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Summary

Roadshow attendees were asked to rate a range of statements about the time and location of the roadshow sessions, the session content and the subjects covered using a 7 point scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Neutral and 7 = Strongly agree. Overall, the average rating for each aspect of the roadshow was above 5, indicating that the response to the roadshow was largely positive.
The roadshows were deliberately pitched at a fairly basic level as an introduction to the requirements of the AML/CFT Act.  Some found that the content was too high level and some attendees would have liked more specific guidance and practical examples of best practice. There were also comments that the information needed to be more sector specific, include more detail about suspicious transaction reports and how to report STRs.

The main key messages identified by attendees were that it is important to prepare now for upcoming obligations, to be aware of the potential for money laundering and the source of customers’ funds, and money laundering does happen in New Zealand and the Anti-Money Laundering and Countering Financing of Terrorism (AML/CFT) legislation is important to help prevent money laundering and terrorist financing in NZ.  This indicates that attendees took the intended key messages from the roadshow.
A majority of those who attended the roadshow and completed the questionnaire have taken some action since attending the roadshow. 47% have started looking at policies and procedures, 44% have downloaded AML/CFT guidelines, 39% have checked out the website of their supervisor, 29% have started on their entity’s risk assessment (or instructed someone to do so), 25% have taken other action and 18% have taken no action.

A large proportion of comments and suggestions about the location and time of future roadshows were positive. However, some feedback indicated that the sessions could have been shorter, while other attendees commented that the session could have been longer for the amount of material covered. A few respondents also suggested commencing the evening session earlier.

The supervisors are planning future roadshows (times and dates to be confirmed) and will endeavour to incorporate feedback received to meet reporting entities requirements. The aim of the first roadshow was to provide reporting entities with an overview of the AML/CFT regime. The content of future roadshows will focus in more detail on the various aspects of compliance with the AML/CFT regime. Subjects for future roadshows are likely to include the guidance published by supervisors since the 2011 roadshow, customer due diligence, identity verification and suspicious transaction reporting.
Introduction

The AML/CFT roadshow took place in late August and early September 2011. The purpose of the roadshow was to provide reporting entities information about the AML/CFT regime and an overview of what they will need to do to comply when the Act comes fully into force on 30 June 2013. Representatives from the Department of Internal Affairs, the Financial Markets Authority and the Police Financial Intelligence Unit held presentations in 14 locations. 

A total of 793 people registered to attend the roadshow. An invitation to provide feedback, via a short online survey, was sent to 523 email addresses. Where one person had registered others in their organisation to attend the roadshow, they were asked to forward the survey on to also be completed by their colleagues.

154 attendees completed the questionnaire, a response rate of 29% and margin of error of 5.6%.
Who is your AML/CFT Supervisor?

	Question 2: Who is your AML/CFT supervisor?
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	Department of Internal Affairs
	30
	20%

	Financial Markets Authority
	80
	53%

	Reserve Bank of New Zealand
	11
	7%

	Not Applicable
	15
	10%

	Don't know
	15
	10%

	Total
	151
	100%


Location and time

Respondents by roadshow session attended
	Question 3: Which roadshow session did you attend?
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	Whangarei 22 August, 12-2pm
	4
	3%

	North Shore 23 August, 12-2pm
	14
	9%

	North Shore 23 August, 5-7pm
	5
	3%

	Auckland Central 23 August, 12-2pm
	22
	14%

	Auckland Central 23 August, 5-7pm
	19
	12%

	South Auckland 25 August, 11.30am-1.30pm
	10
	6%

	Hamilton 25 August, 5-7pm
	10
	6%

	Tauranga 26 August, 12-2pm
	5
	3%

	New Plymouth 19 August, 12-2pm
	4
	3%

	Napier 17 August, 12-2pm
	14
	9%

	Palmerston North 18 August, 12-2pm
	2
	1%

	Wellington 15 August, 12-2pm
	6
	4%

	Wellington 15 August, 5-7pm
	5
	3%

	Nelson 2 September, 12-2pm
	7
	5%

	Christchurch 1 September, 12-2pm
	10
	6%

	Christchurch 1 September, 5-7pm
	6
	4%

	Dunedin 31 August, 12-2pm
	8
	5%

	Invercargill 29 August, 12-2pm
	3
	2%

	Total
	154
	100%


Respondents were asked to rate statements about the location and time of the sessions using a scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Neutral and 7 = Strongly agree.

