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August 14, 2026 

Chief Counsel's Office 
Attention: Comment Processing 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
Attention: 1557-NEW 
400 7th Street, SW, Suite 1E-216 
Washington, DC 20219 
 
Submitted electronically to: prainfo@occ.treas.gov 

Re: Agency Information Collection Activities: Proposed Information Collection; 
Reporting Forms and Instructions for Permitted Payment Stablecoin Issuers Subject to the 
Jurisdiction of the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency; Comment Request 

OCC Bulletin 2026-24 (June 11, 2026) · 91 FR 35795 (June 12, 2026) · FR Doc. 2026-11856 · 
OMB Control No. 1557-NEW 

Forms PS-01 (Weekly) and PS-02 (Quarterly) 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

WE HAVE REPEATEDLY URGED REGULATORS TO REQUIRE DISCLOSURE OF 
MINING AND VALIDATION ACTIVITIES (“BNP ACTIVITIES”) BY EACH PPSI AND 
THEIR AFFILIATES FOR THE PURPOSES OF PROVIDING MATERIAL 
INFORMATION TO INVESTORS, USERS, BUILDERS, REGULATORS AND THE 
PUBLIC. THIS SUBMISSION PROVIDES SAMPLE REPORT MODELS THAT 
INCLUDE THE BNP TAXONOMY ELEMENTS. 

I.  Introduction and Summary of Position 

Auditchain Labs AG ("Auditchain") respectfully submits this comment in response to the OCC's 
notice and request for comment on the proposed information collection comprising Form PS-01, 
Payment Stablecoin Activity and Reserve Weekly Reporting, and Form PS-02, Permitted 
Payment Stablecoin Issuer and Foreign Payment Stablecoin Issuer Reports of Condition and 
Income. 

Auditchain is a provider of infrastructure for regulatory disclosure automation through its 
Pacioli.ai platform. We are a member of XBRL US, Inc. and initiated the formation of the XBRL 
US Digital Asset Working Group ("DAWG"). We are actively designing and developing 
proposed XBRL-based disclosure taxonomies for the GENIUS Act and the proposed CLARITY 
Act. We also implemented and deployed disclosure automation infrastructure under the 
European Union’s Markets in Crypto-Assets Regulation ("MiCA") through our platform MiCA 
Pacioli.ai. 

https://pacioli.ai/
https://xbrl.us/xbrl-reference/digital-asset-wg/
https://xbrl.us/xbrl-reference/digital-asset-wg/
https://mica.pacioli.ai/
https://mica.pacioli.ai/
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Across six comment letters filed with the OCC, the FDIC, and the NCUA between February and 
May 2026, we have advanced a single thesis: a new category of material information exists when 
issuers of payment stablecoins, or their affiliates, also engage in mining, validation, staking, and 
related blockchain network participation, (“BNP”). Those activities determine who orders, 
includes, delays, or excludes the transactions on which a stablecoin’s issuance, transfer, and 
redemption depend. They are material to safety and soundness, to the conflicts the GENIUS Act 
already restricts, and to the reserve and redemption obligations these forms are designed to 
monitor. 

This submission does not repeat that argument. We have expressed both proposed forms as 
machine-readable report models built on the XBRL standard and carrying the common 
identifiers the Financial Data Transparency Act joint data standards adopt, including the 
Legal Entity Identifier, ISO 8601 dates and ISO 4217 currency codes, each carrying sample 
data, and we offer them to the agency as a sample inventory and capture infrastructure 
that may be useful in specifying digital reporting for payment stablecoin issuers. Part V 
describes them and Exhibit A specifies them. 

Our recommendations are directed to the questions the OCC has asked. We address the questions 
on which the agency invites comment in Part VI. 

II.  The Existing Record Before the Federal Banking Agencies 

The positions in this letter are not new to the agencies. They are on the public record in the 
following filings, each of which is incorporated by reference: 

Date Agency Docket / 
RIN 

Subject and Core Request 

Feb. 9, 2026 FDIC RIN 3064-
AG20 

Stablecoin application requirements. 
Requested BNP disclosure within the 
application at proposed 12 CFR 
303.252(d)(1), in machine-readable form. 

Feb. 11, 
2026 

OCC OCC-2025-
0768 

National bank chartering. Requested a 
quarterly Call Report schedule carrying 
BNP disclosure as an FFIEC XBRL 
extension. 

Mar. 9, 2026 FDIC RIN 3064-
AG20 
(Supplemental) 

Framework expansion. Established the 
current canonical BNP framework and its 
equal-input, equal-output validation 
architecture. 

https://www.fdic.gov/federal-register-publications/auditchain-labs-ag-jason-meyers-rin-3064-ag20.pdf
https://www.fdic.gov/federal-register-publications/auditchain-labs-ag-jason-meyers-rin-3064-ag20.pdf
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/OCC-2025-0768-0016
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/OCC-2025-0768-0016
https://www.fdic.gov/federal-register-publications/supplemental-comment-auditchain-labs-ag-jason-meyers-rin-3064-ag20
https://www.fdic.gov/federal-register-publications/supplemental-comment-auditchain-labs-ag-jason-meyers-rin-3064-ag20
https://www.fdic.gov/federal-register-publications/supplemental-comment-auditchain-labs-ag-jason-meyers-rin-3064-ag20
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Date Agency Docket / 
RIN 

Subject and Core Request 

Apr. 13, 
2026 

NCUA RIN 3133-
AF69 / NCUA-
2025-1335 

Payment stablecoin issuer licensing. 
Requested adoption of the disclosure 
questionnaire in structured form, framed as 
a Financial Data Transparency Act 
compliance decision. 

Apr. 27, 
2026 

OCC OCC-2025-
0372 / RIN 
1557-AF41 

GENIUS Act notice of proposed 
rulemaking, 91 FR 10202. Proposed 
regulatory text adding BNP disclosure to 12 
CFR part 15. 

May 14, 
2026 

FDIC RIN 3064-
AG19 

Ongoing GENIUS Act requirements, 91 FR 
18534. Requested that the disclosure be 
embedded at proposed 12 CFR 350.6 and 
that all issuer reports be filed in XBRL. 

 

Each docket reference in the table links to the filed comment. A consolidated index of 
Auditchain’s regulatory submissions, with the full text of each, is published at 
https://auditchain.com/about/policy/.  

The present collection is the operational expression of the rulemaking we addressed on April 27, 
2026 (91 FR 10202, published March 2, 2026). The OCC has stated that these weekly and 
quarterly burden estimates were first introduced in that same proposed rule and are republished 
here. What the forms collect should therefore be consistent with what that rule requires. 

III.  The Position We Are Asking Congress To Codify 

We are urging Congress to make this disclosure a statutory requirement rather than leaving it to 
agency discretion. That position is set out in a letter to be transmitted to the Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs and the Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, copied to the Chairmen of the House 
Committee on Financial Services and the House Committee on Agriculture, which carries the 
proposed statutory text in amendatory form to the Digital Asset Market Clarity Act of 2025 
(H.R. 3633). That letter, including the proposed amendment, is submitted with this comment as 
Exhibit B and is to be filed with the Committees. We summarize it here because the position it 
takes is the same one we ask the OCC to give effect to within this collection. 

