
ROYAL COMMISSION INTO THE CASINO OPERA TOR Al~D LICENCE 

WITNESS STATEMENT OF JASON CREMONA 

A. INTRODUCTION 
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J. My name is Jason Cremona. I am employed by the Victonan Commission for 

Gambling and Liquor Regulation (VCGLR) as the Manager of Licence Management 

and Audit (LMA) in the Licensing Division. I report to Alex Fitzpatrick, Director of 

Licensing. 

2. I make this statement in response t.o a request from the Royal Commission into the 

Casi110 Operator and Licence date<l 31 March 2021. 

3. Although that request seeks infonnation from the VCGLR about several topics, my 

statement deals with only those topics in which I was involved, unless otherwise stated. 

1 have been informed that the topics I was not involved in will be dealt with by another 

witness or witnesses from the VCGLR. 

4. This statement is produced to the Royal Commission in response to a Notice to Produce. 

In this statement I will address the following topics as requested by the Royal 

Commission: 

(a) Identifying the officers and staff members who worked on the Sixth Casino 

Review (Paragraph l(c) of the Notice to Produce); 

(b) Identifying the officers and staff members wh.o worked on the implementation 

of the recommendations in the Sixth Casino Review (Paragraph l(c) of tl1e 

Notice to Produce); and 

(c) Providing an example that illustrates how responsive and co-operative Crown 

Melbourne (Crown) was in its dealings, and its approach and attitude to its 

dealings with the VCGLR, (Paragraph 4 of the Notice to Produce). The 

example I cover in my statement related to dealings with Crown in relation to 

Recommendation 17 of the Sixth Casino Review. This example occulTed in 

2.018 and 2019. 
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B. OFFICERS AND STAFF MEMBERS WHO WORKED ON THE SIXTH 

REVIEW 

5. A review team (Review Team) was established within the VCGLR to conduct the Sixth 

Casino Review pursuant to section 25 of the Casino Control Act 1991 (Vic) (CC Act). 

I have responded to the Royal Commission's questions in this section based on the 

records of the VCGLR. Other than a discussion with the Sixth Casino Review team 

about Internal Co11troI Statements (lCSs) or addressing ad hoc qi.1eries from the Sixth 

Casino Review team throughout the conduct of the Sixth Casino Review, I had no 

detailed or day-to-day involvement in the conduct of the Sixth Casino Review. 

Review Team 

6. The Review Team reported to a Steering Committee ofVCGLR execul1ves led by the 

CEO, and then on to the Commission. 

7. The Review Team (Table 1) was responsible for undertaking the investigation, 

including assessing information collected, drafting the report for the Commission's 

consideration and ensuring all other project requirements were met. The Review Team 

was led by the Director, Sixth Casino Review, who was responsible for the day-to-day 

management of the project team and reported to the CEO. 

8. The Review Team comprised fixed-term staff and staff seconded from elsewhere in the 

VCGLR. At rimes, the Review Team drew on the expertise of internal and external 

Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to support the delivery of the project. External 

consultants also supported the work of the team (for example, providing probity advice 

and financial advisory services). The work plan and process undertaken by the team is 

explained on pages 21 - 23 of the Sixth Casino Review. 

9. The Director who led the project was responsible for leading the review including 

managing the team, liaising with Crown., stakeholder management (such as consultation 

with other regulators and agencies such as A USTRAC) and delivering the review 

report. The team also comprised of 

(a) a Principal Legal Adviser who provided legal advice and analysis. 

Responsibilities included providing advice on the legal arrangements that 
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govern the casino and contributing to the \VTiting of the final report, and 

respousibJe gambling matters. 

(b) a Principal Major Licence Officer who examined and analysed the regulatory, 

commercial and governance operations of Crown. Responsibilities included 

the preparation of project documentation, liaisi ng with Crown and other bodies 

relevant to the review and contributing to the writing of the :final reporl 

(c) a Senior Project Officer who oversaw project management and aspects of 

appropriate governance for the review team such as probity processes. 

Responsibilities included maintaining project management systems and 

processes, preparing project papers, maintaining document management 

processes and providing secretariat support. 

(d) a Policy Analyst responsible for conducting research and ana.lysis, identifying 

and analysing emerging trends and issues involving complex and sensitive 

issues in gambling regulation. 

l 0. In addition to the above, VCGLR staff that were seconded to the review team included 

a Product and Systems Analyst who provided technical advice on Crown's systems and 

a Gambling and Liquor Inspector. 

Table 1 - Sixth Casino Review project team. 

:Nall.le. J> t 1'litio1L on 'Shrh C'urrenr l.!lll (>h~ycr 
CMinn Revirw 

- -
Robert Chappell Director, Casino Manager, Practitioner Discipline, 

Licence Review Victorian Building Authority, resides in 
Project South Australia. 

~wan Hards Principal Major VCGLR 
Li.cence Officer 

arry Ferris Policy Analyst Unknown 

-Miriam Holmes Senior Legal Policy Director, Office of General Counsel, 
Officer Department of Premier and Cabinet 

(source: DPC organisational chart 
Afm·ch 2021) 
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Name P9sifrion OD Sh-th Current emp)oyer 
Casino: Roe~ 

Paul Noblett Product and VCGLR 
Systems Analyst 

Zoe Holmes Senior Project Blection Procedures and Instructional 
Officer Products Coordinator at Victorian 

Electoral Commission 

Simone Alesich Policy Analyst Senior Policy Adviser, Social and 
Economic Inclusion, Department of Jobs, 
Precincts and Regions (Source: 
Linkedln) 

- -
Luisa Bianchin Gambling and Team Leader, Integrity and Corruption 

Liquor Inspector Tnvestigations at Department of Justice 
and Community Safety (Source: 
Linkedln) 

Steering Committee 

JI. The Steering Committee (Table 2) acted as the authorising committee, responsible for 

the overall direction and management of the project It provided strategic oversight of 

the project and ensured it was delivering agaius1 the stated scope, within the approved 

budget and timeframes. The Steering Committee provided regular progress reports 

(verbal or written) to the Commission on progress against the schedule, key risks and 

mitigations and significant stakeholder engagement. The Director, Sixth Casino 

Review and senior review team members would attend Commission meetings to 

provide updates. 

