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Decentralized finance: The revolution 
continues – current regulations and 

impacts of cross-chain bridge solutions

Angela Angelovska-Wilson, Greg Strong & Sarah Chen
DLx Law

Intro to DeFi

Recent reports indicate that approximately $54.41 billion in USD value1 in the form of 
Bitcoin, Ether and other digital assets are currently committed to automated financial 
arrangements made possible through the use of open blockchain-based platforms categorized 
as “Decentralized Finance” (often referred to simply as “DeFi”).  During the past year, this 
figure reached its all-time high of around US$182.23 billion.2

Interoperable, programmable, and composable,3 DeFi networks built using open blockchain 
protocols have the potential to serve as the foundation for decentralized alternatives to 
nearly every traditional financial service, including retail payments, swaps and derivatives 
transactions, insurance, asset trading, exchange and management, deposit and savings 
accounts, lending, and investing.  In doing so, DeFi is the manifestation of disruption to the 
status quo of traditional financial systems by automating core operations and functionalities 
away from centralized intermediaries.
However, as currently implemented, DeFi projects are reliant on a variety of layer 1 networks 
(for example, Ethereum, Solana, Avalanche), such that any one DeFi project must remain 
local, or even tribal, to the layer 1 network upon which it is built.  Typically, developers 
choose to build DeFi projects on different layer 1 or 2 solutions for their strengths – whether 
it is scalability, interoperability, security or even on account of certain financial incentives.  
But the different designs adopted by various blockchain networks means that different 
chains cannot natively communicate, and thus, assets committed to on one chain may not 
be easily transferred to an application built on another chain.4

While the use of DeFi protocols has exploded, these protocols remain fragmented.  To achieve 
the full potential of DeFi, an essential next step is to bridge the various DeFi protocols 
so that they can communicate across networks, regardless of their underlying layer 1 or 2 
solutions.  A blockchain bridge connects two blockchain ecosystems in the same way that a 
physical bridge connects two locations in the physical world.5  Well-designed and technically 
sophisticated bridge solutions will enable users to transfer values across blockchains and 
lead to a future where liquidity on various blockchains can be shared, DeFi protocols become 
interconnected, and the vision of a decentralized financial system will become a reality.
At the same time, DeFi will not be able to achieve its full potential unless the regulatory 
framework evolves to address challenges and questions brought by the new technology 
as implemented in DeFi and bridge solutions.  This chapter introduces the current bridge 
solutions and discusses the risks associated with and the regulatory frameworks as may be 
applied to these solutions, before presenting the legal and regulatory issues relevant to the 
DeFi space that would need to be addressed in order to achieve a decentralized financial 
ecosystem and foster responsible growth by all participants.
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Cross-chain solutions

As the rapid development of blockchain technology over the last decade has continued, it is 
becoming more and more clear that the future of blockchain and its adoption is dependent 
on cross-chain interoperability.
Though many blockchains were designed to be standalone systems with their own features 
– for example, Bitcoin provides an immutable digital ledger for recording transactions, and 
Ethereum enables smart contract coding capabilities – integration has become popular as it 
allows users to transfer assets across blockchains to leverage the functionalities provided 
by various blockchains.6  Approximately $10.67 billion in USD value7 in the form of digital 
assets is locked in bridges, with Wrapped Bitcoin (“WBTC”), the largest blockchain bridge, 
accounting for almost half of the market.8  Many DeFi protocols have integrated bridges 
to let their users swap tokens from different layer 1 or layer 2 networks without having to 
leave the platform.  In addition, certain stablecoin providers now offer bridged assets.  For 
example, Circle offers Bridged USDC that is made up of specific tokens and operates on 
certain layer 2 blockchains or sidechains.9

That said, bridge infrastructure is still very much in a nascent state.  At present, there are 
four general types of bridge infrastructure that are currently being utilized: (i) asset-specific; 
(ii) chain-specific; (iii) application-specific; and (iv) general information transfer.10

Asset-specific Chain-specific Application-specific Generalized
Ever (AR) Avalanche Any Swap Axelar

Interlay (BTC) Binance Biconomy Chainlink
BTC Gravity Bridge Celer ChainSafe

WBTC Harmony Chainflip Composable
– PoS Bridge Liquality Connext
– Rainbow Bridge Gateway deBridge
– Secret Network Ren IBC
– SnowBridge Synapse LayerZero
– TerraShuttle Thorchain Movr
– TokenBridge – Optics
– Wormhole – PolyNetwork
– Wrap – Rbit
– XCMP – Router

