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QuantLedger

Fintech / Payments - growth - US - raising $40,000,000
Score 64.4/100 — WATCH (conviction: medium)

Investment memo

Verdict: watch, with a small conditional lead — this is a well-run growth-SaaS story, not a conviction buy at the
current framing. The strongest reason to lean in is execution quality: $11M ARR at 70% growth, 125% NRR,
and 81% gross margin from a team that clearly knows its numbers (92/100 execution signal). The strongest
reason to hesitate is defensibility: the "moat" is workflow, not a real license, and NetSuite, Sage Intacct,
FloQast, and BlackLine are natively bundling continuous-close Al into an 80%-intensity market — a genuine
risk of becoming a feature. Two diligence items are gating: verify mature gross margin (55% vs. current 81%)
and confirm read-only SaaS scope with clean SOC 2, because any stablecoin/money-movement roadmap
changes the regulatory regime entirely. Plan: lead a $20M ticket for ~6% at a ~$326M pre, staged 50% at close
and 50% on a verified data-room (LTV/CAC, cohort NRR, connector reliability), reserving ~$33M for pro-rata.

Pass if margins or scope disappoint.
Narrative engine: live model (anthropic)

Entry strategy

Ticket: $21,955,200 target (range $10,977,600-$20,000,000)
Target ownership: 6%
Valuation band (pre-money): $104,320,000 / $325,920,000 / $869,120,000
Return: 3.31x expected (4.3x base) - ~34.9% IRR over 4yr - loss prob 24%
Deployment schedule:
* 60% — Entry: On close, after commercial + legal + financial diligence.
* 40% — Pro-rata: Reserve to maintain ownership through the next round.
Portfolio: Size at ~0.8% of a diversified venture portfolio (fractional-Kelly, conviction-scaled). Reserve
32,932,800 USD for pro-rata follow-on.

Score breakdown

Market size & growth — 65/100 (weight 20%)

~$340B TAM, 17% CAGR (Fintech / Payments).

Timing / tailwinds — 63/100 (weight 10%)

Sector growth 17% vs. 12% neutral baseline.

Moat / defensibility — 82/100 (weight 15%)

Dominant defensibility here: regulatory license.

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

~55% mature gross margin, capital intensity 55%.

Team / execution signal — 92/100 (weight 12%)

revenue/customers cited; growth metric cited; unit-economics metric cited
Scientific / tech feasibility — 60/100 (weight 10%)

real-time risk ML, on-device fraud graphs, programmable stablecoin rails
Regulatory / legal headroom — 45/100 (weight 9%)

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

Competitive headroom — 44/100 (weight 9%)

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



Analyst council

Research Scientist — Continuous-close automation is engineering-hard but not science-
frontier; feasibility rests on data-integration reliability, not novel ML breakthroughs

+ Core tech is ETL + rules-based reconciliation across bank/billing/payroll APls — a solved integration problem
(Plaid, Codat, Rutter provide account-aggregation rails). The differentiation is data-normalization accuracy and close-
workflow depth, not algorithmic novelty; the '60/100 scientific feasibility' overstates R&D risk since little frontier
science is required.

+ 'Continuous close' is a real accounting trend (Gartner, FloQast/Trintech category) but ‘continuously close-ready'
books require deterministic accrual/matching logic that ML cannot fully own — auditors demand explainable, GAAP-
defensible entries. Any ML-assisted categorization must hit >99% precision to avoid manual rework that kills the
value prop.

+ Traction is credible for the thesis: $11M ARR at 70% YoY, 125% NRR and 81% gross margin indicate genuine
product stickiness and low incremental compute cost — inconsistent with the quant model's '55% mature gross
margin / 55% capital intensity' (payments-rail assumption mismatched to a SaaS accounting tool).

+ Quant model misattributes the moat to 'regulatory license' and cites stablecoin rails/on-device fraud graphs —
none of which are core to a close-automation SaasS. This is a category-mislabel; real moat is integration breadth +
embedded workflow switching costs, which are defensible but not licensing-based.

I Data-integration fragility: reliance on third-party aggregators (Plaid/Codat) means broken/changing bank & ERP
connectors drive silent reconciliation errors; a single mis-mapped GL account erodes trust and NRR fast in a
compliance-sensitive buyer.

I Incumbent encroachment: NetSuite, Sage Intacct, FloQast, and QuickBooks are adding native continuous-close/Al-
reconciliation features; a standalone $11M-ARR player risks becoming a feature, compressing the 14-month CAC
payback as competitive intensity (80%) rises.

I Auditability/explainability gap: if ML-driven auto-categorization can't produce GAAP-defensible, audit-traceable
entries at near-100% accuracy, mid-market CFOs revert to manual close — negating the automation ROI and stalling
upsell.

