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1 Purpose of Report 

1.1 At present, the Council does not have an Anti-Money Laundering Policy, procedures or 
forms which clarify how suspicions of money laundering activities should be disclosed 
within the organisation, and where appropriate, how such matters should be escalated 
to the Serious Organised Crime Agency (SOCA) in accordance with legislative and 
regulatory requirements 

1.2 CIPFA guidance and money laundering legislation and regulations indicate that the 
Council is not legally bound to develop a policy or detailed procedures, confirming how 
staff should handle potential incidents of this nature but the formulation of 
arrangements to be followed where dishonest practices are suspected, reflects good 
practice, whilst a failure to determine a corporate response could lead to a significant 
reputational risk for the Council. 

 

2 Recommendations 
 It is recommended that the Committee: 
2.1 Reviews the content of the Anti-Money Laundering Policy, putting forward 

enhancements, where appropriate, in advance of the documentation’s presentation to 
the Audit Committee for formal approval and adoption. 

 
Note:  In preparing this report, due regard has been had to equality of opportunity, 
human rights, prevention of crime and disorder, environmental and risk management 
considerations as appropriate.  Relevant officers have been consulted in relation to any 
legal, financial or human resources implications and comments received are reflected in 
the report. 
 

3 Information, Issues and Options 
3.1 Background 
3.1.1 Money laundering is rather broadly defined within legislation.    Essentially, it should 

be viewed as an individual or organisation benefiting from the proceeds of crime, or 
trying to conceal the benefits of the crime (hence it is sometimes known as an 
“economic crime”), so that funds/assets appear to come from a legitimate source.  
This wide definition does not just mean trying to hide cash obtained illegally; it can be 
any form of assets, and there is no minimum amount set, which needs to be 
observed before reporting suspicions of dishonest activities of this nature. 

3.1.2 At the highest level, the legislation was established principally in response to large, 
organised and international crime gangs who would aim to profit from activities such 
as drug trafficking or arms smuggling.  Monies would be passed through complex 
chains of transactions (known as “layering”) into apparently legitimate companies to 
hide that the source of funds was the proceeds of crime. 

3.1.3 However, the broad based definition and a failure to specify a minimum value for 
reporting purposes means that in the UK, money laundering can be more wide 
reaching, e.g. a Council laptop is stolen; the theft of the laptop is a crime in itself, but 
should the thief then sell the laptop for money, this would also constitute an 
economic/money laundering crime.   

3.1.4 Money laundering is covered by several items of legislation, namely the Terrorism 
Act 2000 (amended by the Anti-Terrorism and Security Act 2001 and the Terrorism 
Act 2006), the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (amended by the Serious Organised 
Crime and Police Act 2005) and the Money Laundering Regulations 2003 (amended 
2007).   



3.1.5 It is important that both staff and members appreciate the obligations placed upon 
them by the above mentioned money laundering legislation and regulations.   With 
this in mind, the attached Policy identifies key sources of further guidance on this 
subject (see Section 10), effectively signposting employees and councillors to linked 
websites and publications. 

3.2 Issues 

3.2.1 The Council’s previous Anti-Fraud and Corruption Strategy, approved by Cabinet in 
January 2008, identified that the Council had a nominated Money Laundering 
Reporting Officer who would be responsible for reporting any suspicions to the 
National Crime Intelligence Service.  Subsequently, the Serious Organised Crime 
Agency has become responsible for money laundering in the UK, whilst, as noted 
above, CIPFA have also sought to clarify how public sector bodies should respond to 
financial crime in light of the 2007 update to the Money Laundering Regulations. 

3.2.2 The CIPFA guidance, issued in 2009, “Combating Financial Crime: Further Guidance 
on Anti-Money Laundering for Public Service Organisations” identifies that public 
authorities are not legally obliged to apply the provisions of the Money Laundering 
Regulations 2007.  However, it does identify that as responsible bodies, they should 
employ policies and procedures that reflect the essence of the legislation, and should 
they fail do so they face a severe reputational risk.  The guidance sets out 4 areas in 
which Councils should respond: 

• To make staff most likely to be exposed to, or suspicious of terrorist financing or 
money laundering aware of any requirements and obligations placed on the authority, 
staff, and them as individuals under the Proceeds of Crime Act and the Terrorism 
Act.  It is intended, upon approval of this policy, to introduce training to staff on how 
the money laundering policy applies to them. 

• To give targeted training to those staff considered to be the most likely to encounter 
the financing of terrorism and money laundering – upon formal approval of the Policy, 
steps will be taken to ensure that the relevant staff are advised as to where they 
need to be vigilant and how they should respond where they suspect money 
laundering activities have occurred, are on-going or likely to happen imminently.   
The Policy is explicit at Appendix 1 as to the type of activities that may be affected 
and how suspicions need to be raised with the Money Laundering Reporting Officer. 

