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solstice analysis
RISK: HIGH

📅 August 2, 2026 🏢 Technology / B2B SaaS Analytics Platform 📊 Confidence: 65%

🔬 Product & Engineering Classification: high confidence

Benchmarks Applied: SaaS benchmark set: gross margin 70-85%, single customer <25%, NPS +20 to +40, logo
churn <10% annually, NRR >110% good/>120% excellent, LTV/CAC >3x, CAC payback <18 months, R&D 15-25% of
revenue. Basis: README explicitly identifies target as 'B2B SaaS analytics platform, ~$40-45M ARR, ~260 employees'
and dataset contains SaaS_KPI_Dashboard with NRR, churn, CAC, LTV:CAC, NPS. — README states company profile
directly as B2B SaaS analytics platform ; presence of a dedicated SaaS_KPI_Dashboard sheet with MRR churn, NRR,
CAC, LTV:CAC, NPS confirms SaaS classification. No engineering-specific operational data (deploy process,
architecture, QA) is present in this dataset, which materially limits depth achievable in the seventh workstream.

Growing SaaS business with material customer, legal-uncertainty, and key-
employee retention gaps

This analysis rests on Grade A structured registers (36 months of financials, 138 customer
contracts, 262 HR records, 16 litigation matters, 28 vendor contracts, 36 months of SaaS
KPIs) plus one analyst-authored risk summary (DD_Risk_Register) — no employee survey or
perception instrument is present in this dataset, so all findings below are grounded in
primary artefacts and management-style registers, not opinion data. Revenue grew from
$19,854,749 in 2023 to $29,604,207 in 2025 [V: Financials_Monthly by-year Total Revenue]
alongside EBITDA growth from $4,226,561 to $6,038,556 [V: Financials_Monthly by-year
EBITDA], but this sits alongside top-10 customer ARR concentration of $15,011,977 (36.17%
of the $41,500,000 total ARR book) [V: Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR], 92 of 138
contracts carrying change-of-control clauses [V: Customer_Contracts, Change-of-Control
Clause counts], two litigation matters in Under Investigation status with a combined
$1,862,032 in estimated exposure against $531,516 in combined reserves (LIT-213:
$966,303 exposure/$41,247 reserve; LIT-215: $895,729 exposure/$490,269 reserve), and no
outside counsel opinion recorded for any of the 16 matters [V: Litigation_Register, Counsel
column]. 37 of 262 employees are flagged Key/Critical while only 11 of 262 employees
company-wide hold any retention or change-in-control provision [V: Employee_HR_Data,
Key/Critical counts; Retention Bonus counts], indicating thin institutional protection against
departures during a change-of-control event. [Note: this overview was drafted against a
"Medium" self-assessment; the deal-level rating shown throughout this report has been
raised to "High" per workstream-level reconciliation — see Risk Rating Justification below.]

ƒ 966,303 + 895,729 = 1,862,032; 41,…

Deal Impact: proceed with conditions — conditions specified in
valuationImplications.dueDiligenceFindingsSummary, centered on customer consent pre-
clearance, litigation outside-counsel opinions on the two Under Investigation matters, and a
pre-close key-employee retention design.



🔍 Evidence Basis & Limitations
Read before relying on any conclusion below

WHAT THIS ANALYSIS CANNOT ESTABLISH

This is a synthetic, structured M&A data room (README explicitly states 'fully synthetic dataset,'
'randomly generated,' 'do not use as a source of real financial, legal, or market data' ) — all findings
describe patterns within this specific file, not a real business. README

Evidence grade profile: the great majority of extracted figures are Grade A (structured, code-verified
aggregates over primary system-style records: financials, contracts, HR roster, litigation register, vendor
contracts, KPI dashboard). The DD_Risk_Register sheet itself is Grade B (an analyst/management-style
summary of findings, not independently audited). No Grade C or D evidence (survey/perception data)
exists anywhere in this dataset — there is no employee, customer, or leadership survey instrument.

No employee, customer, or leadership perception/survey data exists in this dataset at all. Commercial
and Operational workstream findings on satisfaction, culture, leadership alignment, psychological safety,
and customer sentiment cannot be assessed from this source — this is a structural, not merely a
grading, limitation.

Data age: Financials_Monthly and SaaS_KPI_Dashboard run through 2025-12; Customer_Contracts
includes forward-dated contract start dates into 2026 and 2027 (e.g., CUST-1031 starts 2026-06-25), and
Litigation_Register includes a matter dated filed 2026-06-30 (LIT-212) and 2026-05-14 (LIT-214) — these
forward dates exceed the stated 'as of' anchor of 2025-12-31 used for Days to Renewal calculations,
indicating either a synthetic-data artifact or a data currency issue; renewal-timing findings should be
treated cautiously given this internal inconsistency.

No response rate or sample representativeness analysis applies — every table here is a complete
structured register (100% of records), not a sampled survey, so no non-response bias framework is
applicable to this source.

No cost, remediation, or integration estimate is provided anywhere in this output, consistent with
governing instructions; where investment scale is referenced (e.g., valueCreationOpportunities) it is
qualitative only ('low/medium/high') and unpriced.

The DD_Risk_Register's own characterization of '55-75% of enterprise contracts' with change-of-control
clauses could not be independently reproduced from the aggregates provided, because no BY Tier x
Change-of-Control cross-tab exists in VERIFIED_AGGREGATES — the whole-population figure (92 of 138
contracts, all tiers) was computed instead and is not a substitute for the Enterprise-only claim.

DD_Risk_Register row 2

Litigation Notes-field review found category/content mismatches within the 'Data Privacy/Regulatory
Inquiry' Matter Type: only 2 of 5 rows (LIT-200, LIT-210) have Notes text actually describing EU data-
handling; the remaining 3 (LIT-204, LIT-209, LIT-214) have Notes describing unrelated subject matter.
This is flagged as a data-quality/classification-integrity observation, not smoothed into a uniform 'EU
privacy exposure' narrative.

2 figure(s) could not be traced to the source data, to code-verified aggregates, or to arithmetic shown
inline: Untraceable figure "$183,183" at dataExtraction.valueCreationOpportunities[1].evidence — not
traceable to source, verified aggregates, or shown arithmetic. Context: BY Tier x ARR: Mid-Market n=88
sum=$16,120,135 (mean ~$183,183); Enterprise n=26 sum=$24,182,901 (mean ~$930,111) [V:
Customer_Contracts, BY Tier x ARR]; Pro... | Untraceable figure "$930,111" at
dataExtraction.valueCreationOpportunities[1].evidence — not traceable to source, verified aggregates, or
shown arithmetic. Context: BY Tier x ARR: Mid-Market n=88 sum=$16,120,135 (mean ~$183,183);
Enterprise n=26 sum=$24,182,901 (mean ~$930,111) [V: Customer_Contracts, BY Tier x ARR]; Pro...

KEY ASSUMPTIONS & RECONCILIATION CHECKS

(a) Response distributions: not applicable — no survey instrument in this dataset; all percentage tallies
(e.g., Department, Tier, Matter Type counts) verified to sum to their stated row counts (262, 138, 16
respectively) [V: respective sheet row counts].

(b)/(c) Segment counts and percentage-count consistency: Employee_HR_Data department counts sum
to 262 exactly (56+43+34+26+26+26+25+11+9+6=262) [V: Employee_HR_Data, Department tally];
Customer_Contracts Tier counts sum to 138 (88+26+24) [V: Customer_Contracts, Tier tally]; Litigation



Matter Type counts sum to 16 (5+3+3+2+2+1) [V: Litigation_Register, Matter Type tally] — all reconcile
exactly.

(d) Ranking claims checked: DD_Risk_Register's 36.2% top-10 ARR concentration matches the
independently verified 36.17% top-10 ARR share [V: Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR] — consistent, not
contradictory. No entity is called 'largest' inconsistently across sheets in this output.

DD_Risk_Register row 1

(e) Aggregates vs components: Enterprise tier ARR ($24,182,901) plus Mid-Market ($16,120,135) plus
SMB ($1,196,964) sums to $41,500,000, matching the total ARR column sum exactly — no gap.

ƒ 24,182,901+16,120,135+1,196,964=41…

(f) Same-metric consistency: Total Revenue by year (2023=$19,854,749, 2024=$24,210,656,
2025=$29,604,207) sums to $73,669,612, matching the 36-month column sum exactly [V:
Financials_Monthly, Total Revenue sum and by-year figures] — consistent throughout.

(g) Denominator agreement: every 'N of 138' (Customer_Contracts), 'N of 262' (Employee_HR_Data), 'N
of 16' (Litigation_Register), 'N of 28' (IT_Vendor_Contracts), and 'N of 36' (Financials_Monthly /
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard) statement in this output uses the Row count stated in VERIFIED_AGGREGATES for
that table — confirmed for each usage above.

(h) Sum agreement: all totals cited (ARR $41,500,000; Litigation exposure $3,464,264; Litigation reserve
$1,047,089; IT Vendor ACV $1,249,321; Revenue $73,669,612; Base Salary $31,444,117) copied verbatim
from VERIFIED_AGGREGATES sums, not recomputed.

(i)/(j) Completeness and superlative audit: Litigation Case IDs run LIT-200 through LIT-215 (16 rows,
contiguous, matches Row count of 16); superlatives used (longest tenure EMP-5015/EMP-5031 at 9.5y,
highest base salary EMP-5083 at $305,444, largest single contract CUST-1108 at $3,382,482, largest
litigation exposure LIT-213 at $966,303) all match their argmax entries in VERIFIED_AGGREGATES with
correct row labels — no unsupported superlative was used; superlatives NOT determinable from
provided cross-tabs (e.g., 'largest change-of-control exposure among Enterprise-only contracts') were
not asserted.



Strategic Insights

THREE KEY INSIGHTS

TWO CRITICAL RISKS

ONE RECOMMENDATION

Revenue and EBITDA growth are real and consistent across three full years, but net revenue
retention near parity (~100.6% average) indicates growth is new-logo-driven rather than
expansion-driven, a lower-quality growth profile than headline figures suggest.

The commercial and legal risk profiles compound: the largest-ARR accounts sit in a book where
the majority of contracts carry change-of-control clauses, making deal execution itself (not just
post-close performance) sensitive to consent timing.

Talent retention infrastructure has not kept pace with the identification of key/critical employees,
creating avoidable execution risk during exactly the type of event (change of control) most likely
to trigger departures.

Two Under Investigation litigation matters (LIT-213, LIT-215) totaling $1,862,032 in exposure
against only $531,516 in reserves, with no outside counsel opinion recorded for any of the 16
matters in the register, could resolve materially above current reserve levels.

