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EUROCROWD's analysis of more than 200 licensed
crowdfunding platforms across Europe, based on data
from ESMA’s public register, roveals significant gaps
in transparcncy and regulatory compliance under

the European CrowdFunding Service Providors Regu
lation (ECSPR).

Key Findings

. Wide Variation in Compliance: The average compliance
score with our KPPl ac-oss platfe-ms was 5.0 out of 10,
with a stak range from O (nor-compliart) to G Thighly
compliart). Ore outlier country ave-agec /.0, waile 11
countries, includirg Spain and Fraace, scorec below b,
“e7lecting system'c weaknesses,

. Transparency Deficiencies: Or vy 25% of platforms
cemarstratec st-ong adkerence to ECSPR and transpar-
ercy best practices as ser our KPPl Ir contrast, aearly
10% failed to meet baseline expectations, rasirg red
flags “or investe protectior,

. Platform-Specific Risks: Of the eva vated platfo-s,
only three -eceivec an “Excellert” -ating against cur set o©
K1, while 29 were dee~ed “At Risk,” ~dizatirg potantial

Won—compliar“ce o Investar L’:‘XPOSUF’—C‘.

Six Arcas of Concern

1. Regulatory Disclosure: Incors'stent o missing infor-
~atior about licens g and oversignt authoties Lde -
~ires egal clarity for westors,

M

Governance Transparency: Most platfe-ms fail te dis-
close leadersh'p team backgrounds o governance st e-

5]

tures, limiting accountability.

Due Diligence Processes: Project evaluation criteria & e
often vagee or uadise osed, inceasing the <isk of unia-
farmec irvestments,

Financial Repoerting: Data or funds -aised, campa gr
outcames, deau trates, anc returs is poorly “eportad o

agg"egated, maoa "Iﬁg ris < assessent.

Investor Education: [Flatfems 2-ovide ‘mted crooarc-
g, sk explaration, o decision-aking tools for retal

“vestors.

Complaint and Conflict Handling: [Frocedures fe- ad-
cess g investor concerns are often ncomplete or d'ffi-

cult to accoss.

|mP|ications for the Ecosystcm

Platforms: High-serfor=iag platfo =z are soisec to gair
“westor trust, while urcerperformiers “ace reputat’onal
arc regu ato"y ris<.

Regulators: The “agmerted compliance lancscape ca s
far ~10-e active supervision, harmer zed terrolates, and

erforcement.

Investors: Until standardisation improves, due diligence
-ema ns essertial. Publicly disclosed scores car aid deci-
sicn-~akirg,

chulators and industry bodics must support plat

forms through training, shared templates, and stronger

guidanco to build a cohesive and resilient European

crowdFunding sector.
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As Europe strives to strengthen its economic resilience
and global competitiveness, the European Commission
has launched several initiatives to unlock the flow of
private capital inte innovation and entreprencurship.
The emerging Savings and Investment Union (S1U),
expanding on the Capital Markets Union (CAMU]J, and
the Startup and Scale up Strategy both converge on a
common geal: to provide European businesses,
including small and medium sized enterpriscs (SMEs),
with casicr, more diverse, and more transparent access

to finance.

Against this policy backdrop, the European
Crowdfunding Service Provider Regulation (ECSPR)
represents a eritical innovation for enabling regulated,
cross border investment in startups and SMEs.
Designed to harmonize standards across the European
Union, ECSPR promises to bring transparency,
investor protoction, and operational consistency to the

market.

Crowdfunding needs no longer be marginal niche it
can become an integral part of Europe’s digital finance
landscape. Yot the success of ECSPR hinges on
consistent implementation and genuine p|atForm
alignment with its rules, regulatory conversion and
continue political will to support the growth of the
sector. Poor platform compliance undermines investor

trust and weakens Europo’s ability to mobilize privatc

capital in support of innovation, regional development,

and green transition goals. It will also lead to stricter
regulatory oversight and political withdrawal. Wo
alrcady locked at the slow uptake of regulatory
convergence in the past, so let us 3 look at the ECSPR

liconse holders.

In the Fo||owing discussion you finda comprehensive
cross country analysis of 236 platforms operating
under ECSPR provides compelling  and at times
troubling insights into the current state of
regulatory compliance and market maturity in
European crowdfunding. While some platforms lead in
transparcncy and governance, a considerable portion
continuc to operate In opacity, presenting signiﬁcamt
risks to both investors and the broader financial

ecosystom.

