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Do you consider the general scope of the OECD CARF Rules to be sufficiently clear? Are there 
areas or instances where additional guidance on the scope of the Rules or their 
implementation in the UAE would be helpful?  
 
In a nutshell, the general  scope of the OECD CARF rule is generally aligned to other texts we have 
seen in other jurisdictions. This being said, INATBA notices that the OECD handles a limited 
domain and starts from a point of view that such a domain embeds an increased risk of fraud, 
while there is very little evidence, if any, that it can demonstrate that crypto-assets are used for 
illicit or fraudulent activities. INATBA notes that crypto-assets are currently not, or barely, taxed 
and this current lack of taxation should not be the justification for the perception of increased 
fraud. 
 
INATBA has also noticed that there are a lot of issues that are portrayed as crypto-assets AML, 
TF-related compliance and taxation, for instance, can be handled within traditional finance 
mechanisms.​
​
The guidelines extends the reporting and due diligence obligations to “any individual or entity 
that, as a business, provides a service effectuating Exchange Transactions for or on behalf of 
customers, including by making available a trading platform.”​
​
While this reflects the OECD’s baseline definition, we recommend adapting it in the UAE context 
so that it applies only to providers deriving the majority of their revenue from the provision of 
crypto-assets-related services. In particular, the current wording is overly broad because it does 
not distinguish between custodial providers, who have the access and capacity to comply with 
CARF obligations, and non-custodial providers, who by design do not. Without such refinement, 
the regulations risk extending obligations to actors who cannot realistically fulfil them, which 
would undermine both the effectiveness and enforceability of the framework.​
​
Most of the custodial providers, such as centralised exchanges and wallet operators that hold 
assets on behalf of their customers, are the logical place of compliance responsibility. They 
maintain direct control of assets and user accounts, have access to personal and transactional 
data, and already operate under UAE’s AML/KYC regime in line with FATF standards. Extending 
CARF obligations to such entities is both feasible and proportionate. 
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By contrast, non-custodial providers facilitate transactions in a peer-to-peer manner without 
holding user assets or maintaining customer data. Examples include open-source protocols and 
software interfaces that allow users to transact directly. These actors: 

●​ Lack access to the personal identifiers and transactional information required under 
Section II of the Draft Regulations 

●​ Cannot reasonably apply the due diligence procedures set out in Section III, as they are not 
in a position to verify or certify user tax residence 

●​ Often operate as open-source or community-driven projects without a centralised entity 
capable of bearing regulatory obligations. 

 
We also recommend that the Draft Rules be clarified to explicitly exclude non-custodial providers 
from the definition of Reporting Crypto-Asset Service Providers. The scope should be limited to 
custodial entities that hold assets or maintain accounts on behalf of customers, consistent with 
FATF’s treatment of VASPs and with the operational reality of tax reporting obligations. 
 
This approach would make UAE’s implementation of CARF both effective and enforceable by 
directing obligations toward entities that have the practical ability to meet them. At the same 
time, it would prevent legal uncertainty and avoid placing unnecessary administrative burdens on 
providers that lack the capacity to collect or report customer data. 
 
Do you consider the definitions contained within the OECD CARF Rules to be sufficiently 
clear within the UAE’s domestic context? Are there any areas where additional guidance 
would be helpful?  
 
The OECD CARF Rules provide a solid and comprehensive foundation for defining key terms and 
concepts, which is highly beneficial for the UAE as it aligns with international standards. However, 
given the UAE’s unique regulatory landscape and rapidly evolving digital economy, certain areas 
could benefit from additional tailored guidance. Specifically, more clarity on the treatment of 
emerging digital assets, localized compliance mechanisms, and practical implementation details 
would strengthen the rules’ applicability and support seamless domestic integration. This 
targeted guidance would help ensure effective compliance, foster confidence among 
stakeholders, and enhance the UAE’s position as a leading global financial hub. 
 
In this light, INATBA considers that the definition of crypto-assets is too broad. If followed to the 
letter, assets of a specific nature represented by a token can find themselves falling under the 
scope of the reporting, potentially leading to an inappropriate taxation of the asset itself. The 
typical example is a crypto-asset built on real-estate. If the definition is followed, a disconnection 
might be created between the taxation of the underlying asset class and the crypto asset 
representation of the same asset class. It would be INATBA’s recommendation that the underlying 
asset class rules follow the now-digitised asset. This would enhance the regulators’ ability to 
understand which taxation regime to apply.  
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INATBA would also like to draw attention to the inclusion of individuals in the definition of 
crypto-asset provider. If not clearly specified, the emergence of real DEFI protocols will be 
hindered as hesitation might arise about the real status of an atomic participant in the real DEFI 
protocol. Considering the complexity of this issue, INATBA recommends either a staging approach 
or the obligation of reporting be put on the protocol itself. In the latter case, DEFI protocols will 
have to exist with an automated and integrated reporting function. 
 
