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1. Executive Summary 
Field Content 

Recommendation Invest: in protocols building proprietary underwriting data moats. 
Monitor: modular lending infrastructure (Morpho) and 
emerging-market credit (Goldfinch). Underweight / Avoid: lending 
protocol tokens valued purely on TVL and origination volume metrics 

Time Horizon Medium to Long (2-5 years) 

Position Sizing 4-6% of RWA/credit sleeve allocated to underwriting-layer exposure 
(Maple as public proxy + private underwriting infra); maintain 
underweight to TVL-centric lending tokens (AAVE, CRV in credit 
verticals) 

Base Case On-chain private credit scales from $14B today to $50-75B by 2028. 
The protocol that builds a proprietary, non-replicable underwriting 
data layer commands 30-40% of origination flow and captures 
data-licensing revenue equivalent to 15-25% of protocol fees. 
Lending protocol infrastructure commoditizes; underwriting quality 
becomes the price-setting layer. 

Bull Case Global private credit migration ($1.7T+ TradFi market) accelerates, 
on-chain credit reaches $200B+ by 2030. A dominant underwriting 
data platform becomes the on-chain equivalent of FICO/Moody's 
Analytics, a data monopoly with 60%+ gross margins and pricing 
power over the entire lending stack. 

Bear Case Regulatory crackdown on undercollateralized lending; TradFi credit 
bureaus enter on-chain with superior data; protocol tokens fail to 
capture underwriting value due to governance fragmentation. Credit 
vertical stalls below $25B. 

Key Catalysts (1) First protocol announces data-licensing/API revenue line from 
underwriting models; (2) On-chain behavioral credit score achieves 
predictive accuracy (AUC > 0.75) in retrospective default prediction; 
(3) Major institutional allocator mandates underwriting data 
transparency as due diligence requirement; (4) Maple or Goldfinch 
publishes proprietary default-prediction model outperforming 
community-audited alternatives. 

Key Risks Regulatory classification of on-chain credit as securities issuance; 
adverse selection dynamics make transparent scoring self-defeating; 
TradFi incumbents (Equifax, Moody's) enter with institutional-grade 
on-chain data partnerships; smart contract or legal enforcement 
failures in default scenarios. 

 



2. Variant Perception 

Market Consensus 

The crypto research community and RWA investors overwhelmingly believe that: 

●​ The winner in on-chain credit will be the lending protocol with the highest TVL, 
origination volume, and lowest APY spreads. 

●​ RWA lending is a capital-raising competition: whoever attracts the most lender 
deposits wins through network effects. 

●​ Underwriting is a operational cost center, not a strategic asset. Protocols compete on 
borrower access and yield, not credit assessment quality. 

●​ The relevant investment question is "which protocol grows fastest?" — measured by 
loan book size, TVL, and token staking yields. 

●​ Lending protocol tokens (AAVE, CRV, MPL, GFI, CFG) should be valued as 
leveraged plays on interest-rate spreads and origination volume. 

Why the market is wrong: This is precisely the analytical framework that fails in every 
lending market in history. In TradFi, the durable moats in credit belong to underwriting data 
aggregators and risk assessors (FICO, Moody's Analytics, Equifax's The Work Number), 
not to origination infrastructure. Capital is a commodity; information asymmetry is the profit 
center. The market is applying DeFi-native metrics (TVL, APY) to a business whose 
economics are governed by credit quality, adverse selection, and information 
asymmetry. 

Your View 

The binding constraint on on-chain credit growth is not capital supply, it is credit 
assessment quality. Every lending market that has scaled beyond secured collateral has 
been dominated by the entity that controls the proprietary risk-assessment layer. On-chain 
credit generates a new class of behavioral data (wallet history, cross-protocol leverage, 
real-time collateral monitoring, repayment telemetry) that has no TradFi equivalent. The 
protocol that first converts this data into a defensible underwriting model will achieve the 
same platform economics that made FICO and the credit bureaus multi-billion-dollar data 
monopolies: near-zero marginal cost, massive pricing power, and a "give-to-get" data 
network effect. 

Why the Market Is Mispriced 

●​ Wrong metric: The market values lending protocols on TVL and origination volume, 
both are commodity inputs. A protocol with $10B in TVL but no proprietary 
underwriting data is a commodity balance sheet. A protocol with $500M in loans but 
proprietary default-prediction models is a data business with optionality on the entire 
vertical. 

●​ Invisible asset: Underwriting data is not captured on-chain in a tokenized form. It 
lives in private databases, proprietary models, and off-chain borrower files. Token 
holders do not see it in protocol metrics, so analysts do not model it. 



●​ Information asymmetry: Most crypto researchers lack credit bureau economics, 
Basel IRB framework, or structured credit expertise. They apply AMM and 
yield-farming mental models to a credit market, missing the structural parallel to 
TradFi risk infrastructure. 

●​ Mispricing mechanism: Market applies "growth at all costs" comps. The correct 
comp is credit bureau / risk analytics (FICO at 15x+ revenue, Equifax at 20x+ 
EBITDA, Moody's Analytics at 25x+ operating income). These businesses trade at 
premiums because data moats are defensible for decades. 

 

3. Problem Statement 

Current State 

On-chain credit today operates on two flawed paradigms: 

1.​ Overcollateralized lending (Aave, Compound, Morpho): Borrowers must post 
120–200% collateral. Credit risk is eliminated by liquidation, not assessment. This is 
capital-inefficient and excludes creditworthy but undercollateralized borrowers. 

2.​ Undercollateralized / RWA lending (Maple, Goldfinch, Centrifuge, Clearpool): 
Borrowers are assessed through some combination of off-chain due diligence, 
community auditing, tranche structuring, or delegate underwriting. Origination volume 
is the headline metric; underwriting quality is opaque and poorly standardized. 

The sector has grown to $14B in tokenized private credit (June 2025, per RWA.xyz), the 
largest RWA segment, but growth is increasingly constrained by trust bottlenecks. 
Institutional allocators demand credit transparency that protocols cannot provide because 
they lack unified, predictive risk data. 

Pain Points 

●​ Underwriting is artisanal, not scalable: Every protocol conducts bespoke due 
diligence. Maple uses pool delegates with TradFi backgrounds; Goldfinch relied on 
community auditors (with documented failure in the Lend East default); Centrifuge 
depends on asset originators. None of this is algorithmic, networked, or composable. 

●​ Default history proves the underwriting gap: 
○​ Maple: ~$36M in writedowns (2022) from Orthogonal Trading and Auros after 

FTX collapse. The protocol had insufficient real-time visibility into borrower 
cross-exchange exposure. 

○​ Goldfinch: Three documented defaults (including Tugende Kenya), with 
combined losses of ~$18M. Community auditing proved inadequate for 
emerging-market credit risk. 

○​ Centrifuge: Partial loss in the Cauris Finance pool (2022). 
●​ On-chain data is unexploited: Wallet age, cross-protocol leverage ratios, 

counterparty concentration, liquidation history, repayment consistency, and 
governance token holdings are publicly available on-chain — yet almost no lending 



protocol uses them as systematic underwriting inputs. This is analogous to TradFi in 
the 1960s before credit scoring: lending decisions were manual, slow, and 
error-prone. 

●​ Adverse selection is intensifying: As protocols compete for origination volume, the 
incentive to relax underwriting standards rises. The protocols that grow fastest on 
TVL may be the ones taking the most risk — a classic lemons market dynamic that 
ends in correlated defaults. 

Why Now 

Three structural shifts make the underwriting data layer newly investable: 

1.​ Default validation: The 2022–2023 default wave (Maple, Goldfinch, Centrifuge) 
generated the first large-scale, labeled dataset of on-chain credit failures. 
Retrospective analysis can now train predictive models — something impossible 
before defaults occurred. 

