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IMPORTANT: STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL 

The materials, models, and strategic documents contained within this Digital Data Room are strictly confidential and 
proprietary to REMI Protocol and its associated entities. 

By accessing this information, you acknowledge that it contains trade secrets, sensitive financial projections, and 
non-public strategic plans. You agree to maintain the absolute confidentiality of all information presented herein. 

Terms of Access: 

●​ You may not share, copy, reproduce, or distribute any materials outside of your immediate organization. 
●​ Access is granted solely for the purpose of evaluating a potential partnership or investment. 
●​ Any unauthorized disclosure may result in severe legal consequences. 
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1. Executive Overview 
The cross-border remittance market exceeds $800B annually and remains 
structurally inefficient despite decades of modernization. Average global fees 
remain approximately 6-7%, settlement time remains 3-5 business days on 
traditional rails, and liquidity remains fragmented across correspondent banking 
networks. 

In the UAE–Egypt corridor alone, annual flow exceeds $4B. Egypt receives 
$30–40B+ in annual remittance inflows, representing roughly 10% of GDP. 
Meanwhile, an estimated $25B in value transfer flows informally via stablecoins in 
parallel to regulated channels. 

In the EU–Morocco corridor alone, annual flow exceeds $11B in annual remittance 
inflows, representing over 8% of GDP. Meanwhile, an estimated $12B in value 
transfer flows informally via stablecoins in parallel to regulated channels. 

This environment exposes a clear infrastructure gap: 

-​ Legacy rails are slow, capital-intensive, and opaque.  
-​ Stablecoins are fast but publicly transparent and operationally misaligned 

with bank compliance models.  
-​ Exchange houses and MTOs compete primarily on distribution rather than 

settlement efficiency. 

REMI is positioned not as another retail remittance app, but as a confidential 
settlement layer that modernizes corridor infrastructure while remaining 
bank-ready and regulator-compatible. 
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2. Global Remittance Market Overview 

2.1 Market Size 

●​ Global remittance flows exceed $800B annually 
●​ Average fees remain ~6–7% 
●​ Typical settlement time: 3–5 business days 

Traditional remittance rails remain capital intensive and operationally 
fragmented. 

2.2 Egypt/Morocco as a Strategic Market 

●​ Annual inflows: $30B–$40B+/$11B 
●​ Remittances represent ~10% of GDP/+8% of GDP 
●​ Key sending corridors: UAE, KSA, Kuwait, US/EU 

2.3 UAE/EU as Strategic Outbound Hub 

●​ Among top global outbound remittance markets 
●​ Large expatriate base 
●​ Mature payments infrastructure 
●​ Advanced virtual asset regulatory environment 

Implication: UAE–Egypt (~$4B+) & EU-Morocco ($11B) are high-volume, 
high-friction corridors suited for infrastructure-level modernization.  
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3. Structural Inefficiencies in Traditional Rails 

Legacy remittance systems rely on: 

●​ SWIFT messaging 
●​ Correspondent banking 
●​ Nostro/Vostro pre-funding 
●​ Multi-layer FX spreads 

Core Inefficiencies 

Constraint Impact 

6–7% average fee High consumer cost 

3–5 day settlement Liquidity delay 

Prefunding Trapped capital 

Intermediaries Margin leakage 

These constraints create a strong incentive for blockchain-based alternatives. 

 

 

4 



4. Stablecoin Market Context 

4.1 Market Scale 

●​ Stablecoin market cap: $130B–$160B+ 
●​ Monthly on-chain transfer volume: Hundreds of billions 
●​ Dominated by USD-pegged assets 

4.2 Functional Role 

Stablecoins operate as: 

●​ Cross-border settlement instruments 
●​ USD access layer in emerging markets 
●​ Informal remittance rails 

Limitation 

Stablecoins alone do not satisfy: 

●​ Institutional privacy requirements 
●​ Regulated auditability frameworks 
●​ Bank-grade off-ramping integration 

This creates an infrastructure gap. 
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5. Competitive Landscape 
Segmentation 
The ecosystem can be divided into four structural layers:

 

5.1 Consumer-Facing Applications 

Examples: 

●​ Wise 
●​ Remitly 
●​ Revolut 
●​ TapTapSend 
●​ PayPal 
●​ Redot Pay 
●​ Botim 
●​ e& Money 

