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Executive Summary 

 

Payment Institutions (PIs) offering crypto-related services, such as issuing EMTs, providing 

crypto-asset services, or enabling crypto payments, need a separate MiCAR authorisation on 

top of their existing licence. 

 

MiCAR imposes conduct-of-business, conflict-of-interest, and client asset segregation rules 

similar to MiFID II, plus white paper disclosure requirements for EMT issuers. The application 

process runs through four stages: pre-application engagement with the NCA; formal 

submission; assessment (including fit-and-proper checks); and ongoing post-authorisation 

supervision. The existing documentation will not satisfy MiCAR requirements without 

meaningful adaptation, though Malta's MFSA reduces some duplication by cross-referencing 

existing PI documentation. PIs on a simplified ICT framework will also be pushed into the full 

DORA-aligned regime once crypto services are added. 

 

Costs stack across four categories: 

• White paper notification fees: €2,500-€8,000 (varies by entity/token type), plus €1,000 

for amendments 

• Application fees: €10,000-€25,000 by licence class 

• Annual supervisory fees: €10,000-€50,000 by class (Class 3 supervisory fees double 

its application fee) 

• Minimum capital requirements: €50,000-€150,000 by class, potentially exceeding 

existing PI thresholds and creating a standalone capital adequacy obligation 

 

Beyond these headline costs, PIs must budget for legal/advisory fees, an ongoing compliance 

function, and technology investment. 

 

Thus, the MiCAR licence is a strategic commercial decision, not a compliance formality. The 

commercial upside should be weighed against the genuine scope of new obligations. 

 

Requirements PIs face when applying for a MiCAR Licence 

 

Payment Institutions (“PIs”) require further authorisation if they choose to offer any service 

which falls under the remit of the Markets in Crypto-Assets Regulation (“MiCAR”). Among 

these services, one finds (but is not limited to): 

 

● The issuing of Electronic Money Tokens (“EMTs”); 

● Providing Crypto-Asset Services; and 

● Enabling Crypto Payments (such as facilitating payments with stablecoins or offering 

crypto-to-fiat conversion) 

 

The implications of a MiCAR licence are multiple, but two of the largest hurdles are cost and 

compliance. The price fluctuates based on the class of licence required which in turn fluctuates 

based on the service being provided by the PI. Furthermore, the cost of obtaining and 
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maintaining a MiCAR licence is rarely limited to the application fee alone. PIs must account 

for the full lifecycle of regulatory engagement, which typically encompasses legal and advisory 

fees incurred during the preparation of application documentation, the ongoing costs of 

maintaining a dedicated compliance function, and the technology investment required to meet 

MiCAR's operational and reporting standards. For smaller or mid-sized PIs in particular, these 

cumulative expenditures can represent a substantial proportion of operational budgets, 

meaning that the decision to pursue a MiCAR licence is as much a commercial consideration 

as it is a regulatory one. 

 

On the compliance side, MiCAR introduces a layered set of obligations that extend well 

beyond what most PIs will already be accustomed to under their existing payments regulatory 

framework. At the outset, PIs seeking to issue EMTs must ensure that the tokens are fully 

backed by fiat currency reserves held in a manner prescribed by the regulation, and must 

publish a white paper that meets specific disclosure requirements set out under MiCAR. Those 

providing crypto-asset services more broadly will face conduct-of-business rules, conflict-of-

interest policies, and client asset segregation obligations that mirror, in many respects, the 

architecture familiar from MiFID II, albeit tailored to the crypto-asset context.  

 

What PIs should expect during an application for a MiCAR Licence 

The MiCAR licence application process is lengthy, document-heavy, and demands early 

preparation. While procedures differ slightly between Member States, PIs should broadly 

expect four stages. 

First, pre-application engagement with the relevant NCA, where the PI outlines its intended 

business model and receives early regulatory feedback. Second, the preparation of a 

comprehensive formal application covering the proposed business plan, governance 

arrangements, internal controls, own funds or reserve asset evidence, and (where applicable) 

a MiCAR-compliant white paper.  

Third, a formal assessment period during which the NCA reviews the submission, fit-and-

proper assessments are conducted on key personnel, and further information requests are 

common. Fourth, and often overlooked, a post-authorisation phase in which the PI enters an 

ongoing supervisory relationship with its NCA, including obligations to notify material changes 

and to demonstrate continued compliance. 

PIs already holding a PSD2 authorisation will find some familiarity in the process, but should 

not assume their existing frameworks or documentation will satisfy MiCAR's distinct 

requirements without meaningful adaptation. Throughout, responsiveness to the regulator, 

quality of documentation, and adequate resourcing of the application effort are as 

consequential as regulatory eligibility itself. 

