
Strategy Evaluation Checklist 

Criterion Status Notes 

Believable Core Logic ❌ Arbitrary filter combination: uses high goal 
frequency criteria (1st half Over 0.5 in 70% of 
games, Over 2.5 in 60%) to back the draw with 
zero probabilistic rationale. 

Out-of-Sample 
Sustainability 

❌ Optimizes directly on full in-sample historical 
data without train/test data splitting (e.g. 
70/30) or cross-validation. 

Mathematically Likely 
to Succeed (+EV 
Focus) 

❌ Fails to model true draw probability or 
compare against available market prices; 
treats historical P&L clusters as an edge. 

Robustness Against 
Overfitting / Data 
Snooping 

❌ Severe $p$-hacking: isolates odds 3.0–7.99 
because it worked historically, prunes March 
and April because they lost money, and 
deletes losing leagues after inspecting 
breakdown tables. 

Sound Risk/Reward & 
Staking Model 

⚠️ Uses flat £10 stakes and accounts for 
exchange commission, but fails to model draw 
variance streaks, drawdown duration, or 
capital preservation. 

Practical Market 
Execution 

⚠️ Explains basic software UI and automated 
qualifier generation, but the underlying system 
design methodology is statistically flawed. 

BS Factor Rating: 28 / 100 



(100 = Sound, mathematically robust, and achievable; 0 = Totally unbelievable, unsustainable, 
and guaranteed to fail) 

Critique & Score Justification 
This video features the creation and "optimization" of a pre-match "Back the Draw" strategy 
using the Betfair Trading Community (BTC / Lightspeed Stats) web builder. While the tool 
provides accessible software UI mechanics, the analytical workflow demonstrated is a 
classic showcase of post-hoc data dredging, narrative fitting, and curve-fitting. 

Key Breakdown of Flaws: 
1.​ Illogical Filter Foundation & Heuristic Incoherence: 

○​ The strategy selects matches where teams have high scoring histories (Over 0.5 
first-half goals in $\ge 70\%$ of games, Over 2.5 in $\ge 60\%$) to back the 
draw. 

○​ There is no mathematical or tactical hypothesis provided as to why games with 
elevated goal-scoring profiles would produce an abnormal frequency of draws 
that the market fails to price efficiently. In liquid exchange markets, the draw is 
priced conditionally on expected total goals and team superiority. 

2.​ Systematic Post-Hoc Curve-Fitting ($p$-Hacking): 
○​ Odds Clipping: The presenter restricts the entry odds to 3.0–7.99 because 

running the wider range showed historical profit concentrated in that band. 
○​ Calendar Pruning: Upon noticing that March (-£400) and April (-£770) produced 

heavy losses in the sample, he immediately removes March and April, attempting 
to justify it with ad-hoc rationalizations about "teams being in their flow near the 
end of the season." 

○​ League Deletions: He scrolls through the league breakdown table and 
recommends deleting past losing leagues (Argentina, Austrian leagues, 
Azerbaijan, Bolivia, Brazil Serie B, Colombia, National League North/South) 
simply because they showed negative returns in the test period. 

○​ Retroactively pruning past losses without an economic theory is pure data 
snooping; it fits random noise and guarantees live forward-testing decay. 

3.​ Absence of Quantitative Validation & Significance Testing: 
○​ The entire strategy is tuned against the full historical dataset. There is no 

out-of-sample holdout partition (e.g. 70/30 split), no walk-forward testing, and no 
Monte Carlo permutation testing to calculate $p$-values against randomness. 

4.​ Marketing & Retention Funnel: 
○​ The video leans heavily on promotional calls-to-action ("comment back the draw 

in the comments to get the template," subscription pitches, and claiming viewers 
are at the "final frontier of trading"). 

○​ It sells the illusion that simple parameter pruning in a web interface creates an 
automated, permanent trading edge. 
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