92 of 138 customer contracts carry change-of-control clauses; if consent is not pre-cleared with
the largest accounts (top-10 = 36.17% of ARR), deal execution could trigger renegotiation or
termination rights that impair post-close revenue independent of any current churn signal.

Structure the transaction with a legal indemnity/escrow sized to the unreserved litigation gap in
the two Under Investigation matters, a closing condition requiring pre-cleared consents from the
top-10 ARR accounts, and a pre-close retention plan for Key/Critical employees — then proceed.



Valuation Implications

DIRECTION

negative
ESTIMATED IMPACT

◌ Not quantifiable as a single valuation adjustment from this dataset. The financial

statements (Grade A) support EBITDA and revenue figures as stated, but the litigation,

customer-consent, and retention risks identified are contingent and structural rather than

quantified liabilities suitable for a multiple or EBITDA adjustment. Required inputs for a

numeric adjustment: outside counsel opinions on LIT-213 and LIT-215, confirmed consent

status for top-10 ARR accounts, and finalized retention agreement terms for Key/Critical

employees.

Key Drivers

Unreserved gap of $1,330,516 within the two Under Investigation litigation matters (LIT-213, LIT-215),
Grade A ƒ as derived above from V: Litigatio…

Top-10 customer ARR concentration of $15,011,977 (36.17% of $41,500,000 total ARR) combined with
change-of-control clauses on 92 of 138 contracts [V: Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR; Change-of-
Control Clause counts], Grade A

NRR averaging 1.0057 across 36 months versus the >110% SaaS convention [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Net
Revenue Retention % mean], Grade A, affecting a multiple-based (not adjustment-based) view of revenue
quality

37 of 262 Key/Critical employees against only 11 of 262 total retention/CIC provisions company-wide [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Key/Critical counts; Retention Bonus counts], Grade A

Gross margin volatility (0.6223 to 0.7124 monthly range) around a stable ~66% mean, a forecasting-
reliability rather than a level concern per the source's own QoE recommendation, Grade A

DD_Risk_Register, Financial row

Structure & Terms

Rather than a price adjustment, findings support structural risk allocation: (1) an indemnity escrow sized to at
least the $1,330,516 unreserved gap in LIT-213 and LIT-215, released upon final resolution or outside counsel
confirmation of exposure below reserve; (2) a closing condition precedent requiring written non-objection or
consent from the top-10 ARR accounts (measured via signed consent letters or waiver confirmations prior to
close); (3) an earnout or holdback tied to 12-month post-close NRR and gross retention among the top-20
ARR accounts, measured against the pre-close baseline NRR of ~100.6%; (4) a pre-close retention agreement
requirement for all 37 Key/Critical-flagged employees as a condition precedent, measured by executed
agreement count at signing.



Risk Rating Justification

OVERALL RATING

High
Triggered Criteria (8)

Rating raised to High on reconciliation: the workstream assessment rated at least one workstream "High",
above the deal-level rating of "Medium". The overall rating cannot sit below its most severe workstream.

Customer concentration: top 10 of 138 contracts represent $15,011,977 of $41,500,000 total ARR (36.17%)
[V: Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR], with Enterprise-tier ARR (26 contracts) totaling $24,182,901 [V:
Customer_Contracts, BY Tier x ARR, Enterprise] — a structural concentration risk independent of any single
perception, Grade A (contract register).

16 of 16 litigation matters carry no stated outside counsel opinion in the source — only counsel-of-record
names appear [V: Litigation_Register, Counsel column]; per the mandatory litigation-severity framework
this is a gap, not a finding, and caps confidence on the two largest matters (LIT-213 at $966,303
exposure/$41,247 reserve, and LIT-215 at $895,729 exposure/$490,269 reserve) [V: Litigation_Register,
Estimated Financial Exposure max; Reserve Booked max] — both Under Investigation status
(EARLY/UNCERTAIN posture) [V: Litigation_Register, Status counts], Grade A register data but Grade-D-
equivalent on outcome certainty.

Change-of-control friction: 92 of 138 contracts (Yes-termination right 46 + Yes-consent required 46) carry
a change-of-control clause [V: Customer_Contracts, Change-of-Control Clause counts], meaning a majority
of the book requires counterparty action or is terminable at the counterparty's option on this transaction
— a direct, structural deal-execution risk, Grade A.

37 of 262 employees flagged Key/Critical [V: Employee_HR_Data, Key/Critical counts]; of these,
retention/change-in-control provisions exist for only 11 of 262 employees company-wide [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Retention Bonus counts] — cross-tabbing these two populations directly is not
supported by the aggregates provided, so the precise overlap (key employees lacking retention provisions)
is not stated as a number, but the gap between 37 key employees and 11 total retention grants is
directionally material, Grade A.

Gross margin volatility: monthly Gross Margin % ranged from 0.6223 (2025-11) to 0.7124 (2023-03) [V:
Financials_Monthly, Gross Margin % min/max] with a 36-month mean of 0.662 [V: Financials_Monthly,
Gross Margin % mean] — the mean sits within/near the 70-85% SaaS convention only at its low edge, and
volatility (not a declining trend) is the dominant pattern, per year: 2023 mean 0.6622 (7.9458/12), 2024
mean 0.6632 (7.958/12), 2025 mean 0.6606 (7.927/12), indicating a stable-but-below-convention level
rather than deterioration, Grade A. ƒ yearly Gross Margin % sums ÷ 12, f…

NRR monthly series oscillates narrowly around parity: min 0.9962 (2024-04), max 1.0145 (2023-12), mean
1.0057 [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Net Revenue Retention % min/max/mean] — this is well below the >110%
"good" SaaS convention; the source's own DD_Risk_Register does not flag NRR directly but the underlying
series supports a finding of structurally sub-benchmark net expansion, Grade A (KPI dashboard) for the
figures, Grade C-equivalent judgment on benchmark comparison.

10 of 28 IT vendors flagged Single Point of Failure risk [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, SPOF counts], and 18 of 28
vendor contracts auto-renew [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, Auto-Renewal counts] — the overlap between
SPOF-flagged and auto-renewing vendors is not directly cross-tabbed in the aggregates provided, so no
combined count is asserted, but both conditions independently exist across a meaningful share of the
vendor book, Grade A.

Mitigating Factors (5)

Revenue grew from $19,854,749 (2023) to $29,604,207 (2025), a $9,749,458 increase, and EBITDA grew
from $4,226,561 (2023) to $6,038,556 (2025) [V: Financials_Monthly by-year EBITDA] — consistent multi-
year top-line and profitability growth, Grade A. ƒ 29,604,207 - 19,854,749 = 9,749,45…

9 of 16 litigation matters carry full insurance coverage and 4 more carry partial coverage, leaving only 3 of
16 with no coverage [V: Litigation_Register, Insurance Coverage Applicable counts] — meaningfully
mitigates balance-sheet exposure even where reserves are thin, Grade A.



124 of 138 customer contracts are NOT flagged at-risk/churn, i.e., only 14 of 138 are flagged Yes [V:
Customer_Contracts, At-Risk/Churn Flag counts] — the large majority of the book shows no flagged churn
risk, Grade A.

LTV:CAC ratio averaged 3.4739 across 36 months with a floor of 2.35 (2023-09) and ceiling of 4.87 (2023-
10) [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, LTV:CAC mean/min/max] — broadly consistent with the commonly cited >3x
SaaS convention on average, though with monthly dips below it.

Headcount grew steadily and without disruption from 198 (2023-01) to 262 (2025-12) [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Headcount min/max] — no evidence of layoffs or contraction in the operating data.



Key Metrics

65%
CONFIDENCE

210
DATA POINTS

6
RED FLAGS

4/7
AREAS OF CONCERN

3
UNRATED —

INSUFFICIENT DATA

9
KEY PERSON RISKS

4
GOVERNANCE

FLAGS

4
POSITIVE

INDICATORS

Confidence Score Breakdown

FINAL SCORE

65%
CONFIDENCE TIER

Medium
Meaningful evidence base with material gaps; key findings not
uniformly corroborated

PERMITTED USE · Scoping confirmatory DD and framing management questions. NOT for price setting or
valuation adjustment.

SUFFICIENCY (D1+D4)

31.5/50
RELIABILITY (D2+D3)

37.7/50

⚠ Confidence Veto Applied
Insufficient evidence in Customer — score capped at 65. A deal decision cannot be made reliably without this
information.

D1 — COVERAGE

9.4/25

Workstream data coverage
weighted by criticality

financial: 3.6 · customer: 0 ·
operational: 3.6 · itTech: 0 ·
legalCompliance: 2.2 ·
industrySpecific: 0

D2 — RELIABILITY

19/25

Source corroboration,
proximity & consistency

Corr: 7.5 · Prox: 8 · Cons:
3.5

D3 — CERTAINTY

18.7/25

Conclusion clarity, signal
coherence & evidence
quality

Agree: 10.3 · Coher: 3.9 ·
Spec: 4.5

D4 — VOLUME

22.1/25

Respondent count,
response rate & data
richness

Resp: 10 · Rate: 5 · Quotes:
2.8 · Quant: 4.3

Evidence quality 71/100 (comparable across dataset types); coverage 68/100 (scope-dependent). 556 structured records
across source tables across 4/7 in-scope workstreams 6.2 of 7 workstream(s) well-evidenced for this source class. 3
weighted cross-workstream corroboration(s). Evidence: 100% Grade A/B, mean evidence strength 0.93 (n=11). 2
contradiction(s) identified. Core coverage gap in: Customer — score capped at 65 (uncapped 69.2). While the cap binds,
the headline score will not move with improvements to the analysis — track the uncapped figure and the quality index
instead.



Data Extraction Overview

Total Respondents

not
specified —
this dataset

is a
structured
M&A data

room
(financials,
contracts,
HR roster,
litigation,

vendor and
KPI

registers),
not a survey
instrument;

no
respondent
population

applies

Response Rate

not
applicable

— no survey
instrument
present in

this dataset

Quantitative Data
Points

210

Direct Quotes

6



Cross-Workstream Insights (4)

Customer contract concentration and change-of-control friction compound each other: the largest
ARR contracts are also disproportionately subject to consent or termination rights triggered by a
sale.

Commercial Legal &amp; Compliance Financial

Root Cause: The register shows 92 of 138 contracts carrying a change-of-control clause [V:
Customer_Contracts, Change-of-Control Clause counts] against a top-10 ARR concentration of 36.17% [V:
Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR] — the source does not provide a cross-tab of change-of-control clause
presence BY the top-10 ARR accounts specifically, so the exact overlap dollar figure cannot be stated; a
competing explanation is that change-of-control clauses are evenly distributed across tiers rather than
concentrated in the largest accounts, which the data does not rule out without that specific cross-tab. A cross-
tab of Change-of-Control Clause x Tier or a direct list of clause status for the top-10 accounts by ARR would
distinguish these.

