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Introduction 

 

Over the last 18 months CrowdRating has reviewed 700 business plans and, since our launch in 
September 2015, published over 300 ratings with the aim of grading them against a fair scale to 
communicate their strengths and weaknesses to the crowd of potential investors, who may be much less 
experienced than traditional groups such as angels or VC firms. 
 
 
Our rating methodology is to grade each business plan against a set of 81 questions covering the 
management team, the product and the financial aspects of the plan. We also use different questions for 
pre- and post-revenue companies - this is important so as to not penalise young upstarts like Larry Page 
and Sergey Brin circa 1998, but to not make it too easy for them circa 2001. 
 
 
Some questions are considered universal aspects that all businesses should be rated on, some are 
cornerstones that should absolutely be in place and a failure to meet basic standards represents a failure 
of the company, while some are nice to haves that can top up a score. A score is assigned to how well the 
company compares in each of the major areas. The maximum possible score is taken from the universal 
aspects, with cornerstones and nice-to-haves modifying the base. We present the final score as a 
percentage of the maximum possible. 
 
 
It is possible for a raw score to be outside the 0-100% range, but we cut them off at the extremes for 
publishing. If a company receives a score of 0%, there are enough failings that the other detracting points 
are just salt in the wound. Similarly, if a company scores 100% the extra nice-to-haves make no difference 
to the base viability of the business – they’re icing on an already delicious cake. We do make an effort to 
express any superlative qualities through our commentary though. 
 
 
From time to time we review the question set. In the course of rating hundreds of companies we may 
notice that certain things don’t quite sit right – perhaps some scores are being suppressed in a manner 
that feels unfair, or scores in one section feel too high on average, or we may want to factor in a new metric 
we believe is important. It’s important that our scores are meaningful – if all companies receive a gold 
rating for some aspect then we are failing to properly differentiate between different opportunities and our 
ratings lose their usefulness. 
 
 
Our ratings system is now in its fifth incarnation and has grown significantly from the original 30 questions. 
We want to share with you the progress we have made and how our scoring has evolved. 
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Results 

 
Starting at the highest level, we look at the ‘Overall Average Score’ – this is the simple average of the 9 
scores present in a rating. It doesn’t form any part of the rating as you see it, we just use this internally. 
For a period we used an average weighted to the maximum possible score in each section, but wanted to 
make sure our impressions were most closely aligned with those of our users. 
 

 
Chart 1: Evolution of Average CrowdRating Scores 

 
As you can see, our average scores are firmly entrenched in the ‘Silver’ category. This has always been 
our intent. For our ratings to be meaningful they shouldn’t be overly generous or harsh, and should be able 
to reflect a range of outcomes. They should also reflect the fact that all the Crowdfunding platforms we 
cover also have their own initial due diligence and screening process, which will have pulled out many of 
the worst candidates – so we do not feel we need to have a forced curve with an overall average at 50%. 
 
 
Let’s take a more fine-grained look at the data: 
 

 
Chart 2: Section Scores – Then vs. Now 
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Here we can see how the average scores behind each of the major areas we rate – these are the 3 
sections we award medallions to and are each in turn made up of 3 sub-sections. The results are, on the 
whole, in line with what we saw for the Overall score. The stand-out here is that management scores are 
a few points higher than the others. 
 

 
Chart 3: Sub-Section Scores – Then vs Now 

 
 
The management section is perhaps the easiest to score well in. It’s one area of a business that can be 
improved the most easily by simply bringing some experienced members on board, and a company can 
build its team before its product. That said, we felt that the initial scores were unacceptably high so over 
the past year this has been the most heavily re-worked part of our model. ‘Skills’ has been reigned in, but 
‘Commitment’ has risen. This is partly due to a change in the way we assess both the team’s financial and 
temporal investment in the business, but we have also felt that we’ve been seeing more mature businesses 
since switching to version 5. 
 
This combination of 2 factors makes reviewing the questions difficult, but come the next review we’ll have 
a few options available to us: 
 
 

1) Do nothing, and wait to see if commitment scores come down with extra data 
2) Strengthen or upweight one of the current questions 
3) Research and evaluate an additional cornerstone (highly weighted) question 

 

Now looking more deeply into the nine component scores you will notice that ‘Competition’ is a low scoring 
area – in fact the average ‘Competition’ score has been below 50% in all versions despite our efforts to 
add opportunities for companies to gain points. Because we do our best to make any new questions fair 
and cover the range of possible states, when we add a question expecting the extra opportunity to help 
bring the score up, all too often in this section we just add a way for an equal number of companies to fail, 
leading to no significant change. 
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 v1 v5 Change 

Overall 60% 60% -0% 

Management 68% 66% -2% 

Skills 77% 63% -15% 

Experience 69% 64% -5% 

Commitment 57% 70% +13% 

Product 57% 60% +3% 

Market 69% 73% +4% 

Product 57% 56% -1% 

Competition 44% 49% +6% 

Investment 56% 54% -2% 

Profitability 52% 56% +4% 

Cashflow 61% 59% -2% 

Returns 56% 49% -7% 
Table 1: Scores – Then vs Now 

 
 
It can be quite frustrating, seeing pitch after pitch failing to even name the competition (and a business 
*always* has competition, even if it’s just the ingrained ‘way it’s always been done’), let alone do a 
meaningful competitive analysis – a comparative matrix of the competition’s products or market 
penetration would demonstrate a general awareness and tell us that the company knows its position in the 
market, but these are rarely compiled.  
 
