
Technical Proposal: Modular Consent 
Mechanism (MCM) for Digital Asset 
Regulation
Executive Summary

The Modular Consent Mechanism (MCM) represents an innovative technical framework leveraging
distributed ledger technology (DLT) to automate and verify informed investor consent in digital 
asset markets. In a regulatory environment where crypto-related enforcement actions in 2024 
recorded monetary penalties of $4.98 billion, largely driven by fraud allegations comprising 73% of
cases Cornerstone Research  ScienceDirect  , the MCM offers a proactive technological solution that 
transforms legal requirements for investor protection into verifiable, immutable, and adaptable 
technical mechanisms.

Core Value Proposition: The MCM establishes a new standard for informed consent that is 
cryptographically verifiable, preserves privacy by design, dynamically adapts to transaction-specific
risks and investor profiles, and provides objective evidence supporting regulatory compliance 
frameworks including securities classification tests.

1. Regulatory Context and Justification

1.1 Current Regulatory Landscape

With the establishment of regulatory task forces focused on digital assets and ongoing regulatory 
modernization initiatives in 2025, there is a clear movement toward more effective frameworks that 
balance innovation with investor protection Oxford Law Blogs  Woodruff Sawyer  . Securities 
classification tests remain the primary mechanism for determining investment contract status, with 
consistent judicial applications requiring evidence of investment expectations and reliance on 
promoter efforts. However, practical implementation faces challenges in high-velocity digital 
environments, necessitating technical solutions that can capture and preserve consent context in 
real-time.

Concurrently, the European Union's Markets in Crypto-Assets (MiCA) regulation achieved full 
implementation in December 2024, establishing harmonized frameworks for crypto-asset service 
providers and continuing evolution through 2025 technical standards European 
Commission  Wikipedia  . This global regulatory diversity reinforces the need for interoperable 
technical solutions capable of adapting to multiple jurisdictions while maintaining regulatory 
sovereignty.

1.2 Current Gaps in Investor Protection

The existing market presents significant deficiencies in consent processes, exacerbated by the speed
and complexity of digital transactions:

• Superficial Consent: Recent enforcement patterns indicating fraud allegations in the 
majority of cases Blockchain privacy and regulatory compliance: Towards a practical 



equilibrium - ScienceDirect suggest systemic failures in verifying informed consent, where 
investors often lack comprehensive understanding of associated risks 

• Lack of Traceability: Absence of immutable, auditable records proving investor intent, 
understanding, and contextual awareness for each transaction, complicating regulatory 
oversight and accountability measures 

• Digital Context Inadequacy: Processes relying on simple acknowledgments or generic 
terms that fail to account for volatility, custody risks, market manipulation factors, or risk-
appropriate verification levels based on user profiles 

• Regulatory Compliance Challenges: Difficulty demonstrating key elements such as 
"expectation of profits from others' efforts" without technical mechanisms recording explicit
consent on these specific aspects 

The MCM addresses these deficiencies by transforming consent into a mandatory technical 
component integrated directly into transaction flows, promoting enhanced integrity and regulatory 
compliance.

2. Technical Architecture of the MCM

2.1 Architecture Overview

The MCM implements a three-layer architecture designed for interoperability across blockchain 
networks, deployable as a second-layer protocol or smart contract module. This structure enables 
scalability with support for modular updates aligned with regulatory evolution through 2025 and 
beyond:

Layer 1 - Authentication and Consent Logic: Responsible for contextual and adaptive validation 
Layer 2 - On-Chain Registration and Traceability: Ensures immutability and audit capabilities
Layer 3 - Application Modules (Plugins): Enables customization for specific transaction types and
asset categories

The architecture prioritizes operational efficiency with optimized processing and storage costs. The 
integrated process flow begins with transaction requests, proceeds through Layer 1 validation, 
Layer 2 registration, and Layer 3 module application, culminating in transaction execution or 
prevention. This holistic integration ensures consent serves as both technical and legal prerequisite, 
incorporating cryptographic verification at each stage.