Cascade Risk: If large accounts exercise termination rights or withhold consent post-signing, realized ARR
could fall meaningfully below the $41,500,000 book value, independent of any churn-flag signal in the current
data.

Materiality: This is a primary driver of deal structure (consents, escrow) because it affects both price certainty
and closing conditions, not just post-close integration.

Two litigation matters (LIT-213, LIT-215) are simultaneously the largest exposures, the least reserved
as a share of exposure, in the earliest/most uncertain procedural posture, and lack any recorded
outside counsel opinion.

Legal &amp; Compliance Financial

Root Cause: LIT-213 (Vendor Dispute, $966,303 exposure, $41,247 reserve, no insurance) and LIT-215
(Employment Dispute, $895,729 exposure, $490,269 reserve, no insurance) are both Under Investigation [V:
Litigation_Register full series; Status counts; Insurance Coverage Applicable counts]. A competing explanation
is that reserves are simply conservative accounting practice unrelated to case merits and will be trued up as
facts develop — the data does not distinguish reserve-conservatism from genuine uncertainty; an outside
counsel opinion (absent from this source for all 16 matters) would be the discriminating evidence.

Cascade Risk: Absent counsel opinions, either matter could resolve materially above its booked reserve, and
the Vendor Dispute matter (LIT-213) explicitly notes potential precedent 'affecting multiple customer
contracts', which could extend exposure beyond the single matter. Litigation_Register, LIT-213 Notes

Materiality: These two matters alone represent $1,862,032 of the $3,464,264 total exposure across all 16
matters (53.75%), making them the dominant driver of aggregate contingent liability and a priority for pre-
close legal confirmation. ƒ 1,862,032 ÷ 3,464,264 = 53.75%, bo…



Key/critical employee concentration (37 of 262) is not matched by retention infrastructure (11 of
262 total retention/CIC provisions company-wide), while flight-risk flags of Medium/High are
widespread (75 Medium + 29 High = 104 of 262) [V: Employee_HR_Data, Flight Risk counts].

Operational Financial Commercial

Root Cause: A change-of-control transaction is itself a known trigger for voluntary departure among key
technical and leadership staff absent retention mechanisms. A competing explanation is that flight-risk flags
reflect routine, pre-existing individual circumstances unrelated to the pending transaction — the data (a point-
in-time roster) cannot distinguish transaction-driven risk from baseline attrition risk; a time-series of flight-risk
flags before and after deal announcement would discriminate.

Cascade Risk: Loss of key engineering or product staff post-close could degrade delivery on the largest, most
contractually fragile Enterprise accounts (see insight 1), compounding both commercial and technical risk
simultaneously.

Materiality: Retention design is a standard, low-cost pre-close lever; the gap between key-employee count
and retention-provision count is a directly actionable finding for deal structuring.

Gross margin and EBITDA margin show volatility around a broadly stable mean rather than a
declining trend, while revenue and EBITDA grow steadily on an annual basis.

Financial

Root Cause: Monthly Gross Margin % ranges from 0.6223 to 0.7124 [V: Financials_Monthly, Gross Margin %
min/max] with near-identical yearly means (2023: 0.6622, 2024: 0.6632, 2025: 0.6606) — this is a volatility-
around-a-stable-mean pattern, not a structural decline, per the Financial Performance Severity framework. A
competing explanation for the volatility is one-time/non-recurring items embedded in COGS in specific
months rather than a systemic margin problem; the source's own DD_Risk_Register recommends normalizing
for one-time items in a Quality of Earnings analysis, which is the discriminating next step.

DD_Risk_Register, Financial row  ƒ yearly sums ÷ 12, from V: Financia…

Cascade Risk: If unaddressed, unreliable monthly margin forecasting could complicate quarterly guidance or
covenant-linked reporting post-close, though the annual trend itself is not deteriorating.

Materiality: This is a forecasting-reliability issue (per the framework's volatility-vs-level distinction), not a
valuation-multiple issue, and should be resolved via QoE normalization rather than treated as a margin-quality
red flag.



Red Flags (6)

RED FLAGS BY SEVERITY

High 2

Medium 4

HIGH

Material customer ARR concentration in the top 10 accounts, compounded by widespread
change-of-control clauses across the contract book

Commercial

Evidence: Top-10 customers represent $15,011,977 of $41,500,000 total ARR across 138 contracts (36.17%) [V:
Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR]; Enterprise tier (26 contracts) totals $24,182,901 of ARR [V:
Customer_Contracts, BY Tier x ARR, Enterprise]; 92 of 138 contracts carry a change-of-control clause requiring
consent (46) or granting termination rights (46) [V: Customer_Contracts, Change-of-Control Clause counts] —
Grade A, contract register.

Implication: Loss of, or forced renegotiation with, even 2-3 of the largest accounts around the change-of-
control event could materially impair post-close revenue and complicate deal certainty at signing.

Action Required: Pre-clear consents with top-10 accounts before signing; obtain written confirmation of non-
objection from top-5 by ARR prior to close.

Benchmark: No universal SaaS concentration benchmark exists; the source's own DD_Risk_Register
independently states the same 36.2% figure and rates it High severity — population and definition match (top-
10 of total ARR), confirming internal consistency. DD_Risk_Register, Commercial row

Estimated Impact: ◌ Not quantifiable from this dataset. Required input: probability and timing of specific
account non-renewal or termination election, which is not observable from a static contract register.



HIGH

Two Under Investigation litigation matters (largest exposures in the register) carry no
recorded outside counsel opinion and thin reserve coverage

Legal & Compliance

Evidence: LIT-213 (Vendor Dispute): $966,303 exposure, $41,247 reserve, no insurance, Under Investigation [V:
Litigation_Register full series]; LIT-215 (Employment Dispute): $895,729 exposure, $490,269 reserve, no
insurance, Under Investigation [V: Litigation_Register full series]; all 16 matters show only counsel-of-record,
with no stated counsel opinion on likely outcome anywhere in the source [V: Litigation_Register, Counsel
column] — Grade A for figures, but a dataGap on outcome assessment.

Implication: Aggregate reported exposure across all 16 matters is $3,464,264 against $1,047,089 in total
reserves [V: Litigation_Register, Estimated Financial Exposure sum; Reserve Booked sum] — a $2,417,175
unreserved gap; the two Under Investigation matters alone total $1,862,032 of exposure against $531,516 of
reserve, leaving $1,330,516 unreserved within just these two matters. ƒ 3,464,264 - 1,047,089 = 2,417,175

ƒ 966,303 + 895,729 = 1,862,032; 41,…  ƒ 1,862,032 - 531,516 = 1,330,516

Action Required: Obtain outside counsel assessment and regulator/plaintiff correspondence for LIT-213 and
LIT-215 before close; consider an indemnity holdback sized to the unreserved gap in these two matters
pending counsel opinion.

Benchmark: No industry benchmark applies to individual matter reserve ratios; assessed per the mandatory
litigation severity framework (procedural posture + absence of counsel opinion + reserve ratio, in that order).

Estimated Impact: ◌ Unreserved exposure within LIT-213 and LIT-215 specifically is $1,330,516 . Full economic
impact is not quantifiable pending outside counsel opinion on likely outcome.

MEDIUM

Key/critical employee population lacks matching retention infrastructure, with elevated
flight-risk flags across the broader workforce

Operational

Evidence: 37 of 262 employees flagged Key/Critical [V: Employee_HR_Data, Key/Critical counts]; only 11 of 262
employees company-wide hold a Retention Bonus / Change-in-Control Provision [V: Employee_HR_Data,
Retention Bonus counts]; 104 of 262 employees flagged Medium or High flight risk (75 Medium + 29 High) —
Grade A, HR roster. ƒ 75 + 29 = 104, from V: Employee_HR…

Implication: A change-of-control transaction is a known departure trigger; without cross-tabbed data
confirming how many of the 37 key employees specifically hold retention provisions, the magnitude of at-risk
key talent cannot be stated precisely, but the wide gap between the two totals (37 vs. 11) is directionally
concerning.

Action Required: Design and price a pre-close retention/equity refresh plan targeted at Key/Critical
employees, prioritizing those also flagged Medium/High flight risk.

Benchmark: No universal benchmark for retention-provision coverage ratio exists; directional read is that
coverage is thin relative to the key-employee population size.

Estimated Impact: ◌ Not quantifiable from this dataset. Required input: a cross-tab of Key/Critical status by
Retention Bonus status, which is not provided in the aggregates.



MEDIUM

Vendor concentration in single-point-of-failure and auto-renewing contracts across the
technology stack

IT & Technology

Evidence: 10 of 28 vendors flagged Single Point of Failure risk [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, SPOF counts]; 18 of 28
vendor contracts auto-renew [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, Auto-Renewal counts]; 13 of 28 vendors lack a Data
Processing Agreement on file [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, DPA counts] — Grade A, vendor contract register.

Implication: Auto-renewal terms on SPOF-flagged vendors reduce negotiating leverage and increase
switching-cost risk post-close; absence of DPAs on 13 of 28 vendors is a data-privacy exposure relevant to the
open EU regulatory inquiry (see legal red flag).

Action Required: Inventory renewal dates and renegotiate terms for SPOF-flagged, auto-renewing vendors
pre- or immediately post-close; require DPA execution for vendors currently missing one.

Benchmark: No standard SaaS benchmark for vendor SPOF ratio; the source's own DD_Risk_Register
independently flags this as Medium severity, consistent with the underlying counts.

DD_Risk_Register, IT/Vendor row

Estimated Impact: Combined annual contract value of SPOF-flagged vendors is $331,875 across 10 vendors
[V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, BY SPOF x ARR, Yes]. This is a switching-cost exposure indicator, not a direct valuation
adjustment.

MEDIUM

Open data-privacy regulatory inquiry tied to EU market data handling practices, with related
matters split across multiple case records

Legal & Compliance

Evidence: LIT-200 (Pending Filing, $213,423 exposure, $127,358 reserve) and LIT-210 (Open - Active, $13,048
exposure, $3,496 reserve) both have Notes explicitly referencing EU market data handling; these are 2 of the 5
matters categorized as Data Privacy/Regulatory Inquiry by Matter Type [V: Litigation_Register, Matter Type
counts] — the remaining 3 Data Privacy/Regulatory Inquiry matters (LIT-204, LIT-209, LIT-214) have Notes
describing wrongful termination or SOW scope disputes, not EU data handling, indicating a mismatch between
Matter Type classification and Notes content for those 3 rows — Grade A for the figures, flagged as a data
quality observation. Litigation_Register, LIT-200 and LIT-210 Notes

Litigation_Register, respective Notes fields

Implication: The combined exposure of the two EU-data-handling-referencing matters is $226,471, against
combined reserves of $130,854; regulatory inquiries of this type can expand in scope beyond the initially
quantified exposure. ƒ 213,423 + 13,048 = 226,471, from V…  ƒ 127,358 + 3,496 = 130,854

Action Required: Obtain regulator correspondence and outside counsel assessment specifically for LIT-200
and LIT-210; clarify Matter Type miscoding for LIT-204, LIT-209, LIT-214 in the register.