Figure 111

Asset-specific bridges utilize wrapped tokens in either a custodial or non-custodial manner.  
WBTC, a tokenized version of Bitcoin on Ethereum compliant with the ERC-20 standard, 
is an example of asset-specific bridge utilization that enables the use of non-native assets 
on another blockchain.  For example, in order to exchange BTC for ETH, a user could sell 
its BTC on a crypto exchange and then purchase ETH in a separate transaction.  But, in the 
case of WBTC, once a user sends BTC to a smart contract, the BTC will be locked such 
that the BTC will be held in reserve, and at the same time, the smart contract will mint an 
equivalent amount of WBTC on Ethereum.12  When the user wants to revert back to BTC, 
it can put in a burn request to the smart contract so that the WBTC will be burned and the 
original BTC will be unlocked and released to the user.  Currently, the total value locked 
(“TVL”) of WBTC is about US$4.63 billion, consisting of BTC deposits in custody that 
are used to mint WBTC.13
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Chain-specific bridges at this time appear to be limited to allowing operations between two 
blockchains supporting operations around the locking and unlocking tokens on the source 
chain and minting tokens on the target chain.14  They can be utilized between layer 1 and 
layer 2 blockchain networks.  Examples of chain-specific bridges include the Wormhole 
bridge between Ethereum and Solana (as discussed further below) and Polygon’s bridge 
between Ethereum layer 1 to Polygon layer 2. 
Application-specific bridges are of key importance for DeFi.  As the name suggests, these 
bridges allow for the operation of applications on two or more blockchain networks.  
Specifically, application-specific bridges have lighter and modular “adapters” on each of the 
layer 1 networks instead of having separate instances on each layer 1 network.15  Examples 
of application-specific bridges include THORChain and Compound Gateway.  
General information bridges are designed for exchanging information across multiple 
layer 1 and layer 2 networks.  This design is positioned to have a strong network effect 
on account of the fact that a single integration of a project makes it accessible to the entire 
ecosystem of the bridge.  However, the major drawback of this type of bridge is that they are 
liable to compromise security and decentralization for scaling purposes, potentially causing 
unintended consequences to the entire ecosystem.16  Chainlink, Optics and IBC are examples 
of general information bridges that are used to send messages between different networks.  
In addition, bridges can be categorized as custodial (also known as centralized or trusted) or 
non-custodial (decentralized or trustless).  The difference explains who controls the tokens 
that are locked to create the bridged assets.  WBTC is a custodial bridge with all the BTC 
deposits being held in custody by BitGo, while Wormhole, as explained further below, is a 
non-custodial bridge.  

Bridge exploits

Unsurprisingly, bridges have increasingly become the target of hackers.  It is reported that 
over US$1 billion worth of digital assets has been exploited in cross-chain bridges in the 
first half of 2022.17  Exploits of bridges can be achieved by causing tokens to be released on 
one blockchain without a corresponding valid deposit of assets on another blockchain.18  If 
an attacker manages to fake a deposit event without actually making a valid deposit on the 
source chain (i.e. one end of the bridge), the attacker would be able to withdraw value from 
the target chain (i.e. the other end of the bridge).19

By way of example, this is what happened to the Wormhole protocol in February 2022 when 
the hacker exploited a flaw in validation on the Solana side of the Ethereum/Solana bridge 
and stole about 120,000 weETH, worth about US$320 million on the day of the incident.20  
Wormhole deploys a smart contract on both the source chain (in this case, Ethereum) and 
the target blockchain (in this case, Solana).  The Wormhole protocol is operated by a group 
of select nodes (called Guardians) that are responsible for monitoring events and approving 
transactions in the smart contract.21  If a digital asset were to go across the bridge, the group 
of nodes will first, by supermajority, confirm that funds are deposited on the source chain, 
and then authorize the minting of the equivalent wrapped version of the digital asset on 
the target chain.22  In the Wormhole incident, the smart contract failed to recognize that 
the approval instruction was fake, and instead verified the fake deposit and issued 120,000 
weETH without the equivalent amount of ETH being deposited and locked on Ethereum.23