Data Availabi“ty

We will make the detailed results available to interested
national competent authorities, ESMA and relevant
pcople at the European Institutions. CSP arc welcome
to inquire about one on one discussions secking to
understand potontial shortcomings in their platforms.
We may also make available a scorecard with high level

asscssmoents of all p|atForms for retail investors and

SME Sookiﬂg Funding,
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Owur data collection is based on core information pub

Wo then ran an analysis of cach p|at1corm’s overall data.

lishod by Europcan Securitics and Markets Authoritics  This data was combined and assessed on a scale of 1to

{(ESMA) on ECSPR license holders (CSPs) as drawn

in Junc 2025. We read relevant data from the websites

linked for cach license holder as published by ESMA.
Wo then analysed the raw data for combined qualita
tive insights and quantitative metrics across 1/ core
criteria. Both the investor and projoct owner perspec
tives woere considered to ensure a holistic view of oper

ational best practices and regulatory risk, covering spe

cifi cally:
. ECSPR -egulatory d'sclosures as cutlined wthin the law
. Additional levels of prudential senavior as indicatec in the

spirit of the law arc consumer protection
Scope of Rescarch

The assessment of crowdfunding platforms is conduct
ed through a structured website roview using a stand

ardized questionnaire. The review is limited to publicly
available information to ensurce transparency and com

parabi“ty across p|atForms_

For cach platform, we conduct an information search
up to two levels deep, ensuring a systematic, scalable,
and repeatable approach for assessing multiple plat

forms cfficiently, maintaining a uniform methedology
is critical for producing comparable data. Several chal

|or1gos may influcnce the accuracy of the results:

. Wabs'te Structure Varas ity
. Dynamic anc Restricted Content.
. Time Censt-airts and Consistercy.

10 for cach p|atForm.

Rating overview Grade Score
Aligned with our tested requirements. We can Excel- 9-10
assume a proactive compliance culture with lent

strong governance and transparency.

Meets our key compliance expectations. Minor | Good 7-8

issues exist but are well-managed. We can
assume systems in place for ongoing improve-
ment.

Some compliance challenges or inconsisten- Fair 5-6
cies for our tested requirements and best
practices. We can assume a need for closer
monitoring and targeted remediation in certain
areas.

Multiple areas of concern with our tested re- Weak 3-4
quirements suggesting significantimprove-
ment is needed. Likely insufficient internal
controls or delayed alignment with the require-
ments.

Insufficient public data or transparency to At Risk 0-2
assess compliance position. This leaves major
questions for further clarification or disclosure
for meaningful evaluation.

Saurce ELuorows.ern

Our reading of data of websites was restricted to the
top layers of the websites and is limited by technical
sct ups in some cascs, as we applied digital solutions for
basic data gathering. We therefore need to be careful
when thinking of conclusions regarding individual ac
tors or smaller markets. Despite limitations, the overall
indication of the results remain, in our view, strong

eﬂough to create a generaﬂ indication.
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National Averagos and Key Trends

The average ECSPR compliance score across all plat

forms was 5.001, with a median score of 5. The highest
performing platform scored 9, while the lowest re

coived ascore of O evidence of deep disparity in

platForm quality and rogulatory adherence.

One outlier country emerged as the most
compliant market, with an average score of
/.0, suggesting cither highly mature plat
forms or effective national oversight. Fol 49
lowed by four others that exceeded 6.0, i
including The Netherlands. These countries

appcar to have cither robust regulatory 20
support or platforms with strong internal 1.0

gOVO Mmance.

b
=)

0.0
France

In contrast, cleven other countries had av

erage scores below 5, including Spain and France, indi
cating structural weaknesses in ECSPR alignment.
These gaps arc particularly sigﬂiﬁcant as they under
minc investor protection and could deter both institu

tional and retail participation.

Below wo show an overview of the average rating per
rmarket. Smaller markets we have bundled in |argor
markets or “other” in order to ensure that no insight

into Spociﬁc platforms can be deduced from the accu

mulated data. We can however sce that all of these
markets have an average rating grade of “Fair” or
“Weak”, indicating that “Excellence” might be linked to
individual p|atForms rather than the spociﬁc oversight
within any given market. In the detailed results only

one member state reached an overall rating of “Good”.

ECSPR Platform Average Compliance Ranking

by Markets - 2025

5.8
s1 s s
I I | | |
Geamany  ltaly Spain Baltics  Nordics CEE Othas
Suurcer Eusorowseo

Platform Score Distribution

Looking at individual platforms, we reviewed a total of
236 entrics in the publicly available database of crowd
funding scrvice providers as published by the ESMA.
Of the total entrics, 9 showed no relevant data and

were left out of our analysis.
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. Total Plat orms Eva uated: 236
° Flatforms with Ne Ava” ascle Data: 9

In our analysis we evaluated some 20 KPl related to
ECSPR and gencral best practices as indicated above
based on thair visibility on the websites of licensed
platforms. We ranked these as outlined according to
our grading system. The consolidated results show a
noticeable shortcoming in overall compliance with the
tested KPI within the public discloser on the platforms
websites. We only found three platforms that reached

“Excellont” yet some 29 we grade At Rick”.

ECSPR Platform Compliance Ranking by
Number - 2025

93
0
50 43
40
30
20
" : I
0 —

50
Excellent Good Fair Weak

Sours: E. serosicono
The overall data suggests that just one quarter of CSPs
disclose relevant compliance with tested ECSPR re
quirements and broader transparency best practices.
On the other hand, nearly 40% of platforms fail to
mcet the evaluation threshold, raising concerns about
systemic underperformance in the sector. The overall
distribution is symptomatic of broader transparcncy

Issucs that persist cven post ECSPR implcmentation.

