Ankit Batra

From: Rob Kroeker

Sent: July-19-16 4:58 PM

To: Ross Alderson

Subject: RE: MNP Audit Investigations and AML response

Thanks Ross ' N

From: Ross Alderson

Sent: July-19-16 4:36 PM -
To: Rob Kroeker L~
Subject: Fw: MNP Audit Investigations and AML response

Rob, Dan has done more analysis and long story short it does appear that of most of the no occupation files there was
an occupation submitted to FINTRAC and that there may have been an issue when Subject profiles were merged

Again string argument for working with source data

Ross Alderson
Director, AML & Investigations

From my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the TELUS network.

From: Dan H. Thdmpsdn' EROA INFORMATION|S
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 3:55 PM

To: Ross Alderson

Cc: Daryl Tottenham

Subject: RE: MNP Audit Investigations and AML response

Hello Ross,

I have isolated the FINTRAC batch files for all of the transactions where subjects were included in the MNP Report with
Occupation=NULL.

| ran into a strange discrepancy that | needed to sort out with a few of the SIDs that | thought may add some clarity.
Using Subject ID 162258 as an example.

| have looked at a sampling of Disbursement and Buy-in batch files for this subject and was surprised to find that the
batch files did actually contain an occupation, even though none was listed in iTrak. Further investigation revealed that
this subject was merged (due to a duplicate iTrak record) after the batch filings took place. It appears that if the subject
record that was chosen as the master record did not have an occupation, then the occupation in the merging record
was not transposed.

The timeline for this subject is as follows:

e  During the MNP (Not An) Audit Period this subject had 61 Reports filed to FINTRAC for LCT Buy Ins and
Disbursements.
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The last FINTRAC Report for this subject from this period was FRN20140052060 and the batch file contains the
SID: ‘99450, the occupation of ‘GM Wood Company’ and it was successfu!ly processed with no errors by
FINTRAC on 2014/07/01 @ 08:13:03

On 2015/04/15 @ 10:24:19 SID 99450 was merged into SID 162258 by Cathy Cuglietta

The Subject has no further LCTs after this date as they self-excluded as of 2014/8/24, expiring 2017

| have attached the batch file in question, but transposed it into word format to highlight the pertinent
sections. Formatting is mine, the contents are unchanged from when the record was originally filed.

(]

| am investigating the other SIDs that were identified and though | haven’t gotten as deep into their history as yet, it
appears they also were merged in the past and had different SID’s and occupations listed when the Batch files from this
time period were filed with FINTRAC, but did not have the occupation transpose into the chosen master record after
being merged. There also seems to be a trend that these subjects have not yet had further LCTs filed since these merges
occurred, so our SP employees would not appear to have had any opportunity to gather occupation info to re-enter into
the ‘keeper’ record.

The one exception is SID 59194 who has the occupation ‘HouseWife’ both in iTrak and the submitted FINTRAC Batch
Files, She also no longer appears on the raw data output when I filter the results to occupation=null so | am assuming
she was corrected at some point, or a typo was made in the SID.

Also of note, every single one of the 83 batch filings submitted for these subjects during the MNP Timeframe was
accepted and processed with no errors by FINTRAC, with the exception of FRN20140020217 which was rejected with

the China Postal code issue and subsequently corrected and re-filed.

| see that Mr Kroeker just responded with thanks to the team, so | hope this isn’t too late to add some clarification.
TL:DR — We filed everything correctly with FINTRAC, then merged subjects when duplicate records were found
afterwards, for these subjects occupations did not transpose to the new SID correctly, but further LCT were not
generated, so there was nothing to prompt anyone to update the field in iTrak.

