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4.1/10
4-Judge Consensus Composite

CONDITIONAL GO - 9 CONDITIONS

Reviewed: VerdictTank v3.5 Business Proposal (437 lines) + Technical

Architecture (984 lines, 21 tables, 22 failure modes). Pipeline: Phase 1

Research (26-point competitive verification) → Phase 2 Judge 1 (Primary

Reviewer) → Phase 3 Judge 2 / Judge 3 / Judge 4 (Validation + Cross-

Check + Legal).
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Consensus Matrix

# DIMENSION J1 J2 J3 J4 CONSENSUS RANGE TAG

1
Problem

Definition
3 3 3 3 3.0 0 idea

2 4 3 4 4 3.8 1 idea

https://proposals.itpropartner.com/verdicttank/v3.5.html
https://docs.itpropartner.com/verdicttank/v3.5-architecture.md
https://docs.itpropartner.com/verdicttank/v3.5-architecture.md


Perfect Consensus (4/10 dimensions): Problem Definition (3),

Unit Economics (6), GTM Strategy (3), Growth Trajectory (2) - all 4

judges scored identically. These are the most settled assessments. 

Widest Disagreement - Technical Architecture (range 4):

Judge 1 docked it to 5 for "scoped like a multi-engineer build."

Judge 2 and Judge 4 raised to 7, citing Phase 1 verification of "no

material gaps." Judge 3 went to 9, calling it "exceptionally

thorough." The truth is between 7 and 9 - this is a genuinely strong

Market

Analysis

3
Competitive

Moat
5 6 7 5 5.8 2 idea

4
Business

Model
4 4 6 3 4.3 3 proposal

5
Unit

Economics
6 6 6 6 6.0 0 proposal

6
Technical

Architecture
5 7 9 7 7.0 4 proposal

7

Go-to-

Market

Strategy

3 3 3 3 3.0 0 proposal

8
Risk

Assessment
4 4 4 2 3.5 2 proposal

9
Execution

Feasibility
3 4 3 2 3.0 2 proposal

10
Growth

Trajectory
2 2 2 2 2.0 0 proposal



architecture doc. Judge 1's 5 was a proposal-scope penalty

masquerading as an architecture score. 

Idea vs Proposal Split

The core idea is slightly ahead of the proposal - the competitive moat (Verified:

empty category across 20+ tools) holds up, and Judge 3's 7/10 on Moat is well-

argued. The proposal drags due to an all-4-judge consensus on atrocious GTM

(3), Growth (2), and Problem Definition (3). The architecture carried the

proposal score - 7.0 is the only dimension above 6.

Phase 3 - What Judges 2-4 Changed

SIGNAL DIMENSIONS
AVG

SCORE

Idea Quality
Problem Definition, Market Analysis,

Competitive Moat
4.2

Proposal

Quality

Business Model, Unit Economics, Architecture,

GTM, Risk, Execution, Growth
4.1

JUDGE CONCURRED CHALLENGED KEY ADJUSTMENTS

Judge

2
6/10 4/10

Architecture 5→7, Market 4→3,

Moat 5→6, Execution 3→4

Judge

3
7/10 3/10

Architecture 5→9, Business

Model 4→6, Moat 5→7

Judge

4
6/10 4/10

Risk Assessment 4→2,

Business Model 4→3,

Execution 3→2, Architecture

5→7



What Both Proposal and Phase 2 Missed

(Judge 3)

1. The Fix-It Quality Loophole: The system checks for the

presence of missing elements (e.g., a pricing table), not the quality

of those elements. Users can game re-reviews by submitting low-

effort, template-filling fixes that increase scores without

substantive improvement.

Source: Proposal Section 07, Architecture Section 5.5

2. Consultant Channel Conflict: The product's core value

(automated review + remediation plan) directly competes with the

billable services consultants offer. They may see VerdictTank as a

cannibalizing competitor, not a resale tool.

Source: Proposal Section 09

3. Missed Anti-Ghostwriting Brand Opportunity: The coach's

risk of ghostwriting is framed as a problem to mitigate reactively. It

should be positioned proactively as an "un-copilot" using Socratic

questioning exclusively - turning the risk into the brand.

Source: Proposal Section 15, Architecture Section 5.1

Legal Killers (Judge 4 - Structural/Liability

Lens)

Rank 1 - EXTREME: GDPR/CCPA Non-Compliance. The system

stores proposals, chat transcripts, URL snapshots, and corpus data

persistently with zero retention/deletion policy, no DPA, no SCCs,

no DSAR workflow. With White-Label multi-jurisdictional use, this is

the single most existential gap - one DSAR or regulator inquiry

triggers injunctions, fines, and forced shutdown.



Addressed in docs: No. Proposal §03, Architecture §1.1/§5.1/§5.2

describe storage in detail; no privacy framework mentioned

anywhere.

Rank 2 - EXTREME: AI Liability / Defamation / Tortious

Interference. Scores and critiques can foreseeably be blamed for

lost deals or reputational damage. No disclaimers, limitation-of-

liability caps, or indemnities exist anywhere. Absent conspicuous

"no investment/professional advice" language, VerdictTank and

resellers face uncapped exposure.

Addressed in docs: No. Section 15 Risk Assessment lists only

technical/product risks. The proposal never asks "what happens

when someone sues us because our AI judges killed their funding

round?"

Rank 3 - HIGH: White-Label Trade-Secret Leakage. Default shared

corpus. No MSA/DPA defining data ownership, license scope, or

chain-of-liability. Technical isolation (RLS) is solid, but one cross-use

or redisclosure claim gets injunctive relief that freezes the corpus.

Addressed in docs: Technical controls only (§7.4, Condition 4). No

contractual framework.