Following the Wormhole incident, Wormhole investors replenished 120,000 ETH in the 
bridge so that the 120,000 weETH issued to the attacker was fully backed up with collateral in 
ETH.24  If the weETH issued did not have the same amount of ETH backing up as collateral, it 
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might create serious implications – for example, users may rush to sell their weETH, causing 
its value to crash, and platforms that accept weETH as collateral may become bankrupt.25

Another way of compromising bridges is by taking over the validators that are responsible 
for approving cross-chain transfers.26  For example, in March 2022, the Ronin bridge, which 
enables users to transfer assets between the Ronin sidechain and the Ethereum mainnet, 
suffered an attack that resulted in the loss of 173,600 ETH and 25.5 million USDC.27  The 
attacker hacked the private keys of five out of nine of the validators, and after obtaining 
control of the validator nodes, extracted assets (worth over US$600 million) from the bridge.28

These exploits prove that the bridge infrastructure is still in its early stage.  More recently, 
Nomad, a bridge protocol, was attacked and lost almost US$200 million worth of crypto-
assets due to a coding bug that allowed users to withdraw more assets than deposits.29  Bridges 
could be a double-edge sword – on the one hand, they are important infrastructure that 
connect various DeFi protocols, allowing communication across protocols and blockchains 
and enabling users to transfer assets from one protocol or blockchain to another, while on 
the other hand, exploits in vulnerabilities of any one protocol or blockchain will no longer 
remain isolated, but instead will have ripple effects beyond any one DeFi protocol or any 
one blockchain. 

Legal and regulatory frameworks

With the explosion of interest in DeFi, DeFi has increasingly drawn attention from various 
regulatory bodies.  Regulation in the traditional finance world focuses on issuers and 
intermediaries.  Absent any regulatory approaches developed to adapt to the challenges 
of DeFi, regulators will seek to bring those that develop, provide access to, or benefit 
economically from the operation of, the smart contracts comprising DeFi protocols within 
existing regulatory definitions, likely as intermediaries.  U.S. securities laws regulate 
issuers of securities and securities intermediaries that facilitate securities transactions.  
U.S. commodities laws regulate intermediaries that facilitate transactions in commodity 
derivatives and entities that offer commodity derivatives contracts.  U.S. financial regulatory 
laws, such as the Bank Secrecy Act (the “BSA”), apply to financial institutions broadly 
and require transaction monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping in a variety of contexts.  
Increasingly, regulators have sought to shoehorn DeFi participants into the existing 
regulatory frameworks described above by branding them intermediaries.
As described above, bridge infrastructure is a specific component of the DeFi landscape 
and an area where we expect intense regulatory scrutiny going forward.  Regulators may 
seek to treat those that develop, provide access to, or benefit economically from bridge 
infrastructure as intermediaries to bring them within the ambit of the laws and regulations 
noted above and described in more detail below.  Any such effort will likely focus on the 
key functions of bridge infrastructure and how those functions would be regulated if and 
when performed by an identifiable party.  Those functions may include custody (holding 
digital assets contributed to a bridge by users) and asset creation and distribution (providing 
users that have contributed digital assets to bridge a new asset that is functional on another 
protocol or blockchain), among others.
Securities laws
In the United States, securities laws regulate issuers of securities and intermediaries involved 
in securities transactions.  Generally, each of these issuers and intermediaries must register 
with the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “SEC”) and comply with the laws and 
regulations applicable to their activities as intermediaries.30
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A prerequisite to SEC jurisdiction is activity involving securities.31  The SEC takes the position 
generally that most crypto-assets are securities.  In a recent speech, current SEC Chair Gary 
Gensler reiterated this position in possibly the strongest terms yet, indicating that:
 “Of the nearly 10,000 tokens in the crypto market, I believe the vast majority are 

securities.  Offers and sales of these thousands of crypto security tokens are covered under 
the securities laws.  Some tokens may not meet the definition of a security — what I’ll call 
crypto non-security tokens.  These likely represent only a small number of tokens, even 
though they may represent a significant portion of the crypto market’s aggregate value.”32