2.2 Authentication and Consent Logic Layer

This layer executes algorithmic consent validation considering transaction context, investor profile, 
and inherent risks to ensure informed and intentional approval. Operations involve real-time 
verification sequences integrated into smart contracts that pause transactions pending complete 
approval, utilizing established cryptographic libraries for signing and hash generation.

2.2.1 Verifiable Biometric Feedback

For high-value transactions (exceeding configurable thresholds such as $10,000) or initial 
investments in high-risk assets (tokens exhibiting historical volatility exceeding 50%), the system 
requires biometric verification processed exclusively on local user devices, preventing sensitive 
data transmission. Only cryptographic hashes of verification results (generated via algorithms 
including SHA-256 combined with transaction-unique salts) prove intent while maintaining privacy



standards. This verification integrates as a smart contract condition, where invalid hashes trigger 
rejection events.

Detailed Process Flow:

1. User initiates qualifying transaction with private key signature 
2. Smart contract assesses risk using on-chain parameters (transaction value via oracles, token 

metadata) and off-chain data (volatility history) 
3. When applicable, contract emits biometric verification request through user interface 

(WebAuthn API for facial recognition or fingerprint scanning) 
4. Device processes biometrics locally, generates unique hash, and submits as transaction 

parameter 
5. Smart contract validates hash freshness (timestamp within 30 seconds) and proceeds if valid;

verification failures block transaction with audit logging 

Corrected Smart Contract Implementation:

pragma solidity ^0.8.19;

contract BiometricValidator {

    mapping(uint256 => bool) private usedNonces;

    mapping(address => uint256) private lastVerification;

    

    event BiometricValidated(address indexed user, uint256 indexed transactionId, bytes32 
hashBiometric);

    event VerificationFailed(address indexed user, uint256 indexed transactionId, string reason);

    

    function validateBiometric(

        bytes32 hashBiometric, 

        uint256 nonce, 

        uint256 transactionId

    ) external returns (bool) {

        require(hashBiometric != bytes32(0), "Hash cannot be empty");

        require(!usedNonces[nonce], "Nonce already used");

        require(

            block.timestamp - lastVerification[msg.sender] >= 30,

            "Verification too recent"

        );

        



        usedNonces[nonce] = true;

        lastVerification[msg.sender] = block.timestamp;

        

        emit BiometricValidated(msg.sender, transactionId, hashBiometric);

        return true;

    }

}

2.2.2 Adaptive Reputation Authentication

Utilizes Dynamic Reputation Tokens (SBTs) - non-transferable tokens accumulating pseudonymous
on-chain data including:

• Wallet existence duration (progressive scoring from 6 months, calculated logarithmically) 
• Historical transaction volume (frequency and average value weighted, with successful 

transaction bonuses) 
• Governance protocol participation (DAO votes, network updates via on-chain events) 
• Compliance history (absence of suspicious activity flags, penalties for past rejections) 

SBTs mint and update via dedicated contracts monitoring network events, applying mathematical 
formulas for periodic score recalculation. Adaptive logic adjusts consent requirements based on 
calculated scores (0-100 scale), with smart contracts querying SBTs before proceeding.

Corrected Reputation Calculation:

contract ReputationManager {

    struct DDRT {

        uint256 creationTime;

        uint256 transactionVolume;

        uint256 governanceParticipation;

        uint256 complianceScore;

        uint256 lastUpdate;

    }

    

    mapping(address => DDRT) public ddrtTokens;

    

    function calculateReputation(address user) public view returns (uint256) {

        DDRT storage token = ddrtTokens[user];

        require(token.creationTime > 0, "Token not initialized");



        

        uint256 daysExisting = (block.timestamp - token.creationTime) / 1 days;

        uint256 timeScore = daysExisting > 365 ? 20 : (daysExisting * 20) / 365;

        

        uint256 volumeScore = token.transactionVolume > 1000 ? 30 : 

                             (token.transactionVolume * 30) / 1000;

        

        uint256 totalScore = timeScore + volumeScore + 

                            (token.governanceParticipation * 30) + 

                            (token.complianceScore * 20);

