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LedgerLoop

Fintech / Payments - seed - US - raising $4,000,000
Score 60.8/100 — WATCH (conviction: low)

Signal coverage: 44% company-specific (2 metrics parsed from the plan); remainder from sector priors.

Investment memo

Verdict: watch, not lead — take a small staged position rather than anchoring the round. The single strongest
reason for is a genuinely differentiated distribution wedge: 140% net revenue retention across nine platform
partners and $210M annualized volume shows embedded treasury has real pull inside vertical SaaS, and the
"no-license" abstraction is defensible if MSB status holds. The single strongest reason against is existential and
largely uncontrollable: with only two sponsor banks in a post-Synapse FDIC/OCC crackdown, a single sponsor
exit or consent order severs the rails, while spread-dependent revenue leaves the P&L exposed to any Fed cut
— a double macro/regulatory bind the team cannot hedge. Note the model's $372k "MRR" is an annualization
artifact; true MRR is ~$31k, so this is early. Entry plan: instead of the full $1.2M lead, write a $500-600k check
for ~3% at the ~$16M pre, contingent on a data room confirming LTV/CAC, a money-transmitter legal opinion,
and SOC 2 progress. Reserve ~$1.8M for pro-rata once a third sponsor bank and audited controls de-risk the
thesis.

Narrative engine: live model (anthropic)

Entry strategy

Ticket: $1,198,320 target (range $599,160-$1,917,312)

Target ownership: 6%

Valuation band (pre-money): $8,259,200 / $15,972,000 / $31,944,000
Return: 6.52x expected (16x base) - ~30.7% IRR over 7yr - loss prob 60%

Deployment schedule:

* 40% — Entry: On close, after founder + IP + cap-table diligence.

» 35% — Milestone: Product-market fit signal (retention cohort / first repeatable revenue).

* 25% — Pro-rata: Reserve for next priced round to defend ownership.
Portfolio: Size at ~1.1% of a diversified venture portfolio (fractional-Kelly, conviction-scaled). Reserve 1,797,480
USD for pro-rata follow-on.

Score breakdown

Market size & growth — 66/100 (weight 14%)

~$400B TAM, 16% CAGR (Fintech / Payments).

Timing / tailwinds — 60/100 (weight 5%)

Sector growth 16% vs. 12% neutral baseline.

Moat / defensibility — 65/100 (weight 16%)

regulatory license is the category's mature moat (ceiling 82), but ~63% realized at seed given disclosed traction —
an unproven moat is discounted toward the 35 "no demonstrated defensibility” floor.

Unit economics potential — 52/100 (weight 15%)

~55% mature gross margin, capital intensity 55% (sector reference).

Team / execution signal — 70/100 (weight 28%)

Quantified traction: $372k MRR.

Scientific / tech feasibility — 58/100 (weight 7%)

real-time risk ML, on-device fraud graphs, programmable stablecoin rails

Regulatory / legal headroom — 45/100 (weight 7%)

Regulatory intensity 85% (higher = more legal drag).

Competitive headroom — 44/100 (weight 8%)

Competitive intensity 80%. rate-cycle sensitivity and licensing moats favoring incumbents.



Analyst council

Research Scientist — Feasible but low-novelty: LedgerLoop is a systems-integration play, not
a research bet; 58/100 is fair-to-generous

+ The 58/100 is defensible and I'd nudge it slightly lower on a pure-science basis: the core is a ledger abstraction
over sponsor banks (BaaS plumbing), which is engineering, not frontier R&D. The 'real-time risk ML / on-device fraud
graphs / stablecoin rails' frontier is the sector's aspiration, not evident in the disclosed stack — nothing in the brief
shows LedgerLoop is building any of it.

+ Technical feasibility of the actual product is high (this is a proven architecture — cf. Unit, Treasury Prime,
Increase), so 58 understates execution feasibility while correctly flagging zero defensible tech moat. The double-entry
ledger + reconciliation across 2 sponsor banks at $210M annualized volume is credible and already live; that de-risks
the build.

