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1. Abstract

Tokenization put real-estate ownership on-chain; it left the layer beneath ownership — where
rent is collected, deposits are held, and disputes are settled — exactly where it was: off-chain,
centralized, manual, and opaque. This produces a contradiction at the heart of tokenized real
estate: investors who moved an asset on-chain precisely to stop trusting an intermediary must
still take that intermediary’s word that the rent arrived and the deposit is intact.

LeaseLayer is that missing layer. It is a non-custodial settlement-and-trust rail for tokenized
rentals — infrastructure that platforms, property operators, and rental applications plug into,
not an application marketed to landlords and tenants. Deposits and rent are escrowed and
released by autonomous on-chain logic in stablecoin; an Al-driven Operator performs the day-
to-day labor only within an on-chain rulebook it cannot exceed, backed by a slashable bond;
the rare contested deposit is resolved by an optimistic, bonded dispute mechanism designed to
stay asleep; and every action is written to a ledger no party can quietly rewrite.

The design is governed by one discipline: put on-chain only what the chain is irreplaceable for
— a tamper-proof escrow and an unfalsifiable record — and reach for a clock before a judge
everywhere else. Because a blockchain cannot witness the physical world, LeaseLayer does not
try to: it plugs in first beneath the platforms that have already paid that cost — tokenized-real-
estate platforms with real properties, managers, and cash flow — and expands to cross-border
consumer rentals only once the rail is proven. The native token is a pure work-and-stake utility,
demanded because operating and adjudicating on the network requires it to be staked and
locked, never sold as a claim on others’ effort; its full economics are addressed separately and
remain subject to legal review.

LeaseLayer does not claim to be trustless. It claims something narrower and more honest: to
replace a large, implicit, centralized trust assumption with a small, explicit, bonded one — and
to name, in the same voice it uses to make its case, exactly where that claim still has limits.

2. Background & Problem

2.1 The World’s Largest Asset Class Is Moving On-Chain

Real estate is the single largest asset class on the planet — it holds the bulk of household wealth
and forms the deepest layer of collateral beneath the global credit system. Yet it remains one of
the least liquid, most friction-laden markets in existence. A single transaction routinely takes
weeks, often months. Title passes through layer upon layer of intermediaries — brokers, attor-
neys, title companies, escrow agents — each extracting a fee, accreting delay, and introducing
counterparty risk. Capital, once committed, is locked tight; and trust is brokered by a chain
of institutions rather than guaranteed by verifiable fact itself. For everyone involved, this is a
heavy inefficiency that has simply been accepted as the way things are.

Over the past few years, the tokenization wave has, for the first time, genuinely disturbed this
status quo. Through carefully engineered legal wrappers — Delaware Series LLCs, US-compliant
DAO LLCs — platforms like RealT and Lofty have decomposed “the equity in a property” into
shares that move freely on-chain, and in doing so proved something many had doubted: that
fractional real estate is viable, on both the engineering and the legal front. The field’s first and
most fundamental obstacle — how to make a token on-chain credibly correspond to a building
in the real world — has been substantially crossed.

Assets are moving on-chain in a steady stream. And so the real problem surfaces, sharply: the
layer that carries the day-to-day operation of those assets has not come with them.



2.2 Why Now

Any argument about “opportunity” must first answer one question: why now — not three years
ago, and not three years from now? The answer is that four forces, each previously independent,
have matured and interlocked at precisely this moment, giving solid ground to something that,
two years ago, could not even be attempted.

On the asset side — the growth of RWA and tokenized real estate. Real-world assets
on-chain are no longer a niche experiment. Capital, properties, and institutions are flowing into
the space continuously; tokenized real estate is moving from proof-of-concept toward genuine
scale, and a deep enough stock of on-chain assets is accumulating to be worth building dedicated
infrastructure for.

On the labor side — the maturation of AI agents. The most expensive part of property
management has never been capital; it is labor — reading contracts, reconciling ledgers, chasing
payments, coordinating repairs, defusing disputes: a vast amount of repetitive, granular back-
office work. Autonomous agents can now genuinely take this work on. This is not hypothetical:
Propy’s Agent Avery already acts, in real transactions, as an escrow officer that never sleeps —
extracting the key terms of a contract, driving the on-chain escrow flow, compressing a closing
that once took weeks into a matter of hours. For the first time, machines can do operational
work that previously only people could do.

On the settlement side — the readiness of agentic payment rails. In parallel, a “finan-
cial nervous system” built specifically for machines has been laid down: x402 lets machine settle
with machine in stablecoins instantly; AP2 lets an agent be authorized to spend within a preset
cap, allowlist, and time window, with every payment traceable and accountable; Superfluid
lets money flow continuously over time, like water. “Money that moves by rule, executable by
machine, and accountable after the fact” is no longer a construct in a paper — it is production-
grade infrastructure already in real use.

On the monetary side — the normalization of stablecoin settlement. And beneath
all of this lies the settled premise of credible, neutral on-chain money. To settle a month’s rent
or hold a deposit in stablecoin is, today, an engineering detail — no longer a technological leap
that must be argued for.

Taken apart, each of these forces is merely a trend. Only taken together does the real conclusion
emerge: today, for the first time, it is possible to make the layer of “money and trust” beneath
on-chain assets both trustworthy and automatic — something that, in the past, could not hold
the moment any one of these pieces was missing.

2.3 The Overlooked Layer

What tokenization solves, from beginning to end, is the on-chain representation of owner-
ship. But beneath ownership sits another layer, closer to daily life and considerably grubbier:
the operational money layer — how rent is collected and apportioned, precisely, to every
shareholder; how a deposit is safely held in custody and then, at the end of a tenancy, fairly
returned or deducted; and who adjudicates when the two sides each insist on their own version
of “whether anything should be withheld, and how much.” On nearly every platform today, this
layer remains off-chain, centralized, human-driven, and opaque to the outside.

It bears emphasizing: this is not a matter of one platform doing it poorly. It is a public build-
ing block the entire industry is collectively missing. Turn to the most representative
projects in the space, and the shape of the gap comes clearly into view:



e RealT has put hundreds of millions of dollars of property on-chain, running for years at
meaningful scale; yet its rent distribution and deposit handling still depend heavily on man-
ual, centralized operation — the asset is on-chain, but the cash flow carrying it is not.

o Lofty has achieved fractionalization and holder governance via the DAO LLC, but likewise
lacks a trustworthy rent, deposit, and dispute substrate; and the regulatory grey zone it has
long occupied is, from the opposite direction, precisely the proof that this building block —
if it is to be trusted by an entire industry — must be clean, non-custodial, and neutral.

¢ Propy took a markedly different path — not tokenized ownership, but transaction rails and
AT agents; its success validates a key judgment: the real dividend of automation and trust
lands in the operational layer, not in the ownership structure itself.

o Parcl, meanwhile, serves as a mirror reflecting the cautionary lesson: synthetic price expo-
sure is not the same as real cash flow, and a token not bound to real usage will see its value
collapse as the narrative recedes.

