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e Add additional rows if needed.
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SARB-FinSurvDocuments@resbank.co.za, with the subject line: Comments on draft Crypto
Asset Manual for cross-border activities.

1. Commentator details

Entity/individual name

Global Digital Finance (GDF)

Industry/sector

Digital finance industry association

Name of contact person

Adriana Ennab, Executive Director and Head of Global Policy & Regulation

Telephone number of contact
person

+44 785 474 3613

Email address of contact person

adriana@gdf.io
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Annexure A

GLOBAL DIGITAL FINANCE | CONSULTATION RESPONSE

About Global Digital Finance and overview

Global Digital Finance (GDF) is a global digital assets membership organisation bringing together financial institutions, payment companies, digital asset firms, market infrastructure providers, technology
companies and other participants operating across the global digital finance ecosystem. GDF develops industry-led policy positions and best practices through collaboration between members, policymakers and
regulators.

GDF's cross-border membership brings practical experience relevant to South Africa's proposed framework, including regulated crypto-asset services, stablecoins, custody, payments, remittances, market
infrastructure, cloud and data services, and the implementation of cross-border reporting and AML/CFT requirements.

This response has been prepared on behalf of GDF's membership. GDF supports SARB's objective of bringing cross-border crypto-asset activity within a lawful, transparent and supervised framework, while
recommending changes to make the framework proportionate, operationally workable and capable of supporting responsible market development.

Executive summary

South Africa's Draft Crypto Asset Manual is intended to establish the conditions under which authorised crypto asset service providers may conduct cross-border activity, including remittances and transfers
involving crypto assets, together with the related FinSurv approval, capital, reporting and operational requirements. GDF welcomes the objective of bringing this activity within a clear, lawful and supervised
framework.

However, GDF does not consider the Draft Manual implementation-ready in its current form. The related draft Capital Flow Management Regulations remain under review, while core reporting categories,
technical specifications and the Operations Manual would be issued only after the policy framework is adopted. This prevents firms from assessing the full legal, operational, technology and cost impact before
finalisation.

The draft also relies on broad restrictions and presumptions that may exclude legitimate activity even where the risks can be managed. It treats transfers to non-custodial wallets as cross-border regardless of actual
location, restricts resident companies' cross-border crypto-asset use, provides no clear treatment for ordinary import and export payments using digital settlement rails, prohibits transactions with other CMA
residents without explaining the basis, and restricts CASP operational foreign-currency, branch and offshore-sourcing arrangements.

The Manual also appears to impose strict outcome obligations on CASPs, extensive customer evidence without clear risk calibration, coercive investigative expectations without clarifying whether an Authorised
CASP has been separately authorised or appointed under Regulation 20 or how the safeguards in that Regulation apply, prior approval for a broad range of operational changes and suspension for any inability to
comply. These requirements should be replaced with a reasonable-steps standard, risk-based verification, materiality-based change controls and proportionate remediation. The final framework should also define
qualifying stablecoins objectively and protect legally enforceable issuer redemption rights.

GDF's overall position is therefore supportive of a regulated route, but only with material changes. SARB should replace blanket prohibitions with risk-based, activity-based and technology-neutral controls,
publish the complete legal and technical package for consultation and testing, and provide a workable transition period.
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ummary of recommendations

. Complete and sequence the framework. Publish the reporting categories, Business and Technical Specifications and Operations Manual in draft, allow industry testing and re-consult before final implementation.
. Adopt a functional taxonomy. Distinguish payment stablecoins and tokenised forms of regulated financial assets from unbacked or investment crypto assets where their risks and uses differ. Treat issuer location and

reference currency as separate dimensions. Define a qualifying stablecoin using objective redemption, reserve, governance, disclosure and oversight criteria. For exchange-control purposes, establish differentiated
treatment based on function and risk, including treatment aligned with currency or foreign currency where appropriate, without conferring legal tender status or unintentionally restricting lawful intermediation to
Authorised Dealers.

. Enable regulated interoperability. Provide a clear lawful route, whether through direct or dual authorisation, exemption or another supervised arrangement, for regulated banks and Authorised CASPs to transact in

stablecoins under appropriate controls. Clarify how any required disposal or acquisition interacts with legally enforceable issuer redemption rights.

. Correct the cross-border trigger. Do not infer geography solely from transfer to a non-custodial wallet. Use residence, ownership or control, transaction purpose and actual destination, supported by proportionate

verification. Recognise established wallet-control methods and clarify the information CASPs may reasonably use to identify CMA residence.

. Permit legitimate entity and CASP activity. Apply existing capital-flow permissions equivalently to imports and exports of goods and services using crypto or stablecoin rails. Permit specified corporate, treasury, trade,

payment and investment use cases, and CASP liquidity, hedging, settlement, custody-rebalancing and network-fee transfers, subject to risk-based limits and reporting. Review the blanket CMA prohibition and permit
specified operational foreign-currency uses.