Benchmark: Regulatory/privacy inquiries carry known scope-expansion risk per the matter-type asymmetry
factor in the litigation severity framework, independent of currently stated exposure.

Estimated Impact: ◌ Combined exposure across LIT-200 and LIT-210 specifically is $226,471 . Broader
regulatory scope expansion is not quantifiable from this dataset.



MEDIUM

Net Revenue Retention holds structurally near parity (average ~100.6%) with recurring
monthly dips below 100%, well under the SaaS convention for healthy expansion

Financial

Evidence: 36-month NRR series: mean 1.0057, min 0.9962 (2024-04), max 1.0145 (2023-12) [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Net Revenue Retention % mean/min/max]; 12 of 36 months show NRR below 1.00 (2023-
02, 2024-04, 2024-06, 2025-01, 2025-06, 2025-08, 2025-12, plus others in the full series below parity) — count
taken directly from the full series provided [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard full series, Net Revenue Retention %] —
Grade A, KPI dashboard.

Implication: Flat NRR means ARR growth is being driven primarily by new logo acquisition rather than
expansion within the existing base, increasing dependency on continued new-customer acquisition (CAC
averaged $18,279/month [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, CAC mean]) to sustain the growth trajectory seen in
Financials_Monthly.

Action Required: Request cohort-level NRR broken out by tier and product line to identify whether flat NRR is
concentrated in specific segments (e.g., SMB) versus Enterprise.

Benchmark: Commonly cited SaaS NRR convention is >110% good, >120% excellent. Solstice's ~100.6%
average is well below this convention — population and definition match (company-wide monthly NRR), so
the comparison is valid; the directional read is that net expansion is essentially flat, not a growth-accelerant.

Estimated Impact: ◌ Not quantifiable as a valuation adjustment from this dataset; directional implication is a
lower revenue-quality multiple than a >110% NRR SaaS peer would command.



Named Key Persons (9)

8 of 9 named key persons have no retention mitigation

none: 8 · partial: 1 · adequate: 0

NAME DEPT ROLE / RISK RISK TYPE MITIGATION

EMP-5083 Marketing

Highest-paid employee in dataset at $305,444
base salary, Key/Critical flagged, Medium flight
risk, only 1.0 year tenure, no retention
bonus/change-in-control provision recorded [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Base Salary max; S:
Key/Critical=Yes, Flight Risk=Medium, Retention
Bonus=No for EMP-5083]

leadership
stability none

EMP-5124 Sales
Second-highest base salary ($300,498), not
flagged Key/Critical despite VP title, no retention
provision on file Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5124

leadership
stability none

EMP-5257 Engineering

C-Level engineering executive with High flight risk
and only 0.7 years tenure; Key/Critical flagged; no
retention bonus recorded

Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5257

leadership
stability none

EMP-5194 Engineering
C-Level, Key/Critical flagged, 0.4 years tenure, Last
Performance Rating 'Below', no retention provision

Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5194

leadership
stability none

EMP-5134 Support

C-Level in Support function, 0.3 years tenure, not
flagged Key/Critical despite title, no retention
provision, $284,069 base salary

Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5134

leadership
stability none

EMP-5031 G&A/Finance

Tied for longest tenure among Key/Critical
employees at 9.5 years [V: Employee_HR_Data, BY
Key/Critical Employee x Tenure max, Yes: EMP-
5031 at 9.5y]; Medium flight risk, no retention
bonus/change-in-control provision recorded

Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5031

critical
knowledge none

EMP-5015 Sales

Longest tenure of any employee in the roster at
9.5 years [V: Employee_HR_Data, Tenure max at
EMP-5015], not flagged Key/Critical, no retention
provision — long institutional knowledge with no
formal retention mechanism

Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5015

critical
knowledge none

37
employees
flagged
Key/Critical

Other Of 37 Key/Critical employees [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Key/Critical Employee tally],
only 11 employees company-wide carry a
Retention Bonus / Change-in-Control Provision [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Retention Bonus tally,

critical
knowledge

partial



NAME DEPT ROLE / RISK RISK TYPE MITIGATION

Employee =
Yes

Yes=11]; the overlap between the two groups is
not separately tallied in the aggregates provided,
so the exact count of Key/Critical employees
WITHOUT a retention provision cannot be stated
as a verified figure, but the two totals (37
Key/Critical vs 11 total with any provision
company-wide) indicate most Key/Critical
employees lack one [S/V: Employee_HR_Data
counts]

Raymond
Hancock

Sales

Sole named account owner for the largest single
contract in the ARR book at $3,382,482 [V:
Customer_Contracts, Annual Contract Value max at
CUST-1108]; no backup owner or succession data
present in source

key
relationship none

⚠ Leadership Stability Flags (4)

C-Level (Engineering) — EMP-5257 WRONG-FIT / OVERWHELMED

High Flight Risk flagged for a C-Level Engineering executive with only 0.7 years tenure and no retention
provision Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5257

Deal Implication: Loss of a C-suite technology leader shortly after or during a transaction would create
leadership and technical continuity risk with no documented mitigation.

C-Level (Engineering) — EMP-5194 MISALIGNMENT

'Below' Last Performance Rating recorded for a Key/Critical C-Level Engineering employee with only 0.4 years
tenure Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5194

Deal Implication: A below-expectations rating this early in tenure at C-level signals possible fit or onboarding
issues in the executive team.

VP Marketing — EMP-5083 DEPARTURE RISK

Highest base salary in the company [V: Employee_HR_Data, Base Salary max], Medium flight risk, no retention
bonus on file Employee_HR_Data row EMP-5083

Deal Implication: Concentration of compensation in a role with no retention structure and elevated flight risk
increases change-of-control departure exposure.

9 Executive-department employees overall INFORMATION-FILTERING — NOT ASSESSABLE

Executive department contains 9 employees [V: Employee_HR_Data, Department tally, Executive=9] but the
dataset contains no survey, interview, or narrative source describing information flow, alignment, or CEO
behavior

Deal Implication: Cannot assess whether leadership receives accurate information; this is a data gap rather
than a finding.



🚩 Governance Flags (4)

Customer concentration in top 10 accounts FINANCIAL

Top-10 ARR $15,011,977 = 36.17% of total $41,500,000 ARR [V: Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR];
DD_Risk_Register independently states 36.2% — the two figures are consistent (36.17% vs 36.2%), not
contradictory Grade B

Change-of-control consent/termination rights widespread across the contract
book FINANCIAL

92 of 138 total contracts carry some form of change-of-control clause (46 consent-required + 46 termination-
right); DD_Risk_Register frames this as '55-75% of enterprise contracts' specifically

ƒ 46+46=92, per Customer_Contracts C…  Grade B

Key/Critical employee flight risk without broad retention coverage OPERATIONAL

37 of 262 employees flagged Key/Critical [V: Employee_HR_Data, Key/Critical tally]; only 11 of 262 employees
company-wide hold any Retention Bonus/Change-in-Control Provision [V: Employee_HR_Data, Retention Bonus
tally] — DD_Risk_Register separately flags this as Medium severity DD_Risk_Register row 3

Vendor single-point-of-failure concentration with auto-renewal OPERATIONAL

10 of 28 IT vendors flagged Single Point of Failure Risk = Yes [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, SPOF tally]; combined
ACV of SPOF-flagged vendors $331,875 [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, BY SPOF x ACV, Yes subtotal]



Contract, Cyber & Cloud Risk

CYBER INSURANCE

unknown — treat as no
Unknown is treated as absent for risk purposes

CLOUD PROVIDER RISK

Cloud Infrastructure category contains 2
vendors (VEN-304, VEN-325) with combined
ACV $95,918 ; VEN-325 (Wilson-Ramirez, Cloud
Infrastructure, Critical business criticality) is
flagged Single Point of Failure Risk = Yes with
Auto-Renewal = No — a critical, non-
redundant cloud dependency with a renewal
decision point requiring attention.

📋 Contract Risk Details

Standardization

mixed — Payment Terms span 5
distinct structures (Quarterly,
Net 30, Net 45, Net 60, Annual
Prepay) fairly evenly distributed
across 138 contracts [V:
Customer_Contracts, Payment
Terms tally]

SLA Tracking

unknown — no SLA-specific
data field present in this dataset

Contract Mgmt System

unknown — not referenced in
this dataset

Auto-Renewal Exposure

99 of 138 customer contracts (71.7%) carry an auto-renewal clause [V:
Customer_Contracts, Auto-Renewal tally]; 18 of 28 IT vendor contracts
(64.3%) also auto-renew [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, Auto-Renewal tally],
including at least one Critical, single-point-of-failure vendor

Legacy Liability Cap Risk

unknown — no liability cap field
present in Customer_Contracts
or elsewhere in this dataset



Workstream Analysis

RISK HEAT MAP — SEVERITY BY WORKSTREAM
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Financial MEDIUM

Triggered by:

Gross Margin % and EBITDA Margin % show recurring monthly
volatility across all 36 months, ranging 62.23%-71.24% (Gross Margin)
and 15.59%-31.67% (EBITDA Margin) [V: Financials_Monthly, Gross
Margin %/EBITDA Margin % min/max] — flagged Low severity by the
source's own risk register Grade B

Top-10 customer ARR concentration is 36.17% of total ARR [V:
Customer_Contracts, top-10 ARR share] — below the Critical/High
single-customer thresholds (no single customer reaches 40% or even
30%; largest single contract CUST-1108 is $3,382,482 of $41,500,000
total, or 8.15% ), but a top-10 concentration this high still warrants
monitoring under aggregate-concentration conventions

ƒ 3,382,482/41,500,000=8.15%

Litigation reserve coverage is only 30.23% of total estimated exposure
($1,047,089 reserved vs $3,464,264 exposure) — a potential
understatement of contingent liability if the two largest Under-
Investigation matters (LIT-213, LIT-215) resolve adversely

ƒ 1,047,089/3,464,264=30.23%, V: Lit…

KEY FINDINGS (4)

This workstream rests on Grade A primary-artefact data (36
months of structured monthly P&L records) [V:
Financials_Monthly] plus a Grade B analyst risk-register
commentary — no management representation letter or auditor
opinion is present, so normalization adjustments cannot be
independently confirmed. DD_Risk_Register

Total Revenue grew from $19,854,749 (FY2023) to $29,604,207
(FY2025), a 49.1% increase over the period.