2.​ Institutional demand inflection: On-chain RWA lending exceeded $18.5B by early 
2026 (Odaily, April 2026), reflecting growth across tokenized private credit, 
Treasuries, and structured credit. This is consistent with the $14B tokenized private 
credit segment reported by RWA.xyz as of June 2025 — the largest and 
fastest-growing RWA sub-sector. Institutional allocators (Apollo, BlackRock BUIDL, 
Coinbase) are entering the space and will demand underwriting transparency 
comparable to TradFi risk reporting. This creates a market for "credit analytics as a 
service." 

3.​ Technical unlock: Account abstraction, ERC-4626 vault standards, and cross-chain 
identity layers (ENS, Lens, on-chain credentials) make it possible to assemble unified 
borrower profiles from fragmented on-chain behavior. The data infrastructure now 
exists to build systematic credit scores. 

 

4. Structural Thesis 

What Is Changing? 

DeFi credit is undergoing a platform shift from balance-sheet lending to data-layer 
intermediation. In the current era, protocols compete as origination platforms: they match 
lenders to borrowers and earn spread fees. In the emerging era, protocols will compete as 
risk data platforms: they assess creditworthiness algorithmically, sell underwriting 
intelligence to lenders, and command origination flow because they control the information 
asymmetry. 

This is the exact evolution that occurred in TradFi consumer credit (1960s–1980s) and 
institutional credit (1990s–2000s): the commoditization of lending infrastructure (banks 
became utilities) and the capture of value by data intermediaries (FICO, Moody's, credit 
bureaus became the high-margin businesses). 



Why Now? 

The catalyst is the default learning cycle and institutional capital entry. Before 2022, 
there were no labeled on-chain defaults to train models. After 2022, there is a crisis-tested 
dataset. At the same time, institutional capital requires a risk-assessment layer that 
community auditing and delegate intuition cannot provide. The market now has both the data 
and the demand to build systematic underwriting. 

Why Does It Matter? 

Credit markets are information markets. The entity that reduces information asymmetry 
captures the economic rent. In on-chain credit, this rent is currently misallocated to lending 
protocols that compete on TVL and APY. Once underwriting quality becomes the 
differentiator, the value chain reorients: 

●​ Capital (lenders): Commodity. USDC is fungible. 
●​ Origination (protocols): Commodity. Anyone can build a lending pool. 
●​ Underwriting (data + models): Scarce. Proprietary risk signals cannot be replicated 

without historical data and borrower access. 
●​ Enforcement (legal + on-chain): Commodity. Legal wrappers and smart contracts 

are replicable. 

The underwriting layer will capture 30–50% of the economic value in on-chain credit, just as 
FICO and the major US credit bureaus collectively extract ~$20B+ annually from the US 
consumer credit market alone (aggregate estimate: Equifax ~$5.5B, Experian ~$6.5B, 
TransUnion ~$3.8B, and FICO ~$1.3B in annual revenue, plus smaller bureau and scoring 
services). 

Who Benefits? 

The protocol or infrastructure layer that builds the dominant underwriting data 
platform captures disproportionate value. Not the protocol with the most TVL — the one 
with the most proprietary data on what makes borrowers default. This could be an existing 
lending protocol (Maple, with institutional borrower data) or an emerging risk analytics layer 
(ChainAware, Spectral, or a protocol-native model). The key is data accumulation + model 
validation + network effects. 

Applicability Constraint: Can Institutional Credit Scoring Work at Scale? 

A critical objection to this thesis is the sample-size problem. FICO's predictive power 
derives from 220 million+ US consumers with standardized, homogeneous credit files. 
Equifax's model strength is statistical: millions of data points enable robust regression. 
Maple, by contrast, has originated loans to fewer than 100 distinct institutional borrowers in 
its post-2022 overcollateralized era. A cohort of ~100 borrowers is too small and too 
idiosyncratic for a purely statistical, generalized scoring model, and the borrowers are 
sophisticated enough to game any transparent scoring inputs. 



This constraint is real but not fatal. The underwriting model required for on-chain 
institutional credit is not a consumer FICO analogue; it is a hybrid corporate credit 
assessment similar to Moody's or S&P corporate ratings, which function with hundreds (not 
millions) of issuers by combining financial statement analysis, sectoral stress tests, and 
behavioral telemetry. Maple's proprietary data includes: (1) real-time collateral monitoring via 
custodian APIs, (2) cross-exchange exposure visibility that would not be available to an 
external analytics firm, (3) margin call and repayment telemetry, and (4) KYC-verified 
financial statements. These are not wallet-level behavioral signals, they are institutional 
credit dossiers that become more valuable, not less, as the borrower base grows. The risk is 
not that the model fails statistically; it is that the model remains artisanal because the 
protocol fails to productize these dossiers into a scalable API. That is an execution risk, not a 
structural impossibility. The protocol must reach 500+ institutional borrowers to achieve the 
statistical generalizability that justifies pure algorithmic scoring; until then, the moat is 
human-augmented data (delegate expertise + proprietary telemetry), not purely automated 
scoring. This is a constraint on the timeline, not a refutation of the thesis. 

 

5. Market Sizing 

Total Addressable Liquidity 

The total pool of capital competing for on-chain credit intermediation includes: 

●​ Global private credit market: $1.7 trillion (growing to $2.5T+ by 2028 per industry 
estimates). 

●​ Tokenized private credit on-chain: $14 billion as of June 2025 (RWA.xyz), the 
largest RWA segment. 

●​ Total RWA tokenization: $24–30B (June 2025), projected to $150–200B by 
2026–2027 under aggressive institutional adoption scenarios. 

●​ On-chain lending TVL (broad): $50B+ across Aave, Compound, Morpho, and RWA 
protocols. 

●​ Total addressable notional for underwriting data: Every dollar of on-chain credit 
requires assessment. At $50B on-chain credit volume and $1.7T+ TradFi private 
credit, the addressable market for credit assessment infrastructure is the entire 
private credit stack. 

Protocol Capture Rate 

We estimate underwriting data capture as a percentage of origination volume and ongoing 
monitoring: 

●​ TradFi benchmark: Credit bureaus charge ~$0.50–$2.00 per credit pull. FICO 
licenses score algorithms at ~$0.10–$0.50 per score. At $1.7T in US consumer credit 
alone, this generates ~$20B+ in annual credit bureau + scoring revenue. 



●​ On-chain equivalent: At $50B on-chain credit volume growing to $200B by 2028, a 
10–20 bps underwriting fee on origination + 5–10 bps annual monitoring fee implies 
$50M–$200M annual revenue for the dominant underwriting data layer at maturity. 

●​ Data licensing upside: If the underwriting layer sells API access to external lenders, 
insurers, and RWA protocols, revenue could exceed protocol-level origination fees. 

Sizing Scenarios 

Scenario On-Chain 
Credit Volume 

(2028) 

Underwriting 
Capture Rate 

Underwriting 
Layer Revenue 

Lending Protocol 
Fee Revenue 

(Base) 

Bear $40B 5 bps $20M $80M 

Base $100B 10 bps $100M $300M 

Bull $250B 15 bps $375M $1.0B 

Comparison Benchmarks 

●​ FICO: ~$1.3B revenue, ~$300M net income, trades at 15–20x revenue. Core 
business is algorithm licensing with near-zero marginal cost. 

●​ Equifax: ~$5.5B revenue, ~$1.2B EBITDA. Credit bureau segment has 40%+ 
margins. "Give-to-get" data network effect creates durable moat. 

●​ Moody's Analytics: ~$2.5B revenue, 35%+ operating margins. Institutional risk 
assessment data platform. 

●​ DeFi comparator: Maple Finance generated $16M+ protocol revenue (annualized, 
trailing) from origination fees. If underwriting data revenue were layered on top at 10 
bps, this could add $8–12M annually at current loan volumes — a 50–75% revenue 
uplift with dramatically higher margins. 

 

6. Systems Map 

 



Layer-by-Layer Analysis 

Layer Who Controls It 
Today? 

Switching 
Costs 

Bottlenecks Where Value 
Accumulates? 