12. The Steering Committee considere.d and reviewed the findings presented, which were 

then considered and reviewed by the Commission before they were approved and the 

Chairperson and the CEO signed-off the final report. 

13. Attachment 1 provides a diagram of the governance structure. The VCGLR also holds 

a governance plan - sixth review of the casino operator and licence - which contains 

furt11er details. 1 

I VCG.0001.0002.6407. 
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1'able .2 - Sixth Casino Review Steering Committee 

Na:me Jab 1itle Current employer 

Catherine Myers Chief Executive Officer VCGLR 

Michael Everett Director Corporate Services VCGLR 
and Chief Finance OfCicer 

Stephen Berriman Director Compliance Retired 

Alan Stone (w1til July 2018) Director Legal Services and Corporate Counsel at Glen 
General Counsel Eira City Council 

Scott May (Ju ly 2018 until VCGLR 
conclusion) 

Alex Fitzpatrick Director Licensing VCGLR 
-Nitsa K.arahalios Director Research a11d Project Lead Regulatory 

Engagement Practice Abrriculture 
Victona 

14. The Commissioners during the Sixth Casino Review are set out in Table 3. 

Table 3 - Commissio11ers during Sixth C/Mino R(!lliew 

Na,int- Jribiitle Cunent emplQyer 

Ross Kennedy Chairperson VCGLR Chairperson 

Helen Versey Deputy Chair VCGLR Deputy Chair 

Deidre O'Doll.lell Deputy Chair I VCGLR Deputy Chair 

Des Powell Member VCGLR Sessional Commissioner 

Di.llli .McMillan Member Principal I Managing Director, 
McMillan Consulting Group 
(Source: Linkedln) 
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C. OFFICERS AND STAFF MEMBERS WHO WORKED ON THE 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SIXTH CASINO REVIEW 

15. LMA which I manage, was allocated the responsibility for assessmg Crown's 

implementation of the Sixth Casino Review recommendations. The VCGLR staff 

members within LMA who worked on the implementation of the recommendations 

'~ere Rowan Harris (Principal Major Licence Officer), St.even Thurston (Licence 

Manager) and roe. We worked as a team. 

16. We shared the following roles and responsibilities: 

(a) engaging with Crown on recommending appropriate action required to ensure 

the requirements of each recommendation were implemented by Crown and tile 

recommendations met; 

(b) assessing the adequacy of Crown's implementation, and its formal 

submission/s, in relation to addressing each of I.he Sixth Casino Review 

recommendations; 

(c) consulting with other agencies .in relation to recommendations specific to the 

accountabiliti es of those agencies, e.g.; AUSTRAC in relation to 

Recommendation 17 and the Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation 

(VRGF) in relation to responsible gambling recommendations; 

(d) providing views, in the form of Commission papers to the Comm1ssion and 

memorandums to the Director Licensing in relation to Crown's implementation 

of the recommendations: 

(e) monitoring any follow up or addi tional actions required by Crown in relation to 

the recommendations. This would be as a resu lt of a request from the 

Commission post its consideration of a recommendation as being implemented, 

or to assist the Commission in reaching a decision about implementation. 
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D. EXAMJ>LES OF CROWN'S RESPONSIVENESS IN DEALINGS WITH 

VCGLR 

17. On or about late June 2018, I obtained a copy of the publicly available Sixth Casino 

Review Report from the VCGLR website. 

18. I am aware that by Jetter dated 4 June 2018, Crown provided its views in relation to the 

draft Sixth Casino Review Report, which was provided to Crown for comment In 

relation to Recommeudation 17, in its response, Crown noted 'recommendation 

supported'. 2 

19. On 2 July 2018, I note that Crown further corresponded with the Commission in relation 

to the f1nal Sixth Casino Review Report, and in relation to Recommendation 17 Crown 

noted 'recommendation accepted'. 3 

20. The Sixth Casino Review Report included a total of20 recommendations, one of which 

was Recommendation 17 which appears in a se<-'tion of the report staI"ting at page 133 

entitled 'Money laundering': 

"The VCGLR recommends that, by 1July2019, Crown w1derta.ke a robust review (with 

external assistance) of relevant internal control statements, including mput from 

AUSTRAC, to ensure that anti-money laundering risks are appropriately addressed. "4 

21. T have provided details of Crown's response t.o Recommendation 17 on the basis that it 

is an example that has been sought by the Royal Commission to illustrate how 

responsive and co-operative Crown has been in its dealings witi1 the VCGLR. 

22. ICSs are prepared pursuant to section 121 of the CC Act. That section states, among 

other things, that: 

(1) A casino operator must not conduct operations in the casino unless the 

Commission has approved in writing of a system of internal controls and 

administrative and accounting procedu,-es for the casino. 

? VCG.0001.0001.1804. 
3 VCG.0001.0001.0096. 
4 Page 138 of the Sixth Casino Review Report. 
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( 4) The casino operator must ensure that the system approved for the time being 

under this section for the casino is implemented. 

23. Section 122 of the CC Act provides details of the minimum standards and controls that 

must be includod in the ICSs. Th.is includes procedures for the promotion and conduct 

of junkets or premium player arraugcmcnts. 

24. By way of context: 

(a) Junket means an arrangement whereby a person is, or a group of people are, 

introduced to a casino by a Junket Operator or promoter who receives a 

commission based on the turnover of play in a casino, which is attributable to 

the person introduced by the Junket Operator or promoter or otherwise 

calculated by reference to such play. 