. Protect financial inclusion through tiered controls. Retain the remittance pathway but review low fixed limits and identity requirements, use tiered CDD and digital verification, and clarify how Travel Rule data should be

linked to foreign-payout-partner net settlements. Align the operative provisions with Table 2 by expressly confirming the treatment of qualifying inbound gifts and remittances.

. Avoid duplicative authorisation. Coordinate FinSurv appointment with FSCA licensing and FIC registration through a single secure digital gateway; reuse information already supplied, apply shareholder-information

requirements proportionately, and provide objective criteria, service standards, reasons and a review mechanism.

. Calibrate capital. Set capital by category, custody, transaction volumes and risk; recognise eligible safeguards and avoid a single R5 million floor that may exclude smaller remittance providers.
. Enable resilient global technology. Replace case-by-case cloud, data-localisation and foreign-branch restrictions with risk-based rules focused on regulatory access, security, resilience, auditability and exit planning.

Confirm that international Travel Rule messaging networks may be used subject to appropriate safeguards.

Recognise comparable overseas regimes. Use outcomes-based equivalence and supervisory cooperation for offshore CASPs, foreign payout partners, group entities and foreign stablecoin issuers, including where an issuer
is supervised under an issuer-specific or functionally equivalent regime rather than a CASP licence. Apply risk-based due diligence and published approval standards for operational offshore sourcing. Distinguish primary
issuance and redemption from secondary transfers and avoid counting a redemption as a fresh externalisation where it simply unwinds a lawfully acquired holding.

Rationalise reporting and customer evidence. Create a single, API-first and interoperable regulatory platform through which firms submit or make data available once for authorised use by FinSurv, FSCA, FIC and SARS.
Align relevant originator, beneficiary and counterparty fields with IVMS101, use a CASP transfer reference as the primary identifier, reuse Travel Rule and verified customer data, and apply additional source-of-funds
evidence according to risk.

Apply materiality and legal safeguards to compliance and remediation. Use a reasonable-steps standard for transaction permissibility, limit CASP investigative responsibilities to powers clearly conferred by law, and
reserve prior approval and suspension for matters presenting material regulatory, customer or reporting risk.

Provide transition and testing. Grandfather existing firms and customers, allow at least 12 months after all legal and technical materials are final, and use the existing IFWG Regulatory Sandbox to test tiered licensing, new
use cases and digital reporting with agreed supervisory data.
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Comments on the draft Crypto Asset Manual for cross-border activities

Annexure A

The table below follows SARB Annexure A. Each row identifies the relevant provision, the amendments proposed by GDF and the reasons for those amendments.

Section in the draft Crypto
Asset Manual for cross-
border activities

Paragraph number selected
for comment

Proposed amendments

Motivation for the proposed amendments

Introduction; B.1(B)(v);
B.1(C)(iv); B.1(D)(iv); C.1(B)—
©

1. Consultation sequencing
and completeness

A.1 definition of “crypto asset”;
media statement and Draft
Manual generally

2. Scope and treatment of
different crypto assets

1.1 Publish a consolidated revised Draft Manual after the draft Regulations have been
amended, together with a cross-reference showing how consultation feedback has been
addressed, including stablecoin classification, interaction between Authorised Dealers
and Authorised CASPs, forced-sale treatment and transitional arrangements.

1.2 Publish the proposed reporting categories, data dictionary, validation rules, API/file
specifications and Operations Manual in draft before finalisation.

1.3 Run industry testing with a representative group of CASPs, banks, remittance providers
and technology firms, including both local and global operating models.

1.4 Provide a formal change-management process, version control and adequate notice for
later amendments.

2.1 Clarify exclusions and interactions for tokenised deposits, tokenised securities, central
bank money, closed-loop instruments, loyalty instruments and genuine non-financial
utility tokens.

2.2 Create proportionate categories for payment stablecoins, investment crypto assets and
other relevant functions. For stablecoins, distinguish local-currency, foreign-currency
and foreign-issued models, treating issuer location and reference currency as separate
dimensions. For exchange-control purposes, assess whether qualifying fiat-referenced
stablecoins should receive a distinct functional treatment, including, where appropriate,
treatment aligned with currency or foreign currency according to their peg, rather than
being treated automatically as undifferentiated crypto assets. Any such treatment should
not confer legal tender status or unintentionally restrict lawful intermediation to
Authorised Dealers where Authorised CASPs can manage the relevant risks under
supervision. Define a qualifying stablecoin by objective criteria, including a legally
enforceable redemption right, the quality and segregation of reserve assets, governance
and disclosure arrangements, and appropriate prudential or regulatory oversight.
Calibrate requirements to redemption, reserve, market, custody, settlement, currency-
substitution and cross-border risks, and benchmark the treatment against international
regimes including Hong Kong and the UAE.