While this most recent speech from Chair Gensler is yet another example of the SEC’s 
general position that crypto-assets should be treated as securities, the SEC has declined to 
specifically identify those they believe fall into that category, with few exceptions.  One 
such exception is a recent SEC enforcement action against a former Coinbase employee 
together with two others, alleging that the defendants engaged in a scheme to trade ahead of 
the public listing announcements of certain crypto-assets on the Coinbase platform, which 
typically resulted in an increase in price of the relevant crypto-assets, in an effort to profit 
by selling after such announcements (the “Wahi Complaint”).33  The Wahi Complaint 
alleged that the illegal scheme involved at least 25 digital assets, at least nine of which 
satisfied the elements of the Howey test and were initially sold in an “investment contract” 
scheme.34  The Wahi Complaint further reasoned that those nine digital assets should be 
treated as securities at the time of the secondary transactions at issue because the sponsor of 
each scheme made continuing representations such that the purchasers were in a common 
enterprise with the sponsors and expected to profit from the efforts of the sponsors.35

The nine digital assets that the SEC identified as securities in the Wahi Complaint had not 
previously been the subject of any SEC enforcement action with respect to their issuers 
or sponsor entities or with respect to any intermediary facilitating transactions in those 
digital assets.  Similarly, the SEC had not previously provided any other indication that 
it believed those specific assets should be treated as securities.  This creates a situation in 
which intermediaries must conduct their own analysis of each digital asset they may interact 
with to attempt to determine whether the digital asset was initially sold in an investment 
contract arrangement and whether there has been ongoing involvement and representations 
by the sponsor sufficient to continue treating the digital asset as a security in secondary 
transactions.  Further, after conducting such an analysis in good faith, the intermediary 
may reach a different conclusion from the SEC and only ever find out if and when a future 
enforcement action is filed.  Given that failure to register as an intermediary is often a strict 
liability offense,36 this places any potential intermediary in digital asset transactions in an 
exceedingly difficult position.
To the extent that bridge activities involve crypto-assets that the SEC believes are 
securities, such activities may trigger certain obligations under the federal securities laws 
when performed or facilitated by identifiable parties.  In particular, custodial bridges that 
have centralized operation and/or custody functions are at high risk of being regulated as 
intermediaries.  In contrast, non-custodial bridges that operate entirely programmatically 
are less likely to be regulated as intermediaries because identifying a responsible party is 
much more difficult with respect to code deployed to a blockchain network that operates 
programmatically.  With that said, a recent enforcement action filed by the CFTC, discussed 
in more detail below, alleges that an unincorporated association violated the CEA as 
the responsible party with respect to leveraged transactions in digital assets executed 
programmatically through a smart contract-based protocol.
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The SEC has also taken steps to amend certain rules related to intermediaries in an effort 
to expand the applicability of those rules to market participants that were not previously 
covered.  In January 2022, the SEC announced that it was proposing a major overhaul of 
Exchange Act Rule 3b-16 (the “Proposed Exchange Rule”).37  The proposed amendments 
would include “Communication Protocol Systems” within the Exchange Act’s definition 
of the term “exchange.”  As a result, an entity deemed to be operating a Communication 
Protocol System that was not registered as a “national securities exchange” under the 
Exchange Act would be required to register with the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority 
as a broker-dealer and comply with the SEC’s existing Regulation ATS.38  To the extent that 
most digital assets are deemed to constitute securities, then many tools used by digital asset 
market participants to exchange digital assets may meet the proposed broad definition of 
exchange that would include “Communication Protocol Systems.”39

Relatedly, the SEC has also proposed rules to expand the definition of “dealer” under the 
Exchange Act to include certain firms engaging in liquidity-providing roles as part of a 
regular business that may not have been previously covered by the definition (the “Proposed 
Dealer Rules”).40  The Proposed Dealer Rules, unlike the Proposed Exchange Rule, make 
explicit reference to digital assets that are securities to make clear that liquidity-providing 
activity in those assets as part of a regular business would meet the proposed expanded 
definition of “dealer.”41

To the extent that either or both of the Proposed Exchange Rule and the Proposed Dealer 
Rules are finalized in their current form, key definitions under the Exchange Act will expand 
in scope, potentially bringing bridge infrastructure more clearly within the ambit of these 
rules and subjecting bridge protocols to securities regulation as intermediaries under certain 
circumstances.
Commodities laws
The Commodities Exchange Act (the “CEA”) and related regulations regulate intermediaries 
involved in the trading of commodity derivatives.42  Intermediaries subject to the CEA 
include Commodity Pool Operators, Commodity Trading Advisors, Futures Commission 
Merchants, Introducing Brokers, Major Swap Participants, and Swap Dealers.43  The CEA 
also generally requires that commodity futures, swaps, options, and other commodity 
derivatives trade in regulated markets.44  Designated Contract Markets (“DCMs”), for 
example, are regulated by the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (the “CFTC”) 
under the CEA, allowing the CFTC to oversee transactions in commodity derivatives 
available to retail market participants.45