Didn’t expect this email to get so long, please reach out if you need any clarifications

-Dan

Dan H Thompson

Senior Technical Analyst, Gaming Solutions
Software Services

Business Technology, BCLC

imloops BC V2C 1E2

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Connect with us:
Twitter @BCLC| Twitter @BCLCGameSense | YouTube | Blog | belc.com

Last year, more than $1 billion generated by BCLC gambling activities went back into
health care, education and community groups across B.C.
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INFORMATION NOTE

British Columbia Lottery Corporation Minister’s Briefing
Date: October 13, 2016 Hon. Michael deJong

Item covered
MNP Review of Select Transactions at the River Rock Casino Resort

Key Facts:

Meyers Norris Penny (MNP) LLP was engaged by the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
(“GPEB”") on September 8, 2015 to undertake a review of select transaction processing at the
River Rock Casino Resort (RRCR) and to provide a report. BCLC was not involved in the hiring
of MNP or the setting of the terms of reference for the engagement.

The final report was submitted to GPEB on July 26, 2016. The report contained 14 summarized
recommendations: 4 for GPEB and 10 for BCLC. There were a total of 84 more detailed
observations.

MNP has qualified its report stating that: it was not an audit completed in accordance with any
recognized audit standard, its work did not include any form of testing, and was based solely on
observations and information provided to it, none of which MNP independently verified. They
add that further analysis and supplemental information “may significantly alter our findings.”

MNP further qualifies their report stating: “This report does not represent a comprehensive
review of all aspects of the existing AML compliance processes. As such, we are not expressing
an opinion regarding the adequacy, completeness or effectiveness of existing compliance
activities”.

The report was based on a review of select transactional data at RRCR for the period
September 1, 2013 to August 31, 2015 as well as information obtained through 23 interviews
and other observations made at the RRCR and at BCLC. No casino other than the RRCR was
reviewed.

With respect to BCLC, MNP recommends that BCLC augment the Enhanced Due Diligence,
Risk Assessment and Training components of its anti-money laundering regime to go beyond
the Financial Transaction and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FinTRAC) guidelines and
requirements as well as industry standards. Additionally, MNP recommends BCLC continue
with the project underway to implement analytical software to enhance its ability to analyze and
monitor customer transactions. MNP found that BCLC was in contravention of the Proceeds of
Crime (Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing Act (PCMLTFA) by having submitted 385
Large Cash Transaction Reports that failed to contain mandatory data and by reporting
transactions that it did not need to report.

In regard to GPEB, MNP recommended that GPEB: should direct gaming service providers to
refuse all cash transactions over a set threshold (but offered no advice on at which level the
threshold should be set), should support BCLC’s efforts to offer customers a greater range of
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non-cash buy-in options, and, form a joint investigative unit with participation from GPEB, police,
BCLC and Service Providers.

Background:
GPEB is reviewing the MNP report and will develop a response plan in consultation with BCLC.

BCLC was provided a copy of the final MNP report on September 14, 2016. BCLC has
developed initial management responses to the 10 recommendations addressed to it and has
provided those responses to GPEB.

BCLC is required under the PCLMTFA to have a comprehensive independent audit conducted
biannually on every aspect of its AML Program. Ernst & Young (EY), LLP was engaged by
BCLC on August 11, 2015 to conduct the most recent biannual audit. EY’s audit was conducted
in accordance with recognized audit standards and covered the period of October 1, 2013 to
July 31, 2015, which overlaps in part with the work conducted by MNP.

The EY audit included 5 lower mainland casinos, including RRCR, and involved interviews of 28
industry personnel. The EY Audit report was completed on November 23, 2015 and included no
findings of non-compliance with federal AML legislation.

From June 6-10, 2016 FiInTRAC conducted a comprehensive compliance examination of all
aspects of BCLC’s AML program. The objective of the examination was to assess whether
BCLC’s AML reporting, record keeping and client identification monitoring policies and practices
met legislative requirements. Transactional data for the period of September 1, 2015 to
February 29, 2016 was reviewed. Site visits and assessments were conducted at 3 lower
mainland casinos (including RRCR) and 34 industry personnel were interviewed.

FinTRAC’s July 2016 report out to BCLC stated that BCLC was in full compliance with federal
AML legislation with one exception: BCLC'’s current training program for service providers
required improvement as some service provider employees were not able to clearly articulate
how money laundering risks in the industry directly related to their specific job functions.