2.3 Provide a clear lawful route for regulated interoperability. The final Manual and
Regulations should permit Authorised Dealers, including regulated banks, and
Authorised CASPs to transact in qualifying stablecoins under appropriate controls
through direct or dual authorisation, exemption or another supervised arrangement. This
would avoid unnecessary conversion through Rand, additional settlement steps, cost,
delay and counterparty risk.

2.4 Protect legally enforceable issuer redemption rights. If the change-of-purpose disposal
mechanism in Regulation 3(6) or the acquisition provisions in Regulation 8 are retained,
they should not arbitrarily extinguish or impair any legally enforceable redemption or
other claim that the affected person actually holds against the issuer. The final
framework should clarify the interaction between those mechanisms, the applicable
valuation methodology and any enforceable issuer obligation, without implying a
guaranteed par price where the holder has no direct redemption right or where

Issue. The Draft Manual states that comments on the draft Capital
Flow Management Regulations are still under consideration and
have not yet been reflected. It also leaves core reporting categories,
technical specifications and the Operations Manual to be issued only
after the policy framework is adopted. Firms therefore cannot assess
the full legal, operational, technology or cost impact of the proposed
regime.

GDF position. A framework cannot be considered implementation-
ready until regulated firms have been able to review and test all
material obligations. Adopting the policy first and technical
requirements later risks costly re-engineering, inconsistent reporting
and a compressed implementation period.

Issue. The definition covers digital representations of value used for
payment, investment or utility, while the proposed treatment
expressly does not distinguish among different types of crypto
assets. This may capture regulated payment stablecoins, tokenised
deposits, tokenised securities or other digital representations whose
legal characteristics, issuer obligations and risk profiles differ
materially from unbacked crypto assets.

GDF position. Technology neutrality does not require identical
treatment of economically different instruments. The same-activity,
same-risk, same-regulatory-outcome principle should be applied by
reference to function and risk, not by attaching a single set of
controls to every asset using DLT or cryptography. The final Manual
must also be coherent with the Capital Flow Management
Regulations. Functional classification will not deliver a workable
outcome if separate Authorised Dealer and Authorised CASP
channels lack a clear direct, dual-authorisation, exemption or other
supervised route for regulated interoperability, or if a forced-sale
mechanism can arbitrarily impair a qualifying stablecoin's legally
enforceable issuer redemption rights.
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Section in the draft Crypto
Asset Manual for cross-
border activities

Paragraph number selected
for comment

Proposed amendments

Annexure A

Motivation for the proposed amendments

B.1(A)(ii); B.1(C)(iii)(a)(dd);
Tables 1 and 2

3. Cross-border
classification and non-
custodial wallets

4. Resident entities and B.1(C)(iii)(b)(dd); Table 2
legitimate corporate use

cases

redemption remains subject to applicable eligibility requirements and contractual terms.

2.5 Confirm how multi-asset and cross-chain transactions, wrapped assets and decentralised
protocols are treated, and avoid capturing technical transfers that do not change
beneficial ownership or economic exposure.

2.6 Coordinate scope with the FSCA, Prudential Authority, FIC, National Payment System
Department and SARS so a product is not subject to conflicting classifications.

3.1 Determine cross-border status using the residence of the beneficial owner or
counterparty, change in beneficial ownership, transaction purpose and actual destination
of value.

3.2 Permit transfers to and from non-custodial wallets where an Authorised CASP applies
proportionate controls, including proof of wallet control where appropriate, sanctions
and address screening, blockchain analytics, source-of-funds checks and enhanced due
diligence for higher-risk transactions.

3.3 Establish a rebuttable presumption or safe harbour for same-owner transfers. Where an
Authorised CASP has a reasonable basis to determine that the same South African
resident owns or controls both wallets and no foreign beneficiary or other foreign nexus
is identified, the transfer should be recorded and, where prescribed, reported as a first-
party wallet transfer. It should not be deducted from the resident's applicable allowance
solely because the receiving wallet is non-custodial. FinSurv may prescribe enhanced
verification and monitoring for higher-value or higher-risk transfers.

3.4 Recognise proportionate wallet-control verification methods. Where ownership or
control is uncertain, an Authorised CASP should be able to use methods such as a
cryptographic message signature, a small test transfer or another technically reliable
proof. Once control is established, the CASP may rely on residence information in its
customer due diligence records unless another foreign nexus is identified. Such proof
should be sufficient to rebut the cross-border presumption where appropriate, but should
not be mandatory for every transfer.

3.5 Define the treatment of smart-contract wallets, multisignature wallets, institutional
custody arrangements and protocol interactions.