Set side by side, a fundamental contradiction emerges: the investor in tokenized real estate,
today, can still only choose to “take the platform’s word for it” — to believe the
rent was really received, to believe the deposit is really still there. And this stands
in direct conflict with the very intent of putting the asset on-chain in the first
place. The reason people put assets on-chain is precisely to no longer depend on the spoken
promise of some centralized party; yet the absence of the operational layer puts that dependence
right back, untouched. Within this absence, the ugliest and most corrosive part is the deposit
dispute: it is where a tenancy most easily turns acrimonious, and today there is no neutral
on-chain mechanism anywhere that can answer “this deposit — should anything be withheld,
and how much?”

Why has this layer stayed empty for so long? Not because no one wants to build it, but because
it has always been stuck against a recurring, unavoidable problem: the chain itself does
not know what happens in the real world — it cannot judge whether a house is intact,
cannot confirm whether a person has actually moved in. Every attempt to pay this “reality
tax” head-on has, to date, ended in failure. One of this paper’s most central ideas is, precisely,
not to fight that tax head-on, but to plug in beneath those who have already paid it on
behalf of the entire industry — a judgment previewed in §3 and developed in full in §8.

2.4 Problem Statement

Condensing all of the above into a single sentence:

Ownership moved on-chain; the layer of money and trust that
carries it did not. LeaseLayer is that missing layer.

The entire remainder of this paper answers one question: how to build this layer as a piece
of non-custodial, industry-grade infrastructure — and to make it land for real, starting
from the entry point where the “reality tax” has already been paid by someone else, rather than
falling, once again, before that unavoidable problem.

3. Solution Overview

§2 ended on a single, deliberately stark sentence: ownership moved on-chain, the layer of money
and trust that carries it did not, and LeaseLayer is that missing layer. This section gives that



sentence its shape — what the layer actually is, the principles that determine its form, and, just
as importantly, the things it deliberately refuses to be.

3.1 What LeaseLayer Is

LeaseLayer does not tokenize property. That problem — turning a building into a credibly
owned on-chain share — has already been solved well enough by others, and re-solving it is not
where the value lies. LeaseLayer operates the layer directly beneath it: the place where rent
is actually collected, where deposits are actually held, and where disagreements are actually
settled.

Reduced to first principles, it is a non-custodial protocol with a few moving parts working
in concert. Deposits and rent are held and released by autonomous on-chain logic, denominated
entirely in stablecoin, so that the money carrying an asset is finally as verifiable as the asset
itself. An Al-driven operator performs the day-to-day labor of management — but only ever
inside an on-chain rulebook it cannot exceed, and never with its hand directly on the money.
The rare, genuinely human disagreements — above all, the deposit dispute — are resolved
through an optimistic adjudication mechanism designed to be invoked as seldom as possible.
And every decision, every payment, every rule check is written, permanently, to a ledger no
party can quietly revise.

If a single phrase is needed, it is this: LeaseLayer is the neutral settlement-and-trust rail
for tokenized rentals — the rail that platforms, property operators, and rental applications
plug into, rather than a destination that landlords and tenants are asked to visit. Concretely,
that rail is composed of five named components — a Vault that escrows funds, a Mandate
that encodes the spending rulebook, an Operator layer that runs the Al within it, a Court
that adjudicates the unavoidable disputes, and a Ledger that makes the whole thing auditable.
§4 describes each in full; here it is enough to know the shape.

3.2 Design Philosophy

The form above is not arbitrary. It is the residue of a few hard principles, each one earned by
watching where others failed:

e Build by subtraction. Put on-chain only what the chain is irreplaceable for — a tamper-
proof escrow and an unfalsifiable ledger — and resist the temptation to put everything else
there too. The chain is slow and expensive; its one irreplaceable gift is trust, and that gift
should be spent only where it is genuinely needed.

e Prefer a clock to a judge. Wherever a flow can be triggered by something the chain can
verify on its own — time elapsed, an on-chain event — it should be. The flows that instead
require a judgment about the physical world are the expensive, fragile ones, and the design
pushes their frequency relentlessly toward zero.

e Plug in where the reality tax is already paid. The chain cannot see whether a house is
intact or whether a tenant truly moved in. Rather than fight that, LeaseLayer attaches be-
neath those who have already shouldered it — platforms with real properties, real managers,
real cash flow.

e Let the token earn its place. The protocol’s token is demanded only because real work
on the network requires it to be staked and locked — never because it is sold as a claim on
someone else’s effort. Usage, not narrative, is its only legitimate source of value.



3.3 What LeaseLayer Is Not

A protocol is defined as much by its refusals as by its features. LeaseLayer is explicitly not:

e A tokenization platform. It does not fractionalize or represent ownership of property; it
operates beneath whoever does.

e A custodian. The protocol holds no keys and runs no privileged account; it cannot seize,
redirect, or halt user funds. Its neutrality is structural, not promised.

e A fiat on- and off-ramp. Value moves in stablecoin. The business of turning local currency
into stablecoin — and the licensing that business demands — belongs to others, deliberately.

e A consumer application. It is infrastructure that integrators build upon, not an app that
landlords and tenants are marketed to directly.

e A payment coin or a profit share. The native token is staked collateral for those who
perform work on the network — not a medium tenants pay rent in, and not a dividend on
the protocol’s revenue.

3.4 Where It Starts

Because the chain cannot pay the reality tax, LeaseLayer does not try to. Its first home
is beneath the platforms that already have — the tokenized-real-estate platforms whose
properties, managers, and rent are already real — for whom LeaseLayer supplies the trustworthy
rent, deposit, and dispute substrate they conspicuously lack. A second, larger arena — cross-
border and crypto-salary consumer rentals — follows once the rail is proven. The full sequencing,
and why this order is the only one that survives a cold start, is the subject of §8.

4. Protocol Architecture

§3 named the five components and asked the reader to hold only their shape in mind. This
section gives them substance: what each part is responsible for, where the boundary between
the chain and the world is drawn, and how value and decisions travel through the system from
the first day of a tenancy to the last.

A single principle governs the entire layout, and it is worth stating before the diagram rather
than after: only two things in this system are placed on-chain because the chain is
genuinely irreplaceable for them — the box that holds the money, and the book
that records what happened. Everything else lives on-chain only to the degree it
must, and off-chain wherever it can. The architecture below is best read as a map of
exactly that decision.

Money (deposit / rent / vendor payment) is denominated in a stablecoin end to end.
The native token is never in the payment path.