• Make arrangements for a nominated officer to receive and manage the concerns of 
staff, make internal enquiries, advice staff who feel they should make a report, and 
co-ordinate reports to the Serious Organised Crime Agency – in Section 6 of the 
Policy, the Monitoring Officer is named as the authority’s Money Laundering 
Reporting Officer, and there is also a Deputy identified to deal with potential concerns 
and disclosures in the absence of the Monitoring Officer. 

• Establish appropriate internal procedures which are proportionate and cost effective 
– the Policy acknowledges the need for a balanced response on the part of the 
Council and is very specific as to who should be contacted to report suspicions and 
how they need to be processed. 

3.2.3 Having noted the latest CIPFA guidance, the Council has considered it prudent to 
establish a separate Anti Money Laundering Policy, which is being presented to 
members of the Committee today for approval.  The policy includes appendices 
which provide guidance to staff on the type of transactions and behaviours that may 
give rise to money laundering concerns, and a suite of forms designed to enable 
reporting of money laundering concerns in a transparent way. 

3.2.4 This policy has been established in line with CIPFA’s guidance that procedures 
should be “proportionate and cost effective”.  Several Councils have sought to follow 
the legislation more stringently, and have gone as far as imposing relatively low limits 
on cash transactions they would be willing to accept. Whilst the 2007 regulations 
(which, per CIPFA guidance, do not apply to the Council) suggest that transactions 
above 15,000 Euros would be high risk, it would normally expect such transactions to 
be subject to appropriate checking procedures and does not place any imposed limits 



on accepting cash amounts.   

3.2.5 Further, imposing cash limits would raise concerns where, for example, a person was 
being pursued for a significant debt by the Council, and came into the Council to pay 
by cash.  Due to our obligations to the taxpayer, we would seek to accept payment of 
debt wherever possible.  Whilst we could ask the individual / company to go through 
their bank and pay by debit / credit card, this action may take a couple of days to 
clear, and in the meantime there may be legal proceedings or the person may not 
subsequently pay.  We have therefore sought to take the more prudent and 
responsive approach that if we have a concern of money laundering, then we will 
report this concern, rather than imposing arbitrary limits.   

3.3       Update from the Joint Consultative Committee 
 

3.3.1    The Joint Consultative Committee considered the Anti Money Laundering Policy at 
its meeting on 3 February 2011 and agreed in principle to its contents.   It also 
requested that it be provided with an Update Report from the Head of Internal Audit, 
to be submitted on 8 September 2011, which confirmed whether the Policy would 
benefit from any further enhancements, arising in the course of its first 5 months of 
formal adoption.    

3.4 Options 

3.4.1 The other options presented are that either the Council does not have a policy 
(which would be contrary to good practice and lead to risk of inappropriate action) or 
the Council goes further in ensuring complete compliance with the regulations, 
however this is not required, and given we have had no incidents reported, may not 
be proportional to the risk presented. 

3.5 Reasons for Recommendation(s) 

3.5.1 To ensure that the Council is compliant with good practice, and has appropriate 
processes to respond to potential incidents, the Committee is being requested to 
approve the money laundering policy.   

4. Risk and Financial Implications 

4.1 Risk  

4.1.1 Failure to act appropriately in the event of economic crime could lead to a 
reputational risk as well as a financial risk. 

4.2 Financial  

4.2.1 Receipt of the proceeds of crime, without appropriate action to prevent this, could 
lead to confiscation of assets.   

5. Legal Implications 

5.1 The policy ensures compliance within the existing legal framework.  Separate 
consideration has been given within the policy to the professional privileges of 
Council Solicitors. 

6. Other Implications    

a) Equalities: None  

b) Section 17, Crime & Disorder Act 1998: Having a policy in place to identify and 
report potential suspicions may lead to any potential economic crimes against 
the Council being detected.  It may also have a wider impact in preventing 
economic crimes against other parties within the district. 



c) Section 40, Natural Environment & Rural Communities Act 2006: None 

d) Human Resources: None 

e) Human Rights:  None 

f) Other:  None 

7. Alignment to Council Priorities 

7.1 The Money Laundering Policy does not directly support any council priorities  

8. Ward/Community Affected 

8.1 All 

 
Background Papers 
None – although CIPFA guidance can be provided on request 
 
Lead Contact Officer: 
Name/Post: Sandra King, Head of Internal Audit 
Telephone: 01508 533863  
Email: scking@s-norfolk.gov.uk 
 
Appendices attached to this report:  
Appendix 1: Money Laundering Policy 
 


