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One Soft reported year end numbers several days ago, and those numbers were better than we had anticipated 

both from our initiating coverage in September (2022) as well as from our update following Q3F22. 

Specifically, they reported revenues for fiscal 2022 of $6.9 million versus our initiating estimate of $5.5 

million, an operating loss of $3 million versus $4.2 million, and eps of <$.02> vs. <$.03>.  Clearly, they 

performed much better than we originally anticipated, and that included both revenue and expense items. In 

retrospect, in terms of our revisions following Q3 numbers, Q3 was a particularly strong quarter both YoY 

as well as sequentially.  For instance, it was a markedly stronger quarter than Q1F22 and Q2F22, and we 

attributed to the lumpiness of the business, however, given that 4QF22 was even stronger than Q3F22, it is 

beginning to look more like a trend. We would add, by the time the Company reported earnings, none of this 

was particularly surprising because they provided detailed preliminary guidance in late January, which was 

largely spot on relative to reported audited results. 

Looking ahead, the Company has again provided some detailed guidance into fiscal 2023, and that includes 

some granular information that we think further illustrates some of their momentum.  First, on the high level, 

they are guiding to revenues of $10.1 million and net income of <$1.2 million> for fiscal 2023 and that 

compares to our initiating estimate of $10.4 million and <$2.2 million> respectively. Again, we revised that 

to $11.2 million and <$1.7 million> when we updated the model following 3QF22. Putting those comps into 

perspective, while our 3QF22 estimate for F2023 revenues was roughly $1 million higher than their current 

guidance, they are also guiding to a loss of about $500,000 less than our estimate at that time. Clearly, they 

are managing expenses much better than we anticipated, which frankly, is quite refreshing.  Put another way, 

generally, we have no argument with better results on lower revenues. That noted, as a bit of insight into our 

thinking/modeling, to reiterate, we are still wrestling with quarter-to-quarter results in terms of what may be 

lumpiness and what may be sustainable momentum.  To that end, there is some additional more granular 

guidance they provided with the year end numbers.  They illustrated the guidance in a set of charts, and we 

found certain portions of these quite telling.   

First, for reference, Table 1. reflects the guidance we addressed above. Tables 2 & 3 reflect some cash issues 

we will address later in this update so we will skip to Tables 4.  

Table 1. 
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Table 2. 

 

Table 3.  

 

Table 4. provides a handful of interesting observations regarding the Company’s momentum.  In short, 

recognize that as they move (moved) forward, most of these line items reflect growth.  While this is still not 

enough information for us to accurately reflect exactly when they will recognize revenues around the data, 

we think it is reasonable to suggest that they illustrate the trend.  Further, we found the last (highlighted) line 

item particularly interesting, especially in the context of the narrative that follows the table, which we 

excerpted from the F2022 MD&A:       

Table 4.  

 

In Fiscal 2022 the Company added a pricing strategy based on ingested data‐miles so new 

customers could ramp their CIM costs over a 5 or 7 year period, commensurate with their 

regulatory inline inspection schedule sfor liquid and gas pipelines, respectively. While some 

customers may onboard all of their pipeline assets over shorter or longer periods, we believe this 

consumption is generally reasonable to forecast revenue. For example, assuming a $100 per data‐

mile figure, revenue expectations for a customer with 10,000 miles of liquid pipeline would 

approximate $200,000 in year 1; $400,000 in year 2; $600,000 in year 3; $800,000 in year 4; and 

$1 million in the fifth and subsequent years. Readers are cautioned that this theoretical 

assumption will not be accurate for all customer scenarios and that pricing strategies may be 

changed, potentially affecting forecasted revenue generation timelines. 

 • Two other factors are expected to result in increasing revenue over time. Most multi‐year 

customer contracts now include annual price escalation terms, allowing the Company to increase 

pricing in accordance with either a stated percentage (usually 10% or less) or increases in the 

U.S. CPI index. Also, because customers will be charged for new SaaS modules they commence 

using, maximum annual revenue from customers will occur only after all pipeline asset data has 

been ingested and all additional functionality modules have been fully implemented.  
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• “Pipeline miles generating revenue” in the above table approximates the cumulative data‐miles 

ingested into CIM that are revenue generating. “% of subscription miles generating revenue” is 

the percentage of revenue generating data‐miles compared to total miles operated, cumulatively 

for all customers. “Revenue per mile for revenue generating miles” is the calculation of total 

revenue divided by cumulative revenue generating data‐miles. This calculation is only an 

approximation, as the revenue per data‐mile figure will only be accurate when all customers’ 

miles become revenue generating for the entire fiscal year and is subject to fluctuation due to 

customer pipeline maintenance schedules. Management uses this revenue per mile figure only as 

an approximation to determine trending analyses. 