During its exit interview with BCLC in June 2016, FInTRAC stated that BCLC’s customer
Enhanced Due Diligence was particularly robust and industry leading.

In conducting its work, MNP used a unique methodology whereby it required BCLC to produce
and deliver to MNP a data extract from BCLC's databases for use in MNP’s proprietary software
system rather than work in the actual database as is the normal audit procedure. Producing
this extract was technologically complex and took a number of weeks to complete.

MNP’s conclusion that BCLC failed to properly submit 385 Large Cash Transactions to
FinTRAC is based upon MNP’s analysis of the data extract and not the actual reports submitted
to FINnTRAC. When BCLC was advised of purported reporting failures it conducted analysis
comparing the MNP data extract to the production database and the reports actually submitted
to FINTRAC. Through this process BCLC discovered that, for reasons unknown to it, it appears
that not all data from the database copied into the MNP data extract. Accordingly, MNP’s
conclusion as to the accuracy of BCLC’s reporting to FinTRAC is based on faulty data. BCLC
has conducted a review and confirmed the reports submitted to FInTRAC were in compliance
with the requirements. In addition, during its comprehensive review, FinTRAC found no
instances where BCLC had failed to meet reporting requirements. Further, BCLC submits
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reports to FINTRAC through an automated computer link. Reports missing mandatory data
fields are flagged by the FINnTRAC system and rejected until corrected.

MNP has recommended that GPEB impose a threshold above which service providers will be
required to refuse all cash transactions.

More than 70% of all transactions at casinos in BC are conducted in cash. If GPEB were to
impose a ban on cash transactions of $10,000 or more, based on fiscal 15/16 financial results,
casinos in BC could expect a decline of approximately $427 million dollars in revenue annually.

Guidelines issued by the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), the international body responsible
for anti-money laundering standards, are the foundation of Canada’s anti-money laundering
laws. Those international standards require anti-money laundering laws and programs to be
risk based as opposed to prescriptive.

Redacted by BC -

Public Interest
Immunity
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Responsible
organization

GPEB

Section

42

Recommendation

Should consider Implementing a policy
requirement that Service Providers
refuse unsourced cash deposits
exceeding an established dollar
threshold or to refuse frequent

d cash d it ding an
established Ihreshold and time period
untit the source of the cash can be
determined and validated.

Response Plan

Redacted by BC -

Public Interest Immunity

56

Define its accepted leve! of risk for
unsourced cash and then develop clear
roles and responsibllities for:

GPEB ~ Regulator, Enforcement

BCLC —Manage gaming and reporting
entity

Service Provider — Risk Identification

As per 4.2 above GPES to develop response.

5.35

Atthe direction of the Minister
responslble for gaming, consider issuing
rtaining to the rejection of
funds where the source of cash cannot
be determined or verified at specific
thresholds.

As per 4.2 above

5.62

Source of funds can only be verified by
obtaining documentation for the
withdrawal of cash from a financial
institution or entity covered under the
PCMLTFA.

As per 4.2 above, GPEB to develop response.

5.74

A directive from GPEB may also support
BCLC in creating a policy which would
mandate the Service Provider to decline
a transaction when mandatory
occupation data is no provided by the
patron.

BCLC policy already exists directing Service Providers to stop and refuse transactions where a customer
does not provided required identification.

4.3

568

The review of proposed cash

BCLC has pleted work on petmitting ic funds and delimiting return of

solutions, including credit, and the
impact of these solutions should remain
a priority for both GPEB and BCLC.
Cash alternatives allow Service
Providers to receive funds,
strengthening the overall compliance
regime with minimal impact on revenue

funds cheq These changes have been | Work on an option that would allow Service
Providers to offer credit has been wound down as Service Providers do not belleve it is a workable
payment option.

BCLC

5.56

Depending on GPEB / Minister's risk
tolerance for large unsourced cash
transactions, revise policies regarding
tolerance of high risk play and
consequences of unacceptable high risk
activity

BCLC will await GPEB's analysis of this recommendation.