Capital Crypto treasuries, 
DAOs, 
institutional 
allocators, 
stablecoin holders 

High (KYC, fiat 
ramps, 
compliance) 

Yield 
expectations, 
regulatory 
eligibility 

Distribution 
channels with 
institutional 
access 
(Coinbase, 
Securitize, Maple) 

Distribution Protocol UIs, 
RWA aggregators 
(RWA.xyz, 
Swarm), wallet 
integrations 

Low-medium 
(frontend 
switching is 
easy) 

User trust, 
regulatory 
branding 

Interface fees 
(minimal in credit 
today) 

Origination Protocol teams, 
asset originators, 
pool delegates 

Medium 
(borrower 
relationships, 
legal 
frameworks) 

KYC/AML 
compliance, 
cross-border 
legal 
enforcement 

Origination fees 
(1–2% of loan 
value) 

Underwriting Pool delegates 
(Maple), 
community 
auditors 
(Goldfinch), 
asset originators 
(Centrifuge), 
curators 
(Morpho) 

High 
(proprietary 
data, borrower 
history, model 
validation) 

Information 
asymmetry, 
model 
accuracy, 
adverse 
selection 

This is the 
investment layer. 
Currently 
under-monetized
. 

Liquidity 
Aggregation 

Lending pools, 
tranche 
structures, vaults 

Low (capital is 
mobile) 

Depth at each 
risk tier, 
tranche pricing 

Spread income 
(being 
compressed by 
competition) 

Settlement Ethereum, L2s, 
smart contracts, 
oracles 

Medium (gas, 
finality) 

Oracle 
reliability, 
collateral 
liquidation 
speed 

Gas fees, 
liquidation 
penalties 
(commoditized) 



Enforcement Off-chain legal 
counsel, on-chain 
liquidation bots 

High 
(jurisdictional 
expertise, legal 
cost) 

Recovery rates 
in emerging 
markets, smart 
contract 
enforcement 
limits 

Recovery fees, 
insurance 
premiums (small 
today) 

Key Insight 

The bottleneck is Underwriting. Remove the credit assessment layer, and the system 
collapses into adverse selection: the worst borrowers drive out the best lenders. No other 
layer has this structural indispensability combined with such weak current competition. 

 

7. Market Structure Analysis 

Distribution 

Institutional lender onboarding is controlled by protocols with KYC/AML infrastructure and 
regulatory relationships. However, switching costs are moderate: allocators can move capital 
between Maple, Centrifuge, and Goldfinch pools. This layer is disintermediateable by 
generalized RWA aggregators or institutional custody platforms (Coinbase, Securitize) that 
provide unified access. 

Liquidity (Borrower Demand) 

Borrower demand is fragmented and opportunistic. Crypto-native institutions borrow from 
Maple; emerging-market fintechs borrow from Goldfinch; SME receivables finance through 
Centrifuge. There is no unified borrower relationship layer. The protocol that controls 
underwriting data can attract the highest-quality borrowers (who prefer transparent, fair 
pricing) and repel the lowest-quality (who fear exposure). 

Order Flow (Deal Flow) 

Currently, deal flow is captured by protocol-specific origination teams and asset 
originators. There is no "aggregator" for on-chain credit deals. This is the opportunity: the 
underwriting data layer could become the Y Combinator of on-chain credit — screening 
deals, scoring risk, and routing the best deals to the most appropriate capital pools. 

User Relationships 

The end lender relationship is not owned by any single protocol. Institutional allocators 
spread exposure across 3–5 protocols. This means retention is weak and driven by yield. 
However, the underwriting data layer could become the trust anchor: if an allocator believes 
one protocol's risk assessment is superior, they will route capital through that protocol's 



curated pools even if yields are 50–100 bps lower. This is how Moody's and S&P retained 
dominance in structured finance despite fee competition. 

Rent Capture 

Today, the largest economic cut is taken by origination fees (1–2% to protocols) and 
spread income (to lenders). In 3–5 years, the underwriting data layer will capture a 
growing share through: 

●​ Data licensing fees (API calls per credit assessment) 
●​ Monitoring subscriptions (real-time risk alerts) 
●​ Tranche pricing premiums (superior risk data allows tighter pricing, capturing 

spread) 
●​ Default prediction insurance (underwriting data as input to credit default swaps) 

Bottleneck Identification 

The underwriting node is the investment. Remove it, and the system reverts to 
overcollateralization or suffers correlated defaults. Every other layer in the credit stack is 
replicable or commoditized. The underwriting layer requires historical data, borrower 
access, model validation, and trust accumulation — assets that take years to build and 
cannot be bought with capital alone. 

 

8. Team & Founder Assessment 
This thesis evaluates the underwriting-layer readiness of the leading credit protocols. The 
investment is not a single protocol but a vertical bet; however, the current public-market 
proxy is the team with the deepest institutional credit DNA and borrower data accumulation. 

Maple Finance (Primary Public Proxy) 

●​ Founder-Market Fit: Sidney Powell (CEO) and Joe Flanagan (Executive Chairman) 
bring deep expertise from banking and credit markets. The team is explicitly 
structured to bridge TradFi institutional finance and DeFi — precisely the hybrid skill 
set required to build underwriting infrastructure. 

●​ Track Record: Shipped Gnosis-based origins → rebuilt after $36M 2022 default 
crisis → launched overcollateralized syrupUSDC model with 99% repayment rate 
and $12B+ cumulative origination. This is a team that has learned from credit 
failure, which is more valuable than a team that has never experienced default. 

●​ Technical Depth: Matt Collum (CTO) and Ryan O'Shea (COO) have built real-time 
collateral monitoring via custodian APIs, multi-step KYC/AML pipelines, and margin 
call automation. This is operational credit infrastructure, not just smart contract 
development. 



●​ Strategic Backers: Backed by institutional investors with domain expertise in credit. 
The protocol's pivot to overcollateralized lending with institutional borrowers 
(post-2022) demonstrates governance learning and capital discipline. 

●​ Unfair Advantage: The $12B+ cumulative loan book, combined with real-time 
borrower monitoring and institutional relationships, gives Maple the largest 
proprietary borrower dataset in on-chain credit. This data is not on-chain — it lives in 
KYC files, margin call logs, and repayment telemetry — but it is protocol-controlled 
and non-replicable. 

Goldfinch 

●​ Founder-Market Fit: Emerging-market credit specialists with a mission-driven focus. 
Strong in microfinance and fintech lending but less institutional in underwriting 
infrastructure. 

●​ Track Record: $100M+ deployed across 20+ countries, but three documented 
defaults revealing community audit weaknesses. The Prime platform 
(institutional-facing) is a step toward professional underwriting, but independent 
validation of improved processes has not been published as of mid-2025. 

●​ Unfair Advantage: Emerging-market borrower access and regulatory relationships 
in Africa, Southeast Asia, and Latin America. However, the data moat is weaker 
because borrower data is fragmented across jurisdictions and not systematically 
digitized. 

Centrifuge 

●​ Founder-Market Fit: Asset originator and securitization expertise. Strong in 
structured finance and tokenizing off-chain receivables. 

●​ Track Record: Pioneer in RWA tokenization (invoices, real estate debt). Survived 
2022 Cauris Finance partial loss. 

●​ Unfair Advantage: Off-chain securitization infrastructure and legal structuring. 
However, underwriting is outsourced to asset originators — the protocol does 
not accumulate proprietary borrower behavior data at the wallet level. 

Morpho (Infrastructure, Not Direct Credit) 

●​ Founder-Market Fit: Deep technical expertise in lending mechanics and modular 
architecture. 

●​ Track Record: $10B+ TVL, Coinbase integration, Ethereum Foundation deposits, 
Apollo/Bitwise institutional vaults. The curator model (Steakhouse, Gauntlet, Block 
Analitica) delegates underwriting to third parties. 

●​ Strategic Implication: Morpho is building the infrastructure for risk curation, not 
the underwriting data itself. This makes it a platform for the thesis but not the 
primary data-moat investment. If a curator develops proprietary underwriting models 
on Morpho, the value may accrue to the curator rather than the Morpho token. 

