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About Starlake Institute

The Starlake Institute was established to provide research and analysis on issues relevant to strategy, management, and long-term organizational
performance. Its purpose is to develop a fact-based understanding of how firms and institutions make decisions, allocate resources, and adapt to
changing economic and competitive conditions.

The Institute benefits from the broader analytical and practical experience within the Starlake platform. However, responsibility for research direction,
analysis, and conclusions rests solely with the Institute. Publications reflect the Institute’s views and do not represent th e positions of any external
organization.

Current research is focused on a small set of themes that recur in senior management decision-making:

= Strategy and long-term planning

= Capital allocation and investment choices

= Organizational structure, incentives, and execution

= |Leadership, talent, and performance systems

= The impact of technology and market change on firms

The Starlake Institute is committed to independent, evidence-based research. Its work is not commissioned by clients, governments, or other external
parties, and publications are released publicly. The Institute is funded internally, allowing it to pursue research questions without external direction.

The Institute aims to contribute analysis that is practical, grounded, and relevant to real decision-making environments. Responsibility for accuracy
and interpretation remains with the Institute.

Additional information about the Starlake Institute and its research will be made available as publications are released.



Executive Summary

» Features and operational capabilities that perform reliably in an initial market do so because they are aligned with that market’s regulatory, behavioral,
and infrastructural conditions.

— Early success typically reflects a close fit between the initiative and a specific operating environment, rather than inherent portability across markets. That fit
encompasses regulatory interpretation, customer behavior, partner availability, and the supporting technical infrastructure.

— Performance observed in one jurisdiction does not, without further analysis, establish that the same approach will perform similarly elsewhere. Apparent success may
depend on favorable or idiosyncratic conditions that are not present in other markets.

— Determining whether an initiative can be extended therefore requires identifying the assumptions that supported its initial performance. Those assumptions must then
be evaluated against the conditions of the prospective market to determine whether they remain valid.

» Scaling an initiative without examining contextual differences often surfaces operational and compliance requirements that we re not apparent during
initial development.

— Differences in regulatory interpretation, customer behavior, partner ecosystems, and technical infrastructure frequently nece ssitate material changes to process
design and execution. These requirements are often not visible during initial development, particularly when the first market is unusually permissive or homogeneous.

— Adjustments made in response to these differences are commonly additive and unplanned. As a result, they introduce rework, process fragmentation, or
inconsistencies across markets that were not anticipated in the original design.

— Over time, such divergence can complicate governance and reduce transparency. It also increases the cost of maintaining uniform standards and limits the
organization’s ability to manage performance coherently across markets.

= Not all components of an initiative scale in the same way or at the same pace.

— Elements governed primarily by firm-controlled logic, such as pricing parameters, risk thresholds, identity-verification frameworks, and core platform infrastructure,
tend to rely on principles that vary little across markets. These components are therefore more amenable to early standardization and centralized control.

— By contrast, components whose effectiveness depends on local conditions—including customer acquisition strategies, user-interface conventions, partner integration,
and the execution of compliance procedures—often require market-specific judgment. Their performance depends on variables that cannot be fully specified or
optimized centrally.

— Treating these categories as equivalent during scaling decisions is a common source of inefficiency and elevated operational risk. It leads either to over-
standardization where flexibility is required or to unnecessary variation where consistency would be beneficial.

* Premature standardization can entrench design choices before their robustness has been demonstrated.

» |ncorporating a workflow into centralized platforms or shared systems before its underlying assumptions have stabilized can formalize patterns that later prove
suboptimal. Once embedded, these patterns acquire institutional weight that makes subsequent revision difficult.

= Design choices that are appropriate in one context may not generalize as scale increases. Premature codification therefore risks locking in practices that constrain
future adaptation.

= Conversely, delaying integration indefinitely can also impose costs. It may result in duplicative procedures, parallel systems, or uncontrolled variation across teams
that undermine efficiency and comparability.
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Executive Summary

= The decision to scale should be informed by evidence of repeatability rather than by isolated success.

— Consistent performance across contexts that meaningfully resemble the target environment provides the most reliable basis for extension. Repeatability indicates that
the initiative’s underlying assumptions are not uniquely tied to a single market.

— Single-market results, particularly those achieved under atypical or highly favorable conditions, should be treated as provision al rather than definitive. Such results
may overstate the initiative’s robustness.

— Evidence of repeatability enables leaders to distinguish between features that should be codified and those that should remain flexible. It also supports more
disciplined sequencing of scaling decisions.

= Effective scaling requires explicit trade-offs between speed, control, and adaptability.

— Accelerated expansion increases exposure to operational and compliance risk when governance mechanisms lag behind growth. Spe ed without corresponding control
often shifts risk from strategy to execution.

— Excessive caution, however, can delay value capture and allow inconsistencies to harden across markets. Over time, this inertia can be as costly as premature
expansion.

— Managing this tension requires deliberate sequencing rather than uniform rollout. Leaders must decide which elements to scale quickly, which to stabilize first, and
which to defer.

= Scaling is best understood as a strategic and operational discipline, not a mechanical extension of prior success.

— ltrequires explicit decisions about what must remain constant, what may vary, and where authority should reside as complexity increases. These decisions cannot be
deferred to organic growth without incurring cost.

— Organizations that approach scaling as a design problem, rather than a replication exercise, are better positioned to sustain performance as scope, volume, and
heterogeneity expand.

This piece was co-developed with Pankaj Sharma, the Chief Business Officer at Remitly, Incorporated. A seasoned Chief Business Officer at a leading global
financial technology firm, responsible for driving growth across 30 send markets and over 5,100 corridors worldwide. Reporting directly to the CEO, he leads global
business management, marketing, analytics, business development, partnerships, corporate development, and strategy. With deep expertise in scaling consumer fintech
businesses built on strong unit economics and a mission-driven culture, their background includes consulting and launching fintech ventures focused on cross-border
payments and international aid.
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Scaling, in the context of this piece, refers to the intentional and methodical expansion of a
successful initiative—a product feature, operating model, or capability—in new contexts

STARLAIKE

Scaling is the deliberate expansion of a validated initiative into new contexts

Scaling refers to the intentional extension of a specific initiative that has demonstrated reliable performance under observed conditions. The
initiative may be a product feature, operating model, process, or functional capability, and it must be sufficiently defined to be transferable.
Scaling presupposes validation that goes beyond anecdotal success. Performance that depends on exceptional individuals, unusu ally favorable
conditions, or sustained managerial intervention does not constitute a sound basis for expansion.

New contexts include geographies, customer segments, business units, channels, technology environments, and regulatory regimes. Each
context introduces constraints that can materially affect outcomes.

Scaling requires institutionalization across heterogeneous conditions, not simple replication.

New contexts introduce variation in regulation, customer behavior, infrastructure, partner maturity, and economics, frequently invalidating
assumptions embedded in the initial design.

Replication without adaptation often leads to operational breakdowns or compliance failures that were not visible during early development and
surface only after commitments have been made.

Institutionalization converts a local success into an organizational capability with defined ownership, standards, and controls, reducing reliance
on informal coordination and individual discretion.

Scaling occurs along multiple dimensions, each introducing coordination and control challenges.

Scaling may occur across markets, customer segments, business units, channels, operational sites, or technical systems, with each dimension
introducing distinct sources of variance and risk.

Geographic scaling tends to raise regulatory and localization challenges, while functional scaling raises issues of integration, data standards,
and governance. Scaling across cohorts or channels often exposes behavioral and economic differences.

As scaling progresses, dependencies across teams and systems increase, raising coordination costs and reducing flexibility.

Scaling should be treated as a strategic and operational decision with identifiable trade-offs.

Scaling commits capital, talent, and managerial attention and shapes the organization’s future operating model, making it a d eliberate strategic
choice rather than a default response to success.

Accelerated scaling increases operational and compliance risk when governance mechanisms lag behind growth, while excessive caution can
delay value capture and entrench inconsistency.

Decisions regarding standardization, sequencing, and system integration should be made explicitly, as premature codification can constrain
adaptation and late integration can undermine coherence.



Scaling efforts frequently fail when readiness is inferred from observable momentum rather
than evaluated through explicit, multidimensional assessment

Sidebar

Momentum and Readiness

Momentum and readiness are
analytically distinct concepts and should
not be evaluated as equivalent signals in
scaling decisions.

= Observable momentum is a
descriptive measure of past
performance under a specific set of
conditions. It reflects how an initiative
has behaved within an initial
operating environment that is often
unusually favorable, constrained, or
closely managed.

= Readiness, by contrast, is a forward-
looking assessment of whether an
initiative can withstand variation
without loss of performance. It
concerns the stability of processes,
the resilience of unit economics, the
adequacy of controls, and the
organization’s capacity to execute
consistently as complexity increases.

Confusing momentum with readiness
leads organizations to scale on the basis
of confidence rather than demonstrated
capability. Once expansion creates
dependencies across teams, systems,
and markets, correcting this error
becomes significantly more costly and
disruptive.
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Momentum is an
incomplete signal
of readiness

Readiness to
scale is
multidimensional

and structurally
grounded

Premature
scaling
institutionalizes
fragility rather
than extending
strength

Observable momentum—such as early customer adoption, revenue growth, or
favorable market response—often reflects performance under a narrow and
favorable set of conditions. While such indicators can confirm product—market fit in
an initial environment, they do not establish that the underlying initiative can perform
reliably when operating conditions change.

Momentum captures what has happened, not what can be sustained. It therefore
provides limited insight into whether processes, economics, controls, and execution
capacity can absorb added complexity without degradation.

Readiness to scale depends on factors that are frequently less visible than growth
metrics but more determinative of long-term outcomes. These include the robustness
of operating processes, the durability of unit economics under increased coordination
costs, the organization’s capacity to execute consistently, and the applicability of key
assumptions across different regulatory and market environments.

Evaluating readiness requires examining how an initiative performs when stressed
by variation, volume, and interdependence. Without this assessment, expansion
decisions are made on confidence rather than capability.

When scaling proceeds without explicit evaluation of readiness, organizations tend to
embed provisional solutions that were effective only under limited conditions.
Informal workarounds become standardized, exceptional individuals become
structural bottlenecks, and implicit assumptions harden into operating constraints.

As expansion continues, these choices raise the cost of correction and reduce
managerial control. Rather than extending a proven capability, scaling amplifies
weaknesses, converting early success into operational strain, inconsistency, and loss
of coherence.




Scaling efforts frequently fail when readiness is inferred from observable momentum rather

than evaluated through explicit, multidimensional assessment

Example

Description

Key Takeaway

Examples of

Scaling Failure

Selected public
cases in which n
expansion
outpaced
operational,

W

web

Webvan — Online
grocery delivery, 19991

economic, or

organizational
readiness.

o Quibi

Quibi — Mobile
Streaming, 20202

better place

Better Place — EV
Infrastructure, 20073

oSe
o5 pets.com

Pets.com - E-
Commerce, 19994

Webvan expanded warehouse capacity and
geographic coverage before proving stable unit
economics or repeatable order density.

Reuters reported the company “blew through
more than $800 million in cash” within three
years before declaring bankruptcy, illustrating
how capital intensity masked fragility.

The platform launched with extensive funding
and visibility but failed to sustain adoption
beyond early curiosity.

In an internal letter reported widely, leadership
conceded, “Quibi is not succeeding,”
announcing closure six months post-launch.

The company attempted to scale a battery-
swapping network before customer demand,
regulatory support, and partner capacity
matured in parallel.

Reuters noted it was “shutting down after
burning through $850 million,” showing how
expansion without synchronized ecosystem
readiness produced stranded cost.

Pets.com achieved high brand recognition and
traffic but failed to reach economic viability due
to shipping costs and low-margin order
structures.