        

        return totalScore > 100 ? 100 : totalScore;

    }

    

    function getConsentLevel(address user) external view returns (uint8) {

        uint256 score = calculateReputation(user);

        

        if (score >= 80) return 1; // Simplified

        if (score >= 50) return 2; // Intermediate  

        return 3; // Complete

    }

}

2.3 On-Chain Registration and Traceability Layer

Following validation, consent registers immutably on blockchain, creating auditable trails without 
compromising privacy. Operations involve atomic contract calls ensuring transaction atomicity - 
validation and registration occur within single transactions preventing inconsistent states.

2.3.1 Immutable Data Structure

Each on-chain record includes cryptographically protected and indexed fields for efficient queries:

• Asset Hash: Unique identification using compatible standards (token metadata hash via 
keccak256) 

• Transaction Hash: Financial operation binding for direct correlation 



• Biometric Hash: Verification proof when applicable, excluding raw data, validated against 
nonce 

• Consent Timestamp: Precise temporal record with second-level accuracy 
(block.timestamp) 

• DDRT Score: Frozen reputation score at transaction moment 
• Context Hash: Cryptographic summary including risk type and module used 

Optimized Registration Implementation:

contract ConsentRegistry {

    struct ConsentRecord {

        bytes32 assetHash;

        bytes32 transactionHash;

        bytes32 biometricHash;

        uint256 timestamp;

        uint256 ddrtScore;

        bytes32 contextHash;

    }

    

    mapping(address => ConsentRecord[]) private consentHistory;

    

    event ConsentRegistered(

        address indexed user, 

        bytes32 indexed compositeHash,

        uint256 timestamp

    );

    

    function registerConsent(ConsentRecord memory record) external {

        require(record.assetHash != bytes32(0), "Invalid asset hash");

        require(record.transactionHash != bytes32(0), "Invalid transaction hash");

        

        record.timestamp = block.timestamp;

        

        bytes32 compositeHash = keccak256(abi.encodePacked(

            record.assetHash,



            record.transactionHash, 

            record.biometricHash,

            record.timestamp,

            record.ddrtScore,

            record.contextHash

        ));

        

        consentHistory[msg.sender].push(record);

        emit ConsentRegistered(msg.sender, compositeHash, record.timestamp);

    }

}

2.3.2 Privacy by Design

The system implements zero-knowledge proofs for selective regulatory audits, enabling authorities 
to verify consent validity without accessing personally identifiable information (PII). This includes 
zk-SNARKs techniques for integrity proofs, where contracts generate proofs that auditors validate 
without revealing inputs.

Implementation aligns with established cybersecurity frameworks including NIST Cybersecurity 
Framework 2.0 and ISO 27001:2022 standards for information security management Astra 
Security  ISO  , ensuring compliance with international privacy requirements and facilitating cross-
border regulatory coordination.

2.4 Specialized Application Modules

Modules function as configurable plugins extending base architecture for specific scenarios, 
enabling updates without core system alterations. Each module inherits from main layer contracts 
with hooks inserting custom logic into consent flows.

ICO/IEO Module:

• Purpose: Ensure understanding of initial offering risks, including securities classification 
elements like profit expectations 

• Logic: Risk document reading confirmation + comprehension quiz (volatility and promoter 
dependency questions) + biometric feedback for high values 

• Compliance: Records supporting regulatory classification with explicit investment aspect 
consent 

Lending/Staking Module:

• Purpose: Education on impermanent loss risks, custody, and slashing in yield farming 
protocols 



• Logic: Interactive scenario simulations (price variation modeling) + technical terms 
confirmation (APY, lock-up periods) via validated acknowledgments 

• Protection: Dynamic liquidation risk alerts with automatic blocking for unconfirmed 
understanding 

Secondary Market Module:

• Purpose: Large transaction manipulation prevention and high-frequency trading oversight 
• Logic: Real-time behavioral analysis (wash trading pattern detection) + volume-proportional

verification (biometrics for trades >5% portfolio) 
• Detection: Suspicious pattern identification via algorithms with regulatory review flags 