The average ratings for the statements about the location, time and length of the session are all above 5.

The start time was convenient

	Question 4a: The start time was convenient
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	4
	3%

	2
	5
	3%

	3
	8
	5%

	4 Neutral
	21
	14%

	5
	28
	18%

	6
	55
	36%

	7 Strongly agree
	33
	21%

	Total
	154
	100%

	Average rating
	5.3


The location was convenient

	Question 4b: The location was convenient
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	5
	3%

	2
	2
	1%

	3
	2
	1%

	4 Neutral
	12
	8%

	5
	26
	17%

	6
	60
	39%

	7 Strongly agree
	45
	30%

	Total
	152
	100%

	Average rating
	5.7


The length of the session was appropriate
	Question 4c: The length of the session was appropriate
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	2
	1%

	2
	6
	4%

	3
	6
	4%

	4 Neutral
	22
	14%

	5
	33
	22%

	6
	49
	32%

	7 Strongly agree
	35
	23%

	Total
	153
	100%

	Average rating
	5.4


Respondents who disagreed with any of the location, time or session length statements were asked to explain why they disagreed. The main themes are:

· Session was too long/could have been shorter
 (7)

· Have the start times earlier or later (4)

· Preferred session was not available (4)

· Expected more substantial food for a lunch-time session – Christchurch, New Plymouth, Palmerston North, (3)

· Inconvenient location – Christchurch, Hamilton, North Shore (3)

· Lack of parking – North Shore, Christchurch (3)

· Session needed to be longer for the amount of information covered (1)

· Too many presenters (1)

Respondents were asked to provide comments or suggestions for future roadshows on the time, location and length of the session. The main themes are:

· General positive comments about the time and location (15)

· Make the start time earlier or later – examples given were 2-4pm, 5.30-7.30pm, 4pm start (x2), early morning (5)

· Shorten the length of the presentation (5)

· Have more capacity at sessions during work hours (3)

· Provide more substantial food for a lunchtime session – New Plymouth, Christchurch (2)

· North Shore – a venue in Takapuna would be more accessible (2)

· Have more signage at the venue – North Shore (2)

· South Auckland venue should be close to the motorway (1)

· Real life examples are good (1)

· Provide handouts (1)

· Middle section of the presentation was too technical and lost the audiences attention (1)


· Variation of speakers is good (1)


· Have a microphone for the speakers (1)


Session content

Respondents were asked to rate statements about the session content using a scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Neutral and 7 = Strongly agree.

The average ratings for the statements about the session content are all above 5.

The content was informative

	Question 6a: The content was informative
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	4
	3%

	2
	2
	1%

	3
	3
	2%

	4 Neutral
	11
	7%

	5
	52
	34%

	6
	57
	37%

	7 Strongly agree
	25
	16%

	Total
	154
	100%

	Average rating
	5.4


The level of detail was appropriate

	Question 6b: The level of detail was appropriate
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	4
	3%

	2
	5
	3%

	3
	8
	5%

	4 Neutral
	17
	11%

	5
	40
	26%

	6
	62
	40%

	7 Strongly agree
	18
	12%

	Total
	154
	100%

	Average rating
	5.2


It covered what I was expecting

	Question 6c: It covered what I was expecting
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	4
	3%

	2
	8
	5%

	3
	4
	3%

	4 Neutral
	26
	17%

	5
	40
	26%

	6
	54
	35%

	7 Strongly agree
	17
	11%

	Total
	153
	100%

	Average rating
	5.1


There was sufficient time for questions and answers

	Question 6d: There was sufficient time for questions and answers
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	4
	3%