Major outlets reported it would “stop taking
orders” as liquidation began, a rapid reversal
from growth narrative to insolvency.

Scaling irreversible cost structures before
validating repeatability converts growth into a
loss multiplier rather than a source of leverage.

Initial attention and capital depth cannot
substitute for durable engagement or product-
market fit under operational stress.

When scalability depends on concurrent
ecosystem adoption, premature expansion
creates sunk cost rather than structural
advantage.

Visibility and customer acquisition do not
equate to readiness when the model’s
economics degrade with scale.

‘aReuters, “Webvan Bums Through Cash, Files for
Bankruptcy,” Reuters, July 2001.

bl os Angeles Times, “Webvan'’s Collapse Offers
Lessons in E-Commerce Economics,” 2001

2aKatzenberg, J. & Whitman, M., “Quibi Is Not 3aReuters, “Electric Car Venture Better Place Shuts
Succeeding,” internal letter reported in Business Down After Buming Through $850 Million,” May
Insider, October 2020. 2013.

2bThe Guardian, “Quibi to Shut Down Six Months 3bThe New York Times, “A Visionary Electric Car
After Launch,” October 2020. Venture Meets Reality,” 2013.
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4al_os Angeles Times, “Pets.com to Stop Taking
Orders as It Shuts Down,” November 2000.
4bCBS News, “Pets.com Closes, Ending Dot-Com
Era Icon,” 2000.




Scaling efforts frequently fail when readiness is inferred from observable momentum rather

than evaluated through explicit, multidimensional assessment

Examples of
Scaling Failure

Selected public
cases in which
expansion
outpaced
operational,
economic, or
organizational
readiness.
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Example

Description

Key Takeaway

(5 )

Boo.com - International
E-Commerce, 19995

Google buzz

Google Buzz — Gmail
Feature, 20106

coinbase

Coinbase Lend -
Lending Feature, 20217

Boo.com pursued simultaneous launches across
18 countries with complex logistics, localization,
and marketing overhead that outpaced
operational control.

The Guardian and Time reported the company
entered liquidation within a year, underscoring
the speed with which cross-market complexity
overwhelms immature systems.

Google scaled a social-networking feature to
Gmail users by default, creating public exposure
risks rooted in product design choices (e.g.,
automatic follower lists) that did not reflect users’
privacy expectations in the email context.

The FTC alleged that Google “used deceptive
tactics and violated its own privacy promises” in
the Buzz rollout and imposed a settlement
requiring a comprehensive privacy program and
independent audits for 20 years, demonstrating
how feature scale can convert design
assumptions into regulatory liability.

Coinbase prepared to extend a lending/yield
feature ("Lend") but faced an SEC position that it
would be treated as a security, illustrating how
"feature scaling" can cross into different
regulatory categories with distinct requirements.

After the SEC "threaten[ed] to sue" over the
planned launch, Coinbase cancelled the product,
underscoring how regulatory interpretation can
halt scaling before any customer adoption is
observed.

Expanding across heterogeneous markets
without institutionalized execution capability
converts variation into operational fragility.

When a feature is scaled broadly without
validating user expectation and privacy
implications in-context, the resulting failure
mode is regulatory and reputational rather than
merely product-level.

When feature expansion enters a regulated
product class without regulatory clarity, scaling
can fail through pre-launch constraint rather
than post-launch performance.

5aThe Guardian, “Boo.com sold across 18 countries before collapsing,”

2000.

5bTIME, “Boo.com: Inside the Rise and Fall of a Dot-Com Disaster,” 2000.

SafFederal Trade Commission, “FTC Charges Deceptive Privacy Practices

in Google’s Rollout of Its Buzz Social Network” (Mar. 30, 2011). ftc.gov

with Google over Buzz Rollout” (Oct. 24, 2011). ftc.gov

sbFederal Trade Commission, “FTC Gives Final Approval to Settlement

7aReuters, ‘SEC threatens to sue Coinbase over crypto lending
programme” (Sept. 8, 2021).

TechCrunch, “Following SEC lawsuit threat, Coinbase cancels launch of
‘Lend’ product” (Sept. 20, 2021).



Before committing to scale, leaders must surface the underlying uncertainties that determine
whether performance can persist under greater complexity

Sidebar
Early signals of success often mask unresolved questions about durability, transferability, and organizational capacity. Decisions to scale
meaningfully reshape operating conditions, introducing new forms of risk that are not visible in initial markets or pilot environments.

Initial traction often emerges in environments characterized by concentrated demand, permissive regulation, elevated managerial attention, or reliance on informal
coordination and exceptional effort. As scale introduces volume, heterogeneity, and interdependence, these conditions frequen tly change. Risks that were latent or
irrelevant in early stages can become binding constraints, making surface-level success a weak proxy for readiness to operate under sustained complexity.

Key uncertainties that must be examined before scaling decisions @ Structural implications of scaling decisions

= Will existing processes remain reliable = Do unit economics remain viable as

{é:} under higher volume and tighter O coordination, compliance, and support
coordination? I_|_| costs rise?
= How sensitive are current performance 00 H = How does increased scale change cost
levels to informal workarounds or structure, margin stability, or capital
exceptional effort? intensity?

Economics, governance,
and organizational

Operating environment

and execution durability = Are decision rights, accountability, and

escalation paths sufficiently defined?

Which dependencies (systems,
partners, approvals) become binding

constraints at scale? design = Which governance mechanisms must
= Where does operational failure risk evolve before expansion, not after?

concentrate as interdependence

increases?

= Which elements of customer behavior
are context-specific rather than
universal?

= How do cultural, trust, or usage norms
vary across markets or segments?

= To what extent are expansion

decisions influenced by capital
expectations or competitive signaling?
= Where does speed create irreversible

commitments rather than optionality?

Market transferability and = What assumptions about demand External pressures and = What forms of infrastructure, talent, or
behavioral assumptions elasticity, adoption, or retention may timing risk control debt accumulate during rapid
not generalize? expansion?
= Which parts of the customer journey = How costly would reversal or correction
are most exposed to localization risk? be once scale is achieved?
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Scaling decisions require careful consideration of readiness across multiple dimensions that

materially shape long-term outcomes

=
0-©:-0-0 -0

Scaling decisions
introduce irreversible
structural commitments

Scaling is not a marginal
extension of prior success;
it alters cost structures,
coordination requirements,
governance complexity,
and exposure to
operational and regulatory
risk. Once embedded,
these commitments are
difficult and costly to
unwind, making early
judgment quality
disproportionately
consequential.

Early expansion decisions
therefore function as
architectural choices, not
tactical optimizations. The
durability of these choices
depends on whether the
underlying system can
absorb added complexity
without degrading
performance.
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Headline performance
metrics obscure
underlying readiness

Growth rates, adoption
curves, and market entry
velocity are descriptive
indicators of past
performance under
specific conditions. They
provide limited insight into
whether performance will
persist when exposed to
variation in market
structure, customer
behavior, regulation, or
infrastructure constraints.

Observable traction often
reflects favorable initial
conditions—novelty,
concentrated demand,
permissive regulation, or
elevated marketing
intensity—rather than
transferable capability.

Readiness depends on
deep, context-specific
realities

Long-term scalability is
shaped by factors that are
often invisible in early
growth phases, including:

= Localized customer
behavior and cultural
context,

= regulatory interpretation
and enforcement
variance,

= channel architecture
and partner
dependency,

» infrastructure reliability
and operational
resilience.

In regulated or trust-
sensitive industries, these
factors are embedded in
repeatable models of
success that cannot be
inferred from surface-level
momentum.

Structural assumptions
must remain valid under
complexity

As scale increases,
organizations must test
whether foundational
assumptions continue to
hold:

= Do unit economics
remain robust under
higher coordination
costs?

= Can talent, systems,
and decision rights
support increased
heterogeneity?

= Can talent, systems,
and decision rights
support increased
heterogeneity?

Performance that
deteriorates under volume,
variation, or stress signals
fragility rather than
readiness.

External incentives can
accelerate premature
expansion

Capital pressures and
competitive signaling often
reward visible growth over
structural maturity. This
dynamic can bias
decision-making toward
expansion before
foundational enablement
layers—governance,
infrastructure, compliance,
and organizational
capacity—are fully in
place.

When this occurs,
organizations accumulate
hidden liabilities in the
form of infrastructure debt,
organizational strain, and
execution risk, which
surface only after scale
magnifies the cost of
correction.



Starlake interviewed primary practitioners: Pankaj Sharma of Remitly, Inc. and Vinod Prashad,
global strategic management consultant, whose perspectives inform this analysis

Pankaj Sharma
Chief Business Officer, Remitly (NASDAQ:
RELY)

Pankaj Sharma brings an operator’s perspective on scaling complex,
regulated, consumer-facing technology businesses across heterogeneous
markets. As Chief Business Officer of Remitly, he is accountable for
customer growth, revenue, contribution margin, and profitability across 30
send markets and more than 5,000 global corridors, spanning marketing,
analytics, business management, partnerships, and corporate strategy.

His experience is grounded in scaling under real-world constraints—cross-
border compliance, corridor-specific unit economics, trust infrastructure,
and localized customer behavior—where growth must be earned through
repeatable operational performance, not inferred from early momentum.
His insights reflect sustained exposure to scaling decisions made under
regulatory scrutiny, infrastructure dependency, and increasing
organizational complexity.
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Vinod Prashad
Global Management Consultant | Expert
Partner for Financial Services at Starlake

Vinod Prashad contributes a cross-industry, advisory perspective shaped
by more than two decades of senior leadership roles in global
management consulting and business building. He has partnered with C-
suite executives at multi-billion-dollar enterprises to translate strategy into
execution, delivering material earnings impact through transformations
spanning growth strategy, data and Al, operating model redesign, and cost
optimization.

His experience spans financial services and technology-intensive sectors
across North America, Europe, and Asia, with particular focus on scaling
organizations through inflection points where ambition outpaces structure.
His perspective emphasizes the structural, organizational, and governance
conditions required for initiatives to remain viable as scale introduces
coordination costs, execution risk, and systemic interdependence.



True scalability relies on alignment across core systems as organizational and market

complexity increases

Five core alignment domains

Strategy

= Clarity on where scale creates value
versus fragility

= Explicit trade-offs between growth
velocity, control, and durability

Architecture

= Modular back-end systems designed
for reuse and extension

= Integration points built for scale rather
than retrofitted post-growth

Organization

= Cross-functional teams aligned to end-

to-end outcomes
= Decision rights and accountability
designed to scale with complexity

Governance

= Embedded compliance, risk, and
escalation pathways

= Control mechanisms that strengthen
execution rather than constrain it

Feedback
= Real-time performance visibility

= Continuous learning loops linking
frontline execution to strategy
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Architecture

Complexity and Scalability

" Organization
Durability Core

Feedback Governance

Scalability is an emergent property of aligned systems.

As scale increases, performance durability depends on
continued alignment across strategy, architecture,
organization, governance, and feedback. Failures occur
when these elements drift out of sync as complexity,
coordination costs, and regulatory exposure rise.

Early success often obscures this risk, as informal
coordination and elevated attention compensate
temporarily. Over time, embedded design choices
become binding constraints. Organizations that sustain
alignment absorb complexity; those that do not experience
execution fragility and loss of control.

Scaling effectiveness is sustained
through a small set of reinforcing system

capabilities, including:

Clarifying strategic
direction

Defining where scale
creates durable value and
setting clear trade-offs
between growth, control,
and resilience.

Designing scalable
systems

Building modular
architectures, organizational
interfaces, and decision
rights that absorb
complexity without
fragmentation.

Maintaining adaptive
control

Embedding governance and
feedback mechanisms that
enable learning and
discipline as scale
increases.
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Scaling successfully requires deliberate differentiation between elements that benefit from
global standardization and those that require local adaptation to achieve product—market fit

Structural Qualifications of Net-Benefit Scalability

True Scalability

Elements that benefit from scale,
require contextual adaptation, and are
architected to contain that adaptation

without fragmentation.