Are there any areas where additional guidance would be helpful on the nexus or hierarchy 
criteria?  
 
INATBA would like to highlight that the definition of crypto-asset present in this document might 
conflict with the definition applicable in certain jurisdictions. Indeed, in the crypto products that 
could potentially be used in a financial process, some are qualified as plain financial products. It 
would then be expected for them to fall under the scope of reporting applicable to the financial 
products. To avoid confusion those products should remain within financial-product reporting 
flows, not duplicated under CARF. Implementation should clearly segregate these flows to 
prevent double reporting, unintended taxation and unnecessary audits. Variations already seen 
under CRS across countries illustrate the risk of divergence and over-verification. 
 
Are there any areas where additional guidance would be helpful on reportable information? 
For example, guidance on interpreting the nexus criteria (e.g. when the RCASP may have a 
nexus in more than one jurisdiction) or how to report large transaction numbers.  
 
INATBA would like to point out that determining whether an entity qualifies as an RCASP is 
critical, as it triggers rigorous compliance obligations, requiring platforms and service providers to 
thoroughly review and upgrade their operational and data management processes to meet these 
standards from day one. INATBA would also like to draw the attention of the UAE Ministry of 
Finance on the importance of clarity of practicalities of reporting, e.g. manage large volumes of 
transactions, establish effective procedures and systems, ensure accurate data collection and 
streamline reporting. These measures will promote compliance, reduce errors, and facilitate the 
efficient exchange of information in line with CARF requirements, while supporting the UAE’s 
unique regulatory and operational landscape. 
 
What are your views on the proposal to set the CARF annual reporting deadline as 30 June? 
Alternatively, would you recommend a different reporting deadline? If so, please explain the 
rationale for an alternative reporting deadline?  
 
INATBA considers that the alignment with the CRS reporting timeline is probably the best option 
for the reporting timing as it allows an alignment of the processes in entities that offer both 
crypto assets and traditional products. 
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Are there any areas where additional guidance would be helpful on the due diligence rules?  
 
INATBA would like to insist on the fact that due diligence needs to remain a sensible process. 
Relying on already collected information, and trusting the self-certification process are sound 
principles. However, INATBA also witnesses that the due diligence, which is an obligation of 
means, is often treated as an obligation of result, leading to some excessive costs and 
time-consuming processes that prevent smoothness in the economic flows. Enhanced and 
harmonized guidance in these areas would promote greater interpretive consistency, reduce 
operational uncertainty, and strengthen the overall integrity of the CRS framework. 
 
Do you foresee any challenges or concerns if the penalties applicable to CARF obligations are 
aligned with those currently applied under the CRS regime? Please explain, including 
whether the nature or size of your business may influence the impact of such penalties?  
 
INATBA would like to highlight that aligning penalties for CARF obligations with those under the 
CRS can only be achieved if the principle of “same risk-same compliance” would apply, i.e. 
principle of proportionality between penalties and risks. 
 
What additional resources (either one-off or continuous) do you expect to incur to comply 
with the requirements of the CARF? Please provide any information, such as costs, staff time, 
or number of reportable persons/RCASPs affected which would help quantify the impacts of 
this measure more precisely?  
 
INATBA would like to insist on the initial high implementation cost of such reporting. If some 
points require clarification, for example, the disconnect between interpretation of what a 
crypto-asset is, the building of the reporting process can very quickly become technically 
complex. This complexity can lead to error and extensive reviews thereafter. These reviews can 
jeopardize the development of projects that can generally benefit UAE’s economy.  
 
In other words, compliance with CARF is not trivial. The UAE could anticipate significant one-off 
costs by building and integrating systems and procedures, and meaningful ongoing costs as your 
user base and transaction volume scale. The precise impact will scale with your business size (user 
base, transaction volume), complexity of your offerings (types of crypto-asset transactions), and 
maturity of existing systems. 
 
In your opinion, are there any initiatives that the UAE Ministry of Finance can undertake to 
ensure a smooth(er) implementation of CARF in the UAE?   
 
Different interpretation or implementation of these rules being the key stumbling block, INATBA 
would recommend that the Ministry of Finance of the UAE consults with other economic areas to 
minimize these differences. By emphasizing clarity, collaboration, and a gradual implementation 
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approach, the UAE Ministry of Finance can foster industry readiness, minimize compliance 
friction, and strengthen the UAE’s position as a globally trusted, innovation-driven financial hub 
committed to transparency and responsible digital asset regulation. 
 
Do You have any other comments, suggestions or concerns regarding the UAE' proposed 
implementation of CARF?  
 
INATBA recommends that the UAE Ministry of Finance first adopt and publish a clear, 
UAE-specific legal definition of “crypto-asset” and a supporting glossary of terms to accompany 
the CARF rules. 
 
INATBA also suggests timely preparation for the 2028 global exchange deadline by designing, 
testing, and implementing necessary technology and processes within the limited timeframe. 
Extended testing will indeed be needed.  
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