3.6 Clarify how Authorised CASPs should identify residents of other CMA jurisdictions for
A.4(A)(vii). The beneficiary data required by Directive 9 does not necessarily include a
residential address or country of residence. FinSurv should confirm that CASPs may rely
on information reasonably available to them, including customer declarations, Travel
Rule data and the jurisdiction of the counterparty CASP, and are not expected to verify
the residence of a counterparty with whom they have no customer relationship.

3.7 Align the approach with FATEF's risk-based framework for unhosted-wallet risk rather
than applying a custody-based prohibition.

4.1 Create permitted categories for corporate payments, supplier and trade settlement, group
treasury, capital raising, investment, hedging, collateral and tokenised-asset settlement.

4.2 Apply existing corporate capital-flow permissions in a functionally equivalent way.
This should include payments for imports and exports of goods or services, including
digital services, where the underlying transaction would be permissible if effected in fiat
through an Authorised Dealer. Use of a crypto asset or stablecoin as the payment or
settlement rail should not alter the exchange-control character of the underlying
economic activity. The applicable permissions, limits, documentary requirements and

Issue. The Draft Manual treats a transfer from a domestic
Authorised CASP to a non-custodial wallet as a cross-border
outflow. Wallet type, however, does not establish geography. A non-
custodial wallet may be owned and controlled by a South African
resident located in South Africa, while a custodial wallet may be
hosted by an overseas provider. The tables also make several
inbound transfers from non-custodial wallets non-permissible, even
where ownership and source of funds can be established.

GDF position. The trigger should follow the actual cross-border
movement of value. Self-custody creates distinct AML/CFT and
evidential risks, but those risks should be mitigated rather than
treated as proof that a transaction is foreign. A blanket rule risks
false reporting, restricts lawful self-custody and may drive transfers
away from regulated CASPs. Industry implementation of the Travel
Rule has also produced practical methods for verifying customer
control of a non-custodial wallet, although the method and intensity
should remain risk-based.

Issue. Resident entities may open domestic custodial wallets but
may not enter into crypto-asset transactions deemed to import or
export capital. This excludes corporate and institutional activity at
precisely the point where regulated cross-border rails may offer the
greatest economic value.

GDF position. A blanket prohibition is not proportionate to the risk
of every entity transaction and is inconsistent with a framework
described as having a positive bias and focusing surveillance on
high-impact and high-risk flows. It may block legitimate treasury,
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Section in the draft Crypto
Asset Manual for cross-
border activities

Paragraph number selected
for comment

Proposed amendments

Annexure A

Motivation for the proposed amendments

5. Remittances and financial
inclusion

B.1(B)(iii); B.1(D)(ii)(a); Table 2

trade, services or other current-account reporting category should continue to apply.

4.3 Create an approved framework for proprietary operational transfers by Authorised
CASPs, including transfers required for liquidity management, hedging, settlement,
custody rebalancing and blockchain network fees. These transfers should be segregated
from customer flows, subject to board-approved limits and approved counterparties or
wallets, reconciled and reported under a dedicated operational-flow category. Prior
approval should apply to the framework and material changes to it, rather than to each
transfer made within approved parameters.

4.4 Use transaction thresholds, customer risk, purpose codes and enhanced reporting for
higher-risk activity instead of an entity-wide ban.

4.5 Provide a case-by-case pilot route for novel institutional use cases, with published
criteria and a pathway from pilot to general permission.

4.6 Clarify treatment of regulated financial institutions, institutional investors, exporters,
importers and multinational group entities.

4.7 Clarify the rationale, legal basis and intended scope of the prohibition in A.4(A)(vii) on
transactions with residents of other CMA jurisdictions. Unless required by the applicable
CMA arrangements, a transaction should not be prohibited solely because a crypto-asset
rail is used. FinSurv should coordinate with the relevant CMA authorities and apply the
normal permissions, reporting requirements and risk controls to the underlying activity.

4.8 Permit specified operational foreign-currency activity by Authorised CASPs. Subject to
appropriate controls and reporting, this should include foreign currency required to
source crypto assets for permitted activity, settle with foreign payout partners under
Category One, and manage reserves or liquidity supporting permitted Category Two
activity. Requiring every operational conversion to be conducted indirectly through an
Authorised Dealer may add avoidable cost, delay and counterparty dependency.

5.1 Explain the policy basis for applying the existing Category Three ADLA limits to
Category One Authorised CASPs and assess whether those limits remain appropriate for
crypto-enabled remittance models.

5.2 Introduce tiered limits linked to verified identity, customer risk and transaction history,
with a transparent process for higher limits.

5.3 Permit reliable digital identity, alternative proof of address and risk-based CDD
consistent with South African law and financial-inclusion objectives.

5.4 Measure the framework against outcomes including customer cost, settlement speed,
access, fraud, error rates and the proportion of flows kept within regulated channels.