The CFTC has expressed concerns with respect to commodity derivatives activity involving 
digital assets and DeFi.46  Specifically, the lack of traditional intermediaries was noted as 
a concern given the role intermediaries play to provide safety and stability.  Without such 
intermediaries, who are subject to regulatory oversight, retail participants in commodity 
derivatives markets may not benefit from the full protections of the CEA.  This is the 
case in a recent settled enforcement action against bZeroX, which allegedly operated a 
blockchain-based software protocol that enabled leveraged digital asset transactions and 
its founders, and a related enforcement action against its successor, an unincorporated 
association known as Ooki DAO.  The CFTC alleged that Ooki DAO illegally offered 
leveraged and margined retail commodity transactions in digital assets without registering 
with the CFTC, emphasizing that the same regulatory framework applies to platforms 
used in DeFi.47  In doing so, the CFTC seeks to hold the unincorporated association 
responsible for programmatic transactions that occur through the protocol even though the 
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unincorporated association is never a party to those transactions.  Instead, the CFTC alleges 
that the unincorporated association controlled and operated the protocol by marketing the 
protocol, soliciting orders, facilitating access through a front-end website, collecting certain 
fees, and controlling the administrative keys to the protocol smart contracts.48  While the 
individual participants in the unincorporated association are not named as defendants in 
the action, the CFTC does request relief with respect to those participants that voted on 
proposals related to the protocol.
The CFTC has not yet addressed bridge infrastructure specifically, and it may be that its 
concern is primarily aimed at platforms that clearly provide commodity derivatives with 
underlying digital assets without registering, such as the case in the Ooki DAO action.  
However, to the extent that exploits of bridge infrastructure continue and retail users of bridge 
infrastructure suffer significant harm, the CFTC may assess whether there are arguments that 
bridge infrastructure involves commodity derivatives that would trigger CFTC oversight.  
If such an assessment were undertaken, the CFTC would likely seek to determine whether 
a wrapped asset allocated by bridge infrastructure and that derives its value from the asset 
contributed to, and held by, the bridge infrastructure should be treated as a swap.  While there 
are strong arguments that such arrangements do not constitute swaps, significant customer 
harm in connection with exploits of bridge infrastructure might prompt regulators to pursue 
creative arguments to bring such arrangements within their jurisdiction.
Financial regulations
Financial regulations have and continue to have a significant impact on digital assets, 
their use and the operation of various entities in the ecosystem, including exchanges, 
decentralized applications (“DApps”), DeFi and bridges.  As described in more depth in the 
previous edition of this book,49 the application of the BSA and its implementing regulations 
as specifically applicable to digital assets has long been based on guidance issued on 
May 9, 2019 from FinCEN, a division of the U.S. Department of the Treasury, entitled 
“Application of FinCEN’s Regulations to Certain Business Models Involving Convertible 
Virtual Currencies” (the “Guidance”), which was designed to consolidate regulations, 
administrative rulings, and earlier guidance related to money services businesses, with a 
focus on money transmission involving convertible virtual currency (“CVC”).50

While the Guidance touches on the application of relevant U.S. laws and regulations 
with respect to “decentralized” systems, the Guidance is not clear whether certain DeFi 
applications and, in turn, bridges would meet the definition of financial institution and thus 
be subject to the BSA.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Guidance does address the 
responsibility of developers or contributors to decentralized systems.  Under the Guidance, 
DApp developers are not regulated as money transmitters for “the mere act of creating 
the application, even if the purpose of the DApp is to issue a CVC or otherwise facilitate 
financial activities denominated in CVC,” but they may be regulated as money transmitters 
if they “use” or “deploy” it “to engage in money transmission.”51

To that end, the Guidance is explicit about the application to decentralized systems and 
makes multiple references to unincorporated organizations coming within the ambit of the 
BSA in reference to decentralized systems.  The Guidance goes on to specifically address 
DApps in the discussion of business models involving CVC money transmission, reiterating 
that the same rules apply there as well.52