(b) Premium player arrangement means an arrangement whereby a casino operator 

agrees to pay a patron of the casino a commission based on the patron's turnover 

of play in the casino or otherwise calculated by reference to such play. 

(c) A Premium Player means a player who is domiciled outside of Victoria and 

who participates in a Premium Player Program Agreement, whereby the 

casino operator agrees to pay a patron of the casino a commission based on the 

patron's turnover of p lay in the casino or otl1erwisc calculated by re.ferc11ce to 

such play. 

( d) Junket Operator means the operator and/or promoter of a Junket 

(e) Junket Player means a person who participates in a Junket Program at the 

Melbourne Casino. 

(f) Junket Program means a junket tour at the Melbourne Casino arranged by a 

Junket Operator and documented in a Junket Probrram Agreement. 

(g) ICSs deal with minimum st·rndards and controls in relation to Crown's dealings 

w ith premium players and junkets. 
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25. The Sixth Casino Review on page 138 observed that 'to assist in mitigating the risks 

associated with junkets, the current internal control statements for junkets could be 

strengthened with the inclusion of more robus t controls in relation to the identification 

of individual junket players and their associated gaming transactions when 

participating in j unkets .'5 

26. Noting the above observation, it was my view that the Sixth Casino Review det.em1ined 

that Recommendation 17 was required to assess the suitability of relevant ICSs and at 

a minimum ensure greater visibility of individual junket players a11d their gaming 

activity, sucl1 as contributions to the front money of the junket program, and in general, 

ensure that anti-money laundering (AML) risks are appropriately mitigated v ia these 

controls in the ICSs. Crown's Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) further 

emphasise this point by defining 'Front Money' as the amount of money made available 

for gaming with the casino by a Junket Operator (or agent) or Premium Player. This 

definition omits the tenn junket players. 

27. Upon assessment of the various ICSs that existed, I note that the relevant ICSs for the 

purposes of Recommendation l 7 that may relate to AML include Cheque Cashing and 

Credit Facilities, Gaming Equipment, Gaming Machines Operations, Surveillance, 

Table Games Operations, Cage Operations, Junket and Premiwn Player Programs. 6 

28. In approximately late Jlrne 2018, Alex Fitzpatrick asked me to have LMA maintain 

responsibility for working with Crown in relation to its implementation of the 20 

recommendations in the Sixth Casino Review Repo11. 

29. I then engaged with Rowan Harris and Steven Thurston in relation to our approach to 

working with Crown on the recommendations. 

30. On 25 September 2018 I attended, as Acting Director Licensing, a VCGLR and Crown 

Licence Management Meeting, together with the VCGLR's Acting CEO (Alex 

Fitzpatrick), the then Director of Compliance, Steven Thurston and Rowan Harris. 

Several of Crown senior executives also attended this meeting. They were Xavier 

Walsh (then Chief Operating Officer, now Chief Executive Officer), Joshua Preston 

5 Page 138 of the Sixlh Casino Review Repolt 

6 Page 138 of the Sixth Casino Review Report. 
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(then Chief Legal Officer, Australian Resoits), Michelle Fielding (Group General 

Manager, Regulatory and Compliance). Sonja Bauer (Group GeneraJ Manager, 

Responsible Gaming). 

31. This was a regular meeting where some executives from the VCGLR and Crown met. 

One of the agenda items for this meeting was the Sixth Casino Review Report 

recommendations. At this meeting, Crown was infmmed of the proposed process for 

monitoring its implementation of the Sixth Casino Review recommendations, that was 

to be endorsed by th.e Commission at its noxt meeting. Crown also provided a status 

update on each of the recommendations. 

32. Jn relation to Recommendation I 7. the minutes of the meeting recorded: 

"Recomme1ulation 17. Crown noted that il had spoken to senior managers from 

A USTRAC regarding this recommendation. The VCGLR will provide greater clarity 

of the recommendation and consult with AUSTRAC. Action item 4 (below)".1 

33. Based on this update, I had assumed t11at Crown had spoken to AUSTRAC about 

Recommendation 17, and in particular, how Crown would seek that AUSTRAC 

provide its views about the suitability of its lCSs in relatio~ to AML. I do not recall 

clarjfying this point at the meeting but this was my impression, noting that this was the 

first update from Crown on all of the Sixtl1 Casino Review rerommendations. It was 

also the first meeting where all 20 recommendations were discussed between LMA and 

Crown, and at this stage LMA was merely looking for a high level update from Crown 

and had not turned its attention specifically to Recommendation 17, noting the due date 

for this recommendation was months away and there were other recommendations, due 

before Recommendation 17, that were a focus. 

34. The minutes of the meeting recorded the following for Action item 4: 

"Sixth Casino Review Recommendation 17. VCGLR to provide its expectations of this 

recommendation" 

7 VCG.000 J .0002.3504. 
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35. Crown had requested that VCGLR provide clarification of its expectations in relation 

to Recommendation 17. Action item 4 was assigned to Rowan Harris with a due date 

of31 Octobcr2018. 

36. The minutes of the meeting also noted that Steven Thurston, Rowan Harris and l would 

meet with the Crown Group GeJ1eral Manager, Regulatory and Compliance and Group 

General Manager, Responsible Gaming on a regular basis to track progress of the 

Responsible Gambling Recommendations 6 to J.6. The first of these meetings was 

scheduled for early November 2018. 

37 It was also an Action item in respect of Recommendation 3 that the VCGLR was to 

consider Crown's proposed engagement of PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC). Further, 

in respect of Recommendation 5, the VCGLR was to provide advice on its Risk Based 

approach. 