 



9. Product & Adoption 

User Segments 

●​ Institutional Lenders (60–70% of capital): DAO treasuries, crypto hedge funds, 
family offices, and TradFi allocators seeking 8–15% yields. They demand 
transparency, not just yield. 

●​ Institutional Borrowers (50–60% of Maple volume): Crypto-native trading firms, 
market makers, and RWA originators. Require fast execution, large ticket sizes, and 
confidentiality. 

●​ Emerging-Market Borrowers (Goldfinch core): Fintechs, agri-SMEs, and 
microfinance institutions. Higher risk, smaller ticket sizes, social-impact motivation for 
some lenders. 

●​ RWA Originators (Centrifuge core): Real estate developers, invoice financiers, 
trade finance operators. Need securitization infrastructure more than credit scoring. 

Adoption Path 

1.​ Crisis-driven learning: The 2022 default wave forced protocols to tighten 
underwriting. This was the "cold start" of data accumulation. 

2.​ Institutional onboarding: KYC-gated pools (Maple, Goldfinch Prime) brought TradFi 
borrowers on-chain. These borrowers generate richer data than anonymous wallets. 

3.​ Curator specialization: On Morpho, third-party curators (Steakhouse, Gauntlet) are 
developing vault-specific risk frameworks. This is the seed of the underwriting-layer 
market. 

4.​ Data product emergence: ChainAware and Spectral have launched wallet-level 
credit scores (4+ years production for ChainAware). This is the first pure-play 
underwriting infrastructure. 

Retention 

●​ Lender retention: Driven by yield and default experience. A protocol with zero 
defaults in 12 months retains capital even if yields are 50 bps lower than competitors. 
This is the underwriting quality → retention feedback loop. 

●​ Borrower retention: Driven by pricing and speed. High-quality borrowers (those with 
good credit data) will prefer protocols that offer better terms because the protocol can 
price risk more accurately. This is the adverse selection inversion dynamic: good 
underwriting attracts good borrowers. 

Growth Loops 

●​ Data accumulation → Better models → Lower defaults → More lender capital → 
More borrowers → More data. This is the virtuous cycle of the underwriting layer. 

●​ Adverse selection trap (risk): Protocols that grow fastest by relaxing standards 
attract the worst borrowers, leading to defaults, capital flight, and data contamination. 

 



Key Metrics  

Metric Maple Finance Goldfinch Centrifuge Morpho 
(Credit/RWA) 

Active Loans 
/ TVL 

~$777M active loans ~$101–$340M 
(varies by 
methodology) 

~$200M+ 
TVL 

$10B+ total 
TVL (modular) 

Cumulative 
Origination 

$20B+ (including 
pre-2022) 

$100M+ 
deployed 

$100M+ in 
pools 

N/A 
(infrastructure) 

Default Rate 
(Known) 

~0% post-2022 
overcollateralized; 
~$36M pre-2022 

~3 defaults, 
~$18M losses 

Cauris 
partial loss 
2022 

Contained to 
isolated vaults 

Repayment 
Rate 

99% (post-2022 
overcollateralized 
model; per Maple’s 
governance forum, 
cumulative $12B+ 
origination track record) 

~92–95% 
(estimated) 

~95%+ N/A 

Protocol 
Revenue 
(Annual) 

$16M+ Not disclosed Not 
disclosed 

Minimal direct 
revenue 

Underwriting 
Model 

Delegate + institutional 
due diligence 

Community 
audit → Prime 
institutional 

Asset 
originator 
due 
diligence 

Curator-deleg
ated risk 

Proprietary 
Data Depth 

Highest (institutional 
borrower files, margin 
logs) 

Medium 
(emerging-mar
ket data) 

Low-mediu
m (off-chain 
originator 
data) 

Low (curators 
own data) 

 

10. On-Chain Validation 

Revenue 

●​ Maple Finance: $16M+ in protocol revenue over the trailing 12 months (origination 
fees, performance fees). This is origination revenue, not underwriting data 
revenue. No protocol has yet announced material revenue from data licensing or risk 
analytics. 

●​ Validation of thesis gap: The absence of underwriting data revenue is the 
opportunity. The first protocol to monetize its risk models will validate the thesis that 
underwriting is a discrete revenue layer. 



Fee Generation 

●​ Maple: Charges origination fees and performance fees. Fee capture per dollar of 
loan is ~2–3% on origination. Underwriting data licensing could add 10–20 bps in 
pure-margin revenue with minimal incremental cost. 

●​ Morpho: Protocol fee is minimal; revenue accrues to curators. This validates the 
thesis that infrastructure layer commoditizes while risk assessment layer 
captures value. 

TVL and Loan Book Composition 

●​ RWA.xyz data: Tokenized private credit reached $14B by June 2025, making it the 
largest RWA segment. This validates the sector's growth trajectory. 

●​ Maple: $777M active loans (June 2025), growing share directed to real-world assets 
and DAO treasury cash management. The shift from crypto-native to RWA lending is 
increasing data heterogeneity, making proprietary underwriting more valuable. 

●​ Goldfinch: Discrepancy in active loan figures ($101M vs $340M+) reflects different 
methodologies — highlighting the opacity problem that underwriting data 
infrastructure would solve. 

Active Addresses / Borrower Concentration 

●​ Maple: Small number of high-quality institutional borrowers. This is a feature, not a 
bug: concentrated borrower relationships enable deep data accumulation. 

●​ Goldfinch: Diverse borrower base across 20+ countries. High diversification but also 
higher monitoring cost — precisely the problem that systematic underwriting data 
would solve. 

Capital Efficiency 

●​ Maple: Revenue / TVL ratio is high because the protocol does not require massive 
lender TVL to generate origination fees. Capital efficiency is a feature of 
delegate-based lending. 

●​ Morpho: Revenue is minimal relative to $10B+ TVL. This confirms that TVL is a 
poor proxy for value capture in modular infrastructure. 

Underwriting Data Signal Quality (Emerging Evidence) 

●​ ChainAware Lending Risk Assessor: 4+ years in production, 8-chain coverage. 
Fraud probability (40% weight), credit score (20%), on-chain experience (25%), 
behavioral profile (15%). This is the first commercial evidence that systematic 
on-chain signals can be combined into a lending decision. 

●​ OCCR Score (ChainRisk): Academic paper (arXiv:2412.00710) introduces 
probabilistic default estimation using on-chain activity. This validates the 
methodological possibility of the underwriting thesis. 

●​ Academic research: "Institutionalizing Risk Curation in Decentralized Credit" 
(arXiv:2512.11976) documents that modular vault architectures with third-party 
curators achieve up to 8.1% returns while managing heightened liquidation risks. 



This validates that curator underwriting quality is the driver of returns, not protocol 
mechanics. 

Data Sources 

●​ RWA.xyz Private Credit Dashboard 
●​ Dune Analytics: Maple, Goldfinch, Centrifuge protocol dashboards 
●​ Academic: Ghosh et al., "On-Chain Credit Risk Score in Decentralized Finance" 

(arXiv:2412.00710) 
●​ Academic: "Institutionalizing Risk Curation in Decentralized Credit" 

(arXiv:2512.11976) 
●​ Protocol governance disclosures: Maple 2022 workout reports, Goldfinch default 

disclosures 
●​ ChainAware.ai methodology documentation 

 

11. Protocol Economics 

11A. Business Model 

Current credit protocol business models are origination-centric, not data-centric: 

●​ Maple: Origination fees (1–2%), performance fees, and interest spread. Revenue is 
transaction-volume dependent. 

●​ Goldfinch: Interest spread between senior/junior tranches, origination fees. 
●​ Centrifuge: Asset originator fees, protocol fees on tokenized pools. 
●​ Morpho: Minimal protocol fees; value accrues to curators and depositors. 

The underwriting data business model (not yet monetized by any protocol at scale): 

●​ Credit assessment API: Charge per wallet risk score (ChainAware model: 
$0.01–$0.10 per call at scale). 