The GENIUS Act and the pending CLARITY Act together move the architecture of US capital 
markets onchain. The exchanges, clearinghouses, and vaults that once secured American 
financial value are being replaced by the miners, validators, and stakers who secure public 

https://www.regulations.gov/comment/NCUA-2025-1335-0034
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/NCUA-2025-1335-0034
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/NCUA-2025-1335-0034
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/OCC-2025-0372-0122
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/OCC-2025-0372-0122
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/OCC-2025-0372-0122
https://www.fdic.gov/federal-register-publications/auditchain-labs-ag-jason-meyers-rin-3064-ag19.pdf
https://www.fdic.gov/federal-register-publications/auditchain-labs-ag-jason-meyers-rin-3064-ag19.pdf
https://auditchain.com/about/policy/
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blockchains. Whoever controls transaction ordering controls the queue: they see pending 
transactions before those transactions execute, and they decide which proceeds, which waits, and 
which never runs at all. That control permits value extraction through transaction reordering that 
would be unlawful in traditional markets, and it is invisible unless someone is required to report 
it. 

The conflict is sharpest when one party wears two hats. Where a stablecoin issuer, or an affiliate 
of that issuer, also operates validators on the network on which its coin trades, it both creates the 
asset and controls the order in which everyone else transacts in it. Where a small number of 
validators control a network’s consensus, they can act together to reorder or exclude transactions, 
affecting settlement integrity for the entire market at once. 

The proposed amendment addresses this by adding a new section 5917 to title 12 of the United 
States Code, requiring each reporting person to disclose, for every blockchain system on which 
it, its affiliates, or its service and market infrastructure providers participate: 

1. the identity of the blockchain system and the consensus mechanism it employs; 

2. the nature and extent of the reporting person’s direct participation, including network-
share, stake, and validator-control metrics; 

3. the participation of the reporting person’s affiliates on the same systems, and any related-
party arrangements arising from it; 

4. the aggregated consensus share represented by the combined participation of the 
reporting person, its affiliates, and the providers on which it relies; 

5. any control over the ordering, inclusion, exclusion, or delay of transactions, and any 
value extracted from exercising that control; 

6. any arrangement distributing digital assets as a programmatic result of validating or 
staking activity, sufficient to distinguish those distributions from yield the Act prohibits; 
and 

7. the participation arrangements of each service or market infrastructure provider on which 
the reporting person relies. 

Four features of that proposal bear directly on the OCC’s collection: 

1. It structures rather than expands. The disclosure governs the form in which already-
material information is reported. It does not enlarge the substantive scope of what must 
be disclosed. 

2. It imposes no obligation on network participants. The duty rests solely on the regulated 
firm, which reports what it knows about the networks, affiliates, and providers it depends 
on. No validator, miner, staker, or node operator is required to register or file by virtue of 
participating in an open network. 
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3. It takes no position on classification or control thresholds. It asks only that the activities 
be disclosed, so that whoever sets a threshold has the facts to apply it. 

4. It requires one common taxonomy. It directs the banking agencies, the NCUA, the SEC, 
and the CFTC to establish a single structured-data taxonomy conformed to the Joint Data 
Standards under the Financial Data Transparency Act, so that no issuer maintains 
duplicate or inconsistent disclosure systems across agencies, and so that one filing is 
interoperable across the nine agencies the Financial Data Transparency Act covers. 

The letter also sets out that the legal foundations are settled rather than novel. The materiality 
standard courts already apply reaches this information. Affiliate self-dealing is restricted under 
sections 23A and 23B of the Federal Reserve Act and Regulation W; third-party arrangements 
are a recognized supervisory concern under the Interagency Guidance on Third-Party 
Relationships, 88 FR 37920 (June 9, 2023); and the safety-and-soundness standards at 12 U.S.C. 
1831p-1 already reach operational dependencies of this kind. The Financial Data Transparency 
Act joint data standards, adopted at 91 FR 38246 (June 25, 2026) and effective October 1, 2026, 
establish the common identifiers and transmission formats such a disclosure would use. What 
existing law does not do is require this disclosure to be collected in structured, machine-readable 
form. 

Exhibit B is to be filed with the Committees; it is provided here so that the OCC has the 
complete position before it. The proposed amendment has not been introduced or enacted. 

The OCC need not wait for Congress. This disclosure can be adopted within the collection now 
before the agency, under authority the OCC already has and consistent with what well settled law 
already requires of material disclosure. 

IV.  The Disclosure Framework and Its Expression in Forms PS-01 and PS-02 

The framework we have filed across the FDIC, OCC, and NCUA dockets comprises 148 
disclosure questions organized into eight sections and seven disclosure categories, expressed as 
125 structured XBRL elements of which 90 are concrete reporting concepts, as filed with the 
FDIC on March 9, 2026 in the supplemental comment on RIN 3064-AG20. Each question is 
mapped to a concrete element in that filing. We have adapted and integrated the BNP framework 
into the OCC proposed Forms PS-01 and PS-02 in this submission.  

Coverage extends across three perimeters, each dimensioned so that reporting repeats per subject 
rather than being flattened into a single narrative: 

1. Issuer participation covers validator slots controlled and total, estimated hash-power and 
stake shares, uptime, voting power, governance-token holdings, and the revenue, net 
income, and capital expenditures of network participation. 

2. Affiliate participation covers the same economics for each affiliate, with ownership and 
arms-length-dealing indicators. 
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3. Aggregated concentration and systemic risk covers combined hash power, combined 
stake, and combined validator slots across the institution, its affiliates, and the providers 
on which it relies, with systemic-risk and operational-controls disclosures. 

Expressed in the OCC’s own proposed form structure, these become three additional schedules 
on each form: Schedules I, J, and K on Form PS-01, and Schedules F, G, and H on Form PS-02. 
In the sample models accompanying this comment they follow the same conventions and carry 
the same kinds of rule as the rest of the model: aggregation rules tie each total to the sum of its 
reported rows; shares are stated as fractions of the network they describe; and stake quantities are 
stated in native token units rather than mixed into a monetary sum. 

Why these schedules supervise the yield prohibition 

The GENIUS Act prohibits a permitted payment stablecoin issuer or foreign payment stablecoin 
issuer from paying the holder of a payment stablecoin any form of interest or yield solely in 
connection with holding, using or retaining the stablecoin (12 U.S.C. 5903(a)(11)). BNP by an 
issuer or its affiliates is the natural channel through which that prohibition can be evaded in 
substance while respected in form: staking rewards, validator economics, and governance-token 
distributions generate real cash flows that can be routed to holders through affiliates or third-
party service arrangements. A declared-count rule surfaces any mismatch between the number of 
affiliates a filer declares and the affiliate rows it reports, and reported participation is stated in a 
form that can be compared against onchain data available to examiners. 