4.1 Vault — the box that holds the money

The Vault is the single place in the system where value comes to rest, and it is deliberately
the most rigid, least clever part of the entire architecture. For each tenancy it escrows the
deposit and the incoming rent, denominated entirely in stablecoin. Its defining property is
what it withholds from everyone, including its own authors: the protocol holds no key, runs



Integrators: tokenized-RE platforms / crypto PMs / rental dApps

call
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contested?
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LeaseLayer is non-custodial; the protocol itself holds no keys. Mandate — on-chain rulebook. Operator —
accountable principal that runs the Al and posts a slashable bond. Vault — escrow of deposit + rent in
stablecoin. Court — optimistic adjudication, kept asleep as far as possible. Ledger — immutable record of

every rule-check, payment, ruling.

no administrative account, and exposes no lever by which funds could be seized, redirected, or
frozen. Non-custody here is not a promise printed in a policy — it is a structural fact of the
contract, true even if every other party in the system turns hostile. That guarantee is made
literal by immutability: the escrow logic binding a given tenancy is fixed at the moment that
tenancy is created and cannot be altered afterwards, so even a future protocol upgrade reaches
only tenancies created after it — never funds already locked. The Vault releases value only
when an autonomous condition is met; by design that condition is, wherever it possibly can be,
a thing the chain can verify entirely by itself — a date reached, an on-chain event observed.
Only when value must move on a judgment about the physical world does the Vault defer, and
even then it defers not to a person but to the Court.

4.2 Mandate — the rulebook the Operator cannot exceed

If the Vault is where money rests, the Mandate is the set of walls around it. It is an on-chain
rulebook, authored by the landlord or the integrating platform, that states in advance what
may be spent, up to what amount, to whom, on what schedule, and above which threshold
a human must explicitly approve. Every action an Operator attempts is checked against this
rulebook before it is permitted to touch the Vault; an instruction that exceeds a cap, names
a payee outside the allowlist, or arrives off-schedule is simply refused, and the refusal is itself
recorded. Conceptually it belongs to the same family as the agentic-authorization mandates
described in §2 — a delegation that bounds an autonomous actor rather than trusting it. It
is the system’s safety belt; it is also, as later sections develop, the surface that an Operator’s



staked bond ultimately stands behind.

4.3 Operator — the accountable principal, not the Al

This is the component most often misunderstood, and the distinction it rests on is load-bearing
for the whole design: the Operator is not the AI. The Al is the tool — it reads the lease,
computes what is owed, schedules the plumber, answers the tenant, drafts the action. The
Operator is the capital-bearing, accountable party that runs that Al: it posts a slashable bond,
earns the management fee, and is the one that loses something real when the Al, or its own
negligence, causes harm. Code cannot be a principal. A bond deters only because a genuine
party suffers a genuine loss when it is slashed; an autonomous agent’s freedom to act is never
the same thing as the capacity to be accountable, and accountability cannot be conjured by the
software itself — it must be injected by someone who has put capital at risk. In the system’s
first phase this role is not a crowd of strangers to be recruited but the integrating platform
itself, or its existing property managers, who already carry exactly this accountability off-chain
today.

4.4 Court — the judge of last resort, kept asleep

The Court is the part of the architecture the design works hardest to avoid using. The ordinary
life of a tenancy requires no judge at all: rent is released on a clock, and a clean move-out
returns the deposit automatically once a challenge window has elapsed. The Court is woken
only when a deduction is actually contested — and even then the design stacks the deck toward
quiet resolution. A landlord seeking to withhold must first post a bond and submit evidence; an
optimistic challenge window then lets an unchallenged proposal simply stand; only a genuinely
disputed case escalates to staked jurors, who are rewarded for sound rulings and slashed for bad
ones. The objective is not a fast court but a rarely convened one — a judge that spends almost
all of its time asleep, because the surrounding design has removed almost every reason to wake
it. The same mechanism is also the forum for claims against an Operator’s bond for negligence
or breach: a party an Operator has harmed — not only a contested deposit — has a neutral
venue and a funded remedy, the economics of which are §6.4’s subject.

4.5 Ledger — the book no one can quietly rewrite

The Ledger is the second, and only other, thing the chain is here for. Every rule-check, every
payment, every ruling is written to it permanently, and no party — not the Operator, not the
integrator, not the protocol’s authors — can revise it after the fact. Its readers are everyone
the system must satisfy: the investor who wants to verify the rent truly arrived, the tenant
who needs recourse, the integrator reconciling its books, the Court drawing on evidence, the
auditor checking compliance. It is also, not incidentally, almost free: an unfalsifiable record is
an inherent by-product of performing the steps above on-chain at all. That a thing this valuable
is this cheap is precisely the reason it is worth doing on-chain — and the reason the rest of the
system works so hard to stay off it.

4.6 A Tenancy, End to End

The architecture is easiest to trust when followed through one full life cycle. An integrating
platform registers a lease. The tenant funds the deposit and first month’s rent through that
platform; the value arrives in the Vault as stablecoin. Each period, the Operator’s Al computes
the rent due and requests its release; the Mandate checks the amount, the payee, and the
schedule, and — clearing all three — the Vault releases to the landlord, with the event written



to the Ledger. A pipe fails mid-tenancy: the Al dispatches an allowlisted vendor, the cost
sits under the Mandate’s repair cap, the payment clears automatically, and the Ledger records
it. The tenancy ends with no claim: the challenge window passes, and the Vault returns the
deposit on a clock — the Court never wakes. The tenancy instead ends with the landlord
asserting damage: the landlord posts a bond and evidence, the optimistic window opens, and
only because the tenant disputes does the Court — and its staked jurors — finally engage, the
ruling written back to the Ledger and the Vault splitting the deposit accordingly. Read the
path again and count how seldom anything had to consult a judgment about the physical world.
That scarcity is not an accident of this example; it is the entire point of the architecture.

5. Core Mechanisms

§4 drew the map; this section walks the machinery. Its recurring concern is deliberately adver-
sarial: every mechanism below is described together with the abuse it is built to defend against,
because a settlement layer is worth precisely what it is worth on the day a party turns hostile,
and not a cent more.

5.1 The Release Engine — a clock and an event before a judge

Every movement of value in the system is triggered by one of two classes of condition. The
first is chain-verifiable: a date has passed, an on-chain event has occurred. The second is a
judgment about the physical world: a wall is scuffed, a tenant did or did not move in. The
Release Engine exists to push as much of the system’s behavior as is conceivably possible into
the first class, and to treat the second as the costly, explicit exception it is.

Rent is the easy case. By default it is released on a schedule — the date arrives, the Mandate
clears the instruction, the Vault pays. Where an integrator wants accrual by the second rather
than by the month, the same Vault supports a continuous stream in the spirit of §2’s streaming
rails. The trade-off is stated plainly rather than hidden: a stream minimizes arrears risk and
is mechanically elegant, but it presumes a pre-funded balance and adds integration and tooling
weight; periodic release is simpler and matches how rent is actually paid by humans. The
protocol supports both and lets the Mandate choose; it does not pretend one is universally
correct.

The deposit is the case that matters. It is locked at move-in and, at the end of the lease, a
challenge window opens. If no bonded claim is filed within it, the Vault returns the deposit on
the clock — a pure time trigger, with no judge anywhere in the path. The deposit becomes an
object of judgment only if, and only when, someone files a bonded deduction claim against it.
The design rule, stated precisely: the protocol will always reach for a clock or an on-chain event
before it reaches for the Court, and the Court is never the default — only the priced exception.
One honesty is owed at this point: an “on-chain event” is only ever as truthful as whoever
reports it, and in Phase 1 that reporter is the integrator. The protocol does not wish this away;
it is the same deliberate move as §2.3 — trust at the trigger boundary is placed exactly where
the reality tax has already been paid, not pretended out of existence.