STARLAKE

Global Standardization Readiness

= Elements whose performance improves through
consistency and shared scale, with low sensitivity to
local interpretation or behavior.

Qualifiers: Low contextual variance, stable regulatory
meaning, and scale economies that dominate
customization value.

Local Context Dependence

= Elements whose success depends on trust, behavior,
culture, or regulatory nuance that cannot be
abstracted away.

Qualifiers: Trust or behavior-dependent, cultural or
linguistic sensitivity, and local regulatory judgment.

Modular Interface Maturity

= Elements that can absorb local differences without
contaminating the core system or creating
irreversible complexity.

Qualifiers: Clear interfaces and ownership, configuration
over customization, and reversible, non-cascading
changes.

“The easiest way to
determine what to
localize is to think
about what
requires product—
market fit. The rest
can be globalized to

reduce friction.”

Pankaj Sharma
Chief Business Officer,
Remitly (NASDAQ: RELY)
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Global-local operating design requires rejecting binary centralization in favor of layer-specific

scaling decisions

Pankaj Sharma

Chief Business Officer,
Remitly (NASDAQ: RELY)

“At Remitly, we learned early that scale doesn’t come from copying and pasting markets. The real
question is not whether to globalize or localize, but which layers of the business actually benefit from
consistency and which require local judgment. When those boundaries are clear, you can scale without
losing control, or relevance.”

Global standardization
strengthens layers that
benefit from consistency
and scale

Local adaptation is
essential where context
determines trust and
adoption

Modular separation
enables hybrid scale
without fragmentation

At Remitly, durable scale has been built by standardizing core layers with low contextual sensitivity, including:

= Pricing logic and margin architecture, optimized globally to reduce variance and prevent corridor-level arbitrage

= Risk, fraud, KYC, and compliance models, governed through unified logic to meet regulatory expectations across
jurisdictions

= Core platform infrastructure, designed for reuse to support expansion without duplicative build-out

These layers gain reliability, efficiency, and control through scale, making global consistency a structural advantage rather
than a constraint.

Remitly explicitly localizes components where context is determinative, including:

= Customer acquisition and onboarding, shaped by corridor-specific trust signals, channel preferences, and payment
behaviors

= Userinterfaces and customer journeys, adapted to language, cultural norms, and local expectations

= Regulatory execution and partnerships, requiring localized judgment, engagement, and operational nuance

Attempts to globalize these layers risk eroding trust, slowing adoption, and weakening product—market fit.

Remitly enforces clean modular boundaries such that:

= Global systems remain reusable without constraining local execution
= Local variation is absorbed without contaminating core logic

= Only layers with minimal contextual sensitivity are scaled uniformly

This separation allows rapid corridor expansion while preserving regulatory discipline and customer relevance.

STARLAIKE
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Sidebar—Full Page

Temporal Discipline

Platform strategy is the deliberate
choice to convert recurring
patterns into shared, reusable
assets

Platform strategy refers to the
intentional design of shared systems,
services, and interfaces that can be
reused across products, markets,
and business units. Rather than
allowing each expansion to introduce
bespoke logic, the organization
identifies recurring patterns and
codifies them once. The goal is to
build once and deploy many times.

This reframes scale as an
architectural challenge rather than an
execution problem. The objective is
not uniformity, but disciplined reuse—
pricing engines, identity
management, compliance
frameworks, deployment pipelines,
and infrastructure primitives. These
become the building blocks that
accelerate future initiatives rather
than one-off solutions that must be
rebuilt each time.

When institutionalized effectively, this
approach transforms growth from a
source of duplication into a source of
compounding returns. Each new
product or market entry strengthens
the whole rather than fragmenting it.
The organization accumulates
capabilities rather than accumulating
complexity.
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Platform Strategy as a Structural and

Platform strategy is the deliberate design of shared systems

adaptability

Absent deliberate intervention,
organizational growth inevitably
produces structural entropy

Left unmanaged, organizations scale
through accumulation: new teams
build new systems, introduce new
exceptions, and layer new
integrations on existing infrastructure.
While locally rational, this pattern
steadily increases coordination
overhead, operational risk, and cycle
time. What begins as pragmatic
problem-solving calcifies into
systemic fragmentation.

The result is predictable. Marginal
cost of expansion rises rather than
falls. Visibility erodes. Execution
becomes dependent on heroics and
tribal knowledge rather than
repeatable process. The organization
becomes harder to steer precisely
when strategic agility matters most.

Platform strategy is leadership's
mechanism to interrupt this trajectory.
It imposes architectural discipline that
ensures complexity grows sub-
linearly with scale—not exponentially.
Without this intervention, entropy is
not a risk; it is a certainty.

The core design principle is
modular separation of stable
foundations from variable
configuration

Effective platform design rests on a
single insight: durable capabilities
should be built centrally, while local
behavior varies through configuration
rather than reconstruction. What is
stable gets centralized; what is
context-dependent remains
distributed. This distinction is the
foundation of scalable architecture.

This design preserves local
autonomy without sacrificing
enterprise coherence. Regional
teams can adapt to customer
preferences, regulatory requirements,
and channel dynamics without forking
shared logic or creating irreversible
divergence. Markets retain the
flexibility to respond to local
conditions while still operating on a
common foundation.

The payoff is simultaneous: speed
increases at the edge while control
strengthens at the center. Front-line
teams move faster precisely because
they inherit robust foundations rather
than rebuilding them. The platform
handles the undifferentiated
complexity so that local teams can
focus on what makes their context
unique.

and interfaces that enable scale without sacrificing control or

Platform strategy creates value
only when the timing and
sequencing are right

Platform strategy is a timing decision,
not a binary choice. Moving too early
locks in assumptions before patterns
are validated—constraining
experimentation and learning. Moving
too late allows fragmentation to
harden into technical debt that
becomes prohibitively expensive to
unwind. The window for effective
platformization is narrower than most
leaders assume.

The discipline lies in sequencing.
Validate patterns across a limited set
of contexts first. Formalize into
shared systems only what has
demonstrated durability. Premature
abstraction is as dangerous as
prolonged neglect; both destroy value
in different ways.

Platform strategy is therefore both
structural and temporal: it governs
not only what gets shared, but when.
Sequenced correctly, shared systems
become accelerants that compound
with each subsequent use.
Sequenced poorly, they become
obstacles that slow the organization
down and frustrate the teams they
were meant to serve.



Sidebar—Full Page

Platform Strategy as a Structural and
Temporal Discipline asset

From Scale-Induced Friction to Structural Leverage to Structural Leverage in
Platform Strategy

Increasing
marginal cost
of change

Rising
coordination
complexity

Slowing time-
to-market

Platform pressure point

Accumulating
technical
entropy

Escalating risk
exposure

Diminishing
returns to
heroics
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Platform strategy is the discipline by which scale is
transformed from an operational burden into a structural

Value Unlocked
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Reusing core logic across markets

Pricing, risk, identity, and compliance executed once,
leveraged many times

Separating configuration from construction

New corridors launched via parameters, not rebuilds

Embedding controls without slowing teams

Governance enforced through architecture, not approvals

Accelerating learning loops

Shared telemetry improves decisions across the system

Shifting investment from maintenance to growth

Less duplication, more compounding leverage

Systematizing learning and reuse
Converting repeated decisions, exceptions, and

workarounds into shared services and data assets that
compound value over time
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Distinguishing what should scale globally from what must remain context-specific raises a
second, equally consequential question: when shared systems should be built—platform strategy

Layered platform architecture enables hybrid global—local scale

Customer trust journeys

End-to-end moments where trust, commitment,
and conversion are formed across channels.

Customer-facing capabilities

User-visible features that evolve quickly and
adapt to market context while relying on stable
core systems.

Shared platform capabilities

Reusable services and logic where global
consistency improves control, efficiency, and
speed.

Foundational infrastructure and data

Standardized, secure, and resilient technology
and data layers that enable scale.

Enabling expertise and governance

Specialized capabilities and decision rights that
guide standards, risk, and prioritization.

STARLAIKE

End-to-End Customer
Trust Formation

Decision and Commitment Moments

Channel- and

Culture- Specific
Acquisition

Reusability

T PSS S

Pricing, FX, and
Corridor-Specific
Value Proposition

Transaction and risk visibility

Unified customer identity

Global pricing and settlement

Product and corridor configuration

Internal tooling for compliance,
deployment, and observability

Reusable corridor launch and
configuration modules (risk rules,
KYC flows, payout rails)

Core infrastructure services
(shared compute, data, security,
and network backbone)

Fraud Architecture

Customer
Journeys

Regulation and
Risk

Platform
Stewardship
and Standards
Ownership

Central
Prioritization of
Platform
Investments
and Corridor
Sequencing

Sequencing platform

decisions for scale

Diagnose

Identify where
scale creates
leverage versus
where context
remains
binding.

Blueprint

Define platform
layers,
interfaces, and
ownership
before
committing
capital.

Prove

Validate the
model in a
small number
of priority
markets or
corridors.

Scale

Centralize
standards and
funding only
after
repeatability is
demonstrated.
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Platform strategy governs the timing by which repeated organizational behavior is formalized
into durable, shared infrastructure

Platform Timing and
Organizational

Agility

Platformization timing
determines whether
scale increases
execution agility or
hardens into structural
constraint.

Phase

T Execution Agility

© Early Platform Decay © |deal Platform Window © Late Platform Bottleneck

Flexibility: Low Flexibility: Constrained

Speed: Slow Speed: Hindered

Resource Efficiency: Poor Peak Agility Resource Efficiency: Wasteful
Market Responsiveness: Limited Market Responsiveness: Reduced

Flexibility: High

Speed: Fast

Resource Efficiency: Optimal
Market Responsiveness:
Maximum

Time

Description

Early Platform Decay

Infrastructure
precedes learning

STARTLAIKE

Premature platformization converts hypotheses into constraints, embedding unproven assumptions about customers, workflows,
regulatory patterns, and scale economics into shared systems before they are empirically understood. Organizations attempt to
standardize too early, mistaking architectural sophistication and completeness for strategic progress. The resulting infrastructure is
built for imagined future states rather than observed operating reality, forcing teams to conform to abstractions that reflect aspiration
instead of how value is actually created.

Execution slows as flexibility collapses and learning is displaced by maintenance. Teams spend disproportionate time designin g,
integrating, and sustaining generalized systems rather than iterating against real customer behavior and market signals. Local
experimentation becomes costly, deviations are discouraged, and adaptation requires architectural rework rather than straight forward
adjustment, raising the threshold for change at precisely the moment when change is most necessary.

Resource efficiency deteriorates as shared systems harden prematurely, increasing the marginal cost of experimentation and
narrowing the organization’s response surface. Early standardization paradoxically amplifies com plexity by requiring exceptions,
workarounds, and compensating controls around abstractions that do not yet fit the business. Over time, this pattern entrenches
structural drag, inhibiting learning velocity and eroding responsiveness well before scale is actually achieved.
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Platform strategy governs the timing by which repeated organizational behavior is formalized
into durable, shared infrastructure

Phase

Description

Ideal Platform Window

Validated patterns
formalized into
leverage

Late Platform
Bottleneck

Accumulated
complexity forces
standardization

Platformization introduced at the ideal moment converts observed operating reality into durable structural leverage, formalizing
behaviors that have already demonstrated repeatability across markets, products, or organizational units. At this stage, the
organization has accumulated sufficient empirical signal to distinguish what is structurally stable from what remains context-sensitive,
allowing shared systems to encode reality rather than anticipate uncertain future states. Platform decisions therefore reflect
demonstrated patterns of value creation, not architectural aspiration or speculative scale requirements.