●​ Monitoring subscriptions: Real-time risk alerts for lenders ($100–$500/month per 
institutional seat). 

●​ Tranche pricing advisory: Sell risk-adjusted pricing curves to originators (basis 
points on origination). 

●​ Data licensing: Sell proprietary borrower datasets to insurers, RWA platforms, and 
risk analytics firms (recurring revenue, 80%+ margins). 

Revenue Durability: Underwriting data revenue is highly durable because it is built on 
historical data accumulation that cannot be replicated. Once a protocol has 5+ years of 
default-labeled borrower data, new entrants cannot match its model accuracy without similar 
data. This is the "give-to-get" network effect: lenders contribute repayment data to access 
better risk scores, and the protocol's data moat deepens. 

 

http://chainaware.ai


11B. Value Accrual 

Token Fee 
Distributio

n 

Buyback/Bu
rn 

Staking Yield Treasury 
Accumulati

on 

Governan
ce Rights 

MPL Protocol 
fees to 
treasury; 
syrupUSD
C yield 
separate 

No active 
burn 

No native staking Grows with 
origination 

Borrower 
whitelisting
, pool 
delegate 
selection, 
fee 
parameters 

GFI Protocol 
fees to 
treasury 

No active 
burn 

Staking for senior 
pool participation 

Grows with 
origination 

Community 
auditor 
selection, 
borrower 
vetting 

CFG Protocol 
fees to 
treasury 

No active 
burn 

Staking for 
collateral/governan
ce 

Grows with 
securitization 

Asset 
originator 
approval, 
pool 
parameters 

MORPHO Minimal 
protocol 
fees 

No active 
burn 

No native staking Foundation 
grants 

Curator 
approval, 
risk 
parameter 
bounds 

Key Test: If the protocol doubles underwriting data revenue, does token value double? Not 
yet. No protocol currently captures underwriting data revenue in tokenomics. This is both the 
risk and the opportunity: the first protocol to restructure tokenomics around data licensing 
will create a direct value accrual mechanism that the market is not pricing. 

Concrete Token Accrual Mechanism (Hypothetical, Not Yet Implemented): The most 
logical value-capture pathway for MPL is a Data Licensing Fee Switch, a 
governance-directed reallocation of underwriting data revenue to token holders. The 
mechanics could follow three sequential stages: 

1.​ Revenue Collection: Maple charges external lenders, RWA platforms, and insurers 
for API access to proprietary borrower risk scores, real-time collateral monitoring, 
and default-prediction model outputs. This could be priced at 5–15 bps on origination 
volume for external users, generating $5M–$15M annually at current loan volumes. 

2.​ Fee Switch Activation: A governance proposal (likely requiring supermajority 
quorum given the strategic nature) directs a fixed percentage of data licensing 
revenue, e.g., 50%, to a treasury yield distributor or direct MPL buyback-and-burn 



program. The remaining 50% funds ongoing model development and data 
infrastructure. This is analogous to the GMX fee-switch model, where protocol 
revenue directly accrues to stakers. 

3.​ Staking Lock-up Requirement: Access to premium risk analytics APIs could be 
gated by MPL staking (e.g., 10,000 MPL minimum for institutional API tier), creating a 
demand sink that tightens float and links token value to data utility. This transforms 
MPL from a governance token into a utility token for credit analytics access, the 
same model that makes FICO's algorithm licensing valuable and Equifax's 
verification services subscription-driven. 

Why This Pivot Is Feasible for Maple: The transition from origination-centric to data-centric 
economics requires four deliberate actions, not a passive market evolution. (1) Product 
build: Deploy an API layer and risk oracle integration (18–24 months, estimated $2–4M 
engineering cost, fundable from current $16M+ annual revenue). (2) Business model 
announcement: Publish a fee schedule for external underwriting data access and secure 
anchor customers (e.g., DAO treasuries, RWA platforms, insurers). (3) Governance vote: 
MPL holders vote to tokenize data revenue via fee switch or buyback mandate. (4) 
Institutional sales: Hire a TradFi credit analytics sales team to sell underwriting intelligence 
to banks and asset managers evaluating on-chain credit exposure. This is not a speculative 
pivot; it is a capital allocation decision that a protocol with positive cash flow and a 
completed vesting schedule can execute. The absence of this roadmap today is why the 
market is not pricing it, and why it represents optionality. 

MPL vs. Pure-Play Analytics (ChainAware, Spectral): ChainAware and Spectral are the 
closest pure-play proxies to the underwriting thesis, but they face a structural data-access 
limitation that MPL does not. ChainAware's wallet-level credit scores (fraud 40%, credit 20%, 
on-chain experience 25%, behavioral 15%) are designed for retail DeFi borrowers with rich 
on-chain histories. They have no access to the off-chain KYC files, margin call logs, 
custodian API data, or institutional financial statements that Maple accumulates through its 
pool delegate relationships. Spectral's on-chain credit scoring similarly lacks the 
borrower-consent data that only an origination platform can collect. The "give-to-get" network 
effect in credit data requires origination volume to bootstrap the dataset: lenders 
contribute repayment data to access better risk scores, but they will only contribute to a 
platform that actually originates loans. This is why the dominant credit bureaus in TradFi 
(Equifax, Experian, TransUnion) originated from bank consortiums that shared data through 
the lending process itself, not from standalone analytics startups. MPL's data moat is in the 
institutional credit segment, a higher-value, stickier market where ticket sizes are 
$1M–$50M and pure-play wallet analytics have no data access. Therefore, MPL is the better 
public proxy not because it is already a data business, but because it is the only listed asset 
with the borrower relationships, institutional data permissions, and treasury resources 
to become one. ChainAware and Spectral are venture-stage bets on the same thesis; MPL 
is the incumbent with the data substrate. 

 

 

 



11C. Token Economics 

Token Circulating 
Supply 

FDV Unlock 
Schedule 

Emissions Supply Sinks 

MPL ~70–80% ~$200M–$
300M 

Team vesting 
largely 
complete 

Minimal syrupUSDC demand 
(not a sink but 
product demand) 

GFI ~60–70% ~$100M–$
200M 

Ongoing 
vesting 

Staking 
rewards 

Senior pool 
participation lock-up 

CFG ~50–60% ~$150M–$
250M 

Ongoing 
vesting 

Minimal Collateral 
requirements for 
originators 

MORPHO ~20–30% ~$1B–$2B Long vesting Foundation 
grants 

Minimal 

Key Question: Can demand growth outpace supply expansion? 

●​ MPL: Yes, if origination growth resumes and underwriting data moat is recognized. 
Low emissions, largely complete vesting. 

●​ GFI: Uncertain. Ongoing vesting and emerging-market credit risk create supply 
pressure. Prime platform adoption is the demand catalyst. 

●​ CFG: Moderate. Securitization volume growth could drive demand, but emissions are 
a headwind. 

●​ MORPHO: High FDV relative to direct credit exposure. Better infrastructure play than 
underwriting data play. 

11D. Governance & Decentralization Risk 

Protocol Admin 
Key / 

Multisig 

Upgradeabilit
y 

DAO 
Concentratio

n 

Governanc
e 

Participatio
n 

Regulatory 
Risk 

Maple Gnosis 
Safe 
multisig 

Timelocked Moderate 
(institutional 
investor 
influence) 

Moderate Low-moderate 
(KYC/AML 
compliant, 
overcollateralize
d) 

Goldfinc
h 

DAO + 
core team 

Timelocked Moderate Low Moderate 
(emerging-mark
et borrowers, 
regulatory 
complexity) 



Centrifug
e 

DAO + 
core team 

Timelocked Moderate Low Low-moderate 
(securitization 
expertise, EU 
presence) 

Morpho Immutable 
base + 
upgradeab
le vaults 

Blue is 
immutable; 
vaults 
upgradeable 

High (core 
team 
influence) 

Moderate Low 
(permissionless, 
no KYC) 

Regulatory implications: Undercollateralized lending faces greater securities regulation 
risk than overcollateralized lending. Maple's pivot to overcollateralized syrupUSDC reduces 
regulatory risk while preserving institutional borrower data accumulation. Goldfinch's 
emerging-market focus creates jurisdictional complexity. The protocol that builds 
underwriting data in the most regulatory-compliant environment (Maple, Centrifuge) may 
have an advantage over permissionless models. 