	2
	2
	1%

	3
	1
	1%

	4 Neutral
	15
	10%

	5
	33
	22%

	6
	71
	47%

	7 Strongly agree
	26
	17%

	Total
	152
	100%

	Average rating
	5.6


Respondents who disagreed with any of the session content statements were asked to explain why they disagreed. The main themes are:

· Content was too high level/would have liked more guidance/information on best practice/practical examples (12)

· Too many anecdotes (2)

· High compliance costs (1)

· Detail was satisfactory (1)

· General negative feedback (1)

· Have a microphone for the speakers (1)

· Need more information specific to Authorised Financial Advisers (1)

· Provide more about the content prior to the session (1)

· Require more detail on the identity verification code of practice (1)

· Spent too long on each point/subject area (1)

· Target future sessions to specific sectors (1)

· Too many speakers
(1)

· Too much complex detail (1)

· Too much content for the time allowed (1)

Subject areas covered

Respondents were asked to rate statements about the subject areas presented using a scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Neutral and 7 = Strongly agree.

The average ratings for the subject areas covered are all above 5.

The information about money laundering/terrorist financing and its effects was useful

	Question 7a: The information about money laundering/ terrorist financing and its effects was useful
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	3
	2%

	2
	3
	2%

	3
	4
	3%

	4 Neutral
	11
	7%

	5
	49
	32%

	6
	62
	40%

	7 Strongly agree
	22
	14%

	Total
	154
	100%

	Average rating
	5.4


The information about the role of the supervisors was useful

	Question 7b: The information about the role of the supervisors was useful
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	4
	3%

	2
	3
	2%

	3
	4
	3%

	4 Neutral
	20
	13%

	5
	52
	34%

	6
	54
	35%

	7 Strongly agree
	17
	11%

	Total
	154
	100%

	Average rating
	5.2


The information about what reporting entities have to do to comply was useful

	Question 7c: The information about what reporting entities have to do to comply was useful
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	5
	3%

	2
	3
	2%

	3
	8
	5%

	4 Neutral
	15
	10%

	5
	50
	32%

	6
	54
	35%

	7 Strongly agree
	19
	12%

	Total
	154
	100%

	Average rating
	5.2


The information about suspicious transaction reporting was useful

	Question 7d: The information about suspicious transaction reporting was useful
	All Respondents

	
	n
	%

	1 Strongly disagree
	3
	2%

	2
	5
	3%

	3
	6
	4%

	4 Neutral
	15
	10%

	5
	42
	27%

	6
	65
	42%

	7 Strongly agree
	18
	12%

	Total
	154
	100%

	Average rating
	5.3


Respondents who disagreed with any of the subject area statements were asked to explain why they disagreed. The main themes are:

· Information needed to be sector specific
(3)

· Needed more detail on suspicious transaction reports (STRs)/unclear about our role in STRs/ how to identify a suspicious transaction (3)

· Needed to focus more on guidelines/steps to be compliant (3)

· Information needed to be more focused for small business/one man band (2)

· Information was too broad/basic (2)

· Needed more details on the specific roles of supervisors (1)

· Needed more information on the identity verification code of practice (1)

· Not relevant to our business (1)

Respondents were asked whether there were any other subject areas covered that they found particularly useful. The main themes are:

· No/none (8)

· The roadshow overall was useful (7)

· Specific examples of money laundering/money laundering figures (7)

· Who needs to comply/information about how to comply (4)

Respondents where asked whether there were any subject areas not covered that they expected would have been. The main areas are:

· No/None (12)

· Specific detail on how to comply (8)

· Sector specific information - superannuation trustees, fund managers, Credit Unions (3)

· Did not get answers to questions (1)

· Flow chart of time frames (1)

· Good general coverage of subject areas (1)

· How to deal with proceeds of tax offences (1)

· More explanation of risk weighting (1)

· Public awareness (1)

· Sector perspective from industry experts (1)

· What sectors are and are not covered (1)

· Who is responsible to report an STR (a car dealership signing up a new loan or the finance company) (1)