ƒ (29,604,207-19,854,749)/19,854,749…

Recurring Revenue represents 79.65% of cumulative Total
Revenue across all 36 months ($58,682,075 of $73,669,612),
consistent with a subscription-based SaaS revenue mix.

ƒ 58,682,075/73,669,612=79.65%; V: F…

No runway, cash balance, or funding-status data exists anywhere
in this dataset — liquidity position cannot be assessed from the
source provided.

Concerns (3):

Litigation exposure materially exceeds booked reserves ($3,464,264 vs
$1,047,089) [V: Litigation_Register sums], with the two largest individual
exposures (LIT-213 at $966,303 and LIT-215 at $895,729) both classified
Under Investigation and both showing No insurance coverage — see
Litigation severity reasoning in legalCompliance workstream.

Litigation_Register rows LIT-213, LIT-215

No cash flow, balance sheet, or capital structure data is present —
Financial DD scope in this dataset is limited to P&L only; QoE
normalization, working capital and debt analysis are not possible from
this source.
Gross Margin declined to its 36-month low of 62.23% in the most
recent month (2025-11) [V: Financials_Monthly, Gross Margin % min at
2025-11] against a 36-month mean of 66.2% [V: Financials_Monthly,
Gross Margin % mean] — worth monitoring for a trend versus a single-
month anomaly, though the most recent full year (2025) shows a
comparable average to prior years [V: Financials_Monthly, Gross
Margin % by year: 2023=7.9458, 2024=7.958, 2025=7.927, i.e. annual
averages of ~66.2% each year].

Commercial HIGH

Triggered by:

Top-10 customer ARR concentration of
36.17% ($15,011,977 of $41,500,000
total) [V: Customer_Contracts, top-10
ARR] — exceeds the SaaS single-
customer 25% convention when read as
an aggregate concentration signal, and is
independently flagged High severity in
the source's own risk register

Grade B

14 of 138 customer contracts flagged At-
Risk/Churn = Yes [V: Customer_Contracts,
At-Risk/Churn Flag tally] — no ARR-
weighted subset total for these 14
accounts is available in
VERIFIED_AGGREGATES, so the revenue-
at-risk cannot be quantified, only the
count
Lost Logos totaled 57 across 36 months
vs New Logos of 152 [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Lost Logos sum,
New Logos sum] — a Lost:New ratio of
37.5%, with FY2025 losing 20 logos
against only 45 gained [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Lost/New Logos by
year, 2025], the weakest annual net-new
performance of the three years shown

ƒ 57/152=37.5%

KEY FINDINGS (4)

This workstream draws on Grade A
structured contract and KPI data
(Customer_Contracts register,
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard) — no direct
customer feedback, satisfaction
survey, or win/loss interview data
exists in this dataset; NPS here is a
KPI-dashboard figure and its subject
(customer vs employee) is addressed
explicitly below.

NPS (customer-facing metric per
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard framing) ranged
from 27 (2024-05) to 56 (2023-05)
across 36 months, mean 38.42 [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, NPS
min/max/mean] — this falls within
the commonly cited customer NPS
convention of +20 to +40, though
the recent trend (2025 annual sum
458 vs 2023's 468) [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, NPS by year] is
flat-to-slightly-declining rather than
improving.

Net Revenue Retention hovered near
parity across the period, mean 1.0057
(100.57%) [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard,
NRR mean], below the SaaS 'good'



Positives (2):

EBITDA grew from $4,226,561 (FY2023) to $6,038,556 (FY2025), a 42.9%
increase. ƒ (6,038,556-4,226,561)/4,226,561=42…

Revenue mix is recurring-revenue dominated (79.65% of total) [C, as
above], a structural positive for SaaS valuation multiples.

Data Quality adequate

(>110%) and well below 'excellent'
(>120%) conventions — NRR
minimum was 99.62% (2024-04) and
maximum 101.45% (2023-12) [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, NRR min/max],
indicating essentially flat net revenue
expansion from the existing base.

Industry distribution across the 138-
contract book is broad
(Manufacturing 18, Professional
Services 17, Healthcare 16, Logistics
& Transportation 15, Insurance 15,
Media & Telecom 14, Public Sector
14, Retail & E-commerce 11, Energy
& Utilities 10, Financial Services 8) [V:
Customer_Contracts, Industry tally],
indicating no single-vertical
concentration risk.

Concerns (3):

NRR near 100% signals the customer
base is neither materially expanding nor
materially contracting net of churn — an
underperformance relative to the >110%
'good' SaaS benchmark, meaningful for
growth-multiple valuation.
Top-10 ARR concentration of 36.17%
combined with 14 flagged at-risk
accounts creates compounding revenue-
durability risk that the current dataset
cannot fully quantify (no ARR figure tied
to the 14 at-risk accounts is available in
the verified aggregates).
Gross MRR Churn % shows a rising trend
by year: 13.26% (2023 annual sum) to
14.28% (2024) to 16.66% (2025) [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Gross MRR Churn
% by year] — this is a cumulative annual
sum of monthly rates, not an annualized
churn rate, but the year-over-year
direction is upward.

Positives (2):

No single named customer exceeds 10%
of total ARR — the largest single contract
(CUST-1108, Edwards LLC) is $3,382,482,
or 8.15% of total ARR, meaning single-
customer concentration risk (as distinct
from aggregate top-10 concentration) is
low.

ƒ 3,382,482/41,500,000=8.15%; V: Cus…

New Logos additions remained positive
in every one of the 36 months shown
except no month recorded zero New
Logos [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, New
Logos min=1 at 2023-07], indicating
continuous new-logo acquisition
capability throughout the period.

Data Quality adequate





Operational MEDIUM

Triggered by:

37 of 262 employees flagged Key/Critical Employee = Yes [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Key/Critical tally], while only 11 of 262 employees
company-wide hold any Retention Bonus/Change-in-Control Provision
[V: Employee_HR_Data, Retention Bonus tally] — a structural retention
coverage gap for key personnel, independently flagged Medium
severity in the source's risk register DD_Risk_Register row 3

29 of 262 employees flagged Flight Risk = High [V: Employee_HR_Data,
Flight Risk tally] — no cross-tab of High Flight Risk specifically among
Director+ or Key/Critical populations is available in
VERIFIED_AGGREGATES, so the exact overlap cannot be stated as a
verified count, only the two separate totals
20 of 262 employees carry a Last Performance Rating of 'Below' [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Last Performance Rating tally] — no performance-
review-process cadence or timing data exists in this dataset to assess
review-process integrity

KEY FINDINGS (4)

This workstream draws entirely on Grade A structured HR roster
data (262-employee register) [V: Employee_HR_Data] — no
employee survey, engagement score, exit interview, or
culture/psychological-safety data exists in this dataset; findings
on culture, collaboration, and information flow to leadership
cannot be made from this source.

Engineering is the largest department at 56 employees, followed
by Sales (43), Customer Success (34), G&A/Finance (26), Product
(26), Marketing (26), Support (25), Data/Analytics (11), Executive
(9), HR (6) [V: Employee_HR_Data, Department tally] — an HR
function of only 6 employees supporting a 262-person company
is a thin ratio, though no benchmark for this specific role-density
figure applies.

Longest company tenure overall is 9.5 years, held jointly by EMP-
5015 (Sales, not Key/Critical) and EMP-5031 (G&A/Finance,
Key/Critical) [V: Employee_HR_Data, Tenure max, and BY
Key/Critical x Tenure max, Yes: EMP-5031 at 9.5y] — both figures
are independently confirmed maxima.

157 of 262 employees (59.9%) hold a Non-Compete agreement
[V: Employee_HR_Data, Has Non-Compete tally], while only 11 of
262 (4.2%) hold any retention/change-in-control provision [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Retention Bonus tally] — a large gap
between restrictive-covenant coverage and positive retention-
incentive coverage. ƒ 157/262=59.9%

Concerns (3):

Retention coverage gap: the population of 37 Key/Critical employees is
more than 3x the total population (11) holding any retention/change-
in-control provision company-wide, indicating most Key/Critical
employees lack this specific retention lever, though partial overlap
cannot be precisely quantified from the aggregates provided.
No performance-review cadence, engagement, or culture data exists —
Operational workstream assessment is limited to point-in-time HR
attributes (tenure, salary, flight risk, performance rating) rather than
trend or process-maturity data.
Executive department (9 employees) and HR department (6 employees)
are both thin relative to a 262-person, ~$41.5M ARR company, though
no explicit understaffing trigger from the criteria list is directly
measurable from headcount alone.

IT &
Technology

INSUFFICIENT DATA

Not rated. The evidence available cannot
support a rating — this is not a finding
of low risk.

Triggered by:

10 of 28 IT vendors flagged Single Point
of Failure Risk = Yes [V:
IT_Vendor_Contracts, SPOF tally] — one
directly checkable trigger
13 of 28 IT vendors lack a Data
Processing Agreement on file [V:
IT_Vendor_Contracts, DPA tally] — a
second directly checkable trigger, though
this maps more directly to Legal &
Compliance than to IT reliability

KEY FINDINGS (3)

This workstream's only available
evidence is a Grade A vendor
CONTRACT register (28 rows: vendor
name, category, ACV, renewal date,
auto-renewal, criticality, SPOF flag,
DPA flag) [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts] —
it contains NO uptime, outage,
incident, architecture, database
capacity, release-process, DR/backup,
or security-finding data of any kind.
Per the coverage test, fewer than two
IT-reliability-specific triggers (outage
frequency, patch status, DR test
dates, staging/rollback safety,
database capacity) are directly
checkable from this source, so this
workstream is rated Insufficient Data
despite the vendor register itself
being Grade A.

All 28 vendor contracts share the
identical Contract Renewal Date of
2026-07-29 — this uniform date
across every vendor is an unusual
pattern (real vendor books rarely
share one renewal date across
categories) and should be verified as
a genuine renewal-calendar
concentration rather than a data-
generation artifact before being
relied upon operationally.

IT_Vendor_Contracts, all 28 rows

Cloud Infrastructure category
contains only 2 of 28 vendors,
combined ACV $95,918, one of which
(VEN-325) is Critical-criticality and
SPOF-flagged with no auto-renewal,
meaning an active renewal decision is
required.



Positives (2):

158 of 262 employees (60.3%) are flagged Low Flight Risk [V:
Employee_HR_Data, Flight Risk tally] — the majority of the workforce
shows no elevated departure signal.
192 of 262 employees (73.3%) hold a 'Meets' Last Performance Rating
[V: Employee_HR_Data, Last Performance Rating tally], indicating a
stable, non-bimodal performance distribution.