4.8

Consider whether its risk assessment
process adequately reflects current

king around money ing and
terrorist financing risk. The risks !
assoclated to specific facllities should
be eva|uated rather than simply drawing
ies for risk.

geograp

BCLC has reviewed its risk assessment. BCLC's risk assessment takes [nto account geographic risk
elements. The risk assessment looks at both risk by reglon within the province and site specific risks
witin each reglon, including risks such as ocal crime rates in and around gaming sites. In June 2016
BCLC's risk assessment was Ihe subject of an indepth FINTRAC Compliance Review and was found to
be fully In compliance with the PC(ML)TFA. Moreover, during the exit Interview phase of the Compliance
Review, FInTRAC indicated that BCLC's risk assessment was one of the most robust in the industry.

5.48

5.49

Rather than base a facilities risk

BCLC has reviewed its risk assessment. BCLC's risk assessment takes into account geographic risk

assessment by region, risk
should include factors specific to the
facility. Consider if the risk register
reflects the current environment as itis
not as granular as other jurisdictions
reviewed by MNP.

The risk t looks at both risk by region within the province and site specific risks
witin each regton, Including risks such as local crime rates in and around gaming sites. In June 2016
BCLC's risk assessment was the subject of an Indepth FinTRAC Compliance Review and was found to

Review, FinTRAC indicated that BCLC's risk assessment was one of the most robust in the industry,

e fully in compliance with the PC(ML)TFA. Moreover, during the exit interview phase of the Compliance|:

57

Consider developing new cash
alternative programs and products that
include:

BCLC has been developing and new cash e pay t options since 2012, At the
time of the MNP review two cash alternatives sat with GPEB for approval, GPEB have since stated their
approval is not required as these are operational gaming matters falling outside of thelr mandate. The
two new cash alternative payment options have now been implemented.

The ability of non-Canadian players to
fund PGF accounts and repay credit if
subject to cash restrictions in their home
country (i.e. China), and

International EFT and wire transfers were In the process of development prior to the time of this review.
That work [s complete and international EFTs have been imp 1, Initial ts of credit
offering do not support the offering of this option in the near term.

allocating how defaults on repayment
will be determined (.e. between BCLC
and seivice provider.

Credit has been evaluated and is presently not approved by GPEB and thus [s not currently proposed by
BCLC In the short term

Status
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Responsible
__organization

BCLC

BCLC

Status

Section Recommendation Response Plan
If GPEB implements a policy regarding
the refusal of large or frequent
unsourced cash deposits, BCLC's Re d a Cte d b B ‘ : -
procedures to address the policy should
4.5 include refresher training to Service
Providers pertaining to BCLC's reporting . :
requirements of attempted transactions u IC n te re St I I I l I I u n Ity
to ensure reports are appropriately
Identified.
Servie Provider staff receive intial AML training prior to commencing duties and also recieve periodic
441 Facility staff should be regularly trained |refresher training. In June 2016 FINTRAC completed a comprehensive review of BCLC UFT and STR
on Ihe cgmp[e“on of the forms used for {reporting processes including that of RRCR and found BCLC to be fully compliant with PCMLTFA. UFT
p luding UFT reporti is an internal Industry reporting process for SP's to report transactions to BCLC for review,
547
" . BCLC reviews and updates it's AML training on a periodic basis and whenever requirements under the
12 Qggu’]‘;"g‘:i","’a‘l’l'j‘:feg“g:’fmi‘g;:9“’ms PCML)TFA are amended. In June 2016 FINTRAG completed a comprehensive review of BCLC's AML
content and effectiveness regime. BCLC has undertaken a full review, taking into account guidance from FINTRAC,
: Enhancements to BCLC's AML training program will be In place in 2017.
BCLC has revlewed this recommendation. Federal Anti-money laundering faws and FInTRAC
Guideance and directives are provided only in Canada's official languages: French and English.
firms, which reporting entities under (he PC(ML)TFA reply upon to conducl
i dated blenfal ind d 1i reviews, offer services only in English or French.
Training should be provided In the Presciibed reporting to FInTRAc under the PC(ML)TFA and under the Criminal Code may only be
412 primary language of the candidate, conducted In English or French. For security related reasons caslno operations and all transactions and |
particularly for ts high risk beh gaming staff and customers are required to be conducted in English only in
employees (those working in high-limit BC casinos, BCLC's service providers employee more than 5000 staff reflecting a broad range of
fooms). nationalities and languages other then English or French. Conducting AML. training In myriad fanguages}
that are not used In either casino operatmns or AML compliance audits and reviews would introduce a
ial risk of Ing and derstood communications potentially leading to compliance gaps |
and errors, Given the risk of reporting errors and other compliance gaps fmplementing this
ion could introd BCLC will not pursue the recommendatian further.
5.85
The KYP framework at RRCR is a task- [BCLC has reviewed its customer due dillgence process in light of this recommendation, the
driven compliance activity rather than a requirements under the PC(ML)TFA and FinTRAC Guidance on KYC requirements. In addition, BCLC
fisk management activity. Provide has consulted with other casinos and reporting entites on appropriate KYC measures, BCLC's CDD and |
4.14 further guldance as the manager and KYC measures meet all requirements. In addition, in June 2016 FinTRAC conducted a comprehensive