· Who to liaise with at the Police (1)

Respondents were asked to provide comments or suggestions for future roadshows on content of the AML/CFT roadshow. The main themes are:

· No comments/suggestions (6)

· Sector specific information - fund managers (3)

· Content was pitched at a very basic level (2)

· Presentation contained contradictions/lacked structure (2)

· Provide handouts (2)

· Public awareness is required (2)

· Example of a risk assessment or compliance programme (2)

· Allow more time for questions and answers(1)

· Believe the iGovt agenda will provide an independent identity verification service (1)

· Content on action taken against unregistered financial service providers(1)

· Flash photography during the presentation is distracting (1)

· Good reminder of the issues/to be mindful of where funds come from (1)

· Have information available on the website immediately after the roadshow (1)

· Hold 6 monthly (1)

· Hold future sessions at pre-determined intervals (1)

· It is onerous for individual advisors (1)

· It was a useful introduction
(1)

· List of countries with sufficient AML/CFT laws/regulations (1)

· More practical examples of what to look for (1)

· Panel of speakers works well (1)

· Provide a clearer introduction about what will be covered (1)

· Provide a roaming microphone for the Q&A session (1)

· Provide more regular, industry appropriate information (1)

· Provide slides prior to the session
(1)

· Provide specific detail on how to comply (1)

· Send feedback questionnaire out sooner
 (1)

· Shorten the length of the presentation (1)

Key messages

Respondents were asked to provide one key message they took from the roadshow. The main themes are:

· Prepare now for upcoming obligations (25)

· Be aware of the potential for ML/source of funds (16)

· The extent of the problem/ importance of preventing ML/TF/ was not aware of the amount of ML in NZ (10)

· Will need to have systems in place to comply (7)

· A lot of work will be required/more compliance cost (5)

· Commencement date 30 June 2013 (5)

· Know your customers (2)

· Put processes in place to identify suspicious transactions (2)

· Still unsure how I fit into this as a financial advisor (2)

· Supervisors are providing information/guidance prior to commencement (2)

· We will need an AML/CFT officer/AML/CFT programme (2)

· Basic principles of what and why the AML/CFT Act is being introduced (1)

· Big cultural change for NZ (1)

· Common sense is key (1)

· Confirmed we are exempt (1)

· Confusion (1)

· Detection and deterrence of ML/TF is best done businesses (1)

· It is business as usual for Credit Unions
(1)

· Need to determine whether we fall under the Act (1)

· Need to identify new customers/people we form business relationships with (1)

· No financial reward for compliance (1)

· No new information received (1)

· Now understand what a risk assessment it (1)

· Police need to upgrade their website (1)

· Process of giving advice to politically exposed persons (1)

· Public/private partnership will ensure criminals do not use NZ businesses for ML/TF (1)

· Roadshows do not cover detail (1)

· Tax avoidance may be considered money laundering (1)

· The AML/CFT Act will be supervised/regulated
(1)

· Too much emphasis on new laws without enforcing existing laws (1)

· We are now in the regulatory environment (1)

· We need to do a risk assessment
(1)

Respondents were also asked what other key messages they took from the roadshow. The main themes are:

· ML does occur in NZ/be aware of the potential for ML(5)

· Will take time/more compliance cost (5)

· Guidelines/Codes of Practice will be provided (3)

· No other key messages (3)

· STRs are analysed/there is a process for reporting STRs (3)

· We will require an AML/CFT officer and AML/CFT Programme (2)

· Attend future roadshows (1)

· Financial institutions are venerable to be used for ML/TF (1)

· Need to show NZ is complying with FATF recommendations (1)

· Not important when dealing with overseas persons/companies (1)

· Prepare now for upcoming obligations (1)

· Roadshow did not count for Structured Credits (1)

· Supervisors unable to provide dates for the release of information that will assist with developing systems (1)

· The roadshow was not a good use of my time as a Compliance Officer (1)

· This area is a growing issue (1)

· We are on track (1)