Data Analyst — ~$340B TAM, 55% mature gross margin.
+ Market factor 65/100; unit-economics factor 52/100.
+ Reference gross margin ~55%; validate against actuals.
+ Execution signal 92/100 — revenue/customers cited; growth metric cited; unit-economics metric cited.
I TAM/SAM/SOM and CAC/LTV unconfirmed — require a live data room.
I Sector benchmarks are directional, not company-specific.

Economist — QuantLedger: solid growth SaaS in crowded close-automation niche; TAM
framing overstates true wallet, moat is workflow not license

+ Traction is genuinely strong for growth stage: $11M ARR at 70% YoY, 125% NRR, 81% gross margin and 14-mo
CAC payback signal product-market fit and pricing power in mid-market finance workflows.

+ TAM framing is misleading — the $340B 'payments' number is irrelevant; realistic SAM for continuous-close/
accounting-automation among US mid-market (~150k firms x ~$30-60k ACV) is more like $5-9B, so ~0.1%
penetration today with real room but not a $340B story.

+ Economic moat is data integration + switching costs (books-of-record embeddedness raises rip-and-replace
friction), NOT the 'regulatory license' the model over-weights — this is accounting software, licensing is minor. That
lowers defensibility vs. the 82 score.

+ Rents accrue to whoever owns the ledger of record: 125% NRR shows expansion capture, but 81% gross margin
normalizing toward ~55% (per model) implies data-ingestion/compute costs that compress unit economics at scale.

I Competitive squeeze from incumbents (NetSuite, Sage Intacct, FloQast, BlackLine) and ERPs bundling close-
automation — 80% competitive intensity means differentiation may erode to price, threatening the 14-mo payback
and NRR.

I Macro/rate-cycle sensitivity: mid-market finance-team budgets and headcount are procyclical; a downturn cuts seat
expansion and lengthens sales cycles, directly pressuring the 70% growth and 125% NRR that justify the valuation.

I Margin honesty: current 81% GM may reflect subscale, favorable data deals; if mature GM is ~55% and capital
intensity 55%, the LTV/CAC and cash-efficiency thesis weakens materially at the $40M growth check.

Corporate & Regulatory Lawyer — QuantLedger: accounting-automation SaaS mislabeled as
licensed fintech; real regulatory drag is data-handling, not money transmission

+ Core product is close-automation Saa$S ingesting bank/billing/payroll data — as described it likely does NOT touch
funds flow, so MTL/BSA-AML licensing (the model's cited moat) is overstated; verify no money movement before
crediting a 'regulatory license' defensibility of 82/100

+ Primary exposure is data aggregation: reliance on open-banking connectivity (Plaid/Finicity/direct APIs) triggers
GLBA Safeguards Rule, FTC oversight, and CFPB 1033 open-banking rule (finalized Oct 2024) — plus SOC 2 Type
Il and likely PCI-DSS if billing/card data is ingested

+ IP posture: value is in ML models (real-time risk, fraud graphs) and data pipelines — ensure trade-secret
protection, work-for-hire/IP assignment from all engineers and contractors, and that customer-data usage rights in
TOS permit model training without derivative-data ownership disputes

+ Deal terms for $40M growth round: negotiate 1x non-participating pref, data-security/privacy reps & warranties



with dedicated indemnity basket, breach-notification and regulatory-change covenants, IP-assignment CP, and board/
observer seat given regulatory intensity

I Programmable stablecoin rails on the frontier list would convert QuantLedger from a SaaS bookkeeper into a
regulated money-services/MSB and stablecoin issuer — a categorically different legal regime (state MTLs ~$1-3M+
compliance, DOJ/FInCEN, evolving GENIUS/stablecoin legislation); if roadmap includes this, diligence AML/BSA
program before close

I Aggregated bank/payroll/PIl across 620 mid-market customers is a high-value breach target; a single incident
triggers state breach laws (all 50), GLBA, potential FTC action and mass B2B contract liability — confirm cyber
insurance limits, encryption-at-rest, and no unresolved SOC 2 exceptions

I Counter-argument: if the platform is pure read-only SaaS, the model's 45/100 regulatory headroom is too
pessimistic and the licensing 'moat’ is illusory — meaning weak defensibility (44/100 competitive headroom vs.
incumbents like FloQast/BlackLine) becomes the dominant risk, not regulation

Market data sources
* Mordor Intelligence (2025) — Global fintech market ~$253—-395B in 2025, ~16-18% CAGR to 2030
https://www.mordorintelligence.com/industry-reports/global-fintech-market
 Grand View Research (2025) — Fintech-as-a-Service to reach $949.5B by 2030 at 17.5% CAGR
https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/fintech-as-a-service-market-report

Assumptions & limitations

» Market size / growth for Fintech / Payments is anchored to Mordor Intelligence (2025): Global fintech market ~$253-395B
in 2025, ~16-18% CAGR to 2030. Full citations are listed under "Market data sources".

« Stage norms reflect US-market growth 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.