responsible entity for AML regulatory
obligations to enhance and enforce
appropriate KYP measures.

review of BCLC's entire AML program. The FinTRAC review invalved site visits to RRCR and a number
of RRCR staff interviews to test its CDD and KYC processes. FinTRAC found BCLC's program to be
fully compliant.

5.54

4.7

Additional training for employees in the
VIP area focused specifically on
susplcious indicators and required
actions to improve independent thinking.

BCLC reviews and updates its AML training on a periodic basis and whenever requirements under the
PCMML)YTFA are amended. In June 2016 FINTRAC completed a comprehensive review of BCLC's AML
regime. BCLC has undertaken a full review, taking Into account guldance from FINTRAC.

Enhance the CDD processes from both
a risk management and revenue
generation perspective with
medifications and additional resources
to meet EDD expectations for high risk
patrons.

to BCLC's AML training program will be in place in 2017.

BCLC has reviewed its customer due diligence process in light of this recommendation, the
requirements under the PC(ML)TFA and FinTRAC Guidance on KYC requirements. In addition, BCLC

has consulted with other casinos and reporting entites on appropriate KYC measures. BCLC's CDD and
KYC measures meet all requirements. [n addition, in June 2016 FInTRAC conducted a comprehensive

review of BCLC's entire AML program. The FinTRAC review Involved site visits to RRCR and a number

of RRCR staff interviews to test its CDD and KYC processes. FinTRAC found BCLC's program to be

fully compliant.

4.9

5.83

Revlewits EDD process to ensure the
data collected and information gleaned
provides a clear picture of the risks and
profile of the patron for risk assessment

and mitigation.

BCLC has reviewed its customer due diligence process in light of this recommendation, the
requirements under the PCQML)TFA and FinTRAG Guidance on KYC requirements. In addition, BCLC
has consulted with other casinos and reporting entites on appropriate KYC BCLC's CDD and
KYC measures meet all requirements, [n addition, in June 2016 FinTRAC conducted a comprehensive
review of BCLC's entire AML program. The FINTRAC review involved site visits to RRCR and a number
of RRCR staff interviews to test its CDD and KYC processes. FInTRAC found BCLC's program to be
fully compliant.

515

EDD measures could be more
qualitative, and a formal response to
specified risk ratings could be created.

BCLC has reviewed its customer due diligence process in light of this recommendation, the
requirements under the PC{ML)TFA and FinTRAC Guldance on KYC requirements. In addition, BCLG
has consulted with other casinos and reporting entites on appropriate KYC measures. BCLC's CDD and
KYC measures meet all requirements. In addition, in June 2016 FinTRAC conducted a comprehensive
review of BCLC's entire AML program. The FinTRAC review involved site visits to RRCR and a humber
of RRCR staff inteiviews to testits CDD and KYC processes. FinTRAC found BCLC's program to be
fully compliant.