5.2 The Mandate Model — bounding an autonomous actor

The Mandate is a deterministic, on-chain rulebook expressed in four kinds of constraint: caps
(a maximum per action and per period), allowlists (funds may only move to pre-registered
payees — a repair, for instance, only to a vetted vendor), schedules (the windows in which
a given flow may occur at all), and approval thresholds (above a stated amount, a human
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co-signer must explicitly authorize before anything moves).

The mechanism that makes this trustworthy is check-before-touch. The Operator never holds
funds and never moves them; it emits an instruction, the Mandate evaluates that instruction
deterministically on-chain, and only a passing instruction reaches the Vault — a failing one
is refused and the refusal itself is written to the Ledger. The Al’s intelligence sits entirely
upstream of this gate and never inside it: however the Al reasons, it cannot reason its way past
a cap or an allowlist.

It is worth being honest about what this does and does not achieve. The Mandate bounds the
Operator’s payments, not the AD’s judgment. A well-formed Mandate does not make a misbe-
having Operator impossible; it makes it bounded and expensive — the breach that slips through,
such as an allowlisted vendor that later proves fraudulent, is exactly what the Operator’s col-
lateral and the Court exist to make good. Making misbehavior costly rather than impossible
is the realistic and correct goal for any autonomous system; the alternative is a fantasy of per-
fect safety that no honest design should sell. The economics of that collateral — a stablecoin
coverage layer and an $LSE work stake — are the subject of §6; here only its mechanical role
matters: it is the value that stands behind the wall the Mandate draws.

5.3 Optimistic Dispute Resolution — the Court, and the economics that keep
it asleep

Most tenancies never reach the Court at all; §5.1 ensures the common ending is a clock, not a
verdict. The Court is the exception path, and its entire design is bent toward being convened
as seldom as it possibly can be.

The mechanism proceeds in steps. The party seeking a deduction — typically the landlord —
files a claim, and to do so must post a bond and submit evidence. An optimistic challenge
window then opens: if the counterparty does not dispute within it, the claim simply stands
and the Vault splits the deposit accordingly, without a single juror ever being convened. Only
a genuinely disputed claim escalates to a panel of staked jurors, who rule on the submitted
evidence; jurors in the correct majority are rewarded from protocol fees and the losing side’s
bond, while incorrect or absent jurors are slashed. The ruling is written to the Ledger, and the
Vault executes the split it dictates.

Every parameter here is a defense against a specific abuse. The claimant bond deters frivolous
or extortionate deductions, because filing a bad claim now costs money. The optimistic window
collapses the overwhelmingly common case — an honest, uncontested settlement — to almost
zero cost and zero adjudication. Juror staking and slashing align the adjudicators’ incentive
with ruling truthfully rather than lazily or corruptly. A bonded counter-dispute keeps tenants,
too, from raising nuisance challenges for free.

And then the honest residual, which this paper will not paper over: this is the softest point
in the entire system. A blockchain still cannot witness a scuffed wall, and no amount of
mechanism design conjures that ability into existence. The design’s answer is not to claim
otherwise. It is, instead, to make the honest and undisputed path overwhelmingly the cheapest
one, to force both sides to put real money behind any contested assertion, and to confine
subjective human judgment to the smallest possible surface — escalated to economically-aligned
jurors only when it is genuinely unavoidable. One further candour, easily missed, belongs here:
when jurors do rule, what they produce is a bonded consensus, not access to truth — with no way
to witness the wall, “correct” can only mean “aligned with the eventual majority.” The protocol
claims procedural fairness and aligned incentives at that point, never omniscience; anyone who
claims more should be distrusted for precisely that reason. This is the same conclusion the
project reached the hard way in its own history: you do not defeat the reality tax. You arrange
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the system so that you have to pay it as rarely as possible.

5.4 Why the Mechanisms Compose

Read together rather than apart, the three mechanisms reinforce one another. The Release
Engine removes the Court from the common case entirely. The Mandate makes the Operator’s
autonomy bounded and any breach of it costly. The Court, bonded and optimistic, makes even
the rare contested case resolvable without trusting a centralized intermediary. The result is
a layer that is non-custodial by structure, judge-free in the ordinary case, and adversarially
robust in the exceptional one — and whose only remaining trust assumption, a juror panel in
the uncommon contested deduction, is small, bonded, and explicit, rather than large, implicit,
and centralized as it is across the industry today. That replacement — a small explicit trust
assumption in place of a large implicit one — is the whole of what this protocol claims to do.

6. Tokenomics ($LSE)

Tokenomics is the section most whitepapers use to make a fundraising instrument look like
a utility. This one is written to the opposite standard: to state the demand model plainly,
including the place where it is fragile, in the same voice the rest of this paper has used on
everything else. One commitment frames all of it — no real money in LeaseLayer ever
moves as $LSE. Deposits, rent, vendor payments, and protocol fees are denominated in a
stablecoin (USDC as the reference implementation; the single-issuer dependence this introduces
is acknowledged in §9.3). $LSE exists for exactly one purpose: to be staked and locked by those
who perform paid roles on the network. Its only legitimate source of value is that the work
cannot be done without it.

6.1 The Demand Sinks — Who Must Hold It, and Why It Scales With Use

Three roles require locked $LSE, and each scales with real activity rather than with narrative.
The Operator’s requirement is the most involved — and is deliberately split into two layers,
only one of which is an $LSE demand sink — so it is taken first.

The Operator’s collateral — two layers, deliberately separated. A single bond cannot
honestly do two contradictory jobs at once: guarantee that a harmed party is made whole
(which must be currency-matched to the harm and sized to a single tenancy’s exposure) and
serve as the volume-scaled token demand sink and deterrent (denominated in $LSE and sized
to a whole book of business). Conflating them is a design error, so the protocol refuses to.

The Coverage layer is posted in stablecoin and ring-fenced per tenancy — each tenancy
carries its own coverage allocation, sized to that tenancy’s own value at risk, never a single pool
shared across an Operator’s book:

per-tenancy coverage =~ that tenancy’s deposit + its rent at risk

(an Operator’s total locked coverage is the sum of these, not a pooled figure)

The per-tenancy ring-fence is deliberate and load-bearing: were coverage pooled across a book,
simultaneous claims in the correlated stress when an Operator fails would turn make-whole into
first-come-first-served. It is not. A claim on one tenancy draws only that tenancy’s allocation
and cannot be starved by claims on another. Because it is also denominated in the same asset
as the harm, its protective value does not evaporate in exactly that stress; and because it is not
reputation-floated — a clean history changes nothing about how much a defrauded tenant must
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be made whole — coverage tracks each tenancy’s exposure regardless of who the Operator is.
This is the layer §6.4 calls the funded remedy, and it is built so the phrase means exactly what
it says.