Characteristics: 

●​ Retail UX focus 
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●​ Corridor pricing competition 
●​ Operate largely on traditional banking rails 

Limitation: 

●​ No confidential settlement layer 
●​ No protocol-level positioning 

5.2 Traditional MTOs 

Examples: 

●​ Western Union 
●​ Regional exchange houses 

Characteristics: 

●​ Agent-based cash networks 
●​ Licensed distribution 
●​ Heavy prefunding model 

Limitation: 

●​ Capital inefficient 
●​ Multi-step reconciliation 
●​ Margin compression risk 
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5.3 Exchange Houses (UAE Focus) 

Example: 

●​ Alfardan Exchange 
●​ Lulu Exchange 

Role: 

●​ Corridor distribution layer 
●​ Potential infrastructure partners 

 

5.4 Infrastructure & Blockchain Settlement Players 

Examples: 

●​ Rain (regulated digital asset exchange) 
●​ Bridge (stablecoin infrastructure provider) 

Characteristics: 

●​ Provide liquidity/stablecoin rails 
●​ Enterprise-facing 

Limitation: 

●​ Not corridor-optimized remittance protocols 
●​ No embedded confidential transaction layer 
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6. Corridors Breakdown 

6.1 UAE → Egypt Corridor 

The corridor structure includes: 

A. Exchange Houses 

●​ Deep retail presence in the UAE 
●​ Cash trust in Egypt 
●​ High prefunding burden 

B. Global Consumer Apps 

●​ Digital onboarding 
●​ Higher effective FX cost 
●​ Limited last-mile optimization 

C. Informal Stablecoin Rails 

●​ Near-instant settlement 
●​ Regulatory exposure 
●​ No institutional framework 

D. REMI Position 

REMI integrates with: 

●​ Licensed banks 
●​ Exchange houses 
●​ Regulated partners 

While providing: 

●​ Confidential blockchain settlement 
●​ Liquidity balancing 
●​ Sub-minute execution target 
●​ Bank-ready auditability  
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6.2 EU → Morocco Corridor (Principle Agent) 

A. Global Consumer Apps 

●​ Digital onboarding 
●​ Higher effective FX cost 
●​ Limited last-mile optimization 

B. Informal Stablecoin Rails 

●​ Near-instant settlement 
●​ Regulatory exposure 
●​ No institutional framework 

C. REMI Position 

REMI integrates with: 

●​ Licensed banks 
●​ BaaS fintechs 
●​ Regulated partners 

While providing: 

●​ Confidential blockchain settlement 
●​ Liquidity balancing 
●​ Sub-minute execution target 
●​ Bank-ready auditability 
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7. Competitive Positioning Matrix 

Axes 

Horizontal: Retail Application → Protocol Infrastructure​

Vertical: Transparent Settlement → Confidential Settlement 

Matrix Interpretation 

Retail + Transparent: 

●​ Wise 
●​ Remitly 
●​ Revolut 
●​ PayPal 
●​ TapTapSend 

Protocol + Transparent: 

●​ Rain 
●​ Bridge 

Protocol + Confidential: 

●​ REMI 

Retail + Confidential: 

●​ No scaled regulated incumbent 
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8. Strategic Differentiation 
REMI differentiates through: 

1.​ Confidential transaction layer 
2.​ Selective regulatory transparency 
3.​ Infrastructure-first positioning 
4.​ Non-custodial model 
5.​ Corridor-optimized liquidity design 
6.​ Dual-token incentive architecture 

 

9. Investment Implications 
The competitive environment shows: 

●​ Retail competition is saturated 
●​ Stablecoin infrastructure lacks a privacy layer 
●​ Informal flows are large but unregulated 
●​ Regulatory clarity is increasing (UAE, EU)/(EU-Morocco) 

The underserved quadrant is Confidential + Protocol Infrastructure. 

This defines REMI’s long-term defensibility and potential for institutional adoption. 
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10. Conclusion 
The next generation of remittance infrastructure requires: 

●​ Confidential blockchain settlement 
●​ Bank integration 
●​ Capital-efficient liquidity 
●​ Regulatory operability 

REMI is positioned as the infrastructure layer bridging traditional finance and 
blockchain settlement within high-volume corridors. 
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