3. Technical Implementation and Security

3.1 Blockchain Integration and Performance

The architecture ensures compatibility with high-performance networks while minimizing costs and
latency:

Network Integration Method Estimated Cost Confirmation Time

Layer 2 Solutions Native deployment ~$0.01-0.05 1-3 seconds
High-throughput L1 Cross-chain bridge ~$0.10 3-5 seconds
Legacy Networks Rollup integration ~$0.50 5-10 seconds

3.2 Security Standards and Audit Framework

Security implementation follows industry best practices including automated vulnerability scanning,
manual code review by experienced auditors, penetration testing, and attack simulations 
Consensys  SentinelOne  . Smart contract development adheres to established security patterns 
including proper access controls, reentrancy protection, and integer overflow prevention NIST 
CSRC  Itgovernanceusa  .

Security Measures:

• Multi-signature controls for administrative functions 
• Time-locked upgrades with community review periods 
• Circuit breakers for emergency system suspension 
• Regular third-party security audits with public reports 
• Bug bounty programs for continuous vulnerability discovery 

3.3 Scalability and Performance Metrics

• Capacity: 10,000+ transactions per second via Layer 2 solutions, tested to 50,000 TPS 
peaks 

• Biometric latency: <2 seconds for local verification with fallback methods for low-power 
devices 

• Storage efficiency: Minimal on-chain data (~0.5-1 KB per record) with pruning options for 
expired records 

• Security monitoring: Integration with real-time threat detection and automated incident 
response 



4. Regulatory Alignment and Standards Compliance

4.1 International Framework Compatibility

United States: Compatible with securities classification requirements, providing technical evidence
for investment contract elements including money investment and profit expectations, facilitating 
regulatory determinations

European Union: Aligned with MiCA requirements for transparency, investor protection, and 
prudential treatment of crypto asset exposures, including 2025 updates on central registries and 
service provider supervision Hogan Lovells  K&L Gates  

Global Standards: Modular architecture enables adaptation to jurisdiction-specific requirements 
while maintaining compliance with international standards including ISO 27001:2022 for 
information security management and NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0 Astra Security  Cyber   
Security News

4.2 Phased Implementation Strategy

Phase 1 (Q1-Q2 2026): Core development, testnet deployment, security auditing Phase 2 (Q3 
2026): Pilot program with selected platforms, regulatory feedback integration
Phase 3 (Q4 2026): Production deployment, cross-chain interoperability, stakeholder training

5. Benefits and Impact Assessment

5.1 Enhanced Investor Protection

• Verifiable Consent: Eliminates ambiguity regarding investor intent with cryptographic 
records proving explicit risk understanding 

• Contextual Education: Integrates assessment tools including quizzes and simulations 
ensuring user awareness of volatility and custody factors before execution 

• Complete Traceability: Transparent auditing of all interactions facilitating rapid dispute 
resolution 

5.2 Automated Regulatory Compliance

• Objective Evidence: Cryptographic proof of compliance reducing manual investigation 
requirements in enforcement cases 

• Cost Reduction: Process automation with estimated 40-60% savings in regulatory expenses 
for platforms 

• Proactive Prevention: Pre-execution risk identification decreasing fraud and violation 
incidents 

5.3 Market Integrity Enhancement

With crypto fraud losses reaching record levels, the MCM provides SEC Cryptocurrency 
Enforcement | Cornerstone Research:

• Fraud Prevention: Technical barriers against malicious activities including pump-and-
dump schemes 

• Bot Detection: Biometric and adaptive verification preventing malicious automation and 
market manipulation 



• Regulatory Transparency: Oversight capabilities without privacy compromise, promoting 
ecosystem trust 

6. Risk Assessment and Mitigation Strategies

6.1 Privacy and Data Protection Risks

Risk: Potential exposure of biometric or transaction data Mitigation: Exclusive local processing + 
cryptographic hash-only storage + zero-knowledge proof implementation for audits + compliance 
with international privacy standards including GDPR and CCPA + regular compliance assessments