In the context of bridge infrastructure providers that can be categorized as centralized 
intermediaries, the analysis is more straightforward, and regulators would likely take the 
position that the BSA is applicable.  In the context of bridges that may operate more as a 
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decentralized system, it is more difficult to identify an intermediary to hold responsible for 
compliance.  Thus, there are numerous practical and technological compliance questions 
to be addressed for developers and operators in the digital asset space with respect to 
the implementation of the BSA and its requirements.  Indeed, the lack of clarity on the 
application of the BSA, as well as the inability to implement some of the requirements, 
might encourage participants to seek other alternatives. 
To foster the development of blockchain technology and CVCs, proposed regulations that 
treat transactions in CVCs that are used for multiple purposes, not all of which involve 
payments or transfers of value, more strictly than transactions in fiat currency, which is only 
used for one purpose, should be re-examined. 
Notably, on August 8, 2022, the U.S. Department of the Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (“OFAC”) added a number of Ethereum addresses associated with Tornado Cash, 
an open-source privacy protocol that facilitates anonymous transactions by obscuring the 
origins of cryptocurrencies like Bitcoin and Ether, to the Specially Designated Nationals 
and Blocked Persons List (“SDN List”).53  As a result, once a party is identified on the SDN 
List, all U.S. persons or those within the U.S. are prohibited from engaging in transactions 
with it, and any violations will be a strict liability crime.  Although OFAC has previously 
added blockchain addresses to the SDN List, those wallet addresses are owned or controlled 
by sanctioned persons or entities (for example, Blender.io).54  In contrast, the blockchain 
addresses associated with Tornado Cash are not owned or controlled by any identifiable 
person, but rather smart contract codes.  As a result, blockchain infrastructure providers, 
including validators and pool operators, are concerned whether they would be required to 
monitor or censor blocks involving the sanctioned addresses.55  Moreover, as Circle has 
frozen all USDC held in the sanctioned Tornado Cash addresses,56 operation of various 
DeFi protocols could be affected since USDC is widely utilized in various DeFi protocols.  
On September 13, 2022, OFAC doubled down on this action, explaining through an FAQ 
that those who felt like they were wrongly impacted by the Tornado Cash sanctions should 
apply for a specific license to complete or withdraw cryptocurrencies involving Tornado 
Cash – notably referring to the technology itself as an “entity.”57

In short, the newly announced sanction by OFAC may create deep implications in the DeFi 
and bridge ecosystem.  It not only highlights the regulator’s stance that DeFi protocols and, in 
turn, bridges are subject to existing regulatory frameworks, but also showcases the challenge 
of applying these frameworks to smart contract codes that are unstoppable by nature.

Unsettled questions and the future of DeFi

Despite its rapid growth, DeFi is still very small in size when compared to traditional finance.  
As DeFi expands, so will the need to ensure that there exist strong and robust methods to 
facilitate the free flow of capital across blockchain networks.  At the outset, this should be 
carried out by regulators who, deftly addressing the questions these new technologies pose, 
will better equip industry participants for long-term success.  These questions may include:
• What legal obligations arise from holding digital assets contributed to bridge 

infrastructure by users?
• Will bridge protocol operators be considered “Communication Protocol Systems” 

under the Proposed Exchange Rule?
• Do bridge protocol operators engage in broker or dealer activities?
• Which types of bridge activities may be unlawful without registration with the CFTC?
• Will bridge participants or protocol operators be considered “administrators” as set 

forth in the Guidance?
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• Do bridge protocol operators have know-your-transaction (“KYT”) obligations?
• Are bridge protocol operators subject to state money transmission licensure due to their 

exchange functionality? 
• How should members of a decentralized autonomous organization that engages in 

bridge activities assess and implement any relevant regulatory compliance procedures?
The promise of a decentralized financial ecosystem parallel to the global traditional financial 
world is lofty – and indeed, anything worthy of responsible integration into already regulated 
systems will have to answer to the many legal and regulatory challenges.  Thus, it is of great 
importance that we examine the technological limitations that are currently faced by those 
operating in the ecosystem and work to make sure that the technology is built with sound 
regulatory considerations, prior to them being challenged – the most pressing of which is 
ensuring that bridges allowing users to transfer and protect their assets are designed with 
regulatory compliance in mind.

* * *
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