Kcy Findings: Transparency and Comp|iancc Gaps

1. chulatory Disclosures: Inconsistent and Absent

Although ECSPR requires platForms to publicly state

their regulatory status and supervisory arrangements,

Atrisk

many p|at1corms oither fail to disclose this information
or do soin a non standardized format. This undermines
investor confidence and creates uncertainty about I

ga| protoctions.

2. Governance and Team Transparcncy: A Black Box

Fow platforms provide biographics or qualifications of
their leadership teams. Suporvisory boards or external
advisors arc rarcly disclosed. This opacity makes it
nearly impossible for users to assess platform credibil

Ity or a|igﬂmcr1t with governance best practicos.

3 Operational Duc Diligence: Vagucl Ar

ticulated or Undisclosed

Almost none of the platforms publish de
tailed project sclection or evaluation meth
odologics. In a market where information
asymmetry is a core risk, the lack of duc dili
gonce transparency is a red flag. Investors
remain largely unaware of how projocts are

votted  or 'ncthoy arc votted at all.

4, Financial Porformance: Poor Roporting

Minimal Bonchmarks

Vary fow p|at1corms report annual porFormance data

such as:

. Amaourt ra'sed

. Ne~12er of ca~ipaigns
. Default rates

. [nvestor eturns

Where such data oxists, it is typically aggregated across
years, with no breakdown by project category or risk
class. This hinders investors” ability to make informed

decisions and obstructs market lovel ama|ytics,
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5. Risk Communication and Investor Education: Un

dcrdcvelopcd

Educational resources for retail investors arc scarce.
Risk disclosures arc often suporﬁciat and only a hand
ful of platforms offer meaningful investor onboarding
or explain the differences between types of invest

ments.

6. Complaint and Conflict N\anagemont: Mixed Re

sults

Some platforms outline procedures for handling com
plaints and managing conflicts of interest. However,
these are often limited in detail, lack standard forms, or
do not SpeciFy timelines  weakening their practical

value in investor protoctiom.
Implications for the Ecosystem
For Platforms

Platforms with high grados arc more |ikc|y to cnjoy a

roputational and competitive advantago_

As investor awarcness of ECSPR grows, those plat
forms are likely to attract more sophisticated and risk

CONSCIoUs capital_

Those with medium or low grados risk rogu|atory action
or market exclusion iFthoy do not raise standards

quickly,

For chu|ators

The wide variance in complianco underscores the necd

for proactive monitoring, not just licensing.

Additional guidance and support are needed for plat
forms in weaker jurisdictions, especially around trans

paromcy aﬂd l’OpOl’tiﬁg.

For Investeors

The data reinforees the importance of duce di|igor1co,
Investors should prioritizc platForms with strong scores

and visible compliaﬂco rcecords.

The lack of standard reporting means investors cannot
yet roly solcly on market mechanisms for saFcty

making regulatory cnforcement cssential.
Recommendations for |mproving Sector |ntcgrity

To strengthen the sector’s credibility and ECSPR
alignment, platforms should adopt the following best
practicos:

1. Fu v dsclose ECSIPR status, suoervsory authosities, anc

‘censing cetails i1 a stancardized format.

M

Provice detai ed biographies of eadership ard supervisory
208°C Memoers, ir“cluc'ﬁg qualiﬁcat'ons arc prio” experi-

erca,

5]

Documert and snare project selection crite-ia, “isk evalua-

tien Mode s, and cue diligence processes,

. Report anrually on key meat-ics: furcs ra'sed, vestor re-

turns, ard de”au t rates (prefe-ably disaggregated oy cate-

gory.

o. Com=aicate firancial and operational -isks, alorg with
~itigat'on strategies arc prudertial safeguards.

&, Make complairts and corf et “esolution ~ecranisms vsi-
5 e, with downloadable “orms and clear response time ‘nes.

/. Develop investor education tos & risk tutorials, FAQs, and

sroect evaluation guides.

For regulators and national industry bodies, supporting
the implementation of these best practices through
training, harmonized templates, and reporting stand

ards iz essential for |ong term sector resilicnce.
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A Scctor in Transition, with Work Ahcad

The data paints a soboring yet actionable picturc of
Europe’s crowdfunding ccosystem under ECSPR. Alt
hough the regulatory framoework exists, implementa

tion remains uncven and Fragmcntod,

High scoring platforms show that excellence is possi
ble, but nearly 40% of the market is failing to mect
cven minimum transparency and operational stand
ards. A further segment lacks sufficient public data to
be meaningfully evaluated, a clear sign of systemic de

ficicncics in communication and disclosure.

As ECSPR continues to mature, platforms will need to

cembrace both the letter and the spirit of the rogu|atior1

not just to avoid enforcement, but to build trust in a
scctor that is still gaining credibility. The stakes arc
high: transparcncy and compliance are not just regula
tory hurdles, but the foundation for a thriving, investor

Friondly crowdfunding market.

Achicving these standards will require industry wide
collaboration, enhanced guidance from regulators, and
a shared commitment to quality and investor protec
tion. Only then can European crowdfunding fulfill its
potential as a democratized, sustainable, and trustwor

thy source of finance for the future.
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