The anticipated (2023) increase in “Revenue per mile for revenue generating miles” provides a cogent data 

point, that we think supports some of our thesis from the initial coverage.  First, the increase from $105.34 in 

F2022 (which incidentally represents a five year low for the period 2019 through the 2023 estimate) to 

$130.97 (the five-year high), is considerable. For the sake of comparison, if they had achieved the same 

revenue per mile in F2022, they would have ostensibly realized an additional $1.37 million in revenue.  That 

leads us to the next obvious question, which is ‘what is the basis for the increase in revenue per mile?”.  They 

addressed that in part in the highlighted narrative above.  To unpack that narrative, some of the increase is 

better pricing but some of it is also the anticipation of customers beginning to add new modules to their 

protocols.  Recall, our initiating coverage addressed the importance of these new modules as a basis for 

growth beyond the addition of new customers. Further, we believe there is considerable operating leverage 

in the addition of these new pieces of revenue, which we think explains the Company’s guidance regarding 

gross margins which they expect to see back around 75% for fiscal 2023 (and likely beyond). As an aside, we 

are also inclined to think that the Company may be positioned for better pricing power as they continue to 

establish themselves and grab additional market share.  Keep in mind, as we also pointed out in the initiating 

coverage, their solution represents better, faster and cheaper than legacy approaches, which we think may 

provide them with some added pricing power as they gain footing/recognition across the industry.           

Revisiting Tables 2 & 3 above, we submit the following narrative from their January 24, 2023, preliminary 

guidance:    

Brandon Taylor, Chief Operating Officer, added, "Beside questions about revenue growth 

expectations and its drivers, people who follow the Company commonly ask two other questions: 

(1) whether additional financing is imminently required by the Company; and (2) when the 

Company expects to operate cash positive. Regarding revenue growth, we believe Fiscal 2023 

revenue will exceed $10 million, of which about 90% is forecast to come from increased use of 

our software-as-a-service ("SaaS") solutions as existing customers onboard more of their 

pipeline assets. We are forecasting cash to be $4 million at Fiscal 2023 year-end and cash from 

operations to be approximately breakeven near the end of the year, thus we do not anticipate 

raising additional capital based on our current plan and budget." 

The past two years have been challenging for many small public companies, especially those burning cash 

and thus requiring additional equity capital to finance that burn.  We have lamented that fact in some of our 

recent coverage terminations in terms of the extreme dilution that has created for some names. Succinctly, 

while One Soft continues to burn cash and remains unprofitable, that gap is closing, and they expect F2023 

to be largely cash neutral.  Moreover, recall, that notion is aided by the fact that they often collect cash from 

customers prior to provisioning the services (the deferred revenue component they often reference).  The 

point is, the fact that they will likely not need to rely on the equity markets to finance burn is highly 

constructive in the current environment, and we think there is reasonable visibility to positive cash flow and 

profitability without the need for additional dilution.         
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To again revisit some of our original thesis, the need for monitoring assets with the potential for catastrophic 

failure remains heightened. Recent train derailments underscore that notion. As we pointed out in the initiating 

coverage, trains represent competition to pipelines when it comes to transporting energy, but the relative 

historic safety advantages of pipelines vs. rail are well documented and quite clear. While we submit that 

logic does not seem to be front and center these days, logic would dictate that perhaps we should build more 

pipelines (and use fewer trains) to transport hazardous materials, which would presumably be good for One 

Soft. That may or may not happen, however, we think the regulatory focus and frankly the shear economic 

calculus of hardening/monitoring these assets against catastrophic failure is likely to increase, which should 

most certainly benefit One Soft.        

Lastly, we have recast our model to approximate the Company’s guidance, but we must admit, those numbers 

represent a discount to our internal expectations for fiscal 2023, in part because they suggest that they will 

not be adding a great deal of new business (at least that contributes to the current year) and we are not sure 

we embrace scenario.  That said, as we noted, the timing of adding new miles of pipe (either from new or 

existing customers) as well as adding new modules and their eventual contribution to revenues remains a bit 

elusive, so for now we will stand near the guidance.     