The framework preserves a distinction supervision must never blur. Prohibited yield is economic 
value reaching stablecoin holders in their capacity as holders, interest or yield in substance, 
whatever the channel. Legitimate service income is an issuer or affiliate being paid for doing 
specific things on a network: operating validators, securing the chain, providing staking or node 
infrastructure. That is ordinary-course compensation for services rendered, which the GENIUS 
Act does not prohibit and supervision should not chill. 

The supervisory line is who receives the economics and for what. The BNP schedules serve both 
sides of that line at once. The per-network revenue and expense detail, service descriptions, and 
arms-length indicators document bona fide service income, so legitimate participation is not 
swept into an overbroad yield presumption. The aggregation rules, affiliate roll-ups, and 
comparability against onchain data are designed to make visible value that is in fact flowing to 
holders as disguised yield. Disclosure protects the legitimate activity and isolates the prohibited 
one, and it is the kind of framework contemplated by the rulemaking direction at 12 U.S.C. 
5903(h)(1), which directs the primary Federal payment stablecoin regulators to issue the 
regulations necessary to carry out that section, including to establish conditions and to prevent 
evasion thereof. 
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V.  The Sample Report Models 

This Part describes two sample report models submitted with this comment. They are samples 
we wish to finalize with the agency. We offer the models as an inventory the agency may find 
useful in specifying digital reporting for payment stablecoin issuers. We offer the infrastructure 
in which the agency can capture and transmit this data across agencies, in compliance with the 
Financial Data Transparency Act, not as a finished standard. 

A.  Both forms, expressed as sample report models 

We have expressed Form PS-01 and Form PS-02 as logical report models that can be rendered in 
machine-readable form. Each carries the cover page and the schedules of the proposed form; 
Schedules A through H on PS-01 and A through E on PS-02, plus the three BNP schedules this 
letter advocates. Reporting tables carry explicit or typed axes, by blockchain, by security, by 
agreement, by memorandum item, so a filing is a set of unambiguous, individually addressable 
facts rather than a grid of spreadsheet cells. 

The relationships the instructions state in prose; totals, compositions, roll-forwards and capital 
sums are expressed as calculation relationships and machine-testable validation rules. The 
weekly model carries 81 documented rules and 248 executable formula assertions; the quarterly 
model carries 93 documented rules and 202 executable formula assertions. Every quantitative 
threshold a rule tests such as coverage floors, concentration limits, redemption periods, notice 
periods, maturity limits is a named parameter carried once in a parameter register of 59 
parameters, so a threshold the OCC later changes is changed in one place. Exhibit A states a 
simple description of each rule family. 

Elements carry references to their authority where possible, using the reference linkbase 
mechanism the XBRL standard specification provides for that purpose. In the sample models, 92 
percent of the weekly form’s reportable concepts and 91 percent of the quarterly form’s carry at 
least one reference, drawn from the GENIUS Act, the OCC’s published reporting bulletins and 
instructions, Supreme Court precedent, and Auditchain’s own filed schedules where the element 
is proposed for adoption. Where the statute leaves a parameter to the regulator, a reference row 
records that in place, so the model documents its own open questions. 

B.  The models, open to inspection 

Both sample models can be opened and read in a browser. No software installation, licence, or 
account is required. 

Sample OCC PS-01 (weekly): 
https://luca.pacioli.ai/luca/view/ac408d76a61c9984077a41efb2ccbe65063aedc070b25b527ec49b
787ef00c41e63f5348/index  

https://luca.pacioli.ai/luca/view/ac408d76a61c9984077a41efb2ccbe65063aedc070b25b527ec49b787ef00c41e63f5348/index
https://luca.pacioli.ai/luca/view/ac408d76a61c9984077a41efb2ccbe65063aedc070b25b527ec49b787ef00c41e63f5348/index


 

Page 8 of 27 

Sample PS-02 (quarterly): 
https://luca.pacioli.ai/luca/view/ac408d76a61c9984077a41efb2ccbe65063aedc070b25b527ec49b
787ef00c41eb44023e/index  

Each is a complete sample report rather than a schema alone. Structure, meaning, authority, 
arithmetic, validation logic and reported values are all present in the same object, so there is no 
separate specimen filing to consult. The model itself is the report, and it can be read, navigated 
and inspected directly. 

Each model is browsable in eight parts. 

1. Base information: the namespaces and schema against which the report’s elements 
resolve. 

2. Terms: every reporting element: the concepts that carry values, the dimensions and 
members that repeat a table by blockchain, security, agreement or memorandum item, 
and the abstract headings that organise them.  

3. Labels: the human-readable labels carried by the model’s elements. 

4. References: the authority behind an element where one has been traced. The weekly and 
quarterly models carry reference rows, including placeholder rows that await regulatory 
specification. 

5. Structures: the schedules themselves. The weekly model presents twelve networks, the 
cover page and Schedules A through K, and the quarterly model presents nine, the cover 
page and Schedules A through H. 

6. Associations: the presentation, calculation and dimensional relationships that make the 
report a model rather than a list: what nests beneath what, what sums to what, and which 
axis a table repeats along.  

7. Rules: the validation logic, browsable by family: consistency, roll-forward, member 
aggregation, derivation, and the formula assertions. Each rule is presented with the 
concept and schedule it governs and a commentary, so a reader can see not only that a 
check exists but what it tests. 

8. Facts : the reported values, each bound to its element, period, entity and, where the 
concept is dimensioned, its dimensional coordinates.  

All data in the sample filings is fictional sample data, prepared for a fictional demonstration 
issuer created solely to illustrate the models, with two deliberate exceptions that Exhibit A 
identifies and explains: a single real, registered Legal Entity Identifier standing in for every 
party’s LEI, and the naming of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York as a depository. 

The models run on Pacioli.ai, Auditchain’s disclosure automation infrastructure. We will furnish 
the underlying machine-readable files in any format the OCC prefers, and we would welcome 
the opportunity to walk agency staff through them. 

https://luca.pacioli.ai/luca/view/ac408d76a61c9984077a41efb2ccbe65063aedc070b25b527ec49b787ef00c41eb44023e/index
https://luca.pacioli.ai/luca/view/ac408d76a61c9984077a41efb2ccbe65063aedc070b25b527ec49b787ef00c41eb44023e/index
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C.  What the proposed collection cannot do today 

We worked the proposed forms as a filer would. Three observations follow, and none of them is 
a criticism of the schedules themselves, which are substantively strong: 

1. No validation artifact of any kind is proposed. No taxonomy, no schema, and no edit-
check specification accompanies the forms. Nothing states, in enforceable form, what a 
valid filing is. 

2. Both Excel templates contain zero formulas. Every cell the instructions describe as 
derived from other cells, every total, subtotal, and percentage is a cell the filer types free-
hand. The instruction for PS-01 Schedule B Column I, for example, prints the derivation 
as beginning plus issuance minus redemptions; the workbook does not compute it, 
compare it, or object to any number entered there.  

3. Neither instructions document contains a validation or data-quality section and the 
general instructions affirmatively permit signed entries anywhere. 

The GENIUS Act’s central promise; one-to-one backing appears in the instructions and is not 
tested anywhere in the collection as proposed by OCC. 