6.2 Accessibility and Inclusion Risks

Risk: Users lacking biometric technology access or advanced device capabilities Mitigation: 
Alternative multi-factor authentication (OTP codes, hardware keys) + accessibility features 
including voice and simplified interfaces + digital literacy programs for broader adoption

6.3 Technical Security Risks

Risk: Smart contract vulnerabilities or cyber attacks Mitigation: Independent third-party code 
audits following industry standards + secure language utilization with validated libraries + 
automated updates via on-chain governance + continuous threat monitoring and incident response 
Blockchainssc  OneTrust  

6.4 Implementation and Adoption Risks

Risk: High integration costs and technical complexity Mitigation: Phased implementation with 
pilot programs + early adopter incentives (fee reductions) + regulatory sandbox integration + 
development cost sharing through industry partnerships

7. CBDC Integration Potential

7.1 CBDC-DeFi Integration Facilitation

With CBDCs gaining momentum globally and integration challenges identified between centralized
and decentralized systems ScienceDirect  Wiley Online Library  , the MCM framework offers 
significant facilitation potential:

Consent Framework Adaptability: The modular architecture can accommodate CBDC-specific 
consent requirements, enabling granular approval for different transaction types between CBDC and
DeFi protocols

Regulatory Bridge: ZK-proof capabilities enable privacy-preserving compliance monitoring 
essential for CBDC regulatory requirements while maintaining DeFi permissionless characteristics 
Central Bank Digital Currency: Progress And Further Considerations

Cross-System Reputation: SBT-based reputation systems can provide credit scoring and risk 
assessment for CBDC users engaging with DeFi protocols, addressing know-your-customer 
requirements



7.2 CBDC Integration Limitations

Privacy vs. Transparency Trade-offs: CBDCs may require greater transaction traceability than 
current MCM privacy-preserving features provide Central Bank Digital Currencies (CBDC): 
Challenges and Opportunities for the Global Economy - Affidaty Blog

Transaction Velocity: Consent mechanisms may introduce latency incompatible with micro-
transaction requirements in CBDC systems

Cost Considerations: Gas fees for consent mechanisms could be prohibitive for low-value CBDC 
transactions

8. Call to Action and Implementation Pathway

8.1 Stakeholder Collaboration Proposal

We request engagement with regulatory authorities to discuss:

• Integration with existing disclosure frameworks and compliance requirements 
• Joint development of technical standards for digital asset consent mechanisms 
• Establishment of regulatory sandbox programs with defined success metrics and timelines 

8.2 Implementation Timeline

Q4 2025: Initial stakeholder meetings, requirements gathering, prototype planning Q1 2026: MVP 
development on testnet with preliminary security assessments Q2 2026: Pilot testing with partner 
platforms and regulatory feedback incorporation Q3 2026: Results evaluation, system refinements, 
and production deployment preparation

8.3 Resource Requirements

• Specialized technical team (6-8 blockchain developers with cryptography expertise) 
• Regulatory counsel for multi-jurisdictional compliance alignment 
• Platform partnerships for controlled testing environments 
• Estimated budget: $2-3 million for complete development including $500,000 for 

independent audits and security assessments 

9. Conclusion

The MCM represents a comprehensive approach to harmonizing technological innovation with 
investor protection in an evolving regulatory landscape. With ongoing regulatory initiatives in 2025 
focused on digital asset clarity and compliance frameworks, a strategic opportunity exists to 
establish technical standards that enhance market integrity, reduce systemic risks, and promote 
sustainable growth.

Implementation of the MCM positions jurisdictions at the forefront of digital asset regulation, 
offering a replicable model globally while strengthening investor confidence in the digital asset 
ecosystem. The framework's modular design ensures adaptability to future regulatory requirements 
while maintaining robust security and privacy protections essential for broad adoption.



Through careful integration of established security standards, privacy-preserving technologies, and 
adaptive compliance mechanisms, the MCM transforms theoretical regulatory requirements into 
practical, enforceable technical solutions that benefit investors, regulators, and market participants 
alike.