5.16

4.1

5.24
5.28
5.29

Outsourcing the EDD process for higher
risk patrons should be considered to
clear the current backlag.

Prioritize and appropriately resource the
ongoing SAS implementation project
(schedule for roll out in fall of 2016) to
improve the quality of the data used for
ongoing tisk assessment and
compliance monitoring and reporting.

Any backlog abserved by this review was a temporary circumstance arising from an underreporting
issue discovered by BCLC at the River Rock facllity October 2015. Additional BCLC staff were
reassigned to assist the AML unit with the under reprorting issue so that normal transaction menitoring
could continue to be carried out while the underreporting Issue was addressed contemporaneously. The
reviewer was made aware of these circumstances at the time of its work. Any backlog that may have
been observed was transitory in nature. A , the out: ing of care AML p would
unnecessarily Introduce a higher level of risk into Ihs AML program and increase the chance of error
resulting in non-compliance,

BCLC continues with the process to automate aspects of its AML program to provide greater efficiency
and enhanced transaction monitosing capabilities. BCLC pursues a "continuous improvement*
philosophy with respect to its AML program and continually seeks to Improve and enhance Its efforts and
performance.
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Responsible

organization Section Recommendation Response Plan
Ensure that reporting forms used by the
facilities are up to date and include
complation for unsuuiricee'zsoftol:Igh 4 BCFC revlewed.its forms in light of this recommenda‘ﬁon. In \‘June FinTRAC condgcted a comprehensive ‘
41 volume cash transactions such as review of BCLC's entire AML program and found no issues with transaction reporting or record keeping
source of funds, source of wealth and requirements.
purpose and intended nature of
relationship information,
Itis BCLGC's understanding that it Is not possible to successfully submit an LCT into the BCLC -
FINTRAC linked systems with a designated mandatory field left blank. Such a report would be rejected
by the FinTRAC system and flagged for immediate follow-up and remediation. BCLC suspects that this
anomalous finding may be related to the reviewer’s unique methodology where it worked in a select data
. " . ion from BCLC's rather than the actual production database. This a process that has
MNP |dent|ﬁefj instances where non- .. [never been pted before and deviates from audit practice where auditors work directly in
cash transactions processed to RRCR's RN .
PGFs were over-reported to FINTRAC, the p A \n{hlch € the risk o!‘lhese types of eirors. BCLC has reviewed li}e data
BCLC 413 and instances where mandatory fields in extraction as a result of this finding and compared it to the production data, It appears that during the
LCTRs were left blank. Both issues are extraction process some data fields did not populate Into the extractiqn sample in some fimited
contrary to the PCML‘I:FA and require instances. In other words BCLC, when working directly in the production data as opposed to a select
remediation and disclosure to FINTRAC extraction of the data, cannot find the LCT errors referred to here, BCLC suggested the reviewer re-run
* |their analysis in the praduction database or provide the suspect reports to FinTRAC directly for
verification that mandatory fields were completed as required when the form was submitted. The
reviewer declined the opportunity to take elther of these steps and correct what appear to erroneous
findings. Upon reviewing the actual production data BCLC [s canfident the exceptions repoited here did
not in fact occur.
gz:hd E"ﬁiz‘::;_:;:ﬁ: evc::;n(eg;é)s fot BCLC implemented processes in 2016 to review slot play based on CDR levels and it is currently built
5.27 " P into the AML. program. This Is on top of current due diligence practices which FINTRAC found to be
should be monitored for suspicious N
L compiant In June 2016,
activity,
Revlew all of the FINTRAC reporting As per 4,13 BCLC |dentified the PGF issue in Nov 2016 and engaged FInTRAC for guidance as this
5.36 (LCTR/CDRY) for non-cash for all reporting practice had been In place since 2012, On waitten confirmation from FinTRAC BCLC ceased
: facilities which offer PGF accounts this practice in July 2016, BCLC have requested guidance from FInTRAC on all new Cash alternatives