Execution velocity increases because infrastructure investment removes friction instead of introducing it. Shared systems centralize
core logic that benefits from consistency—such as data models, control frameworks, transaction processing, and governance
mechanisms—while preserving flexibility through configuration rather than bespoke customization. Teams move faster precisely
because foundational decisions are settled, reducing coordination overhead, minimizing rework, and allowing local execution to
concentrate on market-specific differentiation rather than structural reinvention.

Resource efficiency improves as scale compounds rather than constrains performance. The marginal cost of expansion declines as
reuse replaces duplication, experimentation occurs at the edges rather than in the core, and adaptation is absorbed without
architectural disruption. Platformization functions as an enabling discipline that strengthens organizational agility while p reserving
control, allowing growth to translate directly into reliability, speed, and sustained execution quality as complexity increases.

Delayed platformization allows fragmentation to compound unchecked, permitting duplicated logic, bespoke integrations, and
inconsistent controls to proliferate as scale increases. In the absence of shared systems, teams optimize locally, embedding market-
or function-specific solutions that solve immediate needs but erode coherence over time. By the time platformization becomes
unavoidable, complexity has hardened into structural debt, significantly constraining the available design space.

Execution slows as standardization is introduced under pressure rather than by design. Platform initiatives shift from enabling growth
to repairing entropy, forcing teams to reconcile divergent data models, workflows, and governance regimes simultaneously. Delivery
timelines lengthen, dependencies multiply, and platform efforts absorb disproportionate senior attention as integration risk replaces
innovation as the dominant managerial concern.

Resource efficiency deteriorates as remediation displaces expansion. Capital and talent are redirected toward consolidation,
migration, and control, reducing capacity for market-facing investment. Platformization becomes a bottleneck rather than a lever:
adaptation requires large-scale coordination, responsiveness declines, and growth is constrained not by demand or ambition, but by
internal structural drag accumulated through delayed architectural discipline.

Platform strategy is therefore a discipline of timing: formalizing only what has been proven, before complexity hardens and after learning has

occurred.

STARLAIKE



Platform strategy governs the timing by which repeated organizational behavior is formalized
into durable, shared infrastructure

lllustrative Examples

Description

Key Takeaway

Payments and Risk
Infrastructure

Examples: Adyen and
Global Card Networks'

Compliance and
Identity Platforms

Examples: Stripe and
Regulated FinTechs?

Internal Developer
Platforms

Examples: Nefflix and
Cloud-Native Leaders?®

Market Expansion
o and Corridor Scaling

Examples: Remitly*

STARLAIKE

'Search-Based Software Re-
Modularization: A Case Study at
Adyen, ICSE/SEIP Conference Paper

Pricing, settlement, and fraud logic were centralized only after transaction flows
stabilized across merchants, geographies, and use cases.

Core processing, risk scoring, and reconciliation capabilities were formalized once
repeatability was empirically demonstrated rather than inferred.

New markets and products were enabled to integrate into a stable backbone without
bespoke redesign or corridor-specific exception handling.

Identity verification, KYC, and compliance capabilities emerged as shared services

after multiple product lines independently encountered the same regulatory constraints.

Standardization occurred once regulatory workflows converged, avoiding premature
abstractions that would have constrained early product iteration.

Shared compliance logic preserved adaptability as regimes evolved while eliminating
duplicated effort across teams.

Deployment, observability, and reliability tooling were consolidated after engineering
teams converged on common delivery and failure patterns.

Infrastructure complexity was absorbed into shared services, reducing cognitive load
and systemic risk across the organization.

Team-level autonomy over application logic was preserved while platform services
handled non-differentiating operational concemns.

Early corridor launches emphasized speed, learning, and local adaptation through
lightweight, context-specific workflows.

Pricing, risk, and settlement capabilities were standardized only after repeatable
operating patterns emerged across corridors.

Subsequent expansion leveraged shared systems to scale rapidly while maintaining
regulatory discipline and customer trust.

3Netflix Tech Blog, Global Continuous
Delivery with Spinnaker

2Stripe Documentation, Stripe Identity
and Compliance as a Service

Formalizing transaction and
risk logic after pattern
validation converts scale from
a coordination burden into
structural leverage.

Shared compliance platforms
create velocity only when they
codify repeated regulatory
needs rather than speculative
futures.

Developer platforms
accelerate execution when
they remove proven
infrastructure friction instead
of imposing uniformity
prematurely.

Staggered platformization
preserves early learning and
unlocks compounding
efficiency once operating
patterns stabilize.

4Remitly, Inc. Fom 10-K (SEC Filings;
corridor network and operating model) 21



Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Discover
operating
patterns

Test and
refine locally

Validate
repeatability

Formalize into
shared systems

Compound
scale with
control

STARLAIKE

At scale, growth creates value only when it produces repeatable operating behavior; platform
strategy is the discipline that governs when those behaviors should be formalized into shared
infrastructure to compound scale without sacrificing execution velocity or control.

Platform strategy begins with learning, not architecture. Early phases of growth prioritize speed, local
adaptation, and empirical discovery to surface how value is actually created across products, markets, and
workflows. Lightweight tools, provisional processes, and contextspecific execution allow teams to test
assumptions directly against reality before any behavior is formalized into shared infrastructure.

Standardization earns its right only after repeatability is observed. Shared systems are introduced once
operating patterns recur consistently across contexts, signaling that behaviors are stable rather than
speculative. At this point, platformization codifies what already works, transforming demonstrated practice
into durable leverage rather than freezing uncertain future states into architecture.

Proper timing converts coordination costs into structural leverage. When formalization follows validation,
scale reduces marginal effort instead of amplifying friction. Shared services absorb non-differentiating
complexity, allowing execution speed, reliability, and efficiency to improve simultaneously as the
organization grows.

Premature platformization substitutes assumptions for evidence. Encoding abstractions too early hardens
unproven beliefs about customers, workflows, and economics into shared systems. This suppresses
experimentation, raises the cost of change, and forces teams to work around infrastructure that reflects
imagined needs rather than observed behavior.

Delayed platformization allows entropy to compound. When standardization lags proven scale,
fragmentation hardens into technical debt, duplicated effort proliferates, and local optimizations diverge
irreversibly. Platform initiatives then shift from enabling growth to repairing accumulated disorder,
consuming capital and attention that could otherwise fuel expansion.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Discover
operating
patterns

Test and
refine locally

Validate
repeatability

Formalize into
shared systems

Compound
scale with
control
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Observe how
value is
created under
real operating
conditions

Allow
decentralized
execution to
surface latent
structure

Use repetition
and durability
to separate
signal from
noise

Defer
architecture
until evidence
justifies
formalization

Systematically document workflows, decision rights, control points, and escalation paths as they occur
in production across products, markets, and corridors.

Identify where coordination friction, manual intervention, or exception handling consistently appears,
as these points indicate latent structural demand.

Distinguish between variation driven by context and variation caused by immaturity, noise, or
temporary constraints.

Permit teams to solve problems within local constraints rather than conforming to predefined
abstractions.

Observe where independently operating teams converge on similar solutions, controls, or decision
logic.

Treat repeated convergence as evidence of underlying invariants rather than accidental alignment.

Elevate operating practices only after they recur across multiple cycles, volumes, and regulatory or
market contexts.

Exclude idiosyncratic practices, founder-dependent mechanisms, or exceptional interventions that do
not generalize under scale.

Prioritize behaviors that remain stable as throughput, complexity, and organizational span increase.

Avoid encoding early assumptions about customers, economics, risk, or governance into shared
systems.

Rely on provisional tooling, manual workflows, and lightweight controls to test hypotheses with minimal
irreversibility.

Establish explicit evidentiary thresholds that must be met before behaviors qualify for standardization.

Discovery disciplines early growth by anchoring future platform investments in observed
operating reality, ensuring that scale amplifies what already works rather than
institutionalizing unproven assumptions.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

lllustrative example: Remitly’s staged platformization
enabled rapid corridor expansion without sacrificing

control or learning

Scaling
Tension

Operating

Model
Choices

Remitly

Cross-border remittances demand simultaneous speed, regulatory fidelity, and trust under highly heterogeneous country-specific constraints.

Premature platformization would have embedded untested assumptions about pricing, risk, and compliance into shared systems,
constraining learning.

Delayed standardization, however, would have fragmented operations and increased coordination costs as corridor count expanded.

Growth-first sequencing aligned to strategy: Remitly prioritized rapid corridor launch and customer learning over early efficiency, ensuring
operating decisions reinforced strategic intent rather than architectural convenience.

Localized execution as a discovery mechanism: Early corridors used lightweight, context-specific workflows for pricing, onboarding,
compliance, and risk, allowing teams to surface real constraints embedded in local regulation and customer behavior.

Explicit tolerance for short-term inefficiency: Management accepted temporary duplication and manual processes as the cost of discovery,
recognizing that early efficiency optimization would have prematurely constrained learning.

Empirical validation before abstraction: Platform investments were deferred until operating behaviors—such as settlement mechanics, fraud
controls, and compliance processes—demonstrated repeatability across multiple corridors and transaction cycles.

Clear promotion thresholds for platformization: Capabilities were only centralized once they met defined criteria for stability, recurrence, and
cross-market relevance, preventing ad hoc or politically driven standardization.

Selective formalization into shared infrastructure: Validated capabilities were codified into shared services that absorbed non-differentiating
complexity while preserving local configurability where regulatory or market conditions required it.

Early-stage execution remains fast, adaptive, and customer-aligned, with low marginal cost of experimentation.

As scale increases, shared systems convert accumulated learning into durable leverage, reducing duplication while preserving local
differentiation.

The organization achieves compounding efficiency without sacrificing agility, enabling growth to translate directly into reliability, speed, and
control rather than drag.

STARLAIKE
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Discover
operating
patterns

Test and
refine locally

Validate
repeatability

Formalize into
shared systems

Compound
scale with
control
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Decentralized
execution
generates
empirical
evidence before
commitment

Lightweight,
provisional
mechanisms
preserve
optionality and
learning
velocity

Variation is
treated as
diagnostic
signal, not
operational
noise

Execution authority is intentionally distributed to local teams to observe how value is actually created
under real customer behavior, regulatory regimes, and operational constraints rather than assumed
conditions.

Teams are granted latitude to make decisions close to the work, allowing hypotheses about pricing,
risk, workflows, and demand to be tested through action rather than inferred through planning.

This phase prioritizes disciplined learning over efficiency, ensuring that early insights are grounded in
lived operating reality rather than architectural conjecture.

Temporary tools, manual processes, and narrowly scoped configurations are employed to support
rapid iteration without embedding irreversible design choices into shared systems.

These mechanisms keep the cost of change low, allowing teams to adjust, replace, or abandon
approaches as evidence accumulates without incurring systemic rework.

By avoiding early consolidation, organizations preserve strategic flexibility while allowing successful
patterns to prove themselves through repeated application.

Differences across markets, teams, or product lines are explicitly permitted to reveal which execution
elements are sensitive to local context and which demonstrate structural stability.

Independent convergence across multiple local implementations signals readiness for standardization,
while persistent divergence indicates the need for continued decentralization.

Leadership focuses on interpreting variation analytically, distinguishing meaningful patterns from
idiosyncratic behavior rather than enforcing uniformity prematurely.