We reiterate our allocation of 4, and our 12-24 month price target of US$.60. We will likely revisit our 

allocation (higher) if the stock experiences additional compression.   We would reiterate, the more we learn 

about OneSoft, the more we are convinced that their opportunities remain open-ended, perhaps well beyond 

our current target assumptions.     
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Projected Operating Model  
(Reflected in Canadian Dollars) 
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General Disclaimer:  

 

      Trickle Research LLC produces and publishes independent research, due diligence and analysis for the benefit of it investor 

base. Our publications are for information purposes only. Readers should review all available information on any company 

mentioned in our reports or updates, including, but not limited to, the company’s annual report, quarterly report, press releases, 

as well as other regulatory filings. Trickle Research is not registered as a securities broker-dealer or an investment advisor 

either with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission or with any state securities regulatory authority. Readers should 

consult with their own independent tax, business and financial advisors with respect to any reported company. Trickle Research 

and/or its officers, investors and employees, and/or members of their families may have long/short positions in the securities 

mentioned in our research and analysis and may make purchases and/or sales for their own account of those securities.  David 

Lavigne does not hold a position in OneSoft Solutions, Inc.  

 

        Trickle Research co-sponsors two microcap conferences each year. Trickle Research encourages its coverage companies to 

present at those conferences and Trickle charges them a fee to do so. Companies are under no obligation to present at these 

conferences.  OneSoft has paid fees to present at Trickle’s conferences.   

 

        

      Reproduction of any portion of Trickle Research’s reports, updates or other publications without written permission of Trickle 

Research is prohibited. 

 

      All rights reserved.   

 

    Portions of this publication excerpted from company filings or other sources are noted in italics and referenced throughout the                       

report. 

Rating System Overview: 

 

There are no letters in the rating system (Buy, Sell Hold), only numbers. The numbers range from 1 to 10, with 1 representing 

1 “investment unit” (for my performance purposes, 1 "investment unit" equals $250) and 10 representing 10 investment units 

or $2,500.  Obviously, a rating of 10 would suggest that I favor the stock (at respective/current levels) more than a stock with 

a rating of 1.  As a guideline, here is a suggestion on how to use the allocation system. 

 

        Our belief at Trickle is that the best way to participate in the micro-cap/small cap space is by employing a diversified strategy.  

In simple terms, that means you are generally best off owning a number of issues rather than just two or three.  To that point, 

our goal is to have at least 20 companies under coverage at any point in time, so let’s use that as a guideline.  Hypothetically, 

if you think you would like to commit $25,000 to buying micro-cap stocks, that would assume an investment of $1000 per 

stock (using the diversification approach we just mentioned, and the 20-stock coverage list we suggested and leaving some 

room to add to positions around allocation upgrades. We generally start initial coverage stocks with an allocation of 4.  Thus, 

at $1000 invested per stock and a typical starting allocation of 4, your “investment unit” would be the same $250 we used in 

the example above.   Thus, if we initiate a stock at a 4, you might consider putting $1000 into the position ($250 * 4).  If we 

later raise the allocation to 6, you might consider adding two additional units or $500 to the position.  If we then reduce the 

allocation from 6 to 4 you might consider selling whatever number of shares you purchased with 2 of the original 4 investment 

units.   Again, this is just a suggestion as to how you might be able to use the allocation system to manage your portfolio.  

         

        For those attached to more traditional rating systems (Buy, Sell, Hold) we would submit the following guidelines. 

 

• A Trickle rating of 1 thru 3 would best correspond to a "Speculative Buy" although we would caution that a rating in that 

range should not assume that the stock is necessarily riskier than a stock with a higher rating.  It may carry a lower rating 

because the stock is trading closer to a price target we are unwilling to raise at that point.  This by the way applies to all of 

our ratings.  

• A Trickle rating of 4 thru 6 might best (although not perfectly) correspond to a standard "Buy" rating.  

• A Trickle rating of 7 thru 10 would best correspond to a “Strong Buy" however, ratings at the higher end of that range 

would indicate something that we deem as quite extraordinary..... an "Extreme Buy" if you will.  You will not see a lot of 

these. 