Submission Documents - MFSA 

 

In light of the similarity between both licensing regimes, the NCA of Malta, the MFSA, has 

lightened the regulatory load and in turn the submission by reducing duplication and arbitrage. 
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The MFSA requires some basic information such as the Licence Holder Name, MFSA 

Authorised Person ID, and Legal Name. Beyond these identifiers, the checklist extends into a 

comprehensive set of requirements spanning the PI's contact details, commercial and trading 

name, Legal Entity Identifier, designated contact person, legal form, national identification 

number, date and Member State of incorporation, and the addresses of both the head and 

registered offices. Where applicable, information on any branches, their locations, and 

associated LEIs must also be provided. 

The submission then broadens in scope considerably. PIs are required to detail their intended 

crypto-asset services and the types of crypto-assets to which those services will relate, their 

target client base and jurisdictions of operation, and their planned marketing and promotional 

arrangements. Governance documentation forms a substantial part of the submission, 

encompassing organisational charts, the personal details and CVs of heads of internal 

functions, suitability assessments of management body members, and detailed information on 

qualifying shareholders. Much of this is already captured through Personal Questionnaires 

and Corporate Questionnaires already familiar to PIs from their existing authorisation, 

however, PQs must still be submitted in the case of a new authorisation. 

Financially the PIs must submit forecast accounting plans, stress scenario analyses, evidence 

of prudential safeguards in accordance with Article 67 of MiCAR, and audited financial 

statements for the preceding three years. The checklist further requires policies and 

procedures covering conflicts of interest, business continuity, complaints handling, AML and 

counter-terrorist financing frameworks, outsourcing arrangements, client asset segregation, 

and ICT and cybersecurity systems in line with DORA. Where the PI intends to provide specific 

services such as custody, portfolio management, the operation of a trading platform, or the 

transfer of crypto-assets, additional service-specific documentation is required for each. 

Furthermore, if PIs were at first subject to a simplified ICT framework, once they offer crypto 

services which fall under the MiCAR, the full ICT framework would apply to the PI. 

Taken as a whole, the MFSA's checklist reflects the breadth of MiCAR's requirements, while 

its cross-referencing with existing PI documentation is a meaningful acknowledgement that 

the two licensing regimes share common ground. Thus, reducing, though by no means 

eliminating, the documentary burden on PIs already operating under the payments 

authorisation. 

Fees and Capital Requirements 

A MiCAR licence carries three distinct categories of cost: white paper notification fees, 

application fees, and annual supervisory fees, in addition to the own funds (capital) 

requirements attached to each licence class. 

White paper notification fees vary by the type of entity submitting and the nature of the crypto-

asset involved. An offeror, person seeking admission to trading, or operator of a trading 

platform notifying a white paper for crypto-assets other than asset-referenced tokens or e-

money tokens pays a notification fee of €2,500. An issuer of e-money tokens pays €3,000 on 

submission of its white paper notification. Credit institutions submitting a white paper 

notification pay an assessment fee of €3,000, while legal persons or other undertakings that 

are not credit institutions pay €8,000 for the same. Any subsequent amendment to a notified 

white paper attracts a further modification fee of €1,000. 
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Application fees and annual supervisory fees are both tiered by licence class. Application fees 

are set at €10,000 for Class 1, €20,000 for Class 2, and €25,000 for Class 3. Annual 

supervisory fees are set at €10,000 for Class 1, €20,000 for Class 2, and €50,000 for Class 3. 

Notably, the supervisory fee for Class 3 doubles the corresponding application fee, reflecting 

the heavier ongoing oversight that higher-risk activities attract. 

Minimum Ccapital requirements likewise scale with licence class: €50,000 for Class 1, 

€125,000 for Class 2, and €150,000 for Class 3. PIs should note that these own funds 

thresholds may exceed what is already required to hold a PI licence under the existing 

payments framework, meaning authorisation under MiCAR can will trigger a standalone capital 

adequacy obligation rather than simply building on existing reserves. 

Conclusion 

Payment Institutions considering a MiCAR licence face two intertwined challenges: regulatory 

and financial. On the regulatory side, although the process draws on familiar ground for PSD2-

authorised PIs, MiCAR adds genuinely new governance, prudential, and disclosure 

requirements that can't be satisfied by simply recycling existing documentation - even with the 

MFSA easing duplication through cross-referencing. On the financial side, costs scale with the 

size and risk of the services offered, and the real expense extends well past the headline 

application fee once notification fees, supervisory fees, and capital requirements are factored 

in, a burden that hits smaller PIs hardest. The overall takeaway: treat the MiCAR licence as a 

strategic business decision, not a box-ticking exercise - engage the NCA early, budget for the 

full cost lifecycle, and weigh the commercial upside against what the licence actually demands. 