5.5 Review the limits after 12 months using data on transaction volumes, customer risk,
fraud, customer costs, settlement times and the proportion of remittance activity retained
within regulated channels.

5.6 Clarify how FIC Directive 9 applies to Category One net settlement. Where an on-chain
transfer between an Authorised CASP and a foreign payout partner represents an
aggregate of multiple remittances, permit the required originator and beneficiary
information to be transmitted securely through a linked Travel Rule message or batch
reference before or simultaneously with settlement, rather than embedded in the
blockchain transaction. The Authorised CASP should retain a complete and auditable
reconciliation between the settlement transfer and each underlying remittance.

5.7 Align B.1(B)(iii) with Table 2 by expressly confirming that qualifying inbound gifts and
remittances are permitted and reportable under Category One, subject to the applicable

trade, settlement, investment and hedging use cases, while reducing
South Africa’s ability to participate in interoperable digital markets.

Issue. Category One creates a welcome route for person-to-person
remittances using crypto assets as the settlement medium, but limits
activity to R5,000 per transaction per day and R25,000 per customer
per month, requires fiat settlement with the customer and provides
that the customer never owns or possesses the crypto asset. The
identity and address requirements may also be difficult for some
migrant workers and financially excluded customers. B.1(B)(iii)
appears to describe only outward remittances, while Table 2 also
treats inbound gifts and remittances as permissible and reportable.

GDF position. GDF supports a regulated remittance model in which
the technology can reduce cost and settlement time without exposing
customers unnecessarily to asset volatility. The limits and
onboarding rules should, however, be risk-based, consistent with
comparable remittance channels and capable of serving legitimate
higher-value or repeat use cases. The final Manual should state the
treatment of inbound remittances consistently so firms and
customers are not left to infer a permission from the reporting table.
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Section in the draft Crypto
Asset Manual for cross-
border activities

Paragraph number selected

Proposed amendments
for comment

Annexure A

Motivation for the proposed amendments

6. Authorisation,
supervisory coordination
and legal certainty

AML/CEFT, customer due diligence and reporting requirements.

A.3;A4;B2(E) 6.1 Establish a single secure digital application and supervisory gateway among FinSurv,
FSCA and FIC. Reuse fit-and-proper, governance, AML/CFT and beneficial-ownership
information already supplied, with role-based access, clear data ownership and an
auditable record of regulatory decisions. Apply shareholder-information requirements
proportionately, distinguishing beneficial owners and controlling shareholders from non-
controlling institutional shareholders and shareholders in listed companies, for which
complete personal information may not be available or relevant to the authorisation
assessment.

6.2 Publish authorisation criteria, required evidence, decision stages and target service
standards for completeness checks, conditional approval and final appointment.

6.3 Define the factors included in “national and economic interest” and explain how they
will be applied consistently.

6.4 Provide written reasons, an internal reconsideration process and an appropriate
independent review or appeal mechanism.

6.5 Reserve prior approval for material changes affecting the category or scope of
authorisation, ownership or control, client-asset safeguarding arrangements, or the
completeness and accuracy of FinSurv reporting. Other changes to products, technology,
electronic platforms, service providers and operational arrangements should be
addressed through notification where relevant to the Authorised CASP's cross-border
activities. Urgent changes required to address cybersecurity, operational-resilience or
customer-protection risks should be capable of immediate implementation, subject to
prompt subsequent notification. The coordinated digital gateway should provide
automated acknowledgement and an auditable status record for all notifications and
approval requests.

6.6 Clarify the limits of an Authorised CASP's monitoring and investigative
responsibilities. These responsibilities should be limited to transaction monitoring,
requesting information and documentary evidence from customers, restricting
transactions where appropriate and reporting to FinSurv. Nothing in A.4(A)(xii) should
be read as automatically appointing every Authorised CASP, or its personnel, to exercise
the entry and search powers contemplated in Regulation 20. Any exercise of those
powers should require separate authorisation or appointment by National Treasury under
Regulation 20 and should comply with that Regulation's consent, warrant, reasonable
grounds, proportionality and constitutional safeguards. Where required information
cannot be obtained or a risk cannot be adequately mitigated, the CASP should be
permitted to decline, suspend or restrict the transaction and make any report required by
law. Information obtained should be handled in accordance with applicable
confidentiality, privacy and data-protection requirements.

6.7 Replace the strict outcome obligation in A.4(A) with a reasonable-steps standard. An
Authorised CASP should be required to maintain effective, documented controls and to
prevent or report transactions it knows, or ought reasonably to know, are impermissible.
It should not be required to guarantee that every transaction is legitimate or expressly
permitted where relevant facts are outside its knowledge and reasonable control.