———1 Local testing transforms uncertainty into evidence, ensuring that only operating patterns

proven across real conditions advance toward formalization and scalable shared

infrastructure.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Execution Channel

Purpose

lllustrative Examples

Multiple execution channels enable empirical validation of operating patterns prior to platform formalization

Managerial Actions

o Local Market Pilots

Provisional
O Processes and
Tooling

o Parallel Execution
Paths

o Feedback-Driven
Governance Loops

Observe how value is
created under real
customer behavior,
regulatory regimes, and
market constraints

Enable rapid learning
without locking in
architectural assumptions

Identify which practices
converge independently
versus those that remain
context-specific

Convert local execution
into organizational
learning rather than
isolated experimentation

&S

Remitly

amazon

NETFLIX

amazon

Uber /9 airbnb

stripe

00 Meta

0\

TOYOTA

Grant local teams authority to adapt
workflows within defined risk limits
Measure outcomes at the unit-economic
and customer-experience level

Defer cross-market standardization until
patterns recur

Sanction temporary manual effort as a
discovery cost

Keep tools replaceable and contracts
short-term

Prevent interim solutions from ossifying
into permanent systems

Allow controlled divergence across
teams or markets

Compare speed, reliability, and cost
outcomes empirically

Preserve multiple options until evidence
resolves tradeoffs

Institutionalize post-mortems and
operating reviews

Distinguish recurring patterns from one-
off success

Use governance to interpret evidence, not
mandate uniformity

Local testing ensures that scale is built on demonstrated operating truth rather than architectural
conjecture, allowing platforms to codify reality instead of constraining discovery.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Decentralized
execution
generates
empirical
evidence before
commitment

Lightweight,
provisional
mechanisms

preserve
optionality and
learning
velocity

Variation is
treated as
diagnostic
signal, not
operational
noise

Execution authority is intentionally distributed to local teams to observe how value is actually created
under real customer behavior, regulatory regimes, and operational constraints rather than assumed
conditions.

Teams are granted latitude to make decisions close to the work, allowing hypotheses about pricing,
risk, workflows, and demand to be tested through action rather than inferred through planning.

This phase prioritizes disciplined learning over efficiency, ensuring that early insights are grounded in
lived operating reality rather than architectural conjecture.

Temporary tools, manual processes, and narrowly scoped configurations are employed to support
rapid iteration without embedding irreversible design choices into shared systems.

These mechanisms keep the cost of change low, allowing teams to adjust, replace, or abandon
approaches as evidence accumulates without incurring systemic rework.

By avoiding early consolidation, organizations preserve strategic flexibility while allowing successful
patterns to prove themselves through repeated application.

Differences across markets, teams, or product lines are explicitly permitted to reveal which execution
elements are sensitive to local context and which demonstrate structural stability.

Independent convergence across multiple local implementations signals readiness for standardization,
while persistent divergence indicates the need for continued decentralization.

Leadership focuses on interpreting variation analytically, distinguishing meaningful patterns from
idiosyncratic behavior rather than enforcing uniformity prematurely.

[———1 Localtesting transforms uncertainty into evidence, ensuring that only operating patterns

proven across real conditions advance toward formalization and scalable shared

infrastructure.

&S

Remitly

Remitly institutionalized
local experimentation
as a prerequisite to
scalable platform
design

“We treat
platformization as a
consequence of
proven behavior, not
an aspiration. Until
an operating pattern
demonstrates
durability across
corridors, it remains
local by design.”

Pankaj Sharma
Chief Business Officer,
Remitly (NASDAQ: RELY)

STARLAIKE
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating

patterns rather than speculative future needs

Discover
operating
patterns

Test and
refine locally

Validate
repeatability

Formalize into
shared systems

Compound
scale with
control
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Localized Execution as
Controlled Experimentation

Lightweight Infrastructure
to Preserve Optionality

Pattern Extraction Across

Contexts

Early-stage execution is deliberately decentralized to surface how value is
actually created under real regulatory, customer, and operational
constraints.

Teams operate with autonomy over workflows, tooling, and sequencing to
expose variation that would be invisible under early standardization.

Local execution functions as structured experimentation, generating
empirical signal about customer behavior, risk dynamics, and process
viability.

Provisional tools, manual controls, and context-specific processes are
intentionally favored over generalized systems to avoid architectural lock-
in.

Assumptions regarding economics, compliance, and scale are tested
through repeated use rather than inferred through planning models.

Failed approaches remain inexpensive to abandon, while successful
approaches accumulate credibility through demonstrated recurrence.

Operating patterns are evaluated across corridors, products, and
transaction cycles to distinguish structural logic from local idiosyncrasy.

Leadership assesses whether behaviors recur despite variation in
geography, regulation, and customer profile.

Only patterns that demonstrate durability across contexts are candidates
for formalization into shared systems.

justified, and rendered durable at scale.

|:||:| Testing and refinement constitute the discipline through which scalable infrastructure is validated,
al]
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Best practices for determining which operating patterns merit standardization

Translate local
success into
comparable
signals

Look for
indicators of
structural
durability

Avoid
premature
judgment
without
sufficient
evidence

Establish clear criteria for what constitutes a “repeatable” outcome. Define success in terms of performance thresholds,
stability over time, and recurrence across comparable contexts, rather than isolated wins or anecdotal effectiveness.

Normalize evidence across teams, markets, and use cases. Translate local metrics, workflows, and outcomes into a common
evaluative frame that allows meaningful comparison without erasing contextual nuance.

Confirm causal drivers directly with operating teams. Validate that observed success is attributable to the operating pattern
itself rather than to individual heroics, temporary conditions, or one-off workarounds.

Identify patterns that persist across variation. Prioritize behaviors that continue to perform under differing customer segme nts,
regulatory environments, volumes, or organizational configurations.

Examine stress performance and edge cases. Assess how the pattern behaves under load, during exceptions, or when inputs
deviate from the norm, signaling whether it reflects robust logic or fragile tuning.

Distinguish core logic from peripheral adaptation. Separate the invariant elements that drive value from the configurable
aspects that should remain local, informing what is suitable for centralization.
Do not confuse frequency with validity. Repetition alone does not justify standardization; patterns must demonstrate

consistent outcomes and economic or operational advantage.

Avoid elevating convenience into principle. Practices that spread because they are easy to copy or politically endorsed should
not be mistaken for structurally sound operating models.

Require cross-cycle validation before promotion. Ensure patterns have survived multiple operating cycles, governance
reviews, and performance assessments before formal consideration for shared infrastructure.

@ Validation identifies the operating behaviors that warrant platformization by
confirming durability, recurrence, and scalable value creation.

STARLAIKE
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Best practices for validating operating patterns before platformization

Before
validation
cycles

During
validation
cycles

After validation
cycles

Define explicit repeatability criteria across contexts: Establish clear thresholds for recurrence, stability, and performance
consistency across markets, products, corridors, or teams before an operating behavior is considered a candidate for
standardization.

Construct an operating pattern scorecard: Translate observed behaviors into structured dimensions—e.g., frequency,
variance, failure modes, regulatory exposure, and coordination cost—to enable disciplined comparison across instances.

Design validation to test durability, not convenience: Validation efforts should stress-test operating behaviors under variation
in volume, geography, regulatory regime, and customer profile to distinguish robust patterns from situational success.

Observe performance under controlled heterogeneity: Allow teams to execute similar workflows across different contexts
while monitoring where outcomes converge versus where local adaptation remains essential.

Separate signal from noise in observed success: Identify whether performance consistency derives from the underlying
operating logic or from compensating effort, heroics, or temporary workarounds.

Avoid premature abstraction during evaluation: Validation focuses on learning and confirmation; architectural generalization is

deferred to prevent distorting observation through early constraint.

Distill validated behaviors into formal candidates for standardization: Only operating patterns that demonstrate recurrence,
stability, and cross-context relevance advance to platform design consideration.

Document boundary conditions and configuration requirements: Capture where standardized logic applies universally versus
where controlled configuration remains necessary to preserve regulatory or market fit.

Institutionalize learning into platform decision governance: Validation outputs inform explicit promotion thresholds, ensuring
platform investments are grounded in demonstrated operating reality rather than aspiration.

O\/ Validation transforms repeated operating success into disciplined inputs
f' o for platformization, ensuring that shared systems formalize durable reality
<« and scale with confidence.

STARLAIKE
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

[
lllustrative example: Stripe strengthened its platform strategy by Strl e
validating recurring operational needs prior to standardization

Strategic
Tension

Operating
Validation
Choices

Rapid expansion across products and geographies repeatedly surfaced the same identity, compliance, and risk requirements.
Localized implementations preserved speed but created growing duplication and coordination overhead.

The central question became when recurring solutions reflected stable operating patterns suitable for standardization rather than context-
specific responses.

Pattern identification through repeated exposure: Stripe observed that KYC, AML, and identity verification requirements recurred across
multiple products, customer segments, and jurisdictions, exhibiting stable logic despite regulatory variation.

Parallel execution prior to abstraction: Compliance workflows were allowed to evolve independently within products, enabling Stripe to
observe convergence in data requirements, failure modes, and operational bottlenecks before centralization.

Empirical thresholds for promotion: Only after workflows demonstrated recurrence, durability, and cross-product relevance were they
considered candidates for shared services, avoiding premature architectural commitment.

Controlled separation of core logic and configuration: Validation clarified which elements of compliance could be standardized globally versus
which required jurisdiction-specific configuration, preserving adaptability within a common framework.

Cross-context stress testing preceded centralization. Capabilities were exercised across multiple corridors, regulatory regimes, and customer
segments to confirm that observed success reflected structural repeatability rather than favorable local conditions or transient volume effects.

Promotion thresholds were explicitly defined and enforced, with elevation into shared systems contingent on demonstrated recurrence,
durability under load, and cross-market relevance—preventing premature platformization driven by anecdote, urgency, or organizational
pressure.

Validation decisions were grounded in longitudinal performance evidence across multiple cycles, ensuring that only capabilities with
sustained operational signal—not transient success—qualified for broader standardization.

Platformized capabilities reduced marginal complexity as scale increased, enabling faster market entry and product extension without
proportional increases in compliance, risk, or operational overhead.

Execution velocity improved as product teams operated atop validated shared services, reallocating effort from foundational infrastructure
build-out to differentiated customer and commercial priorities.

Standardization reinforced control and reliability while preserving local adaptability, allowing scale to compound through disciplined reuse
rather than coordination strain or architectural fragility.

STARLAIKE
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Discover
operating
patterns

Test and
refine locally

Validate
repeatability

Formalize into
shared systems

Compound
scale with
control
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Codifying validated operating patterns to enable scalable, controlled growth

Codifying proven
behaviors

Centralizing non-
differentiating
complexity

Embedding
governance in
structure

Enabling scalable
reuse and learning
compounding

Translate empirically validated workflows, decision rights, and controls into standardized
system logic, ensuring that shared services reflect observed operating reality rather than
theoretical design.

Convert repeatable practices into documented process definitions, reference architectures,
and canonical data models that can be reused without reinterpretation.

Preserve the intent of local execution by distinguishing invariant elements (to be standardized)
from context-dependent parameters (to remain configurable).

Absorb common operational burdens—such as compliance checks, risk controls, reporting,
and reconciliation—into shared platforms to reduce duplication across teams and markets.

Design shared systems to act as force multipliers, lowering marginal coordination cost while
increasing consistency, auditability, and reliability at scale.

Ensure that centralization targets friction and redundancy rather than judgment, allowing
frontline teams to focus on customer- and market-specific execution.

Encode governance directly into systems via automated controls, approval thresholds, and
standardized interfaces, reducing reliance on manual oversight or process enforcement.

Use platform constraints to make compliant behavior the default, thereby aligning speed and
control rather than trading them off.

Establish clear ownership and stewardship models for shared systems to ensure disciplined
evolution as scale and complexity increase.

Design shared capabilities as modular services that can be incrementally extended as new
markets, products, or volumes are added.

Ensure that each reuse instance reinforces institutional learning, allowing performance
improvements and risk mitigations to propagate across the organization.