D.  Specification of the sample models 

Exhibit A specifies both sample models and is written with a minimum of XBRL vocabulary. It 
states what each model contains schedule by schedule, the conventions used throughout, the 
dimensional design, the validation rules by family, the reference coverage, and the fictional 
sample filer. Every count and figure in it is computed directly from the two accompanying files. 

E.  The same recommendation is already before two of the OCC’s sister agencies 

This recommendation does not reach the OCC only from us. XBRL US, the national non-profit 
consortium for business reporting standards, has independently urged two of the agencies 
implementing the GENIUS Act to require the same disclosure, in the same terminology, citing 
our framework. 

In its April 8, 2026 letter to the National Credit Union Administration on RIN 3133-AF69, 
XBRL US wrote that the NCUA "should require applicants and their affiliates to provide 
detailed initial and ongoing disclosure about mining (‘Proof of Work’), staking/validation 
(‘Proof of Stake’) and blockchain as a service, (‘BaaS’) activities, (together referred to as 
‘Blockchain Network Participation’ or ‘BNP’ activities)." That letter cites Auditchain Labs AG 
in a footnote, directing readers to the 148 questions and 125 elements of the framework 
described in Part IV above. It is published at https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/XBRL-
US-Letter-RE-NCUA-RIN-3133-AF69-1.pdf 

XBRL US carried the recommendation forward to the FDIC in its May 22, 2026 letter on RIN 
3064-AG19, the companion docket to the collection now before the OCC describing BNP 

https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/XBRL-US-Letter-RE-NCUA-RIN-3133-AF69-1.pdf
https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/XBRL-US-Letter-RE-NCUA-RIN-3133-AF69-1.pdf
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activities as a new category of material information and recommending that reporting of mining, 
staking, and blockchain-as-a-service activities be required. It is published at https://xbrl.us/wp-
content/uploads/2026/04/XBRL-US-Letter-FDIC-RIN-3064-AG19.pdf 

XBRL US filed a comment in response to this docket carrying the same recommendation. It is 
published at https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/XBRL-US-OCC-1557-NEW-Reporting-
Forms-and-Instructions-for-PPSI-Subject-to-Jurisdiction-of-the-OCC.pdf  

The framework has also been the subject of academic study at The Rutgers Continuous Auditing 
& Reporting Lab at Rutgers Business School. The Lab describes the framework as a machine-
readable model that moves digital asset assurance from static questionnaires to a real-time 
pipeline, and treats stablecoin stability as a joint reserve-and-infrastructure problem rather than a 
reserve-only one. The Lab’s page, with the accompanying paper, is published at 
https://raw.rutgers.edu/bnp-disclosure-taxonomy  

We note these not as endorsements of this comment, but because they establish that the 
disclosure we urge is being independently recommended to sister agencies and independently 
examined, rather than advanced only by its author. Additional independent support is cited in our 
previous 6 submissions to the other agencies. We would observe that a recommendation already 
made to the NCUA and the FDIC is one the OCC may wish to weigh alongside the 
harmonization point in Part VI(d): if the agencies adopt this disclosure separately, they should 
adopt it identically. 

Taken with the sample models described above and the XBRL standard already in production for 
Call Report collection, the practical position is this: the sample models, the validation platform, 
and the filing standard all exist today. What the OCC would be deciding is what to specify, not 
whether the tooling exists. 

VI.  Responses to the Questions on Which the OCC Invites Comment 

(a)  Whether the collection is necessary for the proper performance of the OCC's functions, 
including whether the information has practical utility 

The collection is necessary. Our comment concerns its completeness and its enforceability. 

On completeness: as proposed, the forms collect reserve composition, issuance and redemption 
activity, and condition and income, but they do not collect the BNP facts that determine whether 
the settlement layer underlying those balances is subject to concentrated control or issuer-
affiliated influence. Reserves can remain fully intact while transferability or redemption is 
impaired at the consensus layer. A collection that measures the former without the latter leaves 
the supervisory picture incomplete at precisely the point where the GENIUS Act locates risk. 

On enforceability: practical utility depends on the agency being able to rely on what it receives. 
As Part V(C) shows, the collection as proposed has no mechanism to notice when a filing 

https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/XBRL-US-Letter-FDIC-RIN-3064-AG19.pdf
https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/XBRL-US-Letter-FDIC-RIN-3064-AG19.pdf
https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/XBRL-US-OCC-1557-NEW-Reporting-Forms-and-Instructions-for-PPSI-Subject-to-Jurisdiction-of-the-OCC.pdf
https://xbrl.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/XBRL-US-OCC-1557-NEW-Reporting-Forms-and-Instructions-for-PPSI-Subject-to-Jurisdiction-of-the-OCC.pdf
https://raw.rutgers.edu/bnp-disclosure-taxonomy
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violates the collection’s own stated expectations. Information that cannot be tested has limited 
practical utility, however well the schedules are designed. 

(b)  The accuracy of the OCC's estimate of the burden of the collection 

The OCC estimates 6,308 total annual burden hours, comprising 2,864 hours of initial setup and 
3,444 hours of ongoing compliance, covering 29 respondents under proposed sections 15.14(h) 
and 15.14(i) and one additional respondent under proposed section 15.31(b)(2). Across 30 
respondents this implies roughly 95 hours of initial setup and roughly 115 hours of ongoing 
compliance per institution per year, spread across 52 weekly returns and four quarterly returns. 

We believe the ongoing estimate is sensitive to a choice the collection has not yet made. Manual 
preparation and re-keying of a weekly return sustains that burden indefinitely and adds an 
unestimated supervisory cost on the agency side in correspondence to resolve errors that 
validation at the point of preparation would have caught before transmission. Structured filing 
moves cost into the initial setup, where the OCC has already allocated it, and reduces the 
recurring cost thereafter, because validation runs at the point of preparation. 

(c)  Ways to enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected 

We recommend three enhancements. The first two are illustrated in the sample models described 
in Part V. 

1. Adopt the BNP schedules. Add Schedules I, J, and K to Form PS-01 and Schedules F, G, 
and H to Form PS-02, using the instructions we have already drafted and filed with the 
FDIC, the OCC, and the NCUA. 

2. Adopt a validation rule set as part of the collection. The arithmetic, structural, and cross-
schedule relationships that the instructions already state in prose should be expressed as 
machine-executable rules delivered with the forms, so that a filing either satisfies them or 
is returned with a specific reason. The rules carried in the sample models, and described 
by family in Exhibit A, are offered as a starting point. 

3. Require each estimate to travel with its basis. Where a reported figure is an estimate of 
network share, hash power or stake, the collection should capture the estimation basis and 
a source reference alongside the figure, so the estimate can be reconciled against onchain 
data rather than merely received. 