The Work stake is posted in $LSE, sized to the Operator’s volume of business:
work stake ~ k x (deposits under management + annualized rent throughput)

This is the value §4.2, §5.2, and §7.2 referred forward to: the skin in the game that stands
behind the Mandate’s wall, slashable as the deterrent, the right to operate at scale — and the
protocol’s actual $LSE demand sink, growing with the book. Here k is deliberately phased: in
Phase 1, when Operators are a small number of known, accountable integrating platforms rather
than anonymous strangers, k is set high — there is no recruitment penalty to a thick margin
when onboarding is a partnership, not a marketplace. In Phase 2, k becomes reputation-
floated: a long, clean, on-Ledger history lets an Operator post proportionally less work stake
than a newcomer — while the Coverage layer above, by deliberate contrast, never floats. A
recommended initial value is k =~ 0.2, indicative and, like every parameter here, finalized as a
launch parameter under the legal review §9.4 treats as a gate.

The honest cost of this separation is stated rather than hidden: an Operator must lock both
stablecoin (coverage) and $LSE (work stake) — more capital than a single bond would demand.
That is the correct price of a make-whole promise that is actually true; a guarantee denominated
in a volatile token was never a guarantee, and this protocol will not sell one.

The juror stake. To be eligible to adjudicate a contested deduction (§5.3), a juror locks $LSE;
a correct-majority ruling earns a reward, an incorrect or absent one is slashed. Demand here
scales with dispute volume, which the design deliberately keeps low — the role is scarce by
construction, not by accident.

The integrator registration stake (optional). An integrating platform may post a stake
to hold a “verified integrator” status, with the higher rate limits and Ledger prominence that
accompany it — tying a third strand of token demand directly to integration adoption itself.

6.2 Value Flow — and the Honest Consequence of It

Protocol fees are charged on rent throughput, in stablecoin, and accrue to a protocol treasury
governed by tokenholders. $LSE receives no fee, no buy-back, and no yield from this
revenue. This is not an oversight; it is the deliberate posture of §9.4, chosen so that the token’s
substance — not merely its label — stays away from the characteristics of a security. A holder
is paid nothing for holding; only for working.

The honest consequence must be stated as plainly as the design. With no accrual, the price of
$LSE is, structurally, a function of forced-staking demand divided by velocity, and nothing else.
It has no intrinsic tendency to appreciate, and this paper will not imply one. What the design
can honestly offer is not a yield, and not a floor — nothing here pins a price above zero —
but only a structural coupling: real, growing usage mechanically removes float from circulation
(§6.3), so demand for the token tracks demand for the network’s work. That coupling is the
only price support a no-accrual utility token can claim without dishonesty; it is a tendency, not
a guarantee, and a token that satisfied every function described here could still trend toward
zero. The paper claims the coupling and nothing stronger.
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6.3 Anti-Velocity — the Only Honest Support

Because value rests entirely on demand over velocity, the design attacks velocity directly. Every
$LSE staked position — the Operator work stake, the juror stake, the integrator stake — carries
a minimum lock and an unbonding cooldown (a recommended initial cooldown on the order of
14-30 days, indicative and parameterised as above). More consequentially, the Operator’s
$LSE work stake rises with the book: as an Operator wins more managed value it must lock
proportionally more $LSE, and cannot release it without unwinding real business. Network
growth therefore translates, mechanically and without any promise made to holders, into supply
removed from circulation. Usage locks the token; nothing else is asked to.

6.4 Slashing and the Make-Whole Path

Collateral that cannot be slashed is theatre, so the conditions are explicit. An Operator’s
$LSE Work stake is slashed — and its stablecoin Coverage layer drawn — when the
Operator causes user loss through a Mandate breach, fund mismanagement, or negligence of the
AT it runs. A juror stake is slashed for an incorrect-majority or absent ruling. A claimant
or counter-dispute bond (§5.3) is forfeited when the claim or challenge it backed fails.

Crucially — and resolving a gap an honest reader would otherwise find — the Court is not only
a forum for landlord /tenant deposit disputes. A party harmed by an Operator (an integrator, a
landlord, a tenant) files a claim against that Operator through the same optimistic mechanism;
jurors adjudicate Operator fault exactly as they adjudicate a deduction. When fault is found,
two distinct things happen, and that distinction is the entire point of the two-layer design in §6.1:
the harmed party is made whole from the stablecoin Coverage layer, in the same asset as
the loss, while the Operator’s SLSE Work stake is slashed as the deterrent and penalty.
The funded remedy is the Coverage layer — currency-matched, ring-fenced per tenancy (§6.1)
so concurrent claims never compete for a shared pool, and sized to that tenancy’s exposure
— not a volume-scaled token stake pretending to be indemnity. And the honest residual is
stated, not buried: a loss exceeding the Coverage layer is not fully indemnified; coverage is
sized to a tenancy’s realistic exposure, not to unbounded tail events, and the protocol does not
claim otherwise. Juror rewards are drawn from a defined split of protocol fees and the losing
side’s bond (a recommended split of roughly half from each, indicative and parameterised); the
split is published, not discretionary. One honest tension follows directly from this: the design
deliberately keeps disputes rare (§5.3), which also keeps fee-funded juror rewards thin — so in
early operation a juror’s expected return leans on the bootstrap emission of §6.5 rather than on
fee flow, and the role becomes self-sustaining only once disputes, while still rare as a rate, are
numerous enough in absolute terms. This is a real dependency, not a solved problem.

6.5 Supply and Allocation

The following is indicative. Final figures are launch parameters, set under the §9.4 legal review
and not before; they are given here so the model can be evaluated, not so they may be treated
as fixed.
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Parameter Recommended Rationale

(indicative)
Total supply Fixed, 1,000,000,000 A work-token’s scarcity should be
$LSE; no perpetual structural, not narrative
inflation
Ecosystem / Operators / > 55% The majority goes to those who do
community / staking the work, not to insiders
incentives
Treasury ~ 20% Funds audits, the §9.4 review, and
(protocol-governed) public goods
Team < 15%, 4-year vest, The pitch is “utility, not
1-year cliff speculation”; the cap table must
match it
Farly backers < 10%, long vest + cliff ~ Same discipline; no short-dated
insider unlocks
Bootstrap emission Small, decaying, An honest trade-off, stated below
sunsetting to the fixed
cap

The one genuinely open design tension is the bootstrap emission. A small, decaying emission
can seed Operator and juror staking through the cold start, when fee-funded rewards are by
definition thin; its cost is dilution and early sell-pressure. The recommendation is to include it
but make it visibly decaying and explicitly terminating, so that long-run supply is the fixed cap
and the emission reads as a bootstrap rather than a habit. This is flagged, not buried, because
§9.4°s review — and an honest reader — will ask either way.

6.6 Why This Is Substantively, Not Nominally, a Utility Token

Pulled together against the standard §9.4 applies: the token is staked collateral for work; it
is never in the payment path; fees never reach holders; insiders are capped and long-vested;
the only thing a holder is ever paid for is performing a role. That is the substance, and it
was designed before the label. But this section closes with the discipline the paper has kept
throughout: substance is tested by jurisdiction and by regulators, not settled by a whitepaper,
and every parameter above is a recommendation held open until the legal review §9.4 treats
as a genuine go/no-go gate has run. What is laid out here is the token’s structure and intent,
presented so the design can be assessed on its logic; the parameters — and therefore the token’s
actual pricing — are deliberately deferred and cannot be evaluated from this document. It is
the model’s shape that is offered for judgement now, explicitly not its final form.