 

12. Competitive Positioning 

Direct Competitors 

●​ Maple vs. Goldfinch vs. Centrifuge: These three dominate tokenized private credit. 
Maple is the institutional-grade leader ($777M active loans, 99% repayment rate). 
Goldfinch is the emerging-market specialist (higher risk, higher yield). Centrifuge is 
the securitization infrastructure (asset originator model). 

●​ Clearpool: Permissionless institutional lending with dynamic interest rates. Smaller 
but growing. Less institutional due diligence than Maple. 

Indirect Competitors 

●​ Aave / Compound / Morpho: Overcollateralized lending. No credit assessment 
required. These are not competitors for the underwriting thesis, they are the 
"balance sheet utilities" that the underwriting layer will eventually sell risk data to. 

●​ TradFi credit bureaus: Equifax, Experian, TransUnion, and FICO have not entered 
on-chain credit assessment. If they do, they bring decades of data and institutional 
trust. The window for on-chain-native underwriting moats is 2–4 years before 
TradFi incumbents can build partnerships. 

Future Entrants 

●​ AI-native risk analytics: Startups like ChainAware, Spectral, and Cred Protocol are 
building wallet-level credit scores. These could become pure-play underwriting 
infrastructure without lending protocol overhead. 



●​ TradFi market makers entering credit: Apollo, BlackRock, and Figure Technologies 
are already tokenizing credit. If they build proprietary on-chain risk models, they 
could become the dominant underwriting layer without issuing a crypto token. 

●​ Oracle networks: Chainlink, RedStone, and other oracle providers could extend into 
"risk oracles", validating borrower creditworthiness via on-chain data. This would 
compete with protocol-native underwriting. 

Comparison Matrix 

Factor Maple Finance Goldfinch Centrifuge Morpho 
(Curators) 

Liquidity 
(Borrower 
Access) 

Strong 
(crypto-native 
institutions) 

Medium 
(emerging-ma
rket fintechs) 

Medium (SME 
originators) 

High 
(permissionless) 

Distribution Strong 
(institutional 
brand, Binance 
listing) 

Medium 
(Prime 
platform) 

Medium 
(securitization 
focus) 

Very High 
(Coinbase, 
institutional 
vaults) 

Revenue $16M+ annual Not disclosed Not disclosed Minimal 

Moat Type Institutional 
borrower data + 
credit 
infrastructure 

Emerging-ma
rket access + 
community 
audits 

Off-chain 
securitization + 
legal structuring 

Modular 
infrastructure + 
curator 
ecosystem 

User 
Retention 

High (institutional 
relationships) 

Medium 
(impact-drive
n lenders) 

Medium 
(originator-depe
ndent) 

High (institutional 
deposits) 

Underwriting 
Data Depth 

Highest (KYC 
files, margin logs, 
repayment 
history) 

Medium 
(borrower 
audits, 
repayment 
data) 

Low 
(originator-depe
ndent, not 
wallet-level) 

Low (delegated to 
curators) 

 

 

 

 

 



Moat Analysis 

Moat Type Maple Goldfinc
h 

Centrifug
e 

Morph
o 

Assessment 

Liquidity 
moat 

Medium Low Medium High Borrower demand is 
fragmented; no single 
protocol has locked it 

Distribution 
moat 

Medium Low Low High Uniswap-like 
dominance in lending 
infra via Coinbase, 
institutional 
integrations 

Regulatory 
moat 

High (KYC/AML 
compliant) 

Low Medium Low Compliance is a 
barrier to entry for 
institutional credit 

Data moat High 
(institutional 
borrower 
history) 

Medium Low Low This is the core thesis 
variable 

Brand moat High 
(institutional 
trust, post-crisis 
survival) 

Medium Medium High Trust is critical in 
credit 

Ecosystem 
moat 

Medium Low Medium High Morpho's curator 
ecosystem is the most 
composable 

Conclusion: No single protocol has insurmountable moat across all dimensions. However, 
Maple Finance has the strongest combination of regulatory compliance, institutional 
brand, and proprietary borrower data depth — the three inputs required to build an 
underwriting data monopoly. Morpho is the strongest infrastructure play but delegates 
underwriting risk to curators, who may capture the data moat. Goldfinch and Centrifuge have 
niche strengths but weaker data accumulation at the protocol level. 

 

 

 

 



13. Second-Order Effects 

Winners 

●​ Underwriting data platforms: Protocols or third-party services that build systematic 
credit risk models (ChainAware, Spectral, protocol-native models). 

●​ Institutional risk curators: On Morpho, curators like Steakhouse Financial and 
Gauntlet that develop proprietary risk frameworks will attract institutional capital. The 
best curators become the "CLO managers" of DeFi credit. 

●​ Credit insurance protocols: Nexus Mutual, OpenCover, and specialized on-chain 
credit insurers benefit from standardized risk data that enables accurate pricing of 
default protection. 

●​ KYC/AML infrastructure: Protocols that verifiably link off-chain identity to on-chain 
behavior (Verite, Polygon ID, Worldcoin) become essential inputs to underwriting 
models. 

●​ Regulatory-compliant L1s/L2s: Chains that offer institutional privacy, compliance 
tooling, and legal clarity (Ethereum, Base, ZKsync with Prividium) attract RWA credit 
issuance. 

Losers 

●​ TVL-centric lending tokens: AAVE, CRV, and other tokens valued on TVL multiples 
will face compression as the market recognizes that TVL is a commodity metric, not a 
moat. Morpho has already proven that TVL can be siphoned from monolithic 
protocols by offering better risk-adjusted yields. 

●​ Undercollateralized lending without underwriting data: Protocols that grow by 
relaxing standards (pre-2022 Maple, community-audit Goldfinch) will suffer correlated 
defaults and capital flight. 

●​ Anonymous credit markets: Purely pseudonymous lending without KYC/AML 
cannot build institutional-grade underwriting data. These markets remain confined to 
overcollateralized or speculative niches. 

●​ Off-chain credit bureaus (slow to adapt): Equifax, Experian, and TransUnion that 
fail to build on-chain data partnerships will lose relevance as on-chain credit scales 
beyond $100B. 

New Bottlenecks 

If the underwriting layer scales, the next constraint emerges at cross-chain credit identity 
and real-world legal enforcement. A borrower with good credit on Ethereum may have 
hidden leverage on Solana or Arbitrum. Unified cross-chain credit profiles and legal 
enforcement across jurisdictions become the next investment layer. 

New Opportunity Sets 

●​ Cross-chain credit bureaus: Protocols that aggregate credit behavior across L1s 
and L2s into unified risk scores. 



●​ AI-driven underwriting: Large language models and graph neural networks trained 
on on-chain transaction graphs to predict default before traditional signals detect 
stress. 

●​ Credit derivatives: On-chain CDS, total return swaps, and tranche protection 
products that require standardized underwriting data as pricing input. 

●​ Regulatory arbitrage infrastructure: Jurisdictions that offer clear legal frameworks 
for on-chain credit recovery (e.g., Delaware SPVs, BVI structures) will attract 
origination volume. 

Feedback Loops 

●​ Better underwriting → Lower defaults → More institutional capital → More 
borrowers → More data → Better underwriting. This is the virtuous cycle that 
creates monopoly. 

●​ Poor underwriting → Correlated defaults → Capital flight → Higher yields 
required → Adverse selection → More defaults. This is the death spiral that the 
thesis bets against. 

 

14. Catalysts 

Near-Term (0–12 months) 

●​ Maple or Goldfinch announces underwriting data licensing revenue line: Even 
$100K–$500K in quarterly data/API revenue would validate the thesis that 
underwriting is a monetizable layer. 