(d)  Ways to minimize burden, including through automated collection techniques or other 
forms of information technology 

This question is the center of our submission. While we automate preparation and validation 
through the use of specific AI models, we recommend that the OCC specify a structured, 
machine-readable filing format for both forms, using the XBRL standard already in production 
across the federal banking agencies for Call Report collection since 2005. 
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Three consequences follow. First, validation moves to the point of filing: completeness and 
arithmetic consistency are enforced before a return is accepted, rather than through supervisory 
correspondence afterward. Second, the OCC can evaluate the entire population of filings for 
concentration, conflict, or anomaly on a scheduled basis, rather than institution by institution. 
Third, because the FDIC has proposed a near-identical collection and both agencies host the 
FFIEC infrastructure, a single common taxonomy adopted by both would let an institution file 
once rather than maintain parallel systems for each supervisor. 

Furthermore, a common shared ontology should be adopted containing defined terms and 
definitions related to blockchain and digital assets that all agencies and reporting regimes can 
agree on. 

We note that the FDIC’s parallel proposal contemplates a tiered short-form for eligible issuers 
with no counterpart in the OCC’s collection. Harmonizing the two collections at the data level 
would preserve each agency’s tiering discretion while keeping the underlying elements common. 

(f)  The OCC's targeted questions on individual schedules 

The OCC separately invites comment on the handling of US and foreign cash balances and on 
whether other distinctions among cash balances serving as reserves are warranted; on 
modifications or additions to the items in the schedules generally; and on whether reserve assets 
should be required to be reported at fair value on Schedule B of Form PS-02. 

VII.  Summary of Recommendations 

1. Adopt the BNP schedules as part of this collection, adding Schedules I, J, and K to Form 
PS-01 and Schedules F, G, and H to Form PS-02, using the instructions already filed on 
the FDIC, OCC, and NCUA dockets. 

2. Specify a structured, machine-readable filing format for both forms, using the XBRL 
standard already in production for Call Report collection. 

3. Deliver a machine-executable validation rule set with the forms, so that completeness and 
consistency are enforced at filing rather than after it. 

4. Test the one-to-one backing requirement in the collection itself. 

5. Require estimation basis and source references to accompany estimated figures. 

6. Harmonize with the FDIC’s parallel collection at the data level, so that a single taxonomy 
serves both agencies and the FFIEC infrastructure. 

7. Identify the reporting institution and each affiliate by Legal Entity Identifier. 
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VIII.  Conclusion 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment, and we recognize that the OCC has moved quickly to 
operationalize a statute enacted only recently. Our recommendations are offered in that spirit. 
The collection before the agency is sound in structure, and the additions we propose are ones the 
OCC can make now, within this collection, using instructions and models that already exist and 
that we will place before the agency for inspection. 

The two models submitted with this comment are samples. They are offered because a 
sample can be read, inspected and argued with in a way a description cannot, and because 
we think an inventory of this kind can be useful to the agency at this stage. We would 
welcome the opportunity to refine and finalize them together with the OCC, so that what 
the agency adopts is the agency’s own specification. 

We would welcome the opportunity to demonstrate the models to OCC staff and to assist the 
agency and the FDIC in harmonizing the two collections. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jason Meyers 
Lead Architect 
Auditchain Labs AG 
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EXHIBIT A 
Specification of the PS-01 / PS-02 Sample Report Models 

 

Submitted by Auditchain Labs AG. This exhibit specifies two machine-readable sample report 
models; a weekly PS-01 and a quarterly PS-02, each carrying a seeded fictional filing as a 
sample inventory the agencies may find useful in specifying digital reporting for payment 
stablecoin issuers. 

ALL DATA IN THE SAMPLE REPORTS IS FICTIONAL SAMPLE DATA. 
The filings are prepared for a fictional demonstration issuer, 
"DemoStablecoinIssuerNA", created solely to illustrate the models. No real filing is 
depicted and every figure is illustrative. Two exceptions are deliberate. A single real, 
registered Legal Entity Identifier (5067001J8OL3RK15TE82, Auditchain's own) 
stands in for every party's LEI, solely so that registry-level LEI verification can be 
demonstrated end-to-end; it does not identify any party actually engaged in the 
depicted activity. And the Federal Reserve Bank of New York is named as the 
depository of the fictional issuer's master-account balance, solely because Federal 
Reserve balances are a reserve category of the form; the balance is illustrative. 

1. The files 

File Contents 
Sample OCC PS-01.json The weekly Payment Stablecoin Activity and Reserve Report as 

a logical report model, the cover page and Schedules A through 
H of the proposed OCC form, plus three Blockchain Network 
Participation schedules (I, J, K), carrying a seeded sample filing 
of 1,207 facts for the reporting week Wednesday 2026-08-05 
through Tuesday 2026-08-11. 

Sample PS-02.json The quarterly Report of Condition and Income for payment 
stablecoin issuers, the cover page and Schedules A through E of 
the proposed OCC form, plus the Blockchain Network 
Participation schedules (F, G, H), carrying a seeded sample 
filing of 739 facts for the quarter 2026-04-01 through 2026-06-
30. 

 
Each file is a self-contained structured logical report model: report elements, labels, associations, 
references, validation rules, and the sample facts with their dimensional contexts. 
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2. Conventions used throughout both models 

1. Entity. Every fact carries the reporting-entity aspect DemoStablecoinIssuerNA | 
5067001J8OL3RK15TE82. 

2. Monetary amounts are stated in United States dollars (units USD), as reported values 
without rounding (INF). 

3. Percent-typed facts store the fraction. A reported share of ten percent is the value 0.10. 
Every percentage bound in the rule set is written on the interval 0 to 1. 

4. Periods. The PS-01 week runs Wednesday through Tuesday, seven calendar days, with 
daily facts on single-day contexts and the opening balance at the instant before the week 
opens. The PS-02 quarter uses the calendar quarter, with trailing-twelve-month facts 
where the concept requires them. Date-typed facts carry the report date as their context 
and the disclosed date as their value. 

5. Dimensions. Repeating rows (instruments, institutions, brands, affiliates, blockchains, 
wallets, exchanges, memo items) ride typed axes keyed by integer row number. 
Categorical breakdowns (reserve asset category, statutory category, institution type, 
encumbrance purpose and effecting party, permitted activity, and derivative contract type 
and underlying risk exposure) ride explicit axes. The dimensionless fact is the total of its 
axis, and a declared default member is never reported explicitly. 

6. Itemizations tie. Where a statement line is itemized in a memo table, the itemized rows 
sum exactly to the line. 

7. Thresholds are named parameters. Every quantitative threshold a rule tests (coverage 
floors, concentration limits, redemption periods, notice periods, maturity limits) is a 
named parameter carried once in a parameter register of 59 parameters. 

3. The PS-01 model 

A cover page and eleven schedules; 613 report elements, of which 391 are reportable concepts; 
827 labels; 1,074 associations. 