should be done immediately to stop and reporting obligations.
unnecessary and Incorrect reports.
5.32
Create a template for Unusual Financial BCLC h jewed its UFT in th i dation. BCLC ires i diat
Transaction (UFT) reports for service as reviewed its process in the context of this recommendation. requires immediate
soviders to use to ensure that all emall notification from service providers of a UFT for nmerness Any specific detail pertaining to the
5.44 f; uired i on i included and to transacllon are reported through the ITRAK datab for security and
crgate consistency in the quality of ion of privacy a stand alone form outslde of the existing database
submissions between facilities. w||| [ntroduce risk of repoits or data being missed and a privacy breach risk that do not currently exist.
VIP Hosts have the most significant
interaction and knowledge of the VIPs
and ability to flag instances of receipt ~ |BCLC has reviewed this recommendation. VIP hosts and all Table Game staff must complete anti-
and use of unsourced cash for money laundering training which includes training related to large cash transaction handling and the duty
picious t i i to report in regard {o these transactions. Additionally, Surveillance live monitors all targe cash
54 Consideration should be given to cross  [transactions irrespective of the staff involved in the transaction be they VIP hosts, Table Games staff,
functional reporting lines to the Director, [Cage staff or any other employee. FINTRAC reviewed BCLC's AML program in June 2016 Including that
Table Games for a consistent approach jof RRCR and found BCLC to be compliant with PCMLTFA with no evidence of non reporting transactions
to campliance across all table game since the under-reporting issue was identified by BCLC in November 2016. -
R R points of access susceptible to the
Service Providers acceptance of unsourced cash.
BCLC has reviewed its UFT reporting process In the centext of this recommendation. There appears to
Floor staff should have more active be some misapprehension expressed in the review in regard to BCLC's UFT reporting process, All floor
in the UFT reporti staff recleve mandatory AML tralning and have a positive duty to bring forward and report any unsual
5.46 process. UFT reporting is cuirently fnanmal transactions, irrespective of lhelr specfic mle Further, Surviellance is not restricted to
carried out by sur staff who only{i tion based solely on video sur are at all fimes in direct
have limited info based on video communicaiton with floor staff via two way radlo FINTRAC conducted a comprehensive review of
surveiltance. BCLC's AML program in June 2018 including that of RRCR and found BCLC to be fully compliant with alt
aspects of the PCMLTFA related to transaction reporting and record keeping.
a ded| i inter-
agency AML mvesngalmns unit
comprised of GPEB and BCLC
GPEB 519 investigators to delineate the roles GPEB on lead for response.
between operational and AML
investigations and regulatory
compliance investigations,
Any backlog or workload issues observed during this review were a temporary circumstance arising
" from an underreporting Issue discovered by BCLC at the River Rock facllity October 2015, Additional
Operallng :evlfls {o( E::el&c In:lheshgalorf BCLC staff were reassigned to assist the AML unit with the under reprorting issue so that normal
BCLC 5.1 fmay need to be revie as the curren ing could continue to be carried out while the porting fssue was add d
staffing levels assigned to RRCR do not
appear to be sufficlent con(emporageously. The reviewer was n}ade aware of these clrcumstances at the time of its work. BCLC
closely work on AML inv on a weekly basls. Workloads remain managable
and no similar backlogs have developed since the one in November - December 2016.
Jomtly evaluate the resourcmg and BCLC and GEB executive have worked thruugh roles and responsibllities. The GCA allows sharing of
ing of existing | g ion in eppropnate i t GPEB and BCLC. Since the MNP review JIGIT was
All 44 units. Effective multi-agency umts would created as the primary agency to investigate ML and POC related activity. BCLC has MOU with JIGIT
promote the sharing of and ing for effective and efficient inf ion flows and ion. GPEB has Inv

fesources,

to JIGIT.

Status
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