7. Actors & Incentives

A protocol does not run on components; it runs on the people who show up to use them, and
it survives only if each of them is better off participating honestly than not participating at all.
§4 and §5 described the machine. This section asks the harder question: who stands around it,
what each of them wants, what they must put at risk, what they take home — and, at the end,
where those interests still pull against one another.
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7.1 Integrators — the platforms that plug it in

Integrators are tokenized-real-estate platforms, crypto-native property managers, and rental
applications. What they want is a trustworthy rent, deposit, and dispute substrate they can
offer their own users without building, operating, and being trusted to run it themselves. What
they bring is the demand side of the network — real leases, real cash flow, and, critically in
the first phase, the accountable operating capacity they already possess off-chain. What they
receive is a credible, neutral layer their own investors can verify independently, which lifts the
“take our word for it” liability off their balance sheet. They participate because the protocol
converts a function they are expected to perform but cannot perform credibly into one a neutral
layer performs for them — and because a shared primitive is more believable to their users than
any private ledger of their own could ever be.

7.2 Operators — the accountable principals

Operators are the capital-bearing parties that run the AI and answer for it — in the first
phase, the integrating platform itself or its existing managers (§8). What they want is the
management fee and a credible automation of labor they otherwise perform by hand. What
they put at risk is slashable collateral in two layers (§6.1): an $LSE work stake sized to the
volume they manage, which is the deterrent, and a stablecoin coverage layer sized to value-at-
risk, from which a harmed party is actually made whole (§6.4). What they receive are fees
for the tenancies they manage, scaling with the book they run. They behave honestly for one
structural reason: the bond turns dishonesty into a direct and immediate financial loss rather
than a deferred reputational one. Accountability here is priced, not promised.

7.3 Jurors — the rarely-woken adjudicators

Jurors are stakers who opt in to adjudicate contested deductions. What they want is yield
on staked capital in exchange for performing a scarce service well. What they put at risk is
that stake, slashed for incorrect or absent rulings. What they receive are rewards drawn from
protocol fees and the losing party’s bond, on the uncommon occasions the Court is convened.
The design respects the role by keeping it scarce: §5.3 makes a summons rare by construction,
so the proposition is “occasionally adjudicate a genuinely hard case for good reward,” never
“rubber-stamp a flood of trivial ones.”

7.4 Landlords — the asset side

Landlords are the owners — often, through an integrator, fractional owners — whose property
generates the rent. What they want is rent that arrives reliably and a deposit they can fairly
draw on for genuine damage. What they contribute is the asset and its cash flow. What they
give up is the ability to withhold a deposit by fiat: to deduct anything, they must now post
a bond and submit evidence (§5.3). They accept that constraint because, in exchange, they
receive rent settlement that does not depend on a platform’s continued good behavior, and a
dispute process whose outcome they can actually trust precisely because it is not administered
by their counterparty.

7.5 Tenants — the side the system quietly protects
Tenants are the renters whose deposit and rent move through the Vault. What they want is

their deposit back when they have done nothing wrong, without depending on a landlord’s
goodwill or a platform’s support queue. What they contribute is rent, and the demand that
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makes the market exist at all. What they receive is a deposit that returns on a clock when no
claim is filed, and, when one is, the standing to contest it on equal, bonded footing rather than
from structural weakness. This matters strategically as much as ethically: the deposit dispute
is the relationship’s ugliest moment (§2.3), and a layer visibly fair to the weaker party at that
exact moment is a layer an integrator can market.

7.6 Where Incentives Could Still Misalign

No incentive design is seamless, and pretending otherwise would forfeit the credibility the rest
of this paper has worked to earn. Four tensions remain, each contained rather than eliminated:

e Operator profit versus tenant fairness. Bounded by the Mandate, priced by the bond,
exposed by the Ledger, and adjudicated away from the Operator by the Court — contained,
not removed.

e Juror apathy or collusion. Countered by staking and slashing, and by a deliberately low
call frequency that keeps honest jurors available rather than fatigued.

e The integrator’s build-versus-buy temptation. This is the genuine strategic risk: a
large platform could attempt this in-house. The defense is structural, not contractual —
neutrality and a shared juror pool are precisely the properties a platform cannot credibly
self-provide, because a dispute layer a platform runs against its own users is the very thing
no one trusts. It is examined as a first-order risk in §9.

¢ The two-sided cold start. The classic failure mode of any marketplace, defused in the first
phase by deliberately collapsing the supply side into the integrator itself (§8): the platform
that brings the leases is also the Operator, so the network never has to find both sides at
once.

The honest summary is this: the protocol does not abolish the conflicts inherent to renting. It
relocates each of them out of a centralized intermediary’s private discretion and into a bounded,
priced, transparent mechanism. That is a smaller and more honest claim than “trustless” —
and it is the correct one.

8. Roadmap & Go-to-Market

Most whitepapers present a roadmap as a calendar. This one presents it as an argument, because
the order in which LeaseLayer is built is not a matter of preference or pacing — it is the single
decision that determines whether the protocol reaches escape velocity at all. The phases below
are therefore gated by what each must prove, not by quarters invented to look concrete.

8.1 Why Sequence Is the Whole Game

A trust-bearing two-sided network has a brutal opening problem. It needs, at the same time, a
supply of accountable operators willing to post real capital and a demand of real leases worth
operating — and neither side rationally arrives before the other. Most protocols in this position
die not because the mechanism was wrong, but because they tried to summon both sides at
once. LeaseLayer’s roadmap is built around a single move that dissolves this problem instead
of fighting it: in the first phase, the supply side and the demand side are the same entity. The
platform that brings the leases is also the Operator that runs them (§7.2). The network does
not have to win two markets; it has to win one counterpart, deeply. Every alternative sequence
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— consumer-first, operator-marketplace-first — requires solving cold start, the reality tax, and
stranger-trust all at once, and is for exactly that reason the order that does not survive.

8.2 Phase 1 — Beneath the Platforms That Already Paid the Reality Tax

The first integrators are tokenized-real-estate platforms and crypto-native property managers
— the parties §2.3 identified as already carrying real properties, real managers, and real cash
flow, and therefore as having already paid the reality tax the chain cannot. To them LeaseLayer
offers the one thing they conspicuously lack and cannot credibly build for themselves: a neutral
rent, deposit, and dispute substrate their own investors can verify independently.

The go-to-market motion in this phase is not marketing; it is a small number of deep, co-built
integrations — on the order of one or two design partners — in which neutrality is the wedge
and the sales cycle is a partnership rather than a funnel. The phase is not measured in logos or
in total value locked, but in proofs: real deposits and rent moving through the Vault under live
leases; the Mandate refusing genuine out-of-bounds instructions; the Court actually convened,
at least once, on a real contested deduction and resolving it without a centralized referee; and
an Operator bond shown to be slashable in practice and not merely in prose. Until those things
are true, the protocol has not earned its second phase — and this roadmap explicitly refuses to
advance before they are.