38. After the meeting with Crown on 25 September 2018, Rowan Harris prepared a 

Commission Paper, dated 2 October 2018, which set out our approach to working with 

Crown on tbe recommendations. 8 Th.is Commission Paper included the following 

approach: 

(a) the recommendations will be monitored principally via the VCGLR/Crown 

Operations meetings which are held every six weeks, and the VCGLR/Crown 

Executive Licence Management meetings; 

(b) senior LMA staff will meet with the Crown Group General Manager, 

Regulatory and Compliance and Group Genera] Manager, Responsible Gaming 

on a regular basis to track progress in relation to the Responsible Gambling 

Recommendations (6 to 16); 

(c) separate meetings will also be held between senior LMA staff and Crown as 

required; 

(d) Crown will be requested to provide regular written updates on implementation 

progress; 

8 VCG.OOOLOOOl.0097. 
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(e) LMA will µrovide penodic updates to the Commission as significaot milestones 

arc reached and provide a reconunendation as to Crown's implementation of 

each recoaunendation, once assessed by LMA. 

39. The Commission noted the process to be applied at its monthly Commission meeting 

on 25 October 2018. J did not attend this Commission meeting, but I was infonned of 

the outcome by Alex Fitzpatrick. The outcome was that the Commission had approved 

the approach set out in the Commission Paper. 

40. On 31October 2018, Steven Thurston, Rowan Harris and I met with Michelle Fielding 

and Sonja Bauer of Crown t.o discuss the Sixth Casino Review recommendations 

relating to responsible gambling ( 6-16) and to provide an update on the action points 

noted from the 25 September 2018 meeting. 

41. The minutes of this meeting include a note at Item 6( d) that is the same as the minutes 

from the 25 September 2018 meeting, namely that the VCGLR was to prlwide Crown 

with its expectations in relation to Recommendation 17. 

42. The minutes of the 31October2018 meeting also include that: 

"Crown noted that AUSTRA.C has not expressed roncem with Crown's procedures in 

respect of the Junkets JCS an.d regulates Cro-Ym through its AML Program. 

The VCGLR advised that in their view part of this recommendation is about ensuring 

greater visibilfty of individual junket players and their gaming activity to ensure that 

A.nli Money Laundering risks are appropriately addressed. Therefore, it is expected 

tha.t the review of the appropriate JCS, which will include the Junkets nnd Premium 

Player Programs IC5: will vary the applicable JCS to enable the same level ~f 

transparency for individual junket player activity as there is for premium players. 

Crown noted that the Recommendations do not specify amendments 10 the Junket and 

Premium Player JCS: nor make mention of individual player activity. In n'Viewing the 

JC'), Crown would need to seek input from the VCGLR in conjunction with AUSTRAC 

regarding record keeping in relation to individual jun~t players (which Crown noted 

is not required by the Recommendations) and this should inform reporting of any 
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suspicious matters by O·own. (which Crown noted is not required by the 

Recommen.dations). "9 

43. The key point was that Crown was pushing its AML program, and the VCGLR was 

drawing attention to the specifics of the Recommendation which related to an ICS 

review with the assistanc.e of AUSTRAC, rather than the suitabi lity of its AML 

program. 

44. The key controls in the Junket a11d Premium Player ICS require visibility to the fron t 

money contr ibuted by premium players alld junket operators, as opposed to junket 

players. 

45. Based on my review of the JCS, my view of tbe 'risk' raised by the Sixth Casino Review 

is visibility over junket participants' contributions to the junket operator. As J 

understand i l: 

(a) Crown are required by AUSTRAC to monitor the 'transactions over $1 0,000' 

that take place between a customer (such as a premium player or Junket 

operator) and Crov.'ll, as he/she is entering into the transaction with the Casino 

and handing over the money; 

(b) Jut1ket participants are considered 'customers' of the Casino by Crown, but were 

not subject to the same transaction monitoring as the junket operators, in that 

the front money they bring to the table is not subject to any reporting 

requiremen.ts; 

(c) as a result, AUSTRAC expects the 'Know Yow Customer' (KYC) requirements 

to apply to bothjunketparticipants and operators; 

(d) 'KYC' re.quirements, however, do not extend to financial contributions by the 

junket participants to the operator, hence the issue raised in the review. 

46. A key issue at tbe 31 October 2018 meeting with Crown was that my team continued 

10 refer to and emphasise the key obsen1ation in the Sixth Casino Review about junket 

players at page 138 of the Sixth Casino Review Report, and the need for Crown to 

9 VCG.0001.0002.3505. 
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engage with AUSTRAC about the ICSs. Crown challenged our view. I said at this 

meeting that it would be necessary for Crown to get AUSTRAC's observations on 

whether its ICS should be strengthened, to ensure tl1e outcome of Crown addJessing 

Recommendation 17 met the Commission's expectations. Michelle Fielding responded 

by saying that Crown was not required specifically by Recommendation 17 to look at 

that area of junket players or to have AUSTRAC provide a view on that subject. This 

was concerning as in my view Crown appeared to be taking a literal approach to this 

recommendation, rather than looking to addJess the overarching risks/concerns, and 

key observati.011 that was referred to in the Sixth Casino Review report, at pl38, being 

that "The VCGLR observes that to assist in mitigating the risks associated with junkets, 

the current internal control statements for junkets could be strengthened with the 

inclusion of more robust controls in relation to the identification of indiW.dual junket 

players and their associated gaming transactions when participating in junkets". 

47. As this was the first key meeting where Recommendation l 7 was discussed, I expected 

that further meetings would occur and Crown would take on board 1he points of concern 

being raised by my team at th.is meeting and look to address these points to ensure 

CrowndeliveredonRecommendation 17by1 July2019. 

48. During the discussion on the starus of each of the recommendations at this 31 October 

2018 meeting, I was also concerned about the extent of clarification being sought by 

Crown in relation to several recommendations, considering Crown had formally 

accepted the rocommendations. In particular I noted the following questions posed by 

Crown in respect of the recommendations listed below: 

(a) Recommendation 10: Crown asked why they were being asked to remove 

exclusion orders over 10 years old; 

(b) Recommendation 14: Crown thought there was overlap with other 

recommendations, and were unsure of basis for this recommendation, or what 

is expected; 

(c) Recommendation 15: Crown asked why would the VCGLR share the 

Responsible Gambling (RG) data with the VRGF; 
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( d) Recommendation l 7· Crown raised why was this about ICS and not AML/CTF 

program; 

( e) Recommendation 19: Crown advised that they were unsure of the basis for this 

recommendation as the policy being sought was supplied as part of the review 

process and had been discussed with review members. 