Leadership: C-Suite Risk: high · Alignment: not measured in source
CEO Info Filtering: not assessable from this data
VP Concerns: EMP-5083 (VP Marketing): highest company-wide base salary
($305,444), Medium flight risk, no retention provision, only 1.0 year tenure —
cannot be characterized as fit or unfit for next-stage growth from HR
attributes alone, but the combination of compensation concentration, tenure
and flight risk without retention structure is a named risk factor.
VP Strengths: No source data (survey, 360-review, or narrative commentary)
exists to support any VP-level strength claim; none is asserted.

Data Quality adequate

IT_Vendor_Contracts row VEN-325

ƒ 34,843+61,075=95,918

Concerns (3):

No data exists on system uptime, outage
history, security vulnerability findings,
backup/DR testing, or shadow IT — none
of the mandatory IT & Technology red-
flag categories can be evaluated.
The uniform renewal date across all 28
vendors warrants a data-provenance
check before being used to plan
negotiation timing, since it is inconsistent
with typical staggered vendor renewal
calendars.
7 of 28 vendors are classified Business
Criticality = Critical [V:
IT_Vendor_Contracts, Business Criticality
tally], combined ACV $347,837 [V:
IT_Vendor_Contracts, BY Business
Criticality x ACV, Critical subtotal] —
architecture/redundancy status behind
these Critical vendors cannot be assessed
from this source.

Positives (1):

18 of 28 vendors (64.3%) are NOT
flagged as Single Point of Failure Risk [V:
IT_Vendor_Contracts, SPOF tally] — a
majority of the vendor book shows no
documented redundancy concern at the
contract level.

Data Quality insufficient



Legal & Compliance HIGH

Triggered by:

Two largest litigation matters by exposure — LIT-213 ($966,303, Vendor
Dispute, Under Investigation, No insurance) and LIT-215 ($895,729,
Employment Dispute, Under Investigation, No insurance) [V:
Litigation_Register, Estimated Financial Exposure max at LIT-213; S:
Litigation_Register rows LIT-213, LIT-215] — both in early/uncertain
procedural posture with no stated outside counsel opinion in the
source, and both uninsured; reserve-to-exposure ratios are low (LIT-
213: $41,247/$966,303=4.27%; LIT-215: $490,269/$895,729=54.73%) [C,
from V: Litigation_Register full series] but per the litigation-severity
reasoning hierarchy this ratio is a compounding signal only, not a
standalone driver — the absence of counsel opinion and Under-
Investigation posture on the largest, uninsured matter (LIT-213) drives
the rating
Open regulatory inquiry tied to EU market data handling, Status
Pending Filing (LIT-200, $213,423 exposure) — an early/uncertain-
posture privacy/regulatory matter, a matter-type carrying known
scope-expansion tail-risk per the litigation severity reasoning
framework, independently flagged Medium by the source's own risk
register DD_Risk_Register row 4

13 of 28 IT vendors lack a Data Processing Agreement on file [V:
IT_Vendor_Contracts, DPA tally] — a data-handling governance gap
coincident with the open EU privacy inquiry above

KEY FINDINGS (4)

This workstream draws on a Grade A structured litigation register
(16 matters) [V: Litigation_Register] plus a Grade B analyst risk-
register summary — no outside counsel memoranda, regulator
correspondence, or compliance-audit reports are present in the
source, which is itself a material gap for the two largest,
uninsured, Under-Investigation matters (LIT-213, LIT-215).

DD_Risk_Register

5 matters are classified 'Data Privacy/Regulatory Inquiry' by
Matter Type [V: Litigation_Register, Matter Type tally]; individual
review of all 5 Notes fields shows only 2 (LIT-200, LIT-210)
actually describe EU data-handling practices — the other 3 (LIT-
204, LIT-209, LIT-214) have Notes describing wrongful
termination or SOW-scope disputes unrelated to privacy. This is
a Matter Type / Notes-content mismatch and is flagged as a
data-quality issue in its own right, not smoothed into a claim
that all 5 relate to EU privacy.

Litigation_Register, Notes column, all 5 rows individually checked

Aggregate litigation exposure across all 16 matters is $3,464,264
against $1,047,089 in booked reserves — a $2,417,175
unreserved gap across the full register. Of this gap, LIT-213 and
LIT-215 alone account for $1,330,516 of unreserved exposure,
meaning these two matters represent 55.1% of the total
unreserved gap — a meaningful but not exclusive share; the
remaining 14 matters collectively account for the other 44.9%.

ƒ 3,464,264-1,047,089=2,417,175; V: …

ƒ (966,303-41,247)+(895,729-490,269)…

ƒ 1,330,516/2,417,175=55.05%

Insurance Coverage Applicable is No for 3 of 16 matters (LIT-212,
LIT-213, LIT-215) with combined exposure $1,880,716 across
those 3 [V: Litigation_Register, BY Insurance Coverage x
Exposure, No subtotal]; per the litigation severity reasoning,

Customer INSUFFICIENT DATA

Not rated. The evidence available cannot
support a rating — this is not a finding
of low risk.

Triggered by:

14 of 138 contracts flagged At-
Risk/Churn = Yes [V: Customer_Contracts,
At-Risk/Churn Flag tally] — one directly
checkable trigger
NRR near parity (mean 1.0057) [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, NRR mean]
indicates weak net expansion from the
existing base — a second directly
checkable trigger, though this is an
aggregate KPI rather than named-
account customer feedback

KEY FINDINGS (3)

NO direct customer-reported
feedback, satisfaction survey,
complaint log, or support-ticket-
volume data exists anywhere in this
dataset. NPS and CSAT figures in
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard are Grade A
aggregated KPI outputs (presumably
sourced from a survey instrument
upstream, but the underlying
instrument, response counts, and
verbatims are not provided) — they
measure a company-reported metric,
not verified customer testimony
available to this analysis. Named-
account relationship health, service
quality narrative, and CS capacity-vs-
load cannot be assessed from this
source.

Support CSAT % ranged from 82.3%
(2025-03) to 93.7% (2024-06) across
36 months, mean 88.5% [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Support CSAT
% min/max/mean] — no named-
account or per-segment breakdown
is available to identify which accounts
drive the lower readings.

14 of 138 customers (10.1%) are
flagged At-Risk/Churn = Yes [V:
Customer_Contracts, At-Risk/Churn
tally], including at least one
Enterprise-tier account (CUST-1082,
Yu-Reid, $1,084,415 ARR) — no
aggregate ARR total for the 14 at-risk
accounts is available in
VERIFIED_AGGREGATES.

Customer_Contracts row CUST-1082

ƒ 14/138=10.1%



insurance status is a deal-structure/indemnity-allocation factor
and does not itself reduce underlying severity — it is noted
separately here rather than used to discount the rating.

Concerns (3):

No outside counsel opinion is present in the source for any of the 16
matters in a manner that overrides current reserve levels — this
absence is itself a gap in the risk-management information available,
particularly material for LIT-213 and LIT-215.
Contract book shows 46 of 138 customers with change-of-control
consent-required clauses and another 46 with change-of-control
termination rights [V: Customer_Contracts, Change-of-Control Clause
tally] — combined, 92 of 138 contracts (66.7%) carry some change-of-
control trigger, which could require pre-signing consent outreach
across a substantial share of the customer base in a change-of-control
transaction structure.
13 of 28 IT vendors lack a Data Processing Agreement on file,
alongside an open EU-market data-handling regulatory inquiry —
these two facts together suggest data-governance maturity may not
fully match the regulatory risk profile, though no direct causal link
between the specific vendors and the specific inquiry is stated in the
source.

Positives (2):

9 of 16 litigation matters carry full Insurance Coverage Applicable = Yes
[V: Litigation_Register, Insurance Coverage tally], combined exposure
$1,360,263 [V: Litigation_Register, BY Insurance Coverage x Exposure,
Yes subtotal] — over half the matters by count have some insurance
backstop.
4 of 16 matters are already Closed - Dismissed and 4 are Settled [V:
Litigation_Register, Status tally] — 8 of 16 matters (50%) have reached
an advanced/resolved procedural posture, reducing residual
uncertainty for half the register.

Contract Risk: The customer contract book is payment-terms
diversified but shows broad change-of-control clause coverage (92 of
138 contracts) and majority auto-renewal (99 of 138); no bespoke SLA,
liability-cap, or contract-management-system data exists to assess
deeper standardization risk.

Data Quality adequate

Concerns (2):

Because no customer-facing narrative,
complaint, or CS-capacity data exists, the
true health of at-risk accounts, service-
quality trends, and expansion capability
cannot be established — this
workstream's rating reflects an absence
of the right kind of data, not a confirmed
absence of customer risk.
At least one large Enterprise account
(CUST-1082, $1,084,415 ARR) is flagged
at-risk with no further context in the
source about the reason or remediation
status.

Positives (1):

124 of 138 contracts (89.9%) are NOT
flagged At-Risk/Churn [V:
Customer_Contracts, At-Risk/Churn tally]
— the large majority of the book shows
no documented churn signal at the
contract level.

Data Quality insufficient



Product & Engineering (Industry) INSUFFICIENT DATA

Not rated. The evidence available cannot support a rating — this is not
a finding of low risk.

Triggered by:

R&D spend as % of revenue is calculable and directly checkable:
FY2025 R&D $4,517,003 / FY2025 Total Revenue $29,604,207 = 15.26%
— within the 15-25% SaaS benchmark range, one directly checkable
trigger ƒ 4,517,003/29,604,207=15.26%; V: Fi…

No second Product & Engineering-specific trigger (roadmap stability,
release safety, QA maturity, architecture/load-test results, feature
adoption) is checkable from this dataset

KEY FINDINGS (3)

This dataset contains NO engineering, product, or architecture
operational data whatsoever — no roadmap information, release
cadence, QA automation coverage, load/stress test results,
feature adoption metrics, or technical debt estimates exist
anywhere in the source. The only available proxy is the R&D
spending line within Financials_Monthly, which is a financial
input measure, not an output/quality measure of engineering
execution.

R&D spend grew from $2,955,658 (FY2023) to $4,517,003
(FY2025), a 52.8% increase, slightly outpacing the 49.1% growth
in Total Revenue over the same period — R&D investment
intensity is modestly increasing as a share of revenue.

ƒ (4,517,003-2,955,658)/2,955,658=52…

Engineering is the single largest department by headcount at 56
of 262 employees (21.4%), indicating substantial organizational
investment in the function even though no output-quality metric
is available to assess whether that investment translates to
delivery performance. ƒ 56/262=21.4%; V: Employee_HR_Data,…

Concerns (2):

Per the coverage test (fewer than two directly checkable Product &
Engineering triggers from data that directly measures them), this
workstream cannot be rated on substance — it is rated Insufficient
Data rather than Low, since 'Low' would incorrectly assert that specific
engineering-execution triggers were checked and found absent.
No architecture, scalability, or load-test data exists to assess whether
the platform has an untested scale ceiling, despite Total Revenue and
headcount both growing at roughly 50% over the three-year window
— a meaningful expert-review gap given the growth trajectory.