●​ Retrospective default prediction model published: A protocol or third party 
demonstrates that on-chain behavioral signals (wallet age, cross-protocol leverage, 
repayment history) predict defaults with AUC > 0.75 on historical Maple/Goldfinch 
loan books. 

●​ Major institutional allocator mandates underwriting transparency: If a $1B+ 
crypto fund or DAO treasury requires independent risk scoring before deploying to 
credit pools, the market price of underwriting data rises immediately. 

●​ Maple publishes proprietary borrower dataset: Release of anonymized borrower 
behavioral data (with consent) to train public models, signaling confidence in 
proprietary data advantage. 

Medium-Term (1–3 years) 

●​ First "credit score oracle" integrated into major lending protocol: A 
Chainlink-style oracle that delivers real-time borrower risk scores to smart contracts, 
enabling dynamic LTV and interest rate adjustments. This makes underwriting data a 
protocol infrastructure layer. 

●​ Morpho curator achieves $1B+ AUM with published risk framework: A curator 
(e.g., Steakhouse, Block Analitica) publishes its proprietary risk model and 



demonstrates outperformance. This validates that curator-level underwriting data is 
the alpha source in modular lending. 

●​ On-chain credit volume crosses $50B sustained: Sector scale makes 
underwriting data infrastructure economically viable as a standalone business. 

●​ TradFi credit bureau enters on-chain partnership: If Equifax, Moody's, or FICO 
announces a partnership with a DeFi protocol to validate on-chain credit data, the 
market will reprice the entire vertical as "legitimate" infrastructure. 

Long-Term (3–5 years) 

●​ DeFi credit becomes default settlement for institutional private credit: If $100B+ 
in private credit settles on-chain, the underwriting data layer becomes systemically 
important and potentially regulated as a "critical financial infrastructure." 

●​ Underwriting data platform IPOs or tokenizes at $1B+ valuation: The first 
pure-play on-chain credit analytics company reaches unicorn status, validating the 
business model. 

●​ AI agents as autonomous borrowers: When AI agents manage corporate 
treasuries and borrow autonomously, they will demand algorithmic underwriting 
("lend to me based on my code's behavior, not my CEO's resume"). This creates 
inelastic demand for systematic on-chain risk models. 

 

15. Liquidity & Position Construction 

Float & Depth (Public Proxy Tokens) 

Metric MPL (Maple) GFI 
(Goldfinch) 

CFG 
(Centrifuge) 

MORPHO 

Market Capitalization ~$200M–$30
0M 

~$100M–$200
M 

~$150M–$250
M 

~$1B–$2B 

Circulating Float ~70–80% ~60–70% ~50–60% ~20–30% 

30-Day Average 
Volume 

~$5M–$15M/
day 

~$1M–$5M/da
y 

~$2M–$8M/day ~$20M–$50M/
day 

Bid-Ask Spread 10–30 bps 20–50 bps 15–40 bps 5–15 bps 

Market Depth (2% 
slippage) 

~$200K–$50
0K 

~$100K–$300
K 

~$150K–$400K ~$2M–$5M 

Unlock Overhang 

●​ MPL: Team/investor vesting largely complete. Minimal near-term unlock pressure. 
This is a positive supply dynamic. 



●​ GFI: Ongoing vesting creates moderate supply pressure. Monitor unlock schedules 
for team and early investor tranches. 

●​ CFG: Ongoing vesting is a headwind. Token demand must be driven by originator 
collateral requirements and governance participation. 

●​ MORPHO: Long vesting schedule with significant unlock overhang. High FDV 
relative to float creates risk if sentiment shifts. 

Entry Strategy 

●​ Primary exposure: MPL as the public-market proxy for the underwriting data thesis. 
Maple has the deepest institutional borrower data, the strongest post-default track 
record, and the team most capable of converting data into a risk analytics business. 

●​ Secondary / hedge exposure: MORPHO as the modular infrastructure play. If the 
thesis plays out through curators rather than protocol-native data, Morpho captures 
the infrastructure rent. 

●​ Speculative / venture exposure: Private investments in pure-play on-chain credit 
analytics (ChainAware, Spectral, or protocol-native data teams) if available through 
SAFTs or token warrants. 

●​ Avoid: GFI and CFG as primary thesis exposure unless they demonstrate 
proprietary data accumulation and model validation. Both have weaker data moats 
and higher regulatory/jurisdictional risk. 

●​ TWAP entry: For MPL, use 30–60 day TWAP given low daily volume and 
event-driven price action. For MORPHO, TWAP is less critical due to deeper liquidity. 

Exit Strategy 

●​ Position becomes difficult to exit if: MPL volume drops below $2M/day average, 
or if the protocol fails to demonstrate underwriting data monetization within 24 
months. 

●​ Target market cap for exit: If MPL FDV exceeds $1B without proportional 
underwriting data revenue (>$5M annual) or origination volume (>$2B active), the 
position is overvalued on growth metrics alone. 

●​ Partial exit triggers: If a TradFi credit bureau (Equifax, Moody's) announces a 
competing on-chain product with superior data, reduce exposure by 50%. 

Sizing 

●​ Maximum public-market allocation: 4–6% of RWA/credit sleeve in MPL + 
MORPHO (3:1 or 2:1 ratio favoring MPL). 

●​ Private underwriting infra allocation: Up to 2% of total portfolio if fund structure 
permits venture exposure to credit analytics startups. 

●​ Hedge / short: Maintain underweight or avoid TVL-centric lending tokens (AAVE, 
CRV in credit verticals) where the market is misapplying growth metrics to a credit 
business. 

 
 



16. Valuation 

Relative Valuation 

Metric MPL 
(Est.) 

Peer Median (Lending / 
RWA) 

Premium / Discount 

FDV ~$250M ~$400M–$600M Discount (~40–50%) 

Market Cap ~$200M ~$300M–$500M Discount 

Revenue Multiple 
(P/S) 

~15x ~20–30x Discount 

TVL Multiple ~0.3x ~0.5–1x Discount 

P/S Ratio ~15x ~25x Discount to lending 
peers 

Assessment: MPL trades at a discount to RWA/lending peers because the market applies 
TVL-centric metrics and has not priced in the underwriting data optionality. If Maple were 
valued as a credit analytics business (FICO/Moody's Analytics comps at 15–25x revenue), 
the implied value of a $5M–$10M data revenue stream would be $75M–$250M — a 
30–100% uplift to current FDV. 

Absolute Valuation 

Building from protocol capture rate (Section 5): 

●​ Base case: $100B on-chain credit volume by 2028. Maple captures 15% market 
share = $15B in loans. Underwriting data licensing at 10 bps on originated volume = 
$15M annual data revenue if the product launches and achieves market adoption. 
However, this business line currently generates $0 and requires 18–36 months to 
productize. Applying a probability-weighted timeline haircut: 60% probability that 
data licensing launches by 2027, 40% probability that it never materializes or is 
captured by a competitor. Probability-weighted data revenue = $9M annually. At 20x 
revenue multiple (credit analytics comp) = $180M value. Plus origination fee revenue 
($30M+ at 2% origination, already live) = additional $300M–$600M at 10–20x P/S. 
Combined implied value = $480M–$780M. 

 

●​ Current MPL FDV: ~$250M. Upside to base case: 90–210% over 3 years. 

 

●​ Bull case: $250B volume, 20% share, 15 bps data capture with 80% launch 
probability. Data revenue alone = $60M. At 25x = $1.5B. This is the "FICO of DeFi" 
scenario. 