+ The hard technical problem they must solve is ledger integrity and reconciliation at scale — idempotent
transaction handling, penny-perfect reconciliation across heterogeneous sponsor-bank cores, and interest accrual/
pass-through accounting. Failures here are existential (misplaced funds), and this is genuinely hard but well-
understood, not a research gap.

+ Fraud/risk ML is a real requirement for SMB operating accounts (ACH return risk, first-party fraud) but at $31k
MRR there is almost certainly no proprietary model advantage — they'll rely on vendors (Sardine, Alloy) or sponsor-
bank controls. Treat any 'ML moat' claim as marketing until model performance metrics (e.g., fraud loss bps, false-
positive rate) are shown.

I Reconciliation/ledger-error risk: a single systematic mis-accounting bug across sponsor banks can trigger
regulatory action and destroy trust; no disclosed evidence of audited controls, SOC 2, or ledger integrity testing at
this stage.

I Programmable stablecoin rails are cited as frontier but carry unresolved regulatory/settlement-finality risk in the
US; leaning on them would add tech AND compliance exposure rather than de-risking — I'd want confirmation they
are NOT depending on stablecoin rails for the core payout promise.

I Same-day payout SLA depends on sponsor-bank rails (RTP/FedNow/ACH windows) LedgerLoop does not control
— 'same-day' is a dependency, not an owned capability; concentration on 2 sponsor banks is a single point of
technical/operational failure.

Data Analyst — ~$400B TAM, 55% mature gross margin.
+ Market factor 66/100; unit-economics factor 52/100.
+ Reference gross margin ~55%; validate against actuals.
+ Execution signal 70/100 — Quantified traction: $372k MRR..
I TAM/SAM/SOM and CAC/LTV unconfirmed — require a live data room.
I Sector benchmarks are directional, not company-specific.

Economist — Embedded treasury has real pull, but rents accrue to sponsor banks and rate
cycle owns the P&L

+ The 66/100 market score is defensible but the $400B TAM is a category vanity number — LedgerLoop's
addressable slice is the embedded-treasury take-rate on vertical SaaS payment volume, a low-single-digit-billion
serviceable market. I'd hold 66 on growth (16% CAGR is real, embedded finance is genuinely reallocating share to
distribution owners) but discount the headline TAM as untriangulated (no bo

+ Demand signal is the strongest asset: 140% NRR and 9 partners on $210M annualized volume implies existing
partners are expanding — embedded treasury is sticky because it's wired into the SaaS platform's cash flows, raising
switching costs above standalone fintech. Network effects are weak, though: value accrues per-platform, not across
the network.

+ Economic rent is the core problem. This is a spread + take-rate business where the interest-bearing account yield
is the customer hook — meaning revenue is directly levered to the rate cycle (STRUCTURAL RISK confirmed). In a
cutting cycle, deposit spread compresses and the 'interest-bearing' value prop weakens simultaneously. Unit econ at
52/100 (55% margin, 55% capital intensity) reflects that th

+ Moat at 65 is over-credited at seed: the regulatory license 'moat' isn't LedgerLoop's — it belongs to the 2 sponsor
banks. LedgerLoop is a ledger/abstraction layer competing with Unit, Treasury Prime, Increase, and Stripe Treasury
(a well-capitalized, effectively-free-distribution incumbent). Competitive headroom of 44 is the honest read,
defensibility here is execution speed and partner lock-in,

I Rate-cycle sensitivity: revenue is spread-dependent, so a 100-200bp Fed cut compresses both the deposit yield
product AND the platform economics at once — a macro shock the team can't hedge. No LTV/CAC disclosed, so
payback under compressed spread is unknowable (stress test not run).

I Disintermediation from above and below: sponsor banks can insource the ledger, and Stripe Treasury / Unit offer
overlapping stacks with deeper capital and existing SaaS distribution. At $31k MRR (note: model reads $372k MRR
from an annualized figure — reconcile this; true monthly is ~$31k), LedgerLoop lacks the scale to win a price war.