Schedule Reportable 
concepts* 

Axes Sample facts 

Cover page 21 None 19 
Schedule A: General 42 6 108 
Schedule B: Issuance and 
Redemption 

51 1 312 

Schedule C: Reserve Assets 76 6 306 
Schedule D: Cash Balances 6 1 24 
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Schedule E: U.S. Treasury 
Securities 

41 3 113 

Schedule F: Reverse Repurchase 
Agreements 

24 2 60 

Schedule G: Money Market Mutual 
Funds 

14 1 28 

Schedule H: Other Instruments 7 1 14 
Schedule I: Issuer blockchain 
network participation 

51 1 98 

Schedule J: Affiliate blockchain 
network participation 

48 2 112 

Schedule K: Aggregated 
concentration and systemic risk 

10 1 13 

 
*Concepts are counted across each schedule's presentation, definition and calculation networks, 
and a concept appearing in more than one schedule is counted in each; sample facts are 
attributed to the schedule where their concept is first presented. 

The sample week reports opening outstanding issuance of $1,008,000,000 and a close of 
$1,014,000,000, with the daily movement (issuances, redemptions, removals from circulation, 
repurchases into issuer inventory, and reissuances from inventory) stated per blockchain and in 
total for each of the seven days. Reserve assets at the week's close are $1,032,000,000 at fair 
value across ten reserve categories, with composition percentages, custody dispositions, per-
instrument detail in Schedules E through H, and both a gross reserve coverage ratio and a 
coverage ratio net of repurchase-agreement liabilities reported. 

4. The PS-02 model 

A cover page and eight schedules; 586 report elements, of which 364 are reportable concepts; 
777 labels; 1,041 associations. 

Schedule Reportable 
concepts* 

Axes Sample facts 

Cover page 21 1 22 
Schedule A: Income Statement 37 1 50 
Schedule B: Balance Sheet 34 None 34 
Schedule C: Off-Balance-Sheet 
Items 

9 4 50 

Schedule D: Capital and 
Operational Backstop 

32 None 35 
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Schedule E: Memorandum 127 12 331 
Schedule F: Issuer blockchain 
network participation 

51 1 92 

Schedule G: Affiliate blockchain 
network participation 

48 2 112 

Schedule H: Aggregated 
concentration and systemic risk 

10 1 13 

 
*Counted as in the PS-01 table. 

The sample quarter reports outstanding issuance opening at $940,000,000 and closing at 
$1,015,000,000, with the quarter's issuance-and-redemption movement stated per blockchain and 
in total; total reserve assets of $1,035,000,000 at fair value; an income statement closing to net 
income of $6,320,000; a balance sheet balancing at $1,134,000,000; the capital stack and 
operational backstop with their quarterly expense basis; and a memorandum carrying the 
maturity ladder, custody detail, per-blockchain roll-forward, brand table, and redemption-
experience items. 

5. The Blockchain Network Participation schedules 

Both forms carry the same three-schedule design for blockchain network participation, stated 
once per form frequency: an issuer schedule, an affiliate schedule, and a per-network aggregation 
schedule. 

1. Stake quantities are stated in native token units, with the network's token symbol 
carried in its own element; stake is never mixed into a monetary sum. 

2. Stake share and hash-power share are derived per network, as the effective amount 
controlled divided by the network's total, and stated as fractions. Aggregate concentration 
is stated per network only; the models define no cross-network sum of shares. 

3. The issuer and each affiliate are stated separately. Aggregation rules assert that each 
total equals the sum of its rows, with share totals tied within the declared rounding 
tolerance. 

4. The affiliate perimeter is declared and attested. The filer enumerates each affiliate 
engaged in network participation with legal name, LEI and control relationship, declares 
the count, and a named officer, giving name, printed title, an issuer-assigned identifier, a 
role drawn from executive-officer titles, and a certification date, certifies the 
completeness of the perimeter. A rule asserts that the declared count equals the 
enumerated rows. A rule asserts that the attestation date falls between the period end and 
the filing date. 
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6. Validation rules 

Each model carries documentation rows, grouped in families, and executable XBRL Formula 
assertions. 

 PS-01 PS-02 
Consistency rules 49 61 
Roll-forward rules 1 1 
Member-aggregation rules 23 25 
Derivation rules 8 6 
Executable formula assertions 248 202 
Named parameters 59 59 

 
1. Consistency rules state equalities, bounds, and conditional requirements between 

reported facts. 

2. Roll-forward rules state that the opening balance plus and minus the period's 
movements equals the closing balance. 

3. Member-aggregation rules relate a total to the sum of its reported rows on a named 
axis. 

4. Derivation rules state how a derived value is computed from its source facts. 

5. Formula assertions carry the machine-testable checks. Every threshold they test is a 
named parameter from the register. 

7. References 

Most elements carry reference rows tracing them to authority where possible. 92 percent of PS-
01's reportable concepts and 91 percent of PS-02's carry at least one of the models' 541 and 494 
reference rows respectively. Reference rows cite the GENIUS Act (United States Congress), the 
OCC's published reporting bulletins and instructions, Supreme Court precedent, and Auditchain's 
own schedules where the element is proposed for adoption. A small set of rows records, in place, 
points on which the models await regulatory specification. 

8. The sample filer 

  
Legal name DemoStablecoinIssuerNA (fictional) 
Registration OCC-PS-2026-0001 (fictional) 
Stablecoin DemoUSD (ticker DUSD), with a second white-label brand, 

PartnerPay USD 
Blockchains Ethereum and Solana 
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Affiliates engaged in 
network participation 

Two, enumerated, with a declared count of two and a signed 
completeness certification 

Reserve custody Stated per category across four financial institutions, with 
directly-held positions identified 

 
The two filings' report dates are six weeks apart, their reporting periods do not overlap, and 
brand and affiliate identities are stated identically on both forms. 

Every count and figure in this exhibit is computed directly from the two accompanying files. 
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EXHIBIT B 
Letter to the United States Congress 

“Securing the Public Vaults”: proposed statutory text for ongoing, machine-readable BNP 
disclosure, with the proposed amendment to the Digital Asset Market Clarity Act of 2025 (H.R. 

3633).  To be filed. 
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August __, 2026 

The Honorable Tim Scott 

Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

United States Senate 

Washington, DC 20510 

The Honorable John Boozman 

Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

United States Senate 

Washington, DC 20510 

cc: The Honorable French Hill, Chairman, House Committee on Financial Services; The 
Honorable G.T. Thompson, Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture 

Re: “Securing the Public Vaults”: Proposed Statutory Text for Ongoing, Machine-
Readable Blockchain Network Participation Disclosure Across All Digital Assets, Under 
the CLARITY Act (H.R. 3633) and the GENIUS Act (12 U.S.C. §§ 5901–5916) 

Dear Chairman Scott and Chairman Boozman: 

Together, the GENIUS Act and the pending CLARITY Act move the architecture of U.S. capital 
markets onchain. The institutions that once secured America's financial value, the exchanges, 
clearinghouses, and vaults, are being replaced by the miners, validators, and stakers who secure 
public blockchains. We write to propose that the CLARITY Act amend the GENIUS Act, and 
that both Acts direct the financial regulators to mandate one common, machine-readable 
Blockchain Network Participation (“BNP”) disclosure framework that keeps a continuous light 
on who is securing the public vaults, who validates, stakes, governs, and orders the transactions 
underneath America's digital value, regardless of whether the asset on top is a payment 
stablecoin, a digital commodity, or a security. The obligation rests entirely on the issuers and 
registrants already subject to these Acts; it places no registration burden on the network 
participants themselves; and it structures what these Acts already make material rather than 
expanding what must be disclosed. 