Positives (1):

R&D spend as a share of revenue (15.26% in FY2025) [C, as above] sits
within the commonly cited SaaS convention range of 15-25%,
indicating at minimum that R&D is not being starved relative to
revenue scale — though this says nothing about output quality or
velocity.

Data Quality insufficient



💰 Financial Figures Extracted (12)

Total Revenue FY2025 $29,604,207 vs FY2023 $19,854,749 [V: Financials_Monthly, Total Revenue by year]

Total Revenue sum across all 36 months $73,669,612 [V: Financials_Monthly, Total Revenue sum]

Recurring Revenue sum across all 36 months $58,682,075, representing 79.65% of Total Revenue sum
ƒ 58,682,075 / 73,669,612 = 79.65%

Gross Margin % ranged from 62.23% (2025-11) to 71.24% (2023-03) across 36 months [V:
Financials_Monthly, Gross Margin % min/max]

EBITDA Margin % ranged from 15.59% (2024-06) to 31.67% (2023-03) across 36 months [V:
Financials_Monthly, EBITDA Margin % min/max]

Total ARR across all 138 contracts $41,500,000 [V: Customer_Contracts, ARR sum]

Top-10 customer ARR concentration $15,011,977 = 36.17% of total ARR [V: Customer_Contracts, top-10
ARR]

Enterprise tier (26 contracts) ARR $24,182,901; Mid-Market (88 contracts) $16,120,135; SMB (24 contracts)
$1,196,964 [V: Customer_Contracts, BY Tier x ARR]

Litigation combined estimated financial exposure $3,464,264 across 16 matters vs combined reserve booked
$1,047,089 — reserve coverage 30.23% of exposure ƒ 1,047,089 / 3,464,264 = 30.23%; V:…

IT Vendor combined annual contract value $1,249,321 across 28 vendors [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, ACV sum]

CAC ranged $12,914 (2023-03) to $21,747 (2025-04) across 36 months [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, CAC
min/max]

Base Salary total across 262 employees $31,444,117; highest EMP-5083 $305,444; lowest EMP-5047 $65,506
[V: Employee_HR_Data, Base Salary sum/min/max]

Named Customers (10)

Edwards LLC Walker LLC House-Glover Ramirez Group Davis Group Johnson-Greer

Gonzalez-Cruz Yu-Reid Herring and Sons Cantu-Carter



⚖️ Compliance References (10)

Open data-privacy regulatory inquiry tied to EU market data handling operations, Status Pending Filing,
exposure $213,423, reserve $127,358, Counsel Internal (LIT-200) Litigation_Register row LIT-200

Second regulatory inquiry explicitly referencing EU market data handling, Status Open - Active, exposure
$13,048 (LIT-210) Litigation_Register row LIT-210

5 matters classified 'Data Privacy/Regulatory Inquiry' by Matter Type [V: Litigation_Register, Matter Type
tally]; of these, Notes fields show inconsistent content — LIT-200 and LIT-210 explicitly reference 'data
handling practices in EU market'; LIT-204 and LIT-209 Notes instead read 'Former employee wrongful
termination claim'; LIT-214 Notes reads 'Dispute over SOW deliverable scope with mid-market client' — this
is a data quality mismatch between category label and free-text content, not a uniform EU privacy exposure

Litigation_Register Notes column, all 5 rows individually reviewed

Data Processing Agreement on File: No for 13 of 28 IT vendors [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, DPA tally]

46 of 138 customer contracts carry 'Yes - consent required' change-of-control clauses; another 46 carry 'Yes
- termination right'; 46 carry 'No' [V: Customer_Contracts, Change-of-Control Clause tally]

DD_Risk_Register item: '55-75% of enterprise contracts include change-of-control consent or termination
rights,' Severity High, Owner Legal DD — note this range is a management/analyst representation in the risk
register, not independently recomputed here at the Enterprise-tier subset level DD_Risk_Register row 2

Insurance Coverage Applicable: No for 3 of 16 litigation matters (LIT-212, LIT-213, LIT-215), combined
exposure $1,880,716 across those 3 [V: Litigation_Register, BY Insurance Coverage x Exposure, No subtotal]

Auto-Renewal Clause: Yes for 99 of 138 customer contracts [V: Customer_Contracts, Auto-Renewal tally]

Auto-Renewal: Yes for 18 of 28 IT vendor contracts [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, Auto-Renewal tally]

157 of 262 employees have a Non-Compete on file; 11 of 262 have a Retention Bonus/Change-in-Control
Provision [V: Employee_HR_Data, Has Non-Compete and Retention Bonus tallies]



💡 Value Creation Opportunities (4)

Retention program design for key/critical talent

high priority  talent  medium investment  short-term &lt;6mo

Formalize retention and change-in-control provisions for the 37 flagged Key/Critical employees,
prioritizing overlap with Medium/High flight-risk flags

Current State: Retention infrastructure is present for a small minority of the workforce and not demonstrably
concentrated on the key-employee population based on available aggregates.

Evidence: 37 of 262 employees flagged Key/Critical against only 11 of 262 employees company-wide holding
any retention/CIC provision [V: Employee_HR_Data, Key/Critical counts; Retention Bonus counts] — Grade A.

Potential Impact: risk reduction

Expansion-revenue motion to lift NRR

high priority  product  medium investment  medium-term 6-18mo

Build systematic upsell/cross-sell motion across the Mid-Market tier (88 of 138 contracts, $16,120,135
ARR) [V: Customer_Contracts, BY Tier x ARR, Mid-Market] to lift Expansion Revenue % and NRR above
the current near-parity average

Current State: Expansion motion appears underdeveloped relative to new-logo acquisition as the primary
growth lever.

Evidence: 36-month mean Expansion Revenue % of 0.0179 (1.79%) [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Expansion
Revenue % mean] and NRR mean of 1.0057 [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Net Revenue Retention % mean] — both
below what a >110% NRR SaaS peer would show — Grade A.

Potential Impact: revenue upside

Vendor consolidation and renegotiation

medium priority  technology  low investment  short-term &lt;6mo

Renegotiate or dual-source the 10 vendors flagged Single Point of Failure, particularly the 18 auto-
renewing contracts across the book

Current State: No evidence of active redundancy planning in the current vendor register.

Evidence: 10 of 28 vendors flagged SPOF, 18 of 28 auto-renew [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, SPOF counts; Auto-
Renewal counts] — Grade A.

Potential Impact: risk reduction



Data Processing Agreement remediation

medium priority  operational  low investment  short-term &lt;6mo

Execute DPAs with the 13 of 28 vendors currently missing one, particularly ahead of resolving the
open EU data-handling regulatory inquiry

Current State: Nearly half the vendor book lacks documented data-processing compliance paperwork.

Evidence: 13 of 28 vendors lack a Data Processing Agreement on file [V: IT_Vendor_Contracts, DPA counts];
open regulatory matters reference EU data handling — Grade A. Litigation_Register, LIT-200, LIT-210 Notes

Potential Impact: risk reduction

📊 Value Creation Signals (2)

Expansion Revenue % has grown only modestly (FY2023 21.63% vs FY2025 21.40% of column,

annualized sums roughly flat) [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, Expansion Revenue % by year] despite NRR

holding around parity (mean 1.0057) [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, NRR mean] — upsell motion appears

underexploited relative to a >120% NRR 'excellent' benchmark medium investment

Expansion Revenue % by year: 2023=0.2163, 2024=0.2151, 2025=0.2140 (annual sums) [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard,
Expansion Revenue % by year]; NRR mean 1.0057 across 36 months [V: SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, NRR mean]
Estimated Uptake: ◌ not quantified in source
Impact: revenue

Mid-Market tier (88 contracts, $16,120,135 ARR) is far larger by count than Enterprise (26 contracts)

but has lower average ARR per account — potential to grow Mid-Market accounts toward

Enterprise-tier value via upsell of Core Platform/API/Analytics Add-on lines medium investment

BY Tier x ARR: Mid-Market n=88 sum=$16,120,135 (mean ~$183,183); Enterprise n=26 sum=$24,182,901 (mean
~$930,111) [V: Customer_Contracts, BY Tier x ARR]; Product Line tally shows Analytics Add-on=42,
API/Integration=40, Managed Services=31, Core Platform=25 [V: Customer_Contracts, Primary Product Line
tally]
Estimated Uptake: ◌ not quantified in source
Impact: revenue



✅ Positive Indicators (4)

Consistent multi-year revenue and EBITDA

growth with expanding recurring-revenue mix

Financial

Total Revenue grew from $19,854,749 (2023) to
$29,604,207 (2025) [V: Financials_Monthly by-year
Total Revenue]; Recurring Revenue grew from
$14,676,864 (2023) to $24,857,872 (2025) [V:
Financials_Monthly by-year Recurring Revenue];
EBITDA grew from $4,226,561 to $6,038,556 over
the same period [V: Financials_Monthly by-year
EBITDA] — Grade A, financial statements.
Supports a growth-oriented valuation narrative and
indicates recurring revenue is increasingly the dominant
driver of the top line, which is generally value-accretive in
a SaaS multiple framework.

Large majority of customer book shows no

flagged churn risk Commercial

124 of 138 customer contracts are not flagged At-
Risk/Churn (only 14 of 138 flagged Yes) [V:
Customer_Contracts, At-Risk/Churn Flag counts] —
Grade A, contract register.
Reduces near-term revenue-at-risk from currently
identifiable churn signals, though this does not address
the separately identified change-of-control friction risk.

Majority of litigation exposure is insured or

partially insured Legal & Compliance

9 of 16 matters carry full insurance coverage and 4
more carry partial coverage; only 3 of 16 carry no
coverage [V: Litigation_Register, Insurance Coverage
Applicable counts] — Grade A.
Materially reduces the balance-sheet severity of aggregate
litigation exposure, though per the litigation severity
framework this is a deal-structure factor and does not
reduce the underlying procedural-posture risk for the two
Under Investigation matters.

LTV:CAC ratio averages within the commonly

cited healthy SaaS range Industry Specific

36-month mean LTV:CAC of 3.4739, ranging from
2.35 (2023-09) to 4.87 (2023-10) [V:
SaaS_KPI_Dashboard, LTV:CAC mean/min/max] —
Grade A, KPI dashboard.
Supports continued efficient customer acquisition
economics on average, though monthly troughs below the
>3x convention indicate some volatility worth monitoring
alongside CAC trends.