Treat shared systems as long-lived assets whose value compounds with scale, rather than as
one-time efficiency initiatives.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Strategic
Rationale

Systemic
design

choices

Outcomes
at scale

lllustrative example: JPMorgan Chase formalized onboarding and operating JP MORGAN
infrastructure to sustain scale under regulatory and operational complexity CHASE & C O

JPMorgan Chase operates at a scale where early-stage, relationship-driven onboarding practices—effective in smaller units—became
insufficient to ensure consistency, risk discipline, and cultural coherence across businesses, geographies, and regulatory regimes.

As headcount and business-line complexity increased, the firm faced a core tension: preserving decentralized execution and business
ownership while enforcing uniform standards for risk, controls, and institutional norms.

Enterprise onboarding architecture: JPMorgan Chase & Co. consolidated onboarding into a firmwide, system-managed process integrating
compliance certification, risk training, technology access, and role-specific enablement, ensuring all employees met a common institutional
baseline from day one.

Cadification of non-negotiables: Shared systems embedded mandatory standards for conduct, risk management, escalation protocols, and
decision rights, removing reliance on informal transmission and reducing interpretive variance across units.

Business-aligned modularity: While core requirements were standardized centrally, line-of-business overlays allowed onboarding to reflect
the distinct operating realities of investment banking, asset management, and consumer banking without fragmenting the underlying platform.

Role-based configuration and access controls: Onboarding systems dynamically provisioned permissions, tools, and data access based on
role, seniority, and regulatory exposure, reducing operational risk while accelerating time-to-productivity.

Embedded governance and auditability: Formalized workflows created traceable records for training completion, certification, and policy
attestation, enabling internal audit, regulatory review, and continuous compliance without incremental manual effort.

Institutional knowledge reuse: Core onboarding content, playbooks, and learning assets were centralized and reused across businesses,
ensuring that accumulated organizational learning compounded rather than dissipated with growth.

Feedback-driven refinement loops: Onboarding data, early-tenure performance signals, and compliance outcomes were systematically
reviewed to refine shared systems, ensuring that formalization evolved in response to observed effectiveness rather than static policy design.

Institutional coherence at scale: Standardized onboarding embedded non-negotiable risk, conduct, and operating norms directly into
systems, enabling consistent execution across businesses, geographies, and regulatory regimes.

Growth without proportional complexity: Shared platforms reduced marginal coordination and supervision costs, allowing the firm to expand
headcount and operational scope while preserving control, resilience, and regulatory credibility.

Durable operating credibility: System-encoded standards strengthened regulatory confidence and internal accountability, reinforcing the
firm’s ability to scale under sustained scrutiny.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating

patterns rather than speculative future needs

Discover
operating
patterns

Test and
refine locally

Validate
repeatability

Formalize into
shared systems

Compound
scale with
control
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Compound scale with control occurs when standardized systems convert learning into durable leverage without
constraining local execution

@ At scale, shared infrastructure must increase leverage faster than it increases complexity.

STRUCTURAL ENABLER

Shared Systems as Multipliers

= Shared services, data models,
and control layers absorb non-
differentiating complexity,
allowing operating teams to
concentrate on market-specific
execution rather than rebuilding
core capabilities.

= Once institutionalized, platforms
shift growth dynamics from
linear resource addition to
nonlinear reuse, where each
expansion benefits from
accumulated learning.

» Standardization lowers marginal
coordination cost while
improving reliability, enabling
scale to compound rather than
stall under operational weight.

OPERATING DISCIPLINE

Control Without Centralization

= Governance is embedded
directly into systems through
interfaces, guardrails, and
automated controls, reducing
dependence on manual
oversight or hierarchical review.

= Decision rights remain
distributed at the edge, while
outcomes converge through
shared definitions, metrics, and
system-enforced constraints.

= Continuous feedback from
scaled operations informs
platform evolution, ensuring
adaptability without undermining
control.

OUTCOMES AT SCALE

Enduring Performance

= Execution reliability improves as
volume increases, with fewer
defects, faster cycle times, and
greater cross-market
consistency.

= |eadership capacity is released
from coordination and
remediation toward capital
allocation and long-term
strategic direction.

= Scale reinforces competitive
advantage: learning
compounds, unit costs decline,
and governance strengthens
simultaneously rather than
trading off.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

lllustrative example: IBM’s structured development and retention of veteran talent — e
strengthens leadership pipelines while compounding institutional capability N

Overview

Best
Practices

Long-tenured veterans possess discipline, systems thinking, and leadership under ambiguity, but without structured post-hire development,
these attributes risk being underutilized or misaligned with enterprise career paths.

Retention of veteran talent presents an opportunity to convert initial hiring success into durable organizational advantage by anchoring
veterans into long-term leadership and technical trajectories.

Institutionalized leadership development: IBM integrates veterans into formal rotational and leadership programs (e.g., technical leadership
tracks and enterprise rotations), enabling systematic exposure to multiple business units and operating models.

Deliberate skill translation and upskilling: Veteran development pathways explicitly map military leadership and operational experience to
enterprise competencies in technology, consulting, and program management.

Structured mentorship and sponsorship: Senior leaders—including veteran executives—act as mentors and sponsors, accelerating
progression while preserving institutional knowledge transfer.

Veteran community infrastructure: IBM’s global Veterans Network provides peer support, professional development programming, and
visibility across the enterprise, reinforcing belonging and long-term engagement.

Career mobility with continuity: Veterans are encouraged to pursue lateral and vertical movement across IBM’s global business es, retaining
talent while increasing enterprise-wide learning.

Formal succession and role-critical planning: Veteran talent is explicitly incorporated into succession plans for mission-critical roles, ensuring
that retention is tied to enterprise risk management and long-term leadership continuity rather than treated as an HR-only objective.

Performance calibration with contextual awareness: Evaluation and promotion processes account for veterans’ prior command responsibility,
scale of accountability, and decision-making under constraint, preventing systematic undervaluation of leadership experience relative to more
conventional corporate career paths.

Veteran employees demonstrate higher-than-average retention and internal mobility, particularly into leadership and advanced technical
roles.

IBM sustains a renewable leadership pipeline that blends operational discipline with enterprise-scale execution capability.

Veteran retention strengthens IBM'’s institutional memory, execution reliability, and governance maturity, reinforcing performance across
business cycles.
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Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Validated operating domains determine which behaviors earn promotion into shared platforms

Validated Operating
Domain

Observed operating patterns under scale

Platform Leverage
Potential

Empirical
Confidence

High-frequency
transactional
execution

Regulatory, risk,
and compliance
control loops

Operational data
e and feedback
aggregation
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Repeated execution of standardized transactions (payments, bookings, orders,
settlements) emerges independently across teams and markets once volume
thresholds are reached.

Manual coordination becomes the dominant source of friction as scale increases,
rather than core business logic.

Latency, error rates, and reconciliation effort decline sharply once shared processing
and control layers are introduced.

Value creation is highly sensitive to reliability and throughput, making this domain an
early candidate for formalization.

Teams independently converge on similar risk checks, approval flows, and reporting
requirements when operating in regulated environments.

Fragmented local solutions increase audit burden and response time as scale
expands.

Centralizing controls after validation improves consistency without constraining
product evolution when configuration is preserved.

The cost of non-standardization compounds faster than the cost of early inefficiency.

Local execution generates valuable signals, but insights decay when not aggregated
across units.

Teams repeatedly build parallel dashboards and analytics to answer structurally
identical questions.

Shared data models enable cross-market learning while preserving autonomy in
decision-making.

Very high — shared
systems in this domain -
exhibit strong non-

linear returns once

stabilized.
High

High — shared
compliance
infrastructure converts

risk management from
a bottleneck into an

Medium-
enabler. High
Medium-high —
leverage increases with
breadth of participation
and signal quality.

Medium



Platform strategy succeeds when standardization is timed to formalize proven operating
patterns rather than speculative future needs

Validated operating domains determine which behaviors earn promotion into shared platforms

Validated Operating
Domain

Observed operating patterns under scale

Operational data
e and feedback

aggregation

(Continued)

Infrastructure and

o tooling for non-
differentiating

work

= Governance that interprets data, rather than mandates outcomes, accelerates
organizational learning.

= Engineering and operations teams independently recreate deployment, monitoring,
and reliability tooling.

= Cognitive load, rather than technical complexity, becomes the binding constraint on
execution speed.

= Shared platforms absorb undifferentiated work while allowing product teams to retain
architectural freedom.

= Premature standardization is resisted; late consolidation increases remediation cost.

Platform Leverage Empirical
Potential Confidence
= Medium-high —

leverage increases with
breadth of participation
and signal quality.

Medium
= Medium — strongest
when teams have
already converged on
similar practices.
Medium

Platform strategy succeeds when shared systems are introduced only after operating domains have repeatedly demonstrated stable performance,
durability under load, and relevance across multiple contexts. When standardization follows empirical validation rather than speculative design, scale
converts accumulated learning into durable structural leverage—lowering coordination costs, improving reliability, and increasing execution velocity—
rather than amplifying friction, locking in unproven assumptions, or constraining local adaptation. In this way, platformization becomes a mechanism for
compounding organizational intelligence, not a substitute for it.

= Correct platform timing transforms scale from an operational tax into a structural advantage. When shared systems are promoted only after patterns have proven
stable, organizations reduce marginal coordination costs while preserving local execution flexibility. This sequencing allows reliability, speed, and efficiency to
improve simultaneously as scale increases, rather than forcing tradeoffs between control and adaptability.

= Premature or delayed platformization produces symmetric failure modes that constrain growth. Early standardization embeds conjecture into infrastructure and
suppresses learning, while late standardization allows fragmentation and technical debt to accumulate unchecked. Disciplined platform strategy avoids both
extremes by using validation as the gatekeeper for formalization, ensuring that infrastructure encodes reality rather than aspiration.
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Organizational Capability Strategy determines whether speed compounds into scale or

deteriorates into operational disorder

Executional
Intelligence

Capability Decision
Integrator Translator

Organization

Capability
Leadership
Systems and Enterprise Operations and
Infrastructure Capability Commercial
Architects

Organizational Capability Integration Model

Scalable organizational performance emerges at the intersection

of analytical expertise, executional infrastructure, and business
leadership. Enduring advantage is created when these
capabilities are deliberately integrated, enabling decisions,
systems, and talent to reinforce one another as complexity and
operating tempo increase.

= [Integration, not excellence in any single domain, determines
whether growth compounds learning or amplifies friction.

= Capability leadership acts as the binding mechanism that
converts local execution speed into enterprise-wide scale.
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a ;; a
Organization

Capability
Leadership

Operations and
Commercial

Organizational Capability Leadership establishes the
governing logic that determines whether speed translates into
durable scale or degenerates into unmanaged complexity.

= Defines clear decision rights, escalation paths, and
accountability boundaries so authority scales in parallel with
organizational growth.

= Aligns analytical priorities, operational objectives, and
infrastructure investments to a coherent strategic direction
rather than allowing local optimization to dominate.

= Enforces discipline in sequencing, ensuring capabilities are
strengthened in the order required to sustain execution under
increasing load.

= Serves as the integrative force that resolves tradeoffs across
domains when speed, risk, and strategic coherence come into
tension.

Operations and Commercial functions provide the real-world
environments in which organizational capabilities are
validated under live economic and customer conditions.

= Translate strategic intent into execution across products,
markets, and customer segments, exposing assumptions to
empirical stress.

= Surface performance signals that distinguish durable operating
patterns from context-specific or transient successes.

= Generate the learning loops required to inform capability
refinement, investment prioritization, and system design.\

= Actas the primary interface between organizational design and
market reality, ensuring strategy remains grounded in execution
truth.
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Organizational Capability Strategy determines whether speed compounds into scale or

deteriorates into operational disorder

Executional
Intelligence

Capability Decision
Integrator Translator

Organization

Capability
Leadership
Systems and Enterprise Operations and
Infrastructure Capability Commercial
Architects

Organizational Capability Integration Model

Scalable organizational performance emerges at the intersection
of analytical expertise, executional infrastructure, and business
leadership. Enduring advantage is created when these
capabilities are deliberately integrated, enabling decisions,
systems, and talent to reinforce one another as complexity and
operating tempo increase.