Scenario Analysis 

Scenario Probability Implied MPL + Data Value Return from Entry 

Bear 25% $150M -40% 

Base 50% $600M +140% 

Bull 25% $1.5B +500% 

Expected 
Value 

— $700M +180% 

Probability Derivation: The 25/50/25 split is not arbitrary. The Base case at 50% reflects a 
continuation of current trends: on-chain private credit has already grown from ~$5B (2023) to 
$14B (June 2025) and $18.5B (early 2026), a 3.7x increase in under 30 months. Maple's 
post-2022 overcollateralized model has demonstrated institutional product-market fit with a 
99% repayment rate and $777M in active loans. The base case does not require a heroic 
assumption — it assumes Maple continues to originate at current growth rates and captures 
a modest data licensing revenue stream by 2027. The Bear case at 25% reflects specific 
failure modes: (1) TradFi credit bureau entry with superior data within 12 months, (2) 
regulatory prohibition on undercollateralized institutional lending, or (3) a major post-2022 
default proving that Maple's proprietary data has not actually improved risk assessment. The 
Bull case at 25% reflects asymmetric upside: credit data businesses have winner-take-most 
dynamics (FICO, Equifax, Moody's Analytics dominate their respective niches for decades), 
and the first on-chain equivalent could capture 40%+ of a $100B+ market. The 25% bull 
probability is justified by the fact that the data infrastructure already exists (ChainAware 4+ 
years production, OCCR academic validation), the institutional demand is visible (Apollo, 
BlackRock, Coinbase), and the only missing ingredient is productization and governance 
execution — both of which are within the control of a cash-flow-positive protocol with a 
completed vesting schedule. 

 

17. Risk Matrix 
Risk 

Category 
Probabilit

y 
Severit

y 
Monitoring Indicator Invalidation Trigger 

Regulatory Medium 
(30%) 

High SEC/CFTC enforcement 
on undercollateralized 
lending; MiCA 
classification of RWA 
tokens 

Major jurisdiction bans 
undercollateralized 
on-chain lending; Maple 
forced to discontinue 
institutional lending 
product 



Competitiv
e 

High (40%) Mediu
m 

TradFi credit bureau 
(Equifax, Moody's) 
announces on-chain 
partnership; AI-native 
credit scoring startup 
raises $50M+ 

Moody's or FICO 
launches on-chain credit 
score with superior 
accuracy; market share 
shifts to TradFi 
incumbent within 12 
months 

Technolog
y 

Medium 
(20%) 

Mediu
m 

Smart contract exploit in 
credit protocol; oracle 
manipulation causing 
wrongful liquidation 

>$50M credit protocol 
exploit due to 
underwriting/oracle 
failure; on-chain credit 
score proven to be 
systematically gamed 

Governanc
e 

Low (15%) Mediu
m 

DAO votes to 
open-source proprietary 
underwriting data; token 
holder capture of 
protocol 

Maple DAO votes to 
publish all borrower data 
open-source, destroying 
proprietary moat 

Liquidity Medium 
(25%) 

Mediu
m 

MPL volume decline; 
AMM TVL resurgence in 
credit alternatives 

MPL 30-day volume 
drops below $2M/day; 
on-chain credit volume 
share declines below 2% 
of total DeFi lending 

Tokenomic
s 

Medium 
(20%) 

Mediu
m 

MPL emissions 
exceeding revenue; 
protocol revenue 
stagnation 

Protocol revenue / 
valuation ratio falls below 
0.05 for 4 consecutive 
quarters; token unlocks 
>20% of float in 6 months 

Execution Medium 
(25%) 

High Team departure at core 
credit protocol; key 
delegate defection 

Maple CEO or COO 
departs; top 3 pool 
delegates exit; 
underwriting team 
disbanded 

Adverse 
Selection 

Medium 
(30%) 

High Default rate spike in 
"best" protocols; yield 
chasing drives 
risk-taking 

Maple post-2022 default 
rate exceeds 2% in 12 
months; Goldfinch-style 
default wave repeats in 
institutional credit 

Risk Probability Derivation: The risk matrix probabilities are derived from a Bayesian 
assessment of base-rate frequencies and protocol-specific conditions. Regulatory risk at 
30% reflects the base rate of securities enforcement actions against DeFi lending products 
(e.g., SEC Wells notices to Aave, BlockFi, and Celsius between 2022–2024) and the specific 



vulnerability of undercollateralized lending to "investment contract" classification. 
Competitive risk at 40% is the highest probability because TradFi incumbents have both 
the capital and the regulatory relationships to enter on-chain credit assessment within 12–24 
months if they perceive the market as viable; the only barrier is institutional inertia, not 
technical capability. Technology risk at 20% is relatively low because credit protocol smart 
contracts are simpler (no AMM curve manipulation) and heavily audited, but underwriting 
oracle failures are an unproven attack surface. Governance risk at 15% is low because 
DAOs have historically been conservative with fee-switch proposals and data monetization is 
a revenue-positive initiative unlikely to face token-holder opposition. Liquidity and 
tokenomics risks at 25% and 20% respectively reflect standard alt-coin volatility, not 
thesis-specific failure modes. Execution risk at 25% reflects the base rate of founder/CEO 
departures in DeFi protocols at the 3–5 year horizon. Adverse selection risk at 30% is 
elevated because the 2022 default wave proved that even "institutional-grade" protocols are 
vulnerable to correlated borrower stress, and the incentive to relax underwriting for volume 
growth is structurally ever-present in lending markets. 

 

18. Investment Conclusion 

Thesis 

The winner in on-chain credit will not be the lending protocol with the highest TVL or 
origination volume. It will be the entity that controls the proprietary underwriting data 
layer, the systematic, non-replicable view of on-chain creditworthiness that reduces 
information asymmetry between borrowers and lenders. This is the exact dynamic that 
created FICO, Moody's Analytics, and the credit bureaus as the most durable, high-margin 
businesses in TradFi finance. On-chain credit generates a new class of behavioral data 
(wallet history, cross-protocol leverage, real-time repayment telemetry) that has no TradFi 
equivalent. The protocol that first converts this data into a validated, monetizable 
underwriting model will command origination flow, capture data-licensing revenue, and 
achieve the "give-to-get" network effect that makes credit data monopolies nearly impossible 
to displace. 

Return Expectation 

Probability-weighted expected return of +180% over 36–48 months on a blended credit 
underwriting exposure (MPL as public proxy + private analytics infra), with base case +140% 
and bull case +500%. This is a medium-conviction, longer-horizon structural bet on the 
reorientation of DeFi credit value capture from balance sheets to data layers. 

Catalysts to Watch 

1.​ Maple or Goldfinch announces underwriting data licensing revenue, validates 
the thesis that underwriting is a monetizable product, not just a cost center. 



2.​ Retrospective default model demonstrates AUC > 0.75 using on-chain 
behavioral signals, proves that on-chain data has predictive content comparable to 
TradFi credit scores. 

3.​ Major institutional allocator mandates independent risk scoring for credit pool 
deployment, creates market demand that forces protocols to compete on 
underwriting transparency. 

Recommendation 

Invest, with a 4–6% RWA/credit sleeve allocation to the underwriting layer, using MPL as 
the public proxy (3–4% weight) and MORPHO as the infrastructure hedge (1–2% 
weight). Monitor, Goldfinch Prime and Centrifuge for data moat development. Underweight 
/ Avoid, TVL-centric lending tokens that compete on APY without underwriting 
differentiation. This is a thesis that requires patience and validation, but the market is 
systematically mispricing the vertical by applying the wrong analytical framework. 

What Would Change Your Mind 

●​ On-chain credit volume stalls below $25B for 24 consecutive months, indicating 
institutional capital is not entering the space and underwriting demand is not scaling. 

●​ TradFi credit bureau (Equifax, Moody's, FICO) launches on-chain credit score 
with >80% market adoption within 12 months of launch, proving that on-native 
protocols cannot compete with institutional data incumbents. 

●​ Maple or Goldfinch suffers a >$20M default in their post-2022 "improved 
underwriting" era, proving that proprietary data has not actually improved risk 
assessment. 

●​ No protocol announces material underwriting data revenue ($1M+ annual) 
within 36 months, indicating the business model cannot be monetized at scale. 

 

This memo is for informational purposes only and does not constitute investment advice. All 
figures are as of the date of publication. The author holds no positions in the tokens 
discussed and has no commercial relationship with the protocols mentioned. 
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