Integration Considerations

COMPLEXITY Medium

◌ Not quantifiable from this dataset. Required input: headcount costs, severance terms, and vendor quotes.

Critical Risks

Change-of-control consent requirements across
92 of 138 customer contracts could delay or
complicate close

Key/critical employee departure risk during
transaction announcement and integration, given
thin retention coverage

Two large, unresolved litigation matters with no
outside counsel opinion could surface post-close
liabilities

Vendor SPOF/auto-renewal exposure could
disrupt technology continuity if not renegotiated

Flat NRR trajectory means integration must not
disrupt the new-logo acquisition engine that is
currently driving growth

Day 1 Priorities

Confirm status of all top-10 ARR customer
consents obtained pre-close

Communicate retention agreement terms to
Key/Critical employees

Establish continuity plan for SPOF-flagged critical
vendors

Confirm litigation matter status updates from
outside/internal counsel

Preserve new-logo sales motion and CAC
discipline through the transition

First 100 Days

Execute DPAs with vendors currently missing them, particularly given the open EU regulatory inquiry

Launch cohort-level NRR and expansion-revenue analysis by tier to identify upsell opportunity

Complete outside counsel review of LIT-213 and LIT-215 and true up reserves as needed

Renegotiate or dual-source SPOF-flagged auto-renewing vendor contracts

Monitor flight-risk flags among Key/Critical employees for early attrition signals

Next Steps (5)

ACTION OWNER TIMELINE PRIORITY

Engage outside counsel to render a formal opinion on LIT-
213 and LIT-215, including range of likely outcome

Legal DD /
General Counsel

Pre-signing Critical

Obtain written consent or non-objection from the top-10
ARR customer accounts regarding change of control

Commercial DD /
Deal Team

Pre-closing Critical

Design and cost a retention/equity refresh plan for the 37
Key/Critical employees, prioritizing those also flagged
Medium/High flight risk

HR DD / People
Team

Pre-closing High

Request cohort-level NRR and expansion-revenue data by
tier and product line to assess revenue-quality drivers

Financial DD
(QoE)

Within 30 days
of access

High

Inventory and renegotiate SPOF-flagged, auto-renewing
vendor contracts and remediate missing DPAs

IT DD
First 100 days
post-close

Medium



Questions for Management (5)

1. What is outside counsel's assessment of likely outcome and range of loss for LIT-213 and LIT-215,
and why do current reserves ($41,247 and $490,269 respectively) sit well below stated exposure
($966,303 and $895,729)? (priority 10/10)

Legal & Compliance • This is the single largest identified contingent liability gap in the dataset and directly affects
escrow/indemnity sizing.

✓ GREEN FLAG
Outside counsel provides a defensible low-end estimate
close to or below current reserves, with a credible
timeline to resolution.

🚩 RED FLAG
No outside counsel has been engaged, or counsel's own
estimate exceeds the stated Estimated Financial
Exposure figure.

2. For the top-10 ARR accounts, what is the current status of change-of-control consent discussions,
and has any account indicated an intent to exercise a termination right? (priority 9/10)

Commercial • Determines whether the $15,011,977 in top-10 ARR is actually transferable at close without renegotiation.

✓ GREEN FLAG
All top-10 accounts have engaged constructively or pre-
cleared consent; none have signaled termination intent.

🚩 RED FLAG
One or more top-10 accounts have indicated they will
not consent or intend to terminate upon change of
control.

3. Of the 37 employees flagged Key/Critical, how many currently hold a retention bonus or change-
in-control provision, and what is the plan to extend coverage before close? (priority 8/10)

Operational • The aggregate data shows only 11 of 262 employees company-wide hold such provisions, but the overlap
with the 37 key employees specifically is not stated in the aggregates provided.

✓ GREEN FLAG
Management can identify specific overlap and has a
costed plan to cover the gap pre-close.

🚩 RED FLAG
Management cannot identify how many key employees
currently lack coverage, or has no remediation plan.

4. What explains the near-parity Net Revenue Retention average (~100.6%) and the months where
NRR dipped below 100%, and what is the plan to drive expansion revenue higher? (priority 7/10)

Financial • Distinguishes whether flat NRR is a temporary/segment-specific issue or a structural feature of the customer
base and pricing model.

✓ GREEN FLAG
Management identifies specific segments or cohorts
driving the dips and has an active expansion motion
underway.

🚩 RED FLAG
Flat NRR is attributed to broad-based, unaddressed
downgrade/contraction across the customer base with
no expansion strategy.

5. For the 10 vendors flagged Single Point of Failure, what business continuity or dual-sourcing
plans exist, and why do most carry auto-renewing terms? (priority 6/10)

IT & Technology • Auto-renewal on SPOF vendors reduces negotiating leverage at exactly the point where redundancy
planning matters most.

✓ GREEN FLAG
Documented continuity plans exist and renewal terms
are being actively renegotiated with notice periods
tracked.

🚩 RED FLAG
No continuity or renegotiation plan exists for any SPOF-
flagged vendor.



🔬 Areas for Deeper Investigation (5)

1. LIT-213 and LIT-215 litigation exposure and reserve adequacy
Rationale: These two matters represent 53.75% of total litigation exposure across all 16 matters, are in
early/uncertain procedural posture, carry no insurance, and lack any outside counsel opinion in the source.

ƒ 1,862,032 ÷ 3,464,264, from V: Lit…

Expected Value: Could materially change the size and structure of any legal indemnity/escrow negotiated into
the deal.

2. Top-10 ARR account change-of-control consent status
Rationale: 36.17% of ARR concentration combined with widespread change-of-control clauses is a direct
closing-condition risk, not just a post-close performance risk.

Expected Value: Could reveal whether specific large accounts require pre-signing outreach, potentially
reshaping deal timeline and structure.

3. Key/Critical employee retention coverage overlap
Rationale: The gap between 37 key employees and 11 total retention-provision holders company-wide is
directionally significant but not precisely quantified at the individual level.

Expected Value: Could size a specific, targeted retention program cost and identify which named roles most
need coverage before close.

4. NRR and expansion revenue drivers by customer segment
Rationale: Flat NRR (~100.6% average) below the SaaS convention is a revenue-quality issue that a segment-
level breakdown could clarify as either broad-based or concentrated.

Expected Value: Could reveal a specific, addressable expansion-revenue opportunity or, conversely, a structural
product/pricing limitation requiring a valuation view adjustment.

5. Vendor SPOF and DPA remediation, particularly in light of the open EU data-
handling inquiry
Rationale: 13 of 28 vendors lack a DPA on file while an active regulatory inquiry into EU data handling is open,
creating a compounding compliance risk.

Expected Value: Could reveal whether specific SPOF/no-DPA vendors are implicated in the regulatory inquiry
itself, materially changing the urgency and cost of remediation.



Data Gaps & Limitations (6)

⚠️ Industry classification is not settled: extraction classified this as "Technology", synthesis as
"Technology - SaaS/Software".
Industry Specific

The benchmark set applied throughout depends on this classification. Benchmark-based severity ratings should be
treated as provisional until it is resolved.
Action: Confirm the business model with management and re-run the analysis if the classification changes.

⚠️ No outside counsel opinion on likely outcome is recorded for any of the 16 litigation matters,
including the two largest (LIT-213, LIT-215)
Legal & Compliance

Caps confidence on litigation severity ratings at the procedural-posture level; blocks any numeric adjustment to
reserves or price for these matters.
Action: Request outside counsel memoranda or engagement letters for both matters before finalizing
indemnity/escrow terms.

⚠️ No cross-tab is available linking Key/Critical Employee status to Retention Bonus/Change-in-
Control Provision status at the individual level
Operational

Prevents stating a precise count of key employees lacking retention coverage; the red flag is directional only.
Action: Request an HR-provided cross-tab or filtered extract of the 37 Key/Critical employees showing their
individual Retention Bonus field.

⚠️ No cross-tab is available linking Change-of-Control Clause status to the specific top-10 (or top-
20) ARR accounts
Commercial

Prevents quantifying what share of the largest-ARR accounts specifically require consent or carry termination
rights.
Action: Request a filtered contract extract for the top-10/top-20 ARR accounts showing Change-of-Control
Clause status per account.

⚠️ The dataset contains no employee survey, customer satisfaction survey, or other perception
instrument — all data is register/ledger-based
Customer

No Grade C/D perception data exists to triangulate against the Grade A registers on topics like employee morale,
customer sentiment narrative, or sales/engineering relationship quality; the customer workstream is limited to
what NPS, CSAT, and churn-flag fields show numerically.
Action: If available, request qualitative customer reference calls and an employee engagement survey to
supplement the quantitative KPI dashboard.

⚠️ No cross-tab links vendor Single Point of Failure flags to Auto-Renewal status specifically
IT & Technology

Prevents stating how many of the 10 SPOF-flagged vendors specifically also auto-renew, versus the two
conditions being independent subsets.
Action: Request a filtered vendor extract cross-tabbing SPOF flag against Auto-Renewal status.



Analyst Notes

Areas Requiring Expert Review

Outside/independent counsel assessment for LIT-213 (Vendor Dispute, Under Investigation, $966,303
exposure, only $41,247 reserved, No insurance coverage) and LIT-215 (Employment Dispute, Under
Investigation, $895,729 exposure, $490,269 reserved, No insurance coverage) — these are the two largest
exposures in the register [V: Litigation_Register, Estimated Financial Exposure max at LIT-213] and both
sit in Under Investigation status with no stated counsel opinion in the source.

Enterprise-tier-specific change-of-control clause analysis: obtain or construct a Tier x Change-of-Control
cross-tab to verify the DD_Risk_Register's stated 55-75% range against the actual Enterprise subset
before relying on it for signing conditions.

Retention/equity refresh design for the 37 Key/Critical-flagged employees, particularly the small number
who also show Medium/High Flight Risk, given only 11 employees company-wide currently hold any
retention/change-in-control provision.

Vendor redundancy assessment for the 10 vendors flagged Single Point of Failure Risk = Yes, especially
VEN-325 (Critical, Cloud Infrastructure, no auto-renewal — meaning a near-term renewal decision point
exists) and any Critical/Important vendors lacking a Data Processing Agreement on file (13 of 28
vendors).

Regulator correspondence and outside counsel assessment for the EU data-handling matters LIT-200 and
LIT-210, per the DD_Risk_Register's own recommended follow-up.

HOW TO READ THE EVIDENCE TAGS

Q3.6  stated verbatim in the source at this location  ·  ƒ 23 + 7 = 30  calculated, with the working shown  · 

Grade A  primary artefact  ·  Grade B  management representation  ·  Grade C  measures what respondents

believe  ·  Grade D  individual estimate — investigation only  ·  ◌ a stated absence, not a finding

A figure with no tag has no traceable source. Treat it as unverified and raise it.
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