8.3 Phase 2 — Cross-Border and Crypto-Salary Consumer Rentals

Only once the rail is proven does the larger arena open: rentals in which the tenant is paid in
crypto, or in which landlord and tenant sit in different countries and the existing rails are slow,
costly, and trust-poor. This market is far larger than Phase 1, and far harder, because here
LeaseLayer can no longer stand entirely on someone else’s payment of the reality tax — it must
begin to help carry more of it itself. That difficulty is precisely why it comes second. By the time
the protocol arrives, two assets carry the weight a cold start could not: a rail already stressed
and proven in Phase 1, and an accumulated, immutable Ledger track record that lets strangers
extend a trust they would never extend to a promise. Phase 2 is not a different product; it is
the same protocol, applied where it could not have survived going first.

8.4 What Is Deliberately Not on the Roadmap

The discipline of this roadmap is, in keeping with §3.3, mostly a discipline of refusal. LeaseLayer
does not chase the mass-market domestic rental, where both legs are local fiat and conventional
rails already work — adding stablecoin friction there solves a problem no one has. It does not
open an operator marketplace before the single-counterpart phase has proven the mechanism.
It does not race incumbents head-on for a market it has not yet earned the standing to serve.
The defining trait of this roadmap is not ambition; it is the willingness not to do the larger,
more exciting thing until the smaller, duller thing has been made true.

9. Risks & Compliance

A risk section is where a serious reader goes to find out whether the authors are serious. The
discipline this paper has tried to keep — name the abuse, contain it, admit what remains — is
applied here one last time, to the protocol as a whole. Nothing below is hedged into vagueness;
each risk is stated, its mitigation given, and the part the mitigation does not reach said out
loud.
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9.1 Strategic Risk — Disintermediation by a Large Platform

This is the first-order risk, and §7.6 named it deliberately rather than burying it: a sufficiently
large integrator could attempt to build this layer in-house instead of plugging into a neutral
one. The structural defense is genuine — a dispute layer a platform operates against its own
users is precisely the thing those users cannot trust, and neutrality plus a shared juror pool are
properties no single platform can self-provide. But the honest residual is that the defense is
strong, not absolute: a dominant platform with a captive user base might self-provide anyway
and simply accept a lower bar of trust from users who have nowhere else to go. LeaseLayer
is, at its core, a wager that at sufficient scale verifiable neutrality is worth more than retained
control. That wager is reasonable; it is still a wager.

9.2 Mechanism Risk — The Dispute Layer Remains the Soft Spot

§5.3 said it without flinching, and §9 will not soften it: the Court is the least robust part of the
system, because a blockchain cannot witness the physical world. The design contains this by
making the honest path overwhelmingly the cheapest, bonding every contested assertion, and
confining subjective judgment to a rarely-woken, economically-aligned juror panel. What it does
not eliminate: a landlord and tenant who collude against the protocol’s economics, sufficiently
sophisticated evidence forgery, juror bribery in the limit where the value at stake dwarfs the
slashable stake, or — most fundamentally — the fact that a juror verdict is a bonded consensus
and not ground truth (§5.3). These are made expensive and rare. They are not made impossible
— and any claim that they were should itself be read as a reason to distrust the claimant.

9.3 Technical Risk — Smart-Contract and Custody Integrity

The protocol’s central safety claim is that it is non-custodial: no key, no privileged account, no
lever by which funds can be seized. That property is only ever as true as the code that enforces
it, and a defect in the Vault or Mandate would be severe precisely because no human can step
in to undo it. The primary defense here was made architecturally and early: §4’s principle
of placing on-chain only the two things the chain is irreplaceable for keeps the attackable
surface deliberately small — a benefit easy to underrate until exactly this section. On top of
that minimal surface sit the ordinary, non-negotiable disciplines: independent audits, formal
reasoning where warranted, and standing incentives for disclosure. One apparent contradiction
must be met head-on rather than left for a reader to find: a protocol that can be upgraded
appears to reintroduce exactly the custodial lever §4.1 claims it does not have. It does not, and
the reason is structural — the escrow logic binding a tenancy is immutable once that tenancy
exists, so upgrades apply only to tenancies created after them and no upgrade path can reach
already-locked funds. Upgradeability buys better logic for future leases; it never buys authority
over live deposits. A second, narrower dependency is acknowledged just as plainly: value is
denominated in a stablecoin (USDC as the reference), and a failure of that single issuer is a
risk the protocol inherits rather than removes — mitigated, not eliminated, by the option to
migrate the reference asset under the same tenancy-immutability rule. The honest residual is
the one every serious protocol shares: code risk is reduced, never zero, and the design’s answer
is to shrink the surface rather than to pretend the surface is safe.

9.4 Regulatory and Token Posture
The native token is positioned as a pure work-and-stake utility; §6 specifies its mechanics, with

the numeric parameters deliberately held open until the review described below. The posture
itself was a design input rather than an afterthought, and can be stated plainly. The decision
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that protocol fees accrue to a treasury and never to passive holders was made specifically to
keep the token’s substance, not merely its label, away from the characteristics of a security.
This paper will nonetheless state the uncomfortable truth it has stated about everything else:
whether a token is a “utility token” is decided by economic substance and by jurisdiction, not
by the word printed in a whitepaper. The chosen no-accrual design improves that posture; it
does not guarantee an outcome. A pre-launch legal review is therefore treated not as a footnote
but as a genuine go/no-go gate, and the project deliberately forgoes jurisdictions in which this
layer cannot be operated cleanly rather than stretching the design to fit them. Nothing in this
document is legal or investment advice, and the token’s final form is subject to that review.

9.5 Market and Adoption Risk

The crypto-native rental market is, today, early and thin. The entire thesis rests on Phase-1
partners existing and choosing to integrate; if they do not, the protocol does not bootstrap, and
no amount of mechanism elegance compensates for that. This risk is not waved away — it is
the reason the roadmap (§8) is sequenced as it is: collapsing the supply side into the integrator,
refusing to advance until real flows and a real dispute have been proven, and declining the mass
markets that look larger but cannot be won first. The mitigation is the sequencing discipline
itself. The residual is simply that this remains a wager on a market that is real but not yet
large, and the paper does not dress that wager as a certainty.