= [Integration, not excellence in any single domain, determines
whether growth compounds learning or amplifies friction.

= Capability leadership acts as the binding mechanism that
converts local execution speed into enterprise-wide scale.
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Systems and
Infrastructure

Executional
Intelligence

Systems and Infrastructure codify proven operating patterns
into shared foundations that enable scale without
proportional increases in coordination cost.

= Provide standardized platforms, data architectures, and
process layers that absorb non-differentiating complexity
centrally.

= Enable consistency, reliability, and control through embedded
design rather than manual oversight or bureaucratic
intervention.

= Reduce friction across teams and markets by establishing
common interfaces, metrics, and operational primitives.

= Allow local execution to remain adaptive while ensuring
enterprise-wide coherence as volume and complexity increase.

Executional Intelligence reflects the organization’s capacity
to convert intent into consistent action under real operating
constraints.

= |ntegrates situational awareness, prioritization, and judgment
to ensure decisions remain executable as complexity and
tempo increase.

= Enables leaders and teams to distinguish signal from noise in
fast-moving environments, preventing reactive or misaligned
execution.

= Supports disciplined tradeoff-making across speed, risk,
quality, and cost without defaulting to paralysis or
improvisation.

= Acts as the cognitive substrate through which strategy is
interpreted and acted upon in practice.
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Organizational Capability Strategy determines whether speed compounds into scale or

deteriorates into operational disorder

Executional
Intelligence

Capability Decision
Integrator Translator

Organization

Capability
Leadership
Systems and Enterprise Operations and
Infrastructure Capability Commercial
Architects

Organizational Capability Integration Model

Scalable organizational performance emerges at the intersection
of analytical expertise, executional infrastructure, and business
leadership. Enduring advantage is created when these
capabilities are deliberately integrated, enabling decisions,
systems, and talent to reinforce one another as complexity and
operating tempo increase.

= [Integration, not excellence in any single domain, determines
whether growth compounds learning or amplifies friction.

= Capability leadership acts as the binding mechanism that
converts local execution speed into enterprise-wide scale.
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Capability
Integration

%
S

Decision
Translation

Capability Integration is the function that ensures individual
capabilities reinforce one another rather than evolve as
disconnected silos.

= Coordinates the interaction of systems, processes, and
execution so improvements compound rather than conflict.

= Resolves boundary issues where accountability, incentives, or
ownership span multiple domains or functions.

= Aligns local optimization with enterprise-level outcomes,
preventing fragmentation driven by functional or regional
interests.

= Enables coherent end-to-end performance across customer
journeys, operating corridors, and value chains.

= Acts as the connective tissue that transforms isolated
excellence into institutional strength.

Decision Translation is the function that converts insight,
analysis, and strategy into decisions that are executable at
scale.

= Interprets complex analyses, models, and strategic intent into
clear, bounded choices with defined implications.

= Ensures decisions are framed in terms of actions, constraints,
and tradeoffs rather than abstractions or aspirations.

= Prevents signal loss as decisions cascade across layers of the
organization by clarifying ownership and decision rights.

= Reduces ambiguity by making explicit what must be decided,
by whom, and within what guardrails.

= Enables speed with coherence by aligning decision-making
authority with operational context.
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Organizational Capability Strategy determines whether speed compounds into scale or
deteriorates into operational disorder

Enterprise Capability Architecture is the function that
designs the structural logic governing how capabilities are

Executional built, scaled, and governed over time.
Intelligence
= Defines the target-state configuration of capabilities, including
interfaces, dependencies, and sequencing.
Capability Decision » Establishes principles for standardization versus localization to
Integrator Translator balance leverage with adaptability.
Organization AE“:]?:Prise = Guides investm enF d(.ecisio.ns to ensure systems, talent, and
Capability rchitecture processes evolve in line with long-term strategy.
Leadership = Prevents short-term expedients from hardening into structural
liabilities that constrain future growth.
IS¥Steth tand SRS Ogeratlons .arl]d = Maintains coherence across capability evolution as the
nirastructure Capability ommercia organization expands in scope and complexity.
Architects

Failure Modes Addressed by Integrated Capability Design

Absent deliberate capability integration, organizations predictably fail in one of

Organizational Capability Integration Model
several structural ways.

Scalable organizational performance emerges at the intersection = Execution without coherence: Teams move quickly but generate bespoke
of analytical expertise, executional infrastructure, and business processes, incompatible systems, and irreconcilable operating norms that
leadership. Enduring advantage is created when these collapse under scale.

capabilities are deliberately integrated, enabling decisions,
systems, and talent to reinforce one another as complexity and
operating tempo increase.

» Architecture without adoption: Centralized designs advance faster than execution
realities, producing elegant abstractions that constrain learning and provoke

workarounds.
" |ntegration’ not excellence in any Sing|e domain, determines . DeCiSion-making without infrastructure: Strategic intent outpaces systems and
whether growth compounds learning or amplifies friction. governance, forcing leaders to rely on manual oversight and slowing growth.
._ . o . » Commercial ambition without capability depth: Market expansion exposes
= Capability leadership acts as the binding mechanism that fragility when operating foundations have not matured alongside demand.

converts local execution speed into enterprise-wide scale.
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Organizational capability strategy specifies how talent, structure, decision rights, and cultural
discipline are engineered so that decentralized execution remains coherent as complexity

increases

00
W Talent as

infrastructure

Distributed
(%5 ownership with
accountability

Modular
organizational
architecture

©

Codified
operating
discipline
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—~ Embedded

KJ alignment

mechanisms
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Execution-capable organizations design talent systems to support repeatable
performance under increasing complexity. The emphasis is on execution
readiness, role clarity, and placement into accountable units rather than isolated
excellence or credentials.

Speed is sustained when teams own outcomes end-to-end within clearly defined
boundaries. Authority is decentralized to the point of action, while accountability is
maintained through explicit ownership, metrics, and escalation paths.

High-performing organizations organize around customer journeys, product lines,
and market corridors rather than functional silos. Modular design enables parallel
decision-making across pricing, localization, compliance, and CX without central
coordination overload.

As scale increases, informal coordination breaks down. Operating norms,
communication protocols, and decision rights are explicitly codified to prevent
internal entropy from converting velocity into operational disorder.

Enduring performance is achieved through embedded alignment rather than

centralized control. Incentives, feedback loops, and system-level constraints
ensure that autonomous decisions reinforce enterprise objectives rather than
diverge from them.

“People are always the key.
You can have systems or
processes, but without the
right people or well-trained
professionals, it all breaks
down.”

Pankaj Sharma
Chief Business Officer,
Remitly (NASDAQ: RELY)

“Organizations do not fail at
scale because they move too
quickly, but because their
capability systems are not
designed to translate speed into
durable operating advantage."

w

Vinod Prashad
Global Strategic Management
Consultant; Ex-McKinsey



Organizational capability strategy specifies how talent, structure, decision rights, and cultural
discipline are engineered so that decentralized execution remains coherent as complexity

increases

infrastructure

oo}
W Talent as

Authority at the
point of
execution

Capability
deployed as load-
bearing structure

Execution

readiness for
repeatability
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Organizational Capability Issue

Distributed Modular
OL%) ownership with <> organizational

accountability = architecture

o- Codified ~—~ Embedded
-O— operating '&J alignment
discipline mechanisms

Design Questions Addressed

As organizations scale, authority and accountability
decouple from execution, forcing routine decisions upward
and converting speed into coordination debt. Roles function
nominally but fail under cross-functional load.

Talent is treated as a support layer rather than a structural
component, creating dependency chains, fragile handoffs,
and bottlenecks that scale faster than output.

Talent systems optimize for credentials and individual
excellence, producing high variance execution and
increasing reliance on heroics as complexity grows.

= Which decisions must be irrevocably owned at the
execution edge to prevent escalation?

= How should authority, accountability, and outcome
ownership be structurally fused?

= What decision rights must be eliminated, not clarified, to
reduce friction?

= Where must capabilities be embedded to preserve end-to-
end ownership?

= Which interfaces should be collapsed to reduce failure
points?

= How does deployment reinforce modular execution rather
than recreate silos?

= What minimum readiness threshold enables
autonomous execution under load?

= How should onboarding and progression compress
time-to-impact?

= How is individual capability converted into institutional
reliability?
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Organizational capability strategy specifies how talent, structure, decision rights, and cultural
discipline are engineered so that decentralized execution remains coherent as complexity
increases

infrastructure

0 0
W Talent as

Distributed
OL%) ownership with
accountability

©

__o Codified

organizational -O— operating
architecture

discipline

Distributed ownership with accountability holds varying implications as organizational complexity increases

Capability subsectors

Enterprise patterns

Operating model patterns

7~

Embedded

'&J alignment

mechanisms

Overall outlook

Decision Ownership
and Accountability

Decision Velocity at
the Point of Execution

Organizational
Modularity

Interface
Management and
Boundary Clarity

Escalation Discipline
and Governance Load
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Decision rights decentralize faster than
outcome ownership

Accountability collapses upward under
stress

Speed depends on individuals, not
structure.

Latency concentrates at organizational
seams.

Work decomposed by function, not
outcomes.
Modularity exists without control rights.

Interfaces underspecified relative to scale.

Boundary failures lack clear ownership.

Escalation norms are inconsistent.
Governance accumulates unresolved
decisions.

Teams act without owning full
consequences

Escalation is informal and person-
dependent

Local speed, cross-boundary drag.
Authority is implicit, not protected.

Teams execute but do not sequence or
prioritize.
Dependencies managed socially.

Hand-offs rely on relationships.
Contracts and SLAs are weak.

Escalation occurs late and subjectively.
Leadership attention becomes the
bottleneck.

X

Decentralization
proves brittle at
scale

Velocity decays
nonlinearly with
complexity

Amplified
coordination
cost

Autonomy into
friction

Governance
recentralizes
execution
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Organizational capability strategy specifies how talent, structure, decision rights, and cultural
discipline are engineered so that decentralized execution remains coherent as complexity
increases

infrastructure
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As complexity increases, scalable execution depends on how work, interfaces, and dependencies are structurally decomposed, not on coordination
effort or individual capability.

fm

Structural
adaptability

Work is segmented by
outcomes and value
flows, not by functions or
specialties

Units are designed to
complete discrete slices
of value end to end

Cross-unit dependencies
are minimized by design
rather than managed
through process

Interfaces between units
are explicit, stable, and
owned

Inputs, outputs, decision
authorities, and service
levels are formally
specified

Integration relies on
contracts and standards,
not relationships

Interdependencies are
intentionally bounded to
prevent cascade effects

Local changes do not
require global
recoordination

Architectural seams
absorb variation without
escalating complexity

Units can operate
concurrently without
sequencing bottlenecks

Throughput scales by
replication, not by
synchronization

Central coordination
focuses on architecture,
not task arbitration

= Modules can be added,
removed, or reconfigured
without destabilizing the
system

= Growth paths are
anticipated in the
architecture rather than
retrofitted

= Structural evolution is
governed, not improvised

= Failure mode: Scale
hardens early design
choices into permanent
constraints

=2 Failure mode: Execution
serializes as coordination
load increases

- Failure mode: Local
optimization propagates
system-wide disruption.