49. Inunediately after the meeting with Crown, Rowan HaITis, Steven Thurston and I met 

in the food court at Crown to discuss the meeting. I called this impromptu meeting to 

ascertain from Rowan Harris if he expected that Crown would be seeking clarification 

to recommendations at this stage of the process. As Rowan Harris had been a party to 

the previous two review processes (fifth and sixth review), I was hoping he would 

clarify if this approach was common, or whether he was equally as surprised as I was. 

Rowan Harris advised that he too was taken aback by the extent of clarification being 

sought by Crown, post their acceptance of the recommendations. 

50. While driving home that evening I called Michelle Fielding and told her of my 

overarching concerns, which I later confirmed in an email I sent to her the next day 

dated 7 November 2018. I told Michelle that I wouJd speak to Alex Fitzpatrick and 

provide formal correspondence to Crown to mitigate the risk that lack of clarification 

into a recommendation became a contributing factor to Crown's failure to implement a 

recommendation. I also emphasised that such clarification would need to be sought 

from the Commission, and not at VCGLR working leve~ i.e.; via myself or my team 

members. I cannot recall what Michelle Fielding said in that call. 

51. After returning to the office the next day, I spoke to Alex Fitzpatrick and raised 

concems in relation to the extent of clarifications sought by Crown in relation to some 

of the recommendations. 

52. The main reason why l raised those concerns was because I was aware oftbe process 

in relation to the Sixth Casino Review and knew that it had involved providing Crown 

with a copy of the Sixth Casino Review Report and seeking that it formally accept the 

report and its recommendations. I bad also seen the letter I mentioned earlier, dated 

2 July 2018 from Crown to the VCGLR regarding the Sixth Casino Review Report 

which noted, among other things, that Crown accepted all the Recommendations 

proposed by the VCGLR, including Recommendation l 7. In its earlier letter on 4 June 
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20 l 8, when commenting on the draft report, Crown supported Recommendation l 7 and 

also noted that there are a range of strong initiatjves for Crown to consider from the 

Review, and that Crown welcomed the opportunity to work closely with the VCGLR 

to implement the Recommendations. 10 

53. From the 4 July 2018 letter, I had expected that Crown had complete clarity of what 

was expect.ed of them, considering they accepted the Recommendations. I was 

surprised that these issues were being raised now by Crown, at working level 

discussions, and not with the Commission, when Crown was given an opportunity to 

assess the draft recommendations and report. 

54. I suggested to Alex Fitzpatrick that a fom1al notificatfon be provided to Crown advismg 

that if clarification was required, this should be sougb.t from the Commission as 

opposed to the VCGLR officer level. Alex Fitzpatrick supported this position and 

provided feedback on the draft letter to send to Crown. 

55. On 7 November 2018, I sent a.11 email to Michelle Fielding copied to Rowan Harris 

titled "Clarity regarding Sixth Review Recommendation" which stated as follows: 

"As discussed in our telephone conversation after the meeting on 31 October 2018, I 

was concerning re the extent of clarity being sought by Grown in relation to a large 

number of the 20 recommendations in the Sixth Review. 

I have spoken to Alex Fitzpatrick about this, and she agrees that it is vital that Crown 

obtain the necessary clarity at the outset to ensure it progresses to achieve the 

recommendations to the satisfactory of the Commission. 

Considering Licensing, and LMA in panicular, have taken lead house in assessing 

Crown response to the recommendations, it is important for me that Crown be given a 

formal opportunity, at the outset, to seek that clarity and Licensing respond 

accordingly. 

I have drafted a letter, that is with Alex Fitzpatrick for review, and I expect to send it 

out tomorrow. 

ID VCG.0001.0001.1804. 
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1 look forward to receiving your re.<;ponse and ensuring this important process 

commences on the right foot. "11 

56. On 9 November 2018, l sent au email to Michelle Fielding copied to Rowan Harris 

attaching the letter that I had referred to in my email. That letter was signed by me and 

stated as follows: 12 

I refer lo om meetfilg cm 31 October 201 e In relation to the Sl:xth C&$ino Re\i"!e\'t Repi:i.rt {the 
reµpr;} rec.amm~loo~. · 

I note th3t as pa-rt-0ft~Sixth Caskro Review, Cro\\'!'l waa pmvi~ wfth an ~pportun~ f:) 
<xm~der and ()Ol'llmcnt on ~h.c. draft m;:iort on 26 June ~MS, 'J.he 1inal ~portwa$ 
$0.bseqiJeritty 4l!ccepted ltt Crown, ln.c;Ud!fft9 e:aeh of the 20 recommend~dlons eontaln~ 
tMrejn, 

As )%JU a;~, av.we several l\~mmeMatk>ns are requi~ed to tb& ~at(' ::i hy 1 Ja:ntt3ry 2019 
with me finar re.comrr:eod~n® b,e;ng d\le ~¢f Gtm,i;:~ c.n 1 Jv.fy 2~ b ~<:.>iepting l.he 
r.::oorr1mer::d;;~ans, the Co.-nmissiQn o:p!ld.~ Crown to ha1ve 1!l chir.tr u.~d~radam:f:o.,;a cl ~Jt fa 
teqifted tll' imptam!lni tfm retXlffi.lfiMd~2J(ltm-.. 