I. Why This Disclosure Is Critical 

When markets move onchain, the validators who order transactions become the new vault-
keepers. Whoever controls that ordering controls the queue: they see pending trades before those 
trades execute, and they decide which goes first, which waits, and which never runs at all. 

That control creates a form of skimming the industry calls maximal extractable value, or MEV. 
A validator can jump ahead of a pending buy order, purchase first, and sell the asset back at a 
higher price, front-running an investor in milliseconds. It can “sandwich” an order, trading 
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immediately before and after it to capture the price move the order itself causes. It can quietly 
delay or exclude transactions it dislikes. In traditional markets, these acts are illegal. Onchain, 
they are a structural feature of whoever controls validation, and invisible unless someone is 
required to report it. 

The danger compounds when one party wears two hats. If a stablecoin issuer, or an affiliate of 
that issuer, also operates the validators for the network on which its coin trades, it both creates 
the asset and controls the order in which everyone else trades it, a conflict no securities exchange 
would be permitted to hold. And if only a handful of validators control a network's consensus, 
they can collude to reorder or censor transactions, threatening the integrity of settlement for the 
entire market at once. 

Regulators cannot police what they cannot see. Today, no issuer is required to disclose who 
secures the networks it depends on, how concentrated that control is, whether its own affiliates 
sit among those validators, or whether it profits from the ordering of trades. BNP disclosure 
makes those facts visible on an ongoing basis. Because it is machine-readable, a supervisor can 
scan thousands of filings and flag dangerous concentration or self-dealing automatically, before a 
market is harmed, not after. This is the onchain equivalent of requiring the keepers of a vault to 
say who holds the keys, and it does so by asking the regulated firms what they already know, not 
by licensing the public network. 

II. The Counterfactual 

Consider what changes if Congress requires this layer directly. If both Acts mandated that every 
issuer and registrant report the blockchain network participation of itself, its affiliates, and its 
providers in one validated, machine-readable taxonomy, the SEC, the CFTC, and the banking 
agencies would share a single authoritative dataset instead of reconstructing the same facts from 
incompatible filings; concentration and conflict would be detectable across the whole market in 
real time; and the line between legitimate network-service compensation and prohibited yield 
would be answerable from the data rather than litigated after the fact. The cost of declining to 
mandate it is a permanent blind spot at the precise layer where both statutes locate systemic risk. 

III. Congress Has Already Made “Who Controls the Network” Central 

The CLARITY Act's entire jurisdictional architecture already turns on this question. Its “mature 
blockchain system” test (Section 205) defines a qualifying system as one that is not controlled by 
any person or group of persons under common control; it polices a “blockchain control person”, 
meaning any individual or group with unilateral control over the system's rules or significant 
voting power; and its “decentralized governance system” definition requires that participation 
not be under the effective control of any common-control group. Maturity itself depends on facts 
like the broad distribution of validators and miners. Congress has therefore already decided that 
'who secures and controls a blockchain' is the hinge on which classification, jurisdiction, and 
investor protection swing. 
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Yet the Act writes that test without supplying the data to administer it. A maturity certification 
today is an assertion on a form; nothing lets a regulator verify it at filing or detect when a once-
decentralized network quietly re-concentrates. BNP disclosure is that missing instrument 
panel, and we propose it without entangling the disclosure obligation in any control 
threshold or classification outcome. We take no position on the 20-percent control threshold or 
any numeric line; those belong to the Committees and the agencies. We ask only that BNP 
activities be disclosed, continuously, so that whoever sets a threshold has the facts to apply it, 
whoever certifies maturity can be checked against reality, and the public can always see who is 
securing the vaults, including for the many digital assets that will never face the maturity test at 
all. The light should stay on regardless of how any particular asset is ultimately classified. 

IV. Legal and Supervisory Foundations 

This is grounded in established law on both sides of the framework. On the securities and 
commodities side, blockchain network participation plainly satisfies the materiality standard the 
courts already apply, a substantial likelihood that a reasonable investor would consider it 
important (TSC Industries, Inc. v. Northway, Inc., 426 U.S. 438, 449 (1976)), so structuring its 
disclosure codifies existing materiality rather than inventing a new duty. On the banking side, the 
conflicts BNP surfaces are ones supervisors have policed for decades: affiliate self-dealing is 
restricted under Sections 23A and 23B of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 371c, 371c-1) and 
Regulation W; third-party arrangements are a recognized supervisory concern under the 
Interagency Guidance on Third-Party Relationships (88 FR 37920 (June 9, 2023)); and the 
safety-and-soundness standards (12 U.S.C. 1831p-1) already reach operational dependencies of 
this kind. These authorities establish that the concern is settled, while exposing exactly what 
current law misses: none of them reaches the non-bank issuers and registrants the CLARITY Act 
covers, none captures blockchain-specific participation or transaction-ordering, and none 
requires the disclosure to be structured and machine-readable. The amendment fills that gap. 

V. Proposed Statutory Text 

We respectfully propose that the following section be added to the Digital Asset Market Clarity 
Act of 2025. It is drafted in amendatory form; section and subsection numbering should be 
conformed to the bill's final structure by the Committees. 

SEC. ___. BLOCKCHAIN NETWORK PARTICIPATION DISCLOSURE. 

\(a\) AMENDMENT TO THE GENIUS ACT.—The provisions of title 12, United States 
Code, added by the GENIUS Act (12 U.S.C. 5901 et seq.) are amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

“§ 5917. Blockchain network participation disclosure 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
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“(1) BLOCKCHAIN NETWORK PARTICIPATION.—The term 'blockchain network 
participation' means any activity by which a person interacts with the consensus, validation, 
ordering, or governance mechanisms of a blockchain system, including the operation of 
nodes or validators, mining, staking, the provision of staking or validation services, 
governance voting, and the operation of infrastructure on which the issuance, transfer, or 
settlement of a digital asset depends. 

“(2) REPORTING PERSON.—The term 'reporting person' means a person subject to the 
requirements of this subchapter, including an issuer of a payment stablecoin. 

“(3) SERVICE OR MARKET INFRASTRUCTURE PROVIDER.—The term 'service or 
market infrastructure provider' means any person that, for or on behalf of a reporting person 
or its affiliates, performs blockchain network participation activities or operates trading, 
custody, clearing, settlement, or related market infrastructure for a digital asset, whether or 
not affiliated with the reporting person. 

“(4) MACHINE-READABLE FORMAT.—The term 'machine-readable format' means a 
structured, open, nonproprietary data standard that conforms to the data standards 
established under the Financial Data Transparency Act of 2022 (Public Law 117–263, title 
LVIII) and renders the disclosed information fully searchable, downloadable, and 
validatable without manual re-entry. 