Action taken since attending the roadshow

	Question 13: After attending the roadshow I have (select all that apply):
	All Respondents
	 

	 
	n
	%

	Checked out the website of my supervisor (DIA, FMA or RB)
	60
	39%

	Downloaded AML/CFT guidelines
	67
	44%

	Started on my entity's risk assessment (or instructed someone to do so)
	45
	29%

	Started looking at policies/procedures
	72
	47%

	No action taken
	27
	18%

	Have taken other action - (please specify)
	39
	25%


Other action taken falls into the following categories:

· Discussed the information presented with staff/provided information to the compliance department (8)

· Had already commenced AML/CFT compliance processes and procedures prior to the roadshow (7)

· Implementing AML/CFT policies/procedures (4)

· Updating/ reinforcing policies and procedures (3)

· Developing AML/CFT project plan (3)

· Started modifying IT systems/software (2)

· Planning to seek an exemption (2)

· Amended policies/procedures (1)

· Designing services/products to assist clients with compliance
 (1)

· Discussed with New Zealand Association of Credit Unions (1)

· Formalising risk assessment and adding to compliance manual (1)

· Is on 'to do' list (1)

· More aware of new client transactions/offshore monies (1)

· Recovering from earthquake (1)

· Requested supervisors website address (1)

· Sought further information/clarification from our supervisor (1)

· Spoken to local MP
(1)

· Supported Credit Unions with their obligations (1)

The below table breaks down action taken by supervisor

	Question 13: After attending the roadshow I have (select all that apply):
	DIA
	FMA
	Reserve Bank
	Don't know
	Not applicable

	Checked out the website of my supervisor (DIA, FMA or RB)
	63% (n=19)
	39% (n=3)
	45% (n=5)
	7% (n=1)
	27% (n=4)

	Downloaded AML/CFT guidelines
	87% (n=26)
	30% (n=24)
	64% (n=7)
	33% (n=5)
	33% (n=5)

	Started on my entity's risk assessment (or instructed someone to do so)
	67% (n=20)
	20% (n=16)
	45% (n=5)
	13% (n=2)
	13% (n=2)

	Started looking at policies/procedures
	67% (n=20)
	40% (n=32)
	64% (n=7)
	53% (n=8)
	33% (n=5)

	No action taken
	  0% (n=0)
	19% (n=15)
	9% (n=1)
	40% (n=6)
	33% (n=5)

	Have taken other action - (please specify)
	20% (n=6)
	30% (n=24)
	18% (n=2)
	27% (n=4)
	20% (n=3)


Appendix

Ratings by supervisor

	 
	Overall average (n=154) 
	Department of Internal Affairs (n=30)
	Don't know (n=15)
	Financial Markets Authority (n=80)
	Not applicable (n=15)
	Reserve Bank of New Zealand (n=11)

	The start time was convenient
	5.3
	5.4
	4.7
	5.5
	4.9
	5.5

	The length of the session was appropriate
	5.4
	5.4
	4.8
	5.5
	5.4
	5.5

	The location was convenient
	5.7
	5.7
	5.2
	5.9
	5.1
	5.8

	The content was informative
	5.4
	5.5
	5.3
	5.5
	5.2
	5.5

	The level of detail was appropriate
	5.2
	5.5
	4.5
	5.3
	5.1
	5.1

	It covered what I was expecting
	5.1
	5.2
	4.7
	5.2
	4.7
	5.1

	There was sufficient time for questions and answers
	5.6
	5.6
	5.4
	5.6
	5.2
	5.7

	The information about money laundering/terrorist financing and its effects was useful
	5.4
	5.6
	4.9
	5.5
	4.9
	5.6

	The information about the role of the supervisors was useful
	5.2
	5.6
	4.5
	5.2
	5.1
	5.4

	The information about what reporting entities have to do to comply was useful
	5.2
	5.4
	5.0
	5.3
	4.9
	4.7

	The information about suspicious transaction reporting was useful
	5.3
	5.5
	5.1
	5.3
	5.1
	5.2





AML / CFT


Anti-money laundering and countering financing of terrorism
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