6.8 Replace the automatic suspension requirement in A.4(A)(x) with a materiality-based
remediation framework. Immediate suspension of the affected activity should be
required where continued operation would create a material risk of unlawful capital
flows, customer loss, inaccurate regulatory reporting or obstruction of supervision. Other
matters should ordinarily be addressed through prompt notification and a documented

Issue. An applicant must already be licensed by the FSCA and
registered with the FIC, then obtain a separate FinSurv appointment.
The Draft Manual sets extensive application requirements but no
target time for initial review or final decision. Decisions may take
account of the broad “national and economic interest of South
Africa”; firms are told to refrain from interpreting the Manual and to
seek case-by-case decisions; and additional products, services or
changes often require prior approval.

GDF position. Strong supervision is appropriate, but overlapping
processes and open-ended discretion increase cost, delay and
uncertainty. The final framework should reuse existing supervisory
assessments and provide clear, objective and reviewable criteria.
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Section in the draft Crypto
Asset Manual for cross-
border activities

Paragraph number selected
for comment

Proposed amendments

Annexure A

Motivation for the proposed amendments

7. Capital and safeguarding B.2(A)—-(B)

requirements

8. Global operating models,  B.1(B)(iv); B.2(A)—~(C); C.1(D)

cloud and data

9. Offshore CASPs and
cross-border recognition

A.1 definition of ‘offshore
CASP’; A.3(C)(iii)(k)(nn);
B.1(B)(iv); Tables 1 and 2; Draft
Manual generally

remediation plan unless FinSurv directs otherwise. Any restriction should, where
practicable, be limited to the affected activity.

7.1 Calibrate base and variable capital separately by category, custody, client-money
exposure, operational risk and transaction volume.

7.2 Explain the prudential rationale and impact assessment for the RS million and 15%
measures and compare them with requirements for analogous regulated activities.

7.3 Recognise eligible high-quality liquid assets and, where appropriate, insurance,
guarantees or other safeguards while preserving immediate loss-absorption capacity.

7.4 Avoid double counting where a firm already meets FSCA or group prudential capital

requirements, while ensuring that resources remain available to the South African entity.

7.5 Provide a proportionate transition period and a supervisory process for temporary
capital fluctuations and orderly wind-down.

8.1 Replace blanket restrictions with a risk-based outsourcing and third-party framework
focused on governance, data protection, operational resilience, audit rights, regulatory
access, concentration risk and exit planning.

8.2 Permit group functions and international cloud providers where FinSurv has timely
access to complete records and enforceable rights, regardless of the physical server
location, subject to restrictions for sanctioned or inaccessible jurisdictions.

8.3 Clarify when local replication is necessary and allow secure, near-real-time access or
export as an alternative where it provides equivalent supervisory outcomes.

8.4 Adopt approval-by-policy or notification for standard cloud arrangements meeting
published controls, reserving prior approval for material or higher-risk outsourcing.

8.5 Coordinate requirements with South African data-protection, prudential and
operational-resilience rules and recognise independent assurance reports and
international standards.

8.6 Confirm that localisation requirements do not prevent the use of international Travel
Rule messaging networks and service providers. Cross-border transmission of required
originator and beneficiary information should be treated as a compliance function, not
prohibited offshoring. FinSurv should focus on safeguards including encryption in
transit and at rest, independent security assurance, data-protection compliance and
complete records accessible to FinSurv on request.

8.7 Replace the blanket prohibition on foreign branches with a risk-based approval
framework. Authorised CASPs should be able to establish or maintain foreign branches
where the South African entity retains accountable senior management, effective group
controls, reliable regulatory access to records and clear home and host supervisory
arrangements. Material branch changes may require approval, but international
expansion should not be prohibited as a class.

9.1 Adopt outcomes-based criteria covering AML/CFT, governance, custody, customer
protection, financial resources, operational resilience and supervisory cooperation.

9.2 Recognise registration, licensing or equivalent authorisation under the relevant home
regime rather than requiring a particular legal label.

9.3 Publish a jurisdictional or firm-level recognition process, with transparent evidence

Issue. Every Authorised CASP must maintain unimpaired capital
equal to the higher of 15% of average positive annual gross income
or RS million, held in a segregated Rand savings or investment
account and unavailable for withdrawal without prior FinSurv
approval. The same floor appears to apply across the remittance,
cross-border wallet and combined categories, regardless of custody,
transaction volume or risk.

GDF position. Capital should absorb losses and support an orderly
wind-down, but it should be calibrated to the risks of the authorised
activity. A single cash floor may create a disproportionate barrier for
smaller remittance providers, duplicate requirements under other
regimes and immobilise resources without a clear link to customer
exposure.

Issue. The Draft Manual requires a South African head office,
prohibits foreign branches, ring-fences operations, requires
information captured in partner models to be held and maintained in
South Africa, does not accept offshoring or outsourcing of functions,
services and business processes, and subjects permitted cloud, data
and group models to case-by-case approval. These requirements are
difficult to reconcile with the distributed, resilient and globally
managed architecture used by many financial and technology firms.