T-o enture C.n:t.•m .OOdroesas the reoommeoomjon 'Nifhin the timeframw, and to .tfu:l 
SB.ti$factkm of the Comr.1f$$:C:1, ~- Crown: requ:res any dar!flc:alion from the Comm~sloo thoo 
it $hc.l,ltd ~:llk thl! c;l~fiity ll& OOQll mi. poss:N., • • 

Please l'i ote the Cl>mi"tsr$ir;n Wit! rtOl OO;'IM~~t ~®fiM1o-n er $~e;:W:n~nt of a:ny of ttia 
(.e(":l.fflmertd$11;orl:.l oo~aiied il"I the report. 

I f.oclt furward ta addressing al'ly rtr.>Jpon~ from Cmi'ltn, ~nd c00:~mg on£!®g tisoozs1ons
wlth Cr.own In rf.'l':ltroo .lo assess!ng Ut~ adequacy o~ !ts r~pC!'ttfe to the raoo:r1mcndatlotts. 

57. At this point, my aim was to ensure that all points ofclarity were addressed at the outset 

rather than at a time close to the Recommendations becoming due, and that such points 

of clarity, if sought by Crown, be requested from the Conunission and not at VC GLR 

working level. 

58. To the best of my recollection, neither Michelle Fielding (to whom I sent my email and 

letter) nor anyone else at Crown responded to my email of7 November 2018 or to my 

letter of9 November 2018. 

59. Having not received a response to either my 7 November 2018 email or my Jetter of 

9 November 2018, I sent another letter to Michelle Fielding on 10 December 2018. In 

that letter, I informed Crown that the VCGLR expected an update on the 

IJ VCG.000 l.0002.6406. 
12 VCG.0001.0002.6163; VCG.0001.0002.6164. 
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Recommendations due on 1 July 2019, including an update on Recommendation l 7 by 

I March 2019. 13 

60. In or around November 2018, to assist my team in obtaining clarity about the matters 

that informed the recommendations of the Sixth Casino Review, I also arranged a 

meeting with Miriam Holmes, Senior Legal Policy Officer of the Sixth Casino Review 

Team, to discuss the backgroWld and expectations in relation to each of the 20 

recommendations. Other than Rowan Harris and Paul Noblett, Miriam Holmes was the 

only other internal VCGLR staff member at the time who was stilJ working within the 

VCGLR and, as I understood it, worked closely with the Project Director in setting the 

recommendations in the Sixth Review. 

61. Sometime inNovember2018 Rowan Harris and I met with Miriam Holmes to discuss 

the background and expectations regarding each of the recommendations. Although 

minutes from this meeting were not kept, Rowan Harris populated a table which noted 

the matters discussed in this meeting, and previous points noted, against each of the 20 

1·ecommendations. Miriam provided some comments on this table. 14 TI1e following 

was noted in relation to Recomme1)dation 17. Certain confidential matters have not 

been reproduced in the extract below· 

Background 

The VCGLR, other regulators and law enforcement agencies are aware of the 

significant potential risks of money laundering through casinos, particularly through 

junket operations. 

'!'he structure of junket operation enables opaqueness around the source of beneficial 

ownership of funds presented as buy-ins and represents a significant money laundering 

risk. 

While the casino conducts Know Your Customer (KYC) due diligence 011 the customer, 

being the Junket Opera/or there are no KYC requirements for pw1icipants This 

13 VCG.0001 0002.3509. 
14 VCG.OOOJ.0002.6171. 
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arrangement results in cash or other funds being moved through the junket, where 

neither the source of funds, the owner of funds nor the identity of the individual 

conducting the betting transaction or cash deposit is known. 

The VCGLR observes that to assist in mitigating the risks associated with junkets, 1he 

current internal control statementsforjunkets could be strengthened (amendec/?) with 

the inclusion of more robust controls in relation lo the identification of individual 

junkets players and their associated gaming transactions when participating in junkets 

(page J 38 of report). 

A USIRA Chas recently established a dedicated Gambling Reporting Team. A USTRA C 

has approached Stuart McCleland in relati.on to Rec. 17 (26 November). He is 

organizing a meeting with A USTRA C. 

Crown noted that A USTRA C has not expressed concern with Crown's procedures in 

respect of the Jzmket JCS and regulates Crown through its AML Program. 

The VCGLR advised that in their view part of this recommendation is about ensuring 

greater v1~'libility of individual junket players and their gaming activity to ensure that 

Ami Money Laundering risks are appropriately addressed. Therefore, it is expected 

that the review of the appropriate JCS, which will include the Junkets and Premium 

Player Programs J(,"'S, will vary the applicable JCS to determine the same level of 

transparency for individual junket player activity as there is.for premium players. 

Crown has stated that A USTRAC has not expressed concern with Crown s procedures 

in respect of the Junket JCS and regulates Crown through it's AML program. Jn 

addition, Crown has noied that the Recommendations do not specify amendments to the 

Junket and Premium Player JCS, nor make mention of individual player activity. Crown 

also, advised that the recommendation does not require Crown to review the Junkets 

JCS with AUSTRAC's input. 

Jn reviewing the !CS, Crown would need to seek input from the VCGLR i.n conjunction 

with AUSJ'RAC regarding record keeping in relation to individual junket players 

(which Crown noted is not required by the Recommendation) and this should inform 
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reporting of any suspicious matters by Crown (which Crown noted is not required by 

the Recommen.dation.sj. 

Requirements for meeting the recommendation 

1. Review relevant JCS's, including Junket and Premium Pklyer Programs with 

inpurfrom AUSTRAC to ensure that there is the same level of transparency for 

individual junket ac1ivity as there is for premium players. 

2. Do the relevant JCSs, including the Junket and Premium Player Programs !CS 

identifY and record the flow of junket player fonds within the junket as a 

minimum standard in the JCS to ensure that AML risks are appropriately 

addressed? 