Rank 4 - HIGH: Roast/Boost Defamation Exposure. CDA §230 may

not shield AI-generated content. Outside the US, no safe harbor

exists. No Terms of Service, Acceptable Use Policy, or defamation

takedown workflow referenced anywhere.

Addressed in docs: Moderation queue and rate limits (§5.9/§7.5),

but zero legal policy.

Rank 5 - HIGH: IP Licensing Ambiguity. Using one customer's

proprietary content to inform others (even via embeddings/

benchmarks) without an explicit license invites trade-secret and

copyright claims. A preliminary injunction from a well-funded client

freezes the corpus.



Addressed in docs: No. Corpus schema (§2.3) has org-scoping but

default-shared. No license grant or confidentiality carve-outs.

Minimum Viable Legal - Before Accepting a

Single White-Label Customer

White-Label MSA + Partner Addendum - liability cap, disclaimers,

indemnities, data ownership/license, confidentiality, SLA. 2-3 weeks

with counsel.

Global Privacy Program - Privacy Policy, DPA, SCCs/UK IDTA,

retention/deletion schedule, DSAR workflow wired to data layer. 2-4

weeks.

Content & Safety Stack - Acceptable Use Policy, AI/No-Advice

Disclaimers, Notice-and-Takedown procedure, Moderation Policy with

SLAs. 1-2 weeks.

Priority Fixes - What Must Change Before

v3.5 Ships

Pull real beta-user signal. Survey the $29/mo Inner Circle cohort:

NPS, top feature requests, churn reasons, usage patterns. Tag every

v3.5 feature as "user-validated" vs "competitive-scan-only" before

committing schema. This is the CRITICAL finding across all 4 judges.

Proposal §01 line 13, §04 lines 141-151. Phase 1 Finding #9.

De-risk the dual-scoring schema bet. Do not bake idea_score/

proposal_score into the corpus before validating with beta users that

two scores are wanted. Gate the migration behind user testing, or ship

dual-scoring as a non-schema overlay first.

Proposal §06 line 201, Architecture §2.2 lines 147-148.

Label the revenue forecast. Add "MODELED, NOT VALIDATED"

banner with a downside scenario keyed to beta→Pro grandfather-

window churn (>30% = pricing is wrong). Add a cost-increase
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2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 



sensitivity table alongside the cost-deflation assumption.

Proposal §14 lines 397-406. Phase 1 Finding #3.

Proactive ghostwriting guard. Replace reactive quarterly audits

with a real-time output-length guard that rejects multi-paragraph coach

responses and forces re-prompt as a structuring question. Consider

Judge 3's "un-copilot" branding: Socratic-only, marketed as a feature.

Proposal §15 line 414, Condition 5.

Legal foundation before White-Label. Implement the MVL

framework (MSA + Privacy Program + Content Safety) before accepting

Pilot Account #1. These are not features to defer - they are existence

conditions for multi-tenant, multi-jurisdiction operation.

Judge 4 Legal Killers #1-5. No doc citations exist - the entire framework

is absent.

Cut scope to solo-founder 8-week MVP. Ship: Dual Scoring +

Explain + Fix-It MVP + URL-to-Review + Corpus Schema. Defer: Audit

Agent, Rules Engine, White-Label track, Roast/Boost, Chat-to-Refine.

The coach is a funnel feature - build it when you have a funnel.

Architecture §1.2 (15 services), Proposal §12 (25-week, 5-phase

roadmap). Judge 3 Week 1 Cut List.

Address the Fix-It Quality Loophole. The remediation engine

cannot just check for presence - it must evaluate quality of fixes.

Otherwise re-review scores inflate without substantive improvement,

undermining the entire "fix-it loop" value proposition.

Proposal §07, Architecture §5.5. Judge 3 "What Both Missed" #1.

Reckon with Consultant Channel Conflict. Before launching the

White-Label track, validate that consultants want to resell a product

whose core value proposition competes with their billable review

services. This is not a pricing problem - it's a positioning problem.

Proposal §09. Judge 3 "What Both Missed" #2.

Add explicit "no professional advice" disclaimers. Every verdict,

explanation, audit finding, and remediation action item must carry

conspicuous language: "This is an automated critique, not professional

advice. Scores are opinions generated by AI models. Do not rely on this

for investment, procurement, or funding decisions." This is the first line
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of defense against Rank 2 liability.

Judge 4 Legal Killer #2. Architecture §2.5, §4 outputs.

Week 1 Cut List - If You Must Ship in 8 Weeks

KEEP (5 features)

Dual Scoring - Core differentiator,

no competitor has it

Explain-the-Low-Score - Essential

for trust and actionability

Fix-It Remediation (MVP) -

Retention loop, text-only is fine

URL-to-Review Intake - Low-effort,

high-impact friction reduction

Corpus Database Schema -

Foundation; get it right from day

one

CUT (5 features)

Second-Opinion Audit Agent -

Enterprise trust problem, not

launch

Configurable Rules Engine - Over-

engineering without validated

market

White-Label for Consultants -

Channel conflict + legal liability

gap

Roast/Boost Community -

Moderation overhead, brand risk

Chat-to-Refine - Funnel feature;

build when you have a funnel

Review Methodology

PHASE ROLE JUDGE PROVIDER DURATION

Phase 1 Research Agent Judge 0 Conductor

26-point

competitive

verification

Phase 2
Primary

Reviewer
Judge 1 Anthropic 85s

Phase

3a

Validation

Reviewer
Judge 2 Anthropic 55s
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Pro Partner

Original Proposal (v3.5) | Technical Architecture

Phase

3b

Cross-Check

Reviewer
Judge 3 Google 43s

Phase

3c

Legal/Regulatory

Reviewer
Judge 4 OpenAI 158s

Phase 5 Reconciliation Conductor Conductor

Consensus

matrix + verdict

page
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