= Failure mode: Functional
decomposition
masquerading as modularity

2 Failure mode: Implicit
interfaces create hidden
coupling at scale
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Organizational capability strategy specifies how talent, structure, decision rights, and cultural
discipline are engineered so that decentralized execution remains coherent as complexity

increases
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Codified operating discipline determines whether velocity converts into reliability or degenerates into entropy as scale increases

Analytical signal generation

Managerial interpretation and decision framing Technical system enablement

Produce consistent, decision-relevant
signals that distinguish noise from material
performance deviation

Convert analytical signals into clear
choices with predefined implications and
accountability

Institutionalize operating discipline by
making correct actions easier than
discretionary workarounds

0
o
S
®
o
=
=
o
)
=

Enterprise metric hierarchies explicitly
mapped to economic value drivers and risk
exposures with standardized definitions
enforced across business units and
geographies

Reporting taxonomies dashboards and

leading indicators embedded directly into
routine operating reviews forecast cycles
and performance management cadences

Thresholds variance bands and data
ownership assigned at the source with
accountability for signal quality timeliness
and integrity

Decision playbooks that translate recurring
signal patterns into predefined choices
with explicit consequences escalation
paths and authority boundaries

Governance forums designed to force
prioritization sequencing and trade-off
resolution rather than information sharing
or retrospective explanation

Decision rights matrices aligned to signal
severity time sensitivity and reversibility
ensuring interpretation converts directly
into committed action

Core operating systems that embed
standards controls and sequencing logic
directly into execution workflows rather than
overlay governance

Integrated data and execution pipelines that
eliminate manual reconciliation local
overrides and shadow systems as scale
increases

Tooling architectures that enforce
consistency by default while remaining
auditable traceable and extensible across
units

Failure if

Leaders react to anecdotes or lagging
outcomes; performance issues surface too
late to correct economically

Data accumulates without action;
decisions stall or default upward, eroding
speed and ownership.

Execution depends on individual judgment;
variance increases and operational risk
compounds with scale.
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Organizational capability strategy specifies how talent, structure, decision rights, and cultural
discipline are engineered so that decentralized execution remains coherent as complexity
increases

0 0 Distributed Modular Codified Embedded

—0 | mbedde

W ;I;laf:'zr:tzjscture OL%) DUEREID T2 . organizational -O— operating KJ alignment
accountability - architecture —O~ discipline mechanisms

Embedded alignment mechanisms ensure that decentralized decisions reinforce enterprise priorities by design, rather than rely ing on oversight,
escalation, or managerial heroics.

Alignment embedded through four reinforcing institutional pillars Decision rights and accountability design

0 Incentives and consequences

= Rewards and penalties auto-align to enterprise outcomes by design

= Discretion replaced with rule-based consequence at decision time

e Feedback loops and learning cadence

o — = Qutcomes trigger scheduled correction cycles without escalation
cC o
o 3 8l q ]
g § g é E ° E % = Learning prioritized over explanation and narrative defense
c 8‘ o] o = n O
3 o o® _' E o) .
> 3 <o ET e 5 ©  system-level guardrails
= [ © =
c @ O ¢ - © [
a © = »n 3 05 . . . . .
§ g 2 = “>)~ = E S = Hard constraints explicitly bound downside risk and variance
= 0 o3 6 ©° . ) . o
2 2 Z = Speed preserved within predefined architectural limits
o Norms and shared decision logic
= Shared trade-off logic reduces judgment variance at scale
Enterprise alignment infrastructure » Judgment converges without coordination or escalation
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Organizational capability interventions can be sequenced over time based on execution effort
and value at stake

Preliminary prioritization of capability interventions

Interventions are sequenced to stabilize execution before scale, then institutionalize decision quality, and finally embed alignment mechanisms that compound advantage
over time. Prioritization reflects the trade-off between execution effort, speed of realization, and durability of impact as organizational complexity increases.

= Sequencing prioritizes interventions that reduce execution variance and decision friction early, before investing in higher-effort structural and cultural changes

= |nitiatives are ordered to convert speed into reliability first, then into scalable advantage, as coordination costs and complexity increase

High Impact

Strategic priorities
= Re-architect operating model around
modular, outcome-owned units

Rebuild incentive structures to reward
enterprise-aligned decisions

Institutionalize accountability
mechanisms that scale with
complexity

Long-term opportunities

» Fully integrate performance
management, incentives, and system
controls

Develop leadership capability in
systems thinking and decision
discipline

Evolve culture from oversight-driven
control to embedded alignment

Medium-term initiatives

Redesign operating reviews to
enforce prioritization, trade-offs, and
consequence management

Embed decision rights, escalation
logic, and accountability into core
workflows and systems

Build enterprise metric hierarchies
linking local actions to value drivers
and risk exposures

Integrate planning, execution, and
performance data into unified
operating dashboards

Professionalize role clarity and
authority boundaries across cross-unit
interfaces

Institutionalize learning loops to
recalibrate thresholds, playbooks, and
controls over time

Quick wins

Standardize decision playbooks for
high-frequency execution scenarios

Rationalize metrics and dashboards
around a single authoritative view

Codify escalation thresholds tied to
predefined performance signals

Eliminate parallel reporting and
shadow governance forums

Immediate actions

Establish explicit decision-right
ownership at the point of execution

Define enterprise-wide operating
vocabulary and performance
definitions

Introduce standardized review and
escalation cadences for material
execution variance

— Lowest effort

STARLAIKE

48



Scalability is a deliberately engineered alignment between product design, organizational
structure, and operating model that enables reliable expansion under increasing complexity

Scaling introduces a discrete increase in
organizational complexity that must be
absorbed through design rather than effort

As organizations scale, complexity rises
nonlinearly across regulation, customer
behavior, infrastructure, and talent, placing
sustained pressure on decision rights,
coordination mechanisms, and execution
coherence.

Operating models optimized for early
traction and founder-led judgment rarely
translate intact across new markets and
contexts.

Successful scaling depends on whether
authority, work decomposition, and
information flows have been intentionally
redesigned to handle variation without

resorting to escalation or individual heroics.

Firms that scale effectively treat expansion
as a structural phase shift, requiring
reinforcement of controls, feedback loops,
and accountability boundaries before
performance degrades.

When complexity is absorbed through
architectural design rather than managerial
effort, execution remains reliable and
learning compounds across increasingly
heterogeneous environments.

Treating scale as a linear extension of
existing practices delays necessary
structural change and increases the
likelihood that complexity will surface as
friction, risk exposure, or execution failure
rather than as managed growth.
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Early traction conditions

Initial success reflects
locally coherent execution
within a bounded operating
environment

Informal coordination and
founder judgment
substitute for formal
controls and systems

Complexity remains latent
and manageable through
personal oversight

Engineered Scalability
Regime

ta*

Structural alignment

Decision rights,
accountability, and work
ownership are explicitly
defined

Execution is decomposed
into modular, outcome-
owned units

Information flows,
feedback loops, and
control mechanisms are
intentionally designed

Scaled operating conditions

= Expansion introduces
materially higher variance
across markets, regulation,
infrastructure, and talent

= Coordination costs and
decision load increase
nonlinearly with scope and
geography

= Execution reliability
depends on system
integrity rather than
individual judgment
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As organizations scale, they encounter a qualitative phase shift in complexity that renders early
operating assumptions insufficient, requiring the deliberate redesign of decision rights, control

mechanisms, and information flows

Scaling introduces progressively higher structural demands on decision-making, control, and information flow

Not exhaustive

Early-stage operating models rely on
localized coherence and tacit
coordination that do not generalize
with scale

= Early performance is primarily driven
by shared context, informal
communication, and founder- or
manager-led judgment that
substitutes for formal structure

= Decision rights are often implicit and
situational, with accountability
enforced through proximity rather
than clearly defined authority and
escalation mechanisms

= [nformation flows are fragmented and
retrospective, limiting the
organization’s ability to distinguish
signal from noise as operational
variance increases
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Successful scaling requires the
explicit redesign of decision rights,
controls, and information flows to
manage higher variance

Decision rights, authority boundaries,
and escalation paths are formally
redefined to ensure that
accountability remains clear as
organizational complexity increases

Control mechanisms are
institutionalized to manage variability
and risk without constraining speed,
replacing reliance on individual
judgment with repeatable governance

Information architectures are
structured to convert operational data
into decision-relevant signals that
enable coordinated action across
distributed units

At higher scale, organizations must
re-architect operating models to
absorb non-linear complexity rather
than amplify existing practices

= Expansion introduces asymmetric
regulatory, market, infrastructure, and
talent constraints that require
deliberate redesign of operating
structures rather than replication of
prior wins.

= Feedback loops are embedded at the
system level to recalibrate thresholds,
controls, and decision frameworks as
complexity compounds over time.

= Scaling is treated as a re-architecture
problem—requiring intentional design
of coordination and control—rather
than an exercise in accelerating
execution.



At scale, leadership shifts from driving growth to designing systems that preserve judgment,
integrity, and learning under sustained complexity

At scale, leadership effectiveness is determined by the quality of the systems leaders' design, not the volume of decisions they personally make

= As organizations grow in complexity, judgment must be embedded into operating architectures so that sound decisions are produced consistently without reliance on
proximity, seniority, or individual heroics

= Durable leadership at scale institutionalizes integrity, accountability, and learning by design, ensuring that growth compounds insight and trust rather than eroding
coherence or control

= Enduring leadership institutionalizes integrity and learning by design, ensuring that growth compounds insight and trust rather than degrading execution quality or
organizational discipline

= Leaders at scale are responsible for designing operating systems that translate strategy into
repeatable, reliable execution under rising complexity.

System Design and = Decision rights, accountability boundaries, and escalation paths must be explicitly engineered rather
Architectural Intent than inferred from role proximity or seniority.

= Organizational architecture replaces individual judgment as the primary mechanism for coordination
and control.

= Leaders must institutionalize decision checkpoints, thresholds, and feedback loops that regulate
variance without constraining speed.

Judgment Infrastructure = Control mechanisms shift from oversight and exception handling toward signaldriven governance
and Control Mechanisms embedded in operating processes.

= Learning is structured through formal feedback cycles that recalibrate assumptions as conditions
change across markets and contexts.

= |eadership at scale preserves integrity by ensuring that growth does not erode accountability,
coherence, or ethical clarity.

Integrity, Trust, and = Trustis compounded through consistent decision logic and transparent system behavior rather than
Learning at Scale personal credibility or intervention.

= Enduring scale enables insight to compound across environments while maintaining execution
quality and institutional judgment.
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Effective scaling is the deliberate determination of which features and capabilities merit
replication and when, ensuring that growth reinforces durability rather than amplifying risk

What elements should be scaled, and in what sequence, to sustain performance under rising complexity?

Product- and Feature-Level Capabilities

%

N

Expansion demonstrates enhanced durability when performance exhibits reproducibility within circumscribed operational
parameters

Individual features, products, or functional capabilities manifest greater scalability following empirical demonstration of @mnsistent
performance across multiple execution cycles within a delimited context. In circumstances where delivery predicates upon tact
coordination, localized judgment, or manual intervention, broader deployment may introduce variance that surpasses the
organization's extant control capacity, absent the prior establishment of compensatory mechanisms

Enabling Platforms and Operating Processes

==

N

Scale is more effectively sustained when decisional authority and operational logic are explicitly codified

Shared platforms, workflows, and cross-functional processes provide more robust support for expansion when decision rights,
accountability demarcations, and escalation protocols are formally articulated. In the absence of such specification, augmentd
scope and interdependence may attenuate responsibility and elevate coordination costs, thereby diminishing execution reliabiity

Governance, Control, and Learning Systems

PN

Y

VIS
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The concurrent advancement of these systems with organizational expansion serves to regulate variance as complexity intensifes

As organizations extend their operational scope across markets, functions, or use cases, the maturation of control mechanisms
feedback architectures, and performance thresholds assumes heightened consequentiality. When these systems evolve
concomitantly with expansion, they facilitate disciplined recalibration and sustained execution quality without imposing undue
constraints upon organizational adaptability
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