62. On the 22 November 20181 was copied in an email from Stuart McCleland, VCGLR 

Compliance Ma11ager Casino, to Miriam Holmes. 15 The email advised that in 

discussions with members of the AUSTRAC dedicated Gambling Reporting team on 

an unrelated matter, AUSTRAC "brought up recommendation 17 of the recent review 

and wanted to know what is expected.from them". I advised StuartMcCleland that LMA 

had taken carriage of working with Crown on. implementation of the 20 

recommendations in the Sixth Casino Review Report and Rowan Harris and myself 

would reach out to AUSTRAC to discuss Recommendation 17. 

63. On 18 January 2019, Rowan Harris received a progress update from Crown in relation 

to the recommendations. This update did not suggest that Crown had taken any steps 

t.o seek clarification from the Commission in the way that I had suggested in my letter 

of9 November 2018. Crown's update in respect of Recommendation 17 was however 

that: 

"Crown has met with AUSTRAC to di.scuss this recommendation. A new joint AML 

Program across Crown~ Australian Resorts is being developed and will be reviewed 

by an external party. AUSTRAC is being kept informed of progress. 

15 VCG.0001.0002.6419 
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internal controls are being reviewed." 16 

64. When I read this update in the course of preparing this statement, it appeared to me that 

the discussions between Crown and AUSTRAC at the time related to its joint 

AlvllJCTF program, as opposed to what Reconunendation l 7 specifically required, 

which was a discussion about Crown's ICSs. Back in January 2019, this update was 

not my focus as my team and I were focusing on recommendations that were due prior 

to Recommendation 17. I did not raise a concern with Crown at this point as Crown 

still had almost six months to address Recommendation 17 and I assumed, based on 

previous commw1ications, Crovro would take the necessary steps to address the 

recommendation. 

65. On 20 February 2019, Steven Thurston, Rowan Harris, Alkan Munur (Team Leader, 

High Risk Gambling and Casino Compliance), and l met with Jane1 McCarthy 

(Director, Regulatory Operations) and Briony Olmedo (Acting Manager, Regulatory 

Operations) of AUSTRAC to ensure AUSTRAC had visibility of ou the VCGLR's 

expectations in relation to Recommendation 17 and AUSTRAC's involvement.17 One 

of the matters that was discussed at this meeting was that of the VCGLR's expectations 

in relation to Recommendation 17. VCGLR's minutes of this meeting record: 

"• VCGLR intention and expectation.s· 

The VCGLR's view is that, at a minimum, the focus of this recommendation is about 

ensuring greater visibility of individual junket players and their gaming activity (record 

keeping that should inform reporting of any suspicious matters by Crown) to ensure 

that anti-money laundering risks are appropriately addressed 11 is expecied that 

Crowns review of the relevant ICSs, including the Junket and Premium Player 

Programs JCS, will vary the applicable /CSs to detennine the same level ~f 

transparency for individual junket player activity as there is for premium players. " 18 

66. My own notes from the meeting, taken on my iPad, made the following observations: 

16 VCG.0001.0002.6037; VCG.000 1.0002.6038; VCG.0001.0002.6039 
17 VCG.0001.0002.6177. 

18 VCG.0001.0002.3512. 
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(a) ''BO (Briony Olmedo, Acting Manager, Regulatmy Operations, AUSTRAC) 

noted that A USTRA C have not seen nor been consulted with on the suitability 

of the JCS." 

(b) "BO noted that Crown raised 'uncertainty' in relation to the recommendation 

when AUSTRAC had preliminary discussions with Crown" 19 

67. My recollection of the discussion was that Crown had engaged with A USTRAC on its 

joint AML/CTF program bet\veen Crown and Crown Perth, and also discussed 

Recommendation 17 briefly. But AUSTRAC confirmed that the discussion about 

Recommendation 17, at the time, was not about AUSTRAC reviewing the ICSs to 

ensure that "AML risks are appropriately addressed". 

68. I note that AUSTRAC also advised that it had provided feedback to either the NSW 

regulator or a casino operator in relation to the suitability of its ICSs and SOP that 

govern Casinos in that state. This issue was not discussed in detail. 

69. On 22 February 2019, I was copied into an email from Rowan Harris to AUSTRAC 

which confirmed what LMA expected as part of the consultation by Crown with 

AUSTRAC in relation to Recommendation 17. 20 The email provided further clarity 

about next steps regarding Recommendation l 7. The email included: 

"Following on from our meeting, we \1.10ttld like to provide further clarity in terms of 

the next steps regarding recommendation J 7. 1"11e Commission expects that Crown 

commence its review of the relevant intemal control statements (ICSs), in particular 

the Junket and Premium Player Programs JCS forthwith, and that Crown actively seek 

A.USTRAC's input in relation to its views on the suitability of the ICSs to ensure that 

anti-money laundering risks are appropriately addressed. 

As discussed at the meeting, the VCGLR's view is that, at a minimum, the focus of this 

recommendation is about ensuring gre~uer visibility of individual junket players and 

their gaming activity (record keeping that should inform reporting of any suspicious 

matters by Crown) to ensure that anti-money laundering risks are appropriately 

I? VCG.0001.0002.6423. 

20 VCG.0001.0002.6248. 
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addressed. Therefore, it is expected that Crown's review of the relevant ICSs, including 

the Junket and Premium Player Programs JCS, will vaiy the applicable JCSs to 

detcnnine the same level of transparency for individual junket player activity as there 

is for premium players. 

As also discussed, the proposed timeline for completion of the review of the relevant 

lCSs is the end of April 2019." 

70. AUSTRAC did not respond to this email. 

71. On 22 February 2019, I was also copied into an email from Rowan Harris to Michelle 

Fielding which updated Crown on the VCGLR's discussions with AUSTRAC and 

outlined the VCGLR's intention and expectations in respect of AUSTRAC's 

involvement with Recommendation I 7. 21 I asked Rowan Harris to send this email to 

Crown to provide transparency to our e11gngement with AUSTRAC and to ensure 

Crown had an understanding of what we expected from them, and AUSTRAC, in 

relation to Recommendation 17, which was, primarily that: 

(a) the relevant ICSs be made available to AUSTRAC to review, which will 

include the Junket and Premium Player Programs ICS; 

(b) Crown would be expected to fo rmally engage with AUSTRAC to seek its views 

on the suitability of the ICSs; 

( c) Crown provide a fonna:I submission on Recommendation 17, to th.e 

Commission, by l Ju ly 2019. 