GDF position. Local accountability and immediate supervisory
access are legitimate objectives. They do not require blanket
localisation of people, processes or systems. Overly prescriptive
localisation can fragment controls, weaken resilience, prevent use of
specialist group functions and leading cloud-security capabilities,
and increase barriers for global entrants. It can also undermine
AML/CFT compliance if South African CASPs cannot use
international messaging networks and specialist providers to
exchange the originator and beneficiary information needed for
cross-border Travel Rule compliance.

Issue. The definition expects an offshore CASP to be authorised by
a central bank or relevant regulatory authority in its home
jurisdiction. Regulatory models differ: some jurisdictions license the
legal entity, others register particular activities, and transitional or
sector-specific regimes may not use a CASP label. A rigid
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Section in the draft Crypto

Asset Manual for cross-
border activities

Paragraph number selected
for comment

Proposed amendments

Annexure A

Motivation for the proposed amendments

10. Reporting, AML/CFT
and interoperability

A4;B.1; B.2(G)(I); C.1

requirements and review periods.

9.4 Develop supervisory cooperation, information-sharing and clear home/host
responsibilities, including within SADC and the Common Monetary Area.

9.5 Allow risk-based due diligence for counterparties and foreign payout partners in
jurisdictions without a CASP-specific regime. The absence of a particular licensing label
should not automatically exclude a partner, especially in African remittance corridors
where functionally comparable regimes may be incomplete. The Authorised CASP
should assess the counterparty's legal status, AML/CFT controls, governance,
safeguarding, operational resilience and supervisory environment, apply enhanced
controls where appropriate and remain accountable to FinSurv.

9.6 Apply published, risk-based criteria and service standards to operational sourcing
approvals. Routine inventory replenishment from appropriately supervised domestic or
offshore counterparties should be permitted within an approved operating framework
rather than requiring transaction-by-transaction consent. FinSurv should also clarify
whether routine minting or issuance by an offshore stablecoin issuer into an Authorised
CASP's distribution arrangement is treated as sourcing and, if so, provide a proportionate
route for standing approval.

9.7 Clarify that a foreign stablecoin issuer is not automatically an offshore CASP solely
because an Authorised CASP acquires or redeems its tokens. Where the issuer does not
perform activities constituting crypto asset services under applicable law, recognise
supervision under an issuer-specific or functionally equivalent home regime that
achieves comparable regulatory outcomes. Permit sourcing through appropriately
supervised liquidity providers, subject to proportionate due diligence, approval and
reporting.

9.8 Distinguish primary-market issuance and redemption from secondary-market transfers.
Where an Authorised CASP facilitates the redemption of lawfully acquired stablecoins
and the transaction merely unwinds an existing holding, it should not automatically be
treated as a fresh externalisation or consume the customer's allowance a second time.
The Authorised CASP should retain evidence of the original acquisition and apply the
relevant reporting, provenance and AML/CFT controls.

10.1 Map every proposed data field to its regulatory purpose and to information already
collected under FIC, FSCA, SARS and FATF Travel Rule obligations. Most transaction
data listed in B.2(G)(i)(a) will already be held through customer due diligence, internal
records, on-chain data or Travel Rule messages under FIC Directive 9. Define relevant
originator, beneficiary and counterparty fields using the interVASP Messaging Standard,
IVMSI101, so interoperable Travel Rule data can be reused rather than re-captured, while
preserving any South African fields required for a distinct regulatory purpose.

10.2 Separate transaction reporting from the intensity of customer verification and
documentary evidence. Authorised CASPs should be permitted to rely on customer due
diligence completed in accordance with the FIC Act and their Risk Management and
Compliance Programmes. Additional verification of source of funds, source of wealth or
transaction purpose should be required where necessary for a specific capital-flow
permission or warranted by the assessed customer or transaction risk, rather than as a
universal onboarding requirement.

10.3 Use a secure, API-first platform built on common identifiers and internationally
interoperable data standards, with automated validation, correction processes and role-
based inter-agency access. The design should support proportionate near-real-time risk
indicators for agreed higher-risk activities and sandbox testing, without imposing

interpretation could exclude well-supervised counterparties while
allowing formal licences that are not equivalent in substance. The
Draft Manual may also conflate a foreign stablecoin issuer with an
oftshore CASP, even where the issuer is supervised under an issuer-
specific regime and does not perform activities requiring CASP
licensing. It does not clearly distinguish primary issuance and
redemption from secondary transfers.

GDF position. Cross-border recognition should be based on
comparable regulatory outcomes and effective supervision. This
supports responsible market access while preserving SARB's ability
to restrict high-risk jurisdictions or counterparties. Classification
should follow the entity's legal role and the economic substance of
the transaction, and a redemption that unwinds a lawfully acquired
holding should not be counted as a second externalisation of the
same value.

