bots; do not rely only on a user-agent string, which can be spoofed. Group requests by URL
pattern, status code, response time, and time period. Compare crawl activity against the site’s important URL
inventory and against changes made in the migration.

Look for patterns such as bots repeatedly requesting obsolete URLs, spending disproportionate time on faceted
parameters, hitting redirect chains, receiving 5xx responses, or failing to request newly launched sections. Pair this
with internal-link and indexability data. If crawl demand is concentrated on low-value URL combinations while
important pages are hard to discover, the issue may involve URL generation, internal linking, canonical signals, or
crawl controls—not simply “crawl budget” in isolation.

Server log forensics can also establish a before-and-after baseline. Record crawl volume and response behavior for
key URL groups before launch, then compare the same measures after release. A sudden shift is a prompt to
investigate, not proof of a ranking impact. Logs tell you what bots requested and what the server returned; they
do not, by themselves, prove indexing or ranking outcomes.

Build migration QA around regressions
A migration test plan should connect each known risk to a test, an owner, and a decision point. At minimum,
compare the old and new environments for URL coverage, status codes, indexability, canonicals, robots directives,
titles and descriptions, structured data, internal links, hreflang, and rendered content. The exact checks depend on
the migration scope and site architecture.



Use a representative URL set plus automated coverage across the full URL inventory where possible. For large
sites, prioritize by organic landing-page traffic, conversions, backlinks, business importance, and template
coverage. Test both the intended production hostname and relevant market or language versions. Keep staging
access controls in place, and verify that staging directives will not accidentally be carried into production.

Migration risk Pre-launch check Post-launch signal Redirect mapping incomplete Test legacy URL set for one-hop
redirects to relevant destinations Unexpected 404s, chains, or legacy URLs receiving bot requests JavaScript
content not exposed Compare raw HTML and rendered output on representative templates Missing content,
metadata, or crawlable links in rendered checks Canonical or robots rules changed Validate directives by template
and URL state New noindex pages or canonical targets outside the intended set International signals disconnected
Check reciprocal hreflang and canonical relationships across markets Missing or conflicting language and regional
annotations

For hreflang, validate complete, reciprocal clusters and ensure each language or regional page has the intended
canonical relationship. For analytics, document GA4 changes separately from SEO checks: preserve or intentionally
revise measurement IDs, events, and landing-page reporting, then validate them in the new environment. A
measurement discontinuity can make post-migration diagnosis harder even when the technical SEO
implementation is sound.

Keep implementation oversight through launch
Reviewing tickets at the point of completion is not enough. SEO oversight should include design and architecture
review where relevant, checks on the implemented behavior, and launch-day monitoring. This does not mean SEO
needs to approve every code change. It means high-impact requirements need a named reviewer and a defined
verification method.

Agree on a launch sequence: crawl the production site promptly, test key redirects and templates, inspect robots
and sitemap files, confirm canonicals and indexability, review server errors, and check a small set of priority pages
in browser and rendering tools. Monitor Search Console, GA4, and server logs on a schedule appropriate to the
site. Use Slack to coordinate findings quickly, then record incidents, decisions, and fixes in tickets so the response is
traceable.

Define rollback or mitigation triggers in advance. Examples include a widespread accidental noindex, a major class
of pages returning 5xx responses, or redirects sending valuable legacy URLs to irrelevant destinations. Set
thresholds based on the site’s own baseline and risk tolerance; there is no universal traffic percentage that should
trigger a rollback for every migration.

Make technical governance part of the platform
The most durable fix is to prevent repeated regressions. Add automated checks to deployment workflows for
critical SEO behavior: status codes, indexability directives, canonical patterns, sitemap validity, and required
metadata on representative routes. Where practical, include rendering checks and tests for redirect maps. Assign
ownership for the rules and define how exceptions are reviewed.

Maintain a compact record of decisions that tend to get lost between teams: URL conventions, canonical logic,
seo-audits parameter handling, hreflang rules, sitemap inclusion criteria, and the process for creating or retiring
templates. Keep it versioned and aligned with the CMS and application architecture. A governance document
should explain what the system must do and who owns it—not become another large PDF no one consults.

https://seo-audits.com/


Migration-proof SEO is an operating practice
SEO recommendations survive a migration when they are grounded in forensic evidence, translated into
implementation-ready specifications, tested against real rendering and crawl behavior, and monitored after launch.
Server logs help reveal how crawlers allocate attention; structured QA exposes regression risks; and technical
governance keeps critical rules from depending on memory or individual goodwill.

Before the next migration, take every high-impact recommendation and ask: Is the expected behavior explicit? Is
there an owner? Can a developer implement it without guessing? What is the acceptance criterion? How will the
team detect a regression after release? If those answers exist in tickets, tests, and operational documentation—not
just a deck—the recommendation has a far better chance of surviving the migration.