I Regulatory drag (45/100, 85% intensity): sponsor-bank BaasS is under active FDIC/OCC scrutiny post-Synapse
collapse; a sponsor bank exiting or tightening (they have 2) is an existential single-point-of-failure. Third-party BaaS
enforcement risk is rising, not falling.

Corporate & Regulatory Lawyer — 45/100 is fair-to-generous: BaaS/sponsor-bank model
carries live regulatory drag but LedgerLoop's 'no license' design is defensible if MSB/MTL



exposure is real

+ The 45/100 (regulatory intensity 85%) is directionally right but under-differentiates a key legal fact: LedgerLoop's
whole thesis is regulatory ARBITRAGE via sponsor banks, not licensure. That cuts both ways — it lowers
LedgerLoop's own OCC/CFPB burden but pushes it into the 2023-24 BaaS enforcement crosshairs (Synapse
collapse, Blue Ridge/Cross River/Choice consent orders). I'd hold 45, not raise

+ Money-transmitter question is the pivotal legal fact and is undisclosed: if LedgerLoop touches/directs funds flow, it
likely needs state MTLs (~48 states, $1-2M+ and 18-24 months to fully license) + FiInCEN MSB registration + BSA/
AML program. If it's a pure ledger/agent-of-payee under the bank's license, exposure drops sharply. Diligence must
resolve this — it swings the moat score materially.

+ Structure the round as priced equity or post-money SAFE, 1x non-participating pref, pro-rata + information rights,
board observer, broad-based weighted-average anti-dilution. Given BaaS regulatory tail risk, add specific reps on
MTL/MSB status, sponsor-bank agreement assignability/termination, and BSA/AML program adequacy; escrow or
milestone tranching tied to a compliance/legal opinion is warrant

+ Data/Al posture: GLBA Safeguards Rule + CCPA/CPRA apply now; 'real-time risk ML / on-device fraud graphs'
invite FTC 85 and fair-lending/ECOA scrutiny on any credit-adjacent decisioning. No auto-detected red flags and no
IP lapse to address — but there is no disclosed patent/IP moat either, consistent with the model treating the license/
relationship as the real moat.

I Sponsor-bank concentration + regulatory contagion: 2 sponsor banks, and post-Synapse the FDIC/OCC are
forcing banks to de-risk or exit BaaS. A single sponsor exit or consent order (each has cost peers 6-18 months and
lost programs) could sever LedgerLoop's rails — this is the dominant existential legal risk, not the 7%-weighted score
suggests.

I Undetermined money-transmitter status: if regulators or a state deem LedgerLoop a transmitter rather than bank
agent, retroactive licensing/penalties and a forced pause in payment volume ($210M annualized) are plausible; no
legal opinion is disclosed.

I BSA/AML liability at scale: same-day payouts + SMB operating accounts are high fraud/ML vectors; program gaps
create personal officer and FINCEN penalty exposure, and the fraud-ML stack shifts (does not remove) liability onto
LedgerLoop under FTC 85.

Market data sources
* Polaris Market Research (2026) — Fintech ~$395.4B in 2025, ~16.3% CAGR 2026-2034
https://www.polarismarketresearch.com/industry-analysis/fintech-market
* Fortune Business Insights (2026) — Fintech $460.8B in 2026 " $1,760.2B by 2034 at 16.2% CAGR
https://www.fortunebusinessinsights.com/fintech-market-108641

Assumptions & limitations

» Market size / growth for Fintech / Payments is anchored to Polaris Market Research (2026): Fintech ~$395.4B in 2025,
~16.3% CAGR 2026—2034. Full citations are listed under "Market data sources".

« Signal coverage: ~44% of the score is backed by the plan's own disclosed metrics (2 quantified fields); the remainder
uses Fintech / Payments sector priors — add financials to raise it.

» Stage norms reflect US-market seed deals; adjust for geography "US".

* Score is a screening signal, not a substitute for legal, financial, and technical due diligence.

This memo is generated by an Al screening tool for research purposes and is not investment advice, an offer, or a solicitation. Figures are
model estimates, not guarantees.