9.6 Deferred Mechanism Design

Several mechanisms this paper relies on are named here but deliberately not specified, because
specifying them is the work of an implementation-and-audit phase, not of a concept-stage paper
— and declaring that openly is more honest than letting a reader discover the seam. Each is a
real, unsolved design task, not an oversight:

e Juror selection, Sybil resistance, panel size, and quorum. §5.3 describes the incen-
tives of jurors but not how a panel is drawn, made Sybil-resistant, or how its majority is
computed. And, stated plainly: because the chain has no ground truth (§5.3), slashing a
juror for an “incorrect” ruling can only mean slashing for landing in the minority — the
criterion is a Schelling-point coordination, not a measurement of truth. The honest charac-
terisation is that the Court produces an aligned, bonded consensus; hardening that consensus
is deferred design, and the circularity of “incorrect = minority” is acknowledged here, not
resolved.

e The immutability architecture behind non-custody. §4.1 and §9.3 assert that per-
tenancy escrow logic is immutable and that upgrades cannot reach live funds. That is the
required property; the contract architecture that guarantees it — per-tenancy isolation, the
absence of any privileged upgrade path over existing escrow — is specified at audit. Until
then, non-custody is a binding design commitment, not yet a proven fact.

e Liveness and the keeper fallback. A non-custodial system in which one party’s inaction
can freeze funds is not, in practice, non-custodial. The protocol therefore requires a permis-
sionless fallback by which scheduled releases and deposit returns can still be triggered if an
Operator goes inactive; the precise keeper design is deferred, but its necessity is not optional
and is recorded here as such.

e Slashed-fund routing. Where slashed value goes — to the harmed party, to the treasury,
or burned — is consequential to the make-whole path of §6.4 and is left as an explicit
parameter for the §9.4 review, not silently assumed.
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Naming these is the point. A concept-stage paper earns trust by marking exactly where the
concept stops and engineering must begin, rather than by writing prose smooth enough to hide
the seam.

9.7 What This Paper Does Not Claim

In closing the risk section it is worth consolidating the refusals scattered through the document.
This protocol does not claim to be trustless; it claims to replace a large, implicit, centralized
trust assumption with a small, explicit, bonded one. It does not claim, in particular, to have
removed the trust placed in the integrator’s reporting of off-chain facts at the trigger boundary
(§5.1): Phase 1 relocates that trust to the party that has already paid the reality tax — it
does not abolish it, and calling that relocation a “solution” rather than a relocation would be
exactly the laundering this paper is trying not to do. It does not claim the chain can adjudicate
physical reality; it claims to need that adjudication as rarely as the design can force. It does
not claim regulatory certainty; it claims a posture chosen to improve the odds and a process
honest enough to abort if that posture fails review. A reader who takes away a single sentence
should take this one: the strength of the design is not the absence of these risks, but that the
document names them in the same voice it uses to make its case.

10. Conclusion

It is worth ending where the design itself ends: at what was removed. LeaseLayer’s architecture
was not assembled by accumulating features; it was reached by subtraction. Every place where
the system would have had to trust a fact about the physical world was either engineered away
or pushed onto those who had already paid to know it. Every place where the token might have
captured value the way a security does was closed off. What did not survive that subtraction
is not in the protocol. What remained — an escrow the chain is irreplaceable for, a record it is
irreplaceable for, and as little else on-chain as the design could manage — is the whole of it.

That is also the protocol’s honest measure of itself. It does not abolish the conflicts inherent
to renting; it relocates each of them out of a centralized intermediary’s private discretion into
a bounded, priced, transparent mechanism. It does not make trust unnecessary; it makes the
necessary trust small, explicit, and bonded instead of large, implicit, and assumed. These are
deliberately modest claims — and modest claims that hold are worth more than ambitious ones
that do not.

What remains is to make them hold. The next milestone is not a market or a token launch but
a set of proofs: real value moving through the Vault under live leases, the Mandate refusing
real overreach, the Court convened on a genuinely contested case and resolving it without a
referee, and a bond shown to be slashable in fact. The token economics remain to be finalized,
deliberately, under the legal review this paper has treated as a gate rather than a footnote.
Until those things are true, LeaseLayer is a well-formed argument; the work ahead is to make
it a working one.

Appendix A: Glossary
Plain-language definitions of the terms used in this paper, for readers who do not live in crypto.
e Non-custodial — A design in which no party, including the protocol’s own authors, holds

any key or account that could move or freeze user funds. Safety is a structural fact of the
code, not a promise.
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Smart contract — A program that runs on a blockchain exactly as written, that no one
can alter or stop once deployed, and that executes automatically when its conditions are
met.

Escrow — Money held by a neutral mechanism that neither side can take until pre-agreed
conditions are satisfied. Here, the Vault.

Stablecoin — A digital token designed to hold a fixed value (e.g., one US dollar). All real
money in LeaseLayer moves as stablecoin.

Vault — The on-chain escrow that holds each tenancy’s deposit and rent and releases them
only when an autonomous condition is met.

Mandate — The on-chain rulebook a landlord or platform sets in advance — spending caps,
approved payees, schedules, approval thresholds — that the Operator cannot exceed.

Operator — The accountable party that runs the Al and answers for it: it posts collateral
(a per-tenancy stablecoin coverage layer plus an $LSE work stake), earns the fee, and bears
the loss when something goes wrong. It is not the Al; the Al is the tool, the Operator is the
principal.

Court — The optimistic dispute mechanism that adjudicates a contested deposit deduction
(and, by the same process, a claim of Operator fault), designed to be invoked as rarely as
possible.

Optimistic adjudication — A process in which a claim simply stands unless someone
disputes it within a set window; only disputed claims escalate to judges.

Stake / staking — Locking tokens as collateral to gain the right to perform a role on the
network.

Slashing — Confiscating part or all of a staked amount as the penalty for misbehavior;
what makes a stake a real deterrent rather than a gesture.

Bond — Stake posted to back a specific responsibility (an Operator’s management, a dis-
puted claim), forfeitable if that responsibility is breached.

Ledger — The permanent, unalterable on-chain record of every rule-check, payment, and
ruling.

The “reality tax” — This paper’s term for the unavoidable cost arising from the fact
that a blockchain cannot observe the physical world; the central problem the design routes
around rather than fights.

Tokenized real estate / RWA — Real-world assets (here, property) represented as on-
chain tokens; “RWA” stands for real-world assets.

Integrator — A platform, property manager, or application that builds on LeaseLayer
rather than using it as an end-user product.
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Legal Notice

This document is provided for general informational purposes only. It does not constitute, and shall
not be construed as, legal, financial, tax, or investment advice, nor an offer to sell or a solicitation of
an offer to buy any security, token, or financial instrument in any jurisdiction. $LSE is described as
a utility token; whether any token constitutes a security or other regulated instrument is determined
by economic substance and by applicable law in each jurisdiction, and nothing herein guarantees any
particular regulatory characterization or outcome.

LeaseLayer and $LSE are names used to identify the protocol and its native token in this document.
The mechanisms, parameters, allocations, and figures presented are described as indicative and remain
subject to change pending independent legal review and security audit; several mechanisms are expressly
identified as deferred design (see §9.6). No representation or warranty, express or implied, is made as
to the accuracy or completeness of the information herein, and nothing in this document creates any
binding commitment.

This document may contain forward-looking statements that involve risks and uncertainties; actual
outcomes may differ materially. Recipients are responsible for conducting their own due diligence and
for obtaining independent professional advice before taking any action. Distribution of this document
may be restricted by law in certain jurisdictions; persons into whose possession it comes are required to
inform themselves about, and observe, any such restrictions.
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