“(b) MANDATE.—Each appropriate Federal banking agency and the National Credit 
Union Administration shall, by rule, require each reporting person within its jurisdiction to 
obtain and disclose, in the machine-readable format and common taxonomy established 
under section ___ of the Digital Asset Market Clarity Act of 2025, the information 
described in subsection (c) with respect to the reporting person, its affiliates, and the service 
and market infrastructure providers on which it relies. 

“(c) REQUIRED DISCLOSURE.—For each blockchain system on which the reporting 
person, an affiliate of the reporting person, or a service or market infrastructure provider on 
which the reporting person relies conducts blockchain network participation, the disclosure 
shall include— 

“(1) the identity of the blockchain system and the consensus mechanism it employs; 

“(2) the nature and extent of the reporting person's direct blockchain network participation, 
including network-share, stake, and validator-control metrics; 

“(3) the blockchain network participation of the reporting person's affiliates on the same 
blockchain systems, and any related-party arrangements arising therefrom; 

“(4) the aggregated consensus share represented by the combined participation of the 
reporting person, its affiliates, and the service and market infrastructure providers on which 
it relies; 
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“(5) any control over the ordering, inclusion, exclusion, or delay of transactions, and any 
value extracted from the exercise of such control; 

“(6) any arrangement distributing digital assets as a programmatic result of validating or 
staking activity, sufficient to distinguish such distributions from yield prohibited under 
section 5903 of this title; and 

“(7) the blockchain network participation arrangements of each service or market 
infrastructure provider on which the reporting person relies. 

“(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.— 

“(1) NO EXPANSION OF SUBSTANTIVE SCOPE.—Nothing in this section requires the 
disclosure of information not already material to the supervisory, safety-and-soundness, or 
consumer-protection purposes of this subchapter. This section governs the form in which 
such information is disclosed and does not expand its substantive scope. 

“(2) NO REGISTRATION OF NETWORK PARTICIPANTS.—Nothing in this section 
requires any person to register with any agency, or imposes any reporting or filing 
obligation directly upon any validator, miner, staker, node operator, or other blockchain 
network participant, by virtue of its participation in a blockchain system. The obligation to 
obtain and disclose information under this section rests solely with the reporting person, 
and this section shall be construed to preserve the open and permissionless operation of 
public blockchain systems.”. 

\(b\) DISCLOSURE UNDER THIS ACT AND THE FEDERAL SECURITIES LAWS.— 

\(1\) DIGITAL COMMODITIES AND STABLECOINS.—The Commission and the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission shall, by rule, require each person subject to the 
requirements of this Act to obtain and disclose the information described in section 5917(c) 
of title 12, United States Code, with respect to that person, its affiliates, and the service and 
market infrastructure providers on which it relies, in the machine-readable format and 
common taxonomy established under subsection (c) of this section. 

\(2\) DIGITAL ASSET SECURITIES.—The Commission shall, by rule and pursuant to its 
existing authority under the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, require each issuer of a digital asset that is a security to obtain and disclose the same 
information, in the same format and taxonomy, so that blockchain network participation is 
disclosed with respect to a digital asset without regard to whether the asset is classified as a 
security, a digital commodity, or a payment stablecoin. 

\(c\) SINGLE COMMON TAXONOMY.—Not later than 360 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Commission, the Commodity Futures Trading Commission, the 
Federal banking agencies, and the National Credit Union Administration shall jointly 
establish, consistent with the Financial Data Transparency Act of 2022 (Public Law 117–
263, title LVIII), one common structured-data taxonomy in which all disclosures required 
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under this section and under section 5917 of title 12, United States Code, shall be filed, so 
that no person is required to maintain duplicate or inconsistent disclosure systems across 
agencies. 

\(d\) LEGAL ENTITY IDENTIFICATION.—Each disclosure required under this section 
shall identify the reporting person and each of its affiliates by a Legal Entity Identifier 
issued under the global LEI system, and shall identify each service or market infrastructure 
provider by name and, where the provider has obtained one, by Legal Entity Identifier. 

\(e\) NO REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT.—Nothing in this section requires the 
registration of, or imposes any direct reporting or filing obligation upon, any blockchain 
network participant by virtue of its participation in a blockchain system. 

VI. How the Pieces Fit 

Subsection (a) carries the mandate into the GENIUS Act, binding the banking agencies and the 
NCUA; subsection (b) binds the SEC and CFTC under the CLARITY Act and extends to digital 
asset securities under the SEC's existing authority, so the light reaches every digital asset 
regardless of classification; and subsection (c) forces all of it into a single FDTA-conformed 
taxonomy, so a stablecoin issuer, a digital-commodity exchange, and a digital-securities issuer 
report the same facts the same way and no one builds parallel systems. The statute directs 
regulators to a machine-readable BNP taxonomy described by function, being the categories in 
proposed § 5917(c), and leaves the specification, the filing cadence, and any event-driven 
triggers to the joint rulemaking; it names no private framework and sets no threshold. 

Critically, the duty falls only on persons already within these Acts' jurisdiction. A regulated 
issuer or registrant reports what it knows about the networks, affiliates, and providers it depends 
on, in the way a public company reports on its subsidiaries and material counterparties. No 
validator, miner, staker, or infrastructure provider is required to register or file by virtue of 
participating in an open network. This mirrors a choice the CLARITY Act has already made: its 
DeFi exclusion (Section 309) protects validator participation, wallet creation, and front-end 
operation from registration at both the SEC and CFTC. Our framework achieves oversight the 
same way Congress intended, by looking through the regulated firm rather than licensing the 
public blockchain, preserving the permissionless character that makes these networks useful. 

One drafting note for staff: using a market-structure bill (CLARITY, spanning the Banking and 
Agriculture Committees) to amend the banking-agency framework of the GENIUS Act crosses 
committee lines. The single joint-rulemaking design in subsection (c) is intended to minimize 
that friction. Each agency retains rulemaking authority within its own jurisdiction, and the only 
shared obligation is the common data format. We raise it so the referral question can be 
addressed deliberately. 
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VII. Implementation Readiness 

This framework is not theoretical. Auditchain has developed and filed, across the FDIC, OCC, 
and NCUA dockets, a BNP disclosure taxonomy of 125 structured XBRL elements organized 
into seven disclosure domains, the same domains reflected in proposed § 5917(c), mapped to a 
148-question disclosure questionnaire, with dimensional structures for per-network, per-affiliate, 
and per-provider reporting. The taxonomy is also the subject of reference by the XBRL US 
Digital Asset Working Group in its own submissions across regulators now implementing the 
GENIUS Act. The BNP disclosure taxonomy is the subject of study at the Continuous Audit and 
Reporting Lab at Rutgers Business School and runs today on Pacioli.ai, our decentralized 
validation infrastructure, which checks disclosures against cryptographically enforced audit 
trails. The underlying XBRL standard is the same one the FDIC has used for Call Report filing 
since 2005 across roughly 6,100 institutions. Congress can mandate this disclosure knowing the 
taxonomy, the validation platform, and the filing standard already exist. 

We would welcome the opportunity to brief the Committees and to assist staff in conforming this 
text to the bill's final structure. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jason Meyers 

Lead Architect 

Auditchain Labs AG 
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