 
The other point of note is the drop in ‘Returns’ scores with v5. This area did receive some fairly heavy 
modifications in v5 to better account for the range of ways investors are rewarded and the extent of any 
protections afforded to them. In the past six months however there has also been a sea-change in the 
industry: the major platforms have de-emphasised financial projections, which have a great bearing in this 
area. 
 
 
We now find many campaigns not supplying any financial information, in which event we cannot complete 
this section. In this statistical analysis those un-rated campaigns aren’t dragging the score down (they’re 
ignored entirely, rather than treated as ‘0%’), but we believe that this has shifted the attitudes and 
expectations of crowdfunding companies, causing less time and effort to be spent producing meaningful 
projections.  
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Chart 4: Distribution of medals 

 
 
The charts above show the distribution of medals (or ‘roundels’) that we award. For example, 64% of v5 
campaigns were rated Silver for their Product. For all the motion in average scores the roundel distributions 
haven’t moved much, which is working as intended. 
 
 
The stand-out result here is that many more management teams score Gold than do their products or 
businesses. As we’ve established, this is understandable as many start-ups have put in place credible 
Management teams with appropriate levels of skills, experience and commitment, but have not necessarily 
demonstrated they have a successful product offering or indeed a persuasive investment case.  That said 
we do feel that the percentage scoring Gold is still too high and we are considering ways to raise the bar 
further here. 
 
 
Product and Investment show many more Silvers than Bronzes, and again than Golds. There are 3 factors 
at play here. 
 
 
Regarding low rate of Bronzes, our questions are based on the same points that an angel investor might 
consider and use to filter out all the entrepreneurs coming to them, with ideas ranging from the entirely 
sensible to the utterly ludicrous. By the time a company gets to us though it is no longer unfiltered – we 
only rate companies listed on crowdfunding platforms, who have already done their own due diligence and 
filtering. Therefore much of the chaff has already been separated from the wheat, and the number of 
bronze companies should be lower. Without the platforms pre-filtering this chart would tell a very different 
story. 
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The very low rate of Golds is a matter both of our philosophy, and of the difficulty of playing a ‘perfect 
game’. We aren’t in the business of unicorn spotting, but of highlighting risks to investors. A Gold rating is 
by no means a suggestion that a business is a unicorn in waiting, but it is a statement that the business 
seems to be well put together and has a good chance of succeeding (by that one aspect at least). So we 
look for about 1 in 10 ratings coming out Gold to mirror this. 
 
 
It should also be noted that the charts above only show the aggregated Management/Product/Investment 
scores. Each of these areas is an average of 3 scores so if a company gets, for example, Gold Market and 
Product sub-section scores, but only a Bronze Competition score, the overall Product average will be 
pulled down into Silver. A broad Gold score would require strong performance across the board. 
 
 

So what does the future hold? 
 
 
On the whole the team here is quite happy with the v5 question set and we expect it to be current for longer 
than previous versions. If the situation with financial projections doesn’t change we may need to develop 
new ways look at this area. We also expect to add sector-specific questions. Adding sector-specific 
questions will let us better reflect the particular management requirements of restaurants, the product 
development lifecycle of hardware companies, or the typical exit behaviour of tech companies, for 
example. 



 

  

  

Disclaimer 
 

This and any other reports published on Crowdrating.co.uk have been prepared by Wheatfromchaff Limited (trading as 

CrowdRating) in the United Kingdom for information purposes only. Wheatfromchaff Ltd is an Appointed Representative of 

Sturgeon Ventures LLP which is Authorised and Regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority FRN: 452811.  

 

Neither this report nor any copy of it, nor any other reports or copies of them published on Crowdrating.co.uk may be reproduced, 

redistributed or copied in whole or in part for any purpose.  

 

This report and any other reports published on Crowdrating.co.uk do not constitute an offer or a solicitation to buy or sell any 

securities whether or not referred to herein. It should not be so construed, nor should it or any part of it form the basis of, or be relied 

on in connection with, any contract or commitment whatsoever. The information in this report or any other reports, or on which this 

or any other reports are based, has been obtained from sources that Wheatfromchaff believes to be reliable and accurate, and which 

have been verified to the best of our ability. However, it has not been independently verified and no representation or warranty, 

express or implied, is made as to the accuracy or completeness of any information obtained from third parties. The information or 

opinions are provided as at the date of this report or any other report publication dates and are subject to change without notice. 

The information and opinions provided in this and any other reports take no account of the investors/ individual circumstances and 

should not be taken as specific advice on the merits of any investment decision. Investors should consider any or all of the reports 

we publish as only a single factor in making any investment decisions. 

 

Wheatfromchaff does not accept any liability whatsoever for any direct or consequential loss however so arising, directly or 

indirectly, from any use of this report nor its contents. Investors may receive back less that they invested as investments may fall as 

well as rise in value. Investors should obtain independent advice based on their own circumstances before making investment 

decisions. By accepting this report you agree to be bound by the foregoing limitations. 