Issue. The Draft Manual requires reporting of all relevant cross-
border transaction data, irrespective of amount, through FinSurv,
alongside obligations under the FIC, FSCA and SARS regimes. The
detailed categories and technical specifications are not yet available.
The Draft Manual also requires extensive documentary evidence and
periodic returns.

GDF position. GDF supports strong AML/CFT controls and
accurate balance-of-payments reporting. The system should collect
data once, at the appropriate source, and make it available to relevant
authorities under clear legal safeguards. Duplicative or non-standard
reporting increases errors, cost and friction without necessarily
improving intelligence.
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blanket real-time reporting of every event.

10.4 Apply proportionality to low-value remittances while retaining enhanced reporting for
higher-risk corridors, customers, assets or transaction patterns.

10.5 Permit Authorised CASPs to reuse verified customer information and standing
electronic mandates or declarations for recurring transactions. The customer should
confirm material transaction-specific information at the time of transfer, the declaration
should remain legally binding and the Authorised CASP should maintain a complete
audit trail. Updated documentary evidence should be required where necessary because
of the applicable capital-flow permission, the transaction risk or a material change in the
customer's circumstances.

10.6 Use a unique Authorised CASP transfer reference as the primary regulatory identifier,
supplemented by blockchain transaction hashes, wallet addresses and other distributed-
ledger identifiers where applicable and available. The reporting system should support
one-to-one, one-to-many and many-to-one relationships between customer instructions,
internal ledger entries and on-chain settlement. FinSurv should also clarify the treatment
of omnibus wallets, batching, network fees, staking, collateral transfers, smart-contract
interactions, valuation times, rejected transactions, reversals, corrections and chain
reorganisations.

10.7 Set clear retention, access, privacy, cybersecurity and inter-agency sharing rules and
provide firms with legal protection when reporting in good faith.

10.8 Create a public-private feedback loop so reporting entities receive typologies, data-
quality guidance and insight into the effectiveness of the information supplied.

10.9 Publish worked examples for transactions involving multiple execution, conversion or
settlement stages. Examples should cover derivatives provided through offshore group
entities or counterparties; card-funded transactions and international card expenditure
where crypto assets are converted before settlement; merchant payments and stablecoin
settlement; peer-to-peer transactions; offshore staking or validation; and internal-ledger
transactions followed by aggregated or deferred offshore settlement. Classification
should follow the economic substance of the customer transaction and any substantive
cross-border movement of assets or rights, rather than solely the location of technical
infrastructure, validators or supporting entities.

11.1 Provide at least 12 months from publication of the complete final legal and technical
package before mandatory compliance, with additional time where material systems
changes are required.

11.2 Grandfather existing licensed firms and provide a temporary permissions regime while
FinSurv applications are processed.

11.3 Clarify treatment of existing customer wallets and lawfully acquired assets, including
evidence required for inbound and outbound transfers.

11.4 Use the existing IFWG Regulatory Sandbox as a coordinated digital testing
environment for entity transactions, stablecoin settlement, cross-border remittances,
tiered licensing and API-first reporting. The pilot should accommodate multiple tracks
and business models, generate real or near-real-time supervisory insight from agreed
data, and provide a defined route from testing to authorisation.

11.5 Commit to a formal review after 12 to 18 months using data on regulated participation,

costs, inclusion, illicit-finance outcomes, operational incidents and market concentration.

11.6 Consult on material amendments and provide reasonable notice, except where urgent

Issue. The Draft Manual does not yet provide a complete
implementation timetable, transition for existing firms and customer
holdings, or a structured mechanism for testing new use cases. It also
gives FinSurv broad scope to amend permissions and conditions
through website notices and directives.

GDF position. A carefully staged implementation will improve
compliance quality, reduce market disruption and allow SARB to
learn from actual data. Firms should not be required to build before
the legal and technical requirements are stable.
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action is necessary to address a demonstrated risk.

Sources

* SARB consultation page and attachments: https://www.resbank.co.za/en/home/publications/publication-detail-pages/media-releases/2026/crypto-assets

* Draft Crypto Asset Manual for cross-border activities: https://www.resbank.co.za/content/dam/sarb/publications/media-releases/2026/draft-crypto-manual.pdf

* Draft Capital Flow Management Regulations consultation: https://www.resbank.co.za/en/home/publications/publication-detail-pages/media-releases/2026/capital-flow-comment
» FATF targeted update on virtual assets and VASPs (2026): https://www.fatf-gafi.org/en/publications/Fatfrecommendations/targeted-updated-virtualassets-vasps-2026.html

* FIC Directive 9 on the Travel Rule: https://www.fic.gov.za/wp-content/uploads/2024/1 1/Directive-9-Travel-rule-relating-to-crypto-asset-transfers.pdf
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