72. I do not recall Crown responding to this email. 

73. After the meeting with AUSTRAC on 20 February 2019, I was concerned that Crown 

had not proactively engaged with AUSTRAC by late February 2019 in relation to 

providing tbe ICSs for AUSTRAC's review and comment in relatiou to 

Recommendation 17, noting the deadline for the completion oftbe recommendation 

~1 VCG.0001.0002.3513. 
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was now only months away and AUSTRAC would need to be given enough time to 

conduct its review and provide input. 

74. On 28 Febniary 2019, there was a Commission meeting at which a number of the 

recommendations were considered. ii l did not atten.d this meeting, however the 

Commission was provided with a written status update prepared by Rowan Harris and 

reviewed by me in relation to all recomme11dations based on the update which had been 

provided by Crown as at 18 January 20 19 and also our view on Crown's update.23 

Rowan Harris maintained a status table which identified each of the 20 

recommendations and provided Crown's update and the VCGLR's comments on 

Cro\'n1's updates in relation to the status of the recommendations, as received. This was 

a source document that was relied upon to regularly update the Commission and other 

stakeholders on the status of Crown's implementation of the 20 recommendations. 

75. Assuming that Crown would act on our entail of22 February 2019, as referred to above, 

and inunediatcly engage with. AUSTRAC, we noted that Recommendation 17 

'implementation was on track' in the status table. However, we also noted this 

recommendation as "Amber" as our concern at that point in time was that Crown had 

yet to actively engage with AUSTRAC in socking a review of its ICSs. 

76. After tltis meeting, Rowan Harris updated the status table to note the discussions at the 

Commission meeting and circulated this to the team. 24 

77. On 13 March 2019, Steven Thurston, Rowan HaJTis, and T met with Crown for a 

dedicated VCGLR/Crown Sixth Casino Review meeting. Our intention was to receive 

a progress update from Cwwn in relation to the nine Recommendations due on J July 

2019. 

78. I had assumed from the discussions with Crown on 25 September 2018 that the 

meetings with Crown on the Sixth Casino Review recommendations would be 

primarily with Micbelle Fielding, and include Sonja Bauer where responsible gambli.ng 

22 VCG.0001.0002.6409. 

n VCG.0001.000J .0007; VCG.0001.0001.0006 
24 VCG.0001.0002.3022. 
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recommendations were discussed. I was surprised that Joshua Preston, then Chief 

Legal Officer, Australian Resorts, attended this 'working lever meeting. 

79. At this meeting, tbe discussions arom1d most of the recommendations were quite 

specific to the wording of those recommendations. 

80. When cliscussions commenced in respect of Recommendation l 7, it became apparent 

that Joshua Preston's updates were not addressing the key component of the 

recommendation. Rather, Joshua Preston continued to reference the suitability of 

Crown's joint AMUCounter-Terrorism Financing (CTF) program, which was more a 

focus of AUSTRAC rather than the VCGLR's. He was not providing an update on 

Crown's review of the JCSs in consultation with AUSTRAC and with external 

assistance as required by Recommendation 17. 

81. My impression at the time was that Joshua Preston believed that he could persuade the 

VCGLR that Recommendation 17 could be met by deeming that the joint AML/CTF 

program was appropriate in ensuring AML risks are addressed. Although the 

AMLICTF program is clearly a fundamental tool in. addressing such risks, I advised 

Crown that the JCS should complement or support the AML program, as both were 

fundamental to mitigating AML risks at the casino, and in relation to Recommendation 

17, it was the TCSs that needed to be assessed for their suitability in doing this and 

assisting in mitigating A.ML risks. I was focusing on. the need for visibility in relation 

to junket players front money or financial contribution, and ensuring the casino was 

free of criminal influence. 

82. I made it clear to both Joshua Preston and the others at the meeting that the joint 

AMUCTF program is not linked to Recommendation 17. Item 2, paragraph ( c) under 

the sub-heading Recommendation 17 of the minutes of this meeting emphasises both 

Joshua Preston's agenda to promote the relevance of the joint AML/CTF program to 

Recommendation 17 and also my clear response that the joint AML/CTF program was 

not linked to Recommendation l 7 .25 lt records as follows: 

"c) JP advised that the joint (Crown Perth/Crown Melbourne) AML program will 

be reviewed by an external parry and is a 'significant piece of work' which may 

2l VCG.OOOJ.0002.6021. 
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not be completed by 1 July 2019. The VCGLR believes thnt the joint AML 

Program is not /in.Iced to Recommendation 17." 

83. By this note I meant that Recommendation 17 does not require a review of the joint 

AMUCTF program. I was focused on the ICS which came under VCGLR 's oversight 

and the requirements of Recommendation 17 which related to the ICS. I refused to be 

drawn into the suitability of the joint AML/CTF program. 

84. 11le minutes of this meeting were prepared by Rowan Harris and reviewed by me prior 

to them being sent to Crown by Rowan Harris on 4 April 2019.10 Mic11cllo Fielding 

provided her mark-ups to the minutes on 18 April 2019 and Joshua Preston's feedback 

to the minutes on 22 May 2019. 21 My team reviewed Crown's feedback around 27 May 

20 19.28 In respect of Recommendation 17, Joshua Preston in his 22 May 2019 

comments to the 13 March 2019 minutes added the note that the Recommendation was 

on track. However, my team, at this point. being late May 2019, did not accept his 

comment. 

85. By then, we ]1ad received a further status update from Crown on 2 May 2019. The due 

date for Recommendation 17 was only 5 weeks away. We had al.so informed the 

Commission in the 23 May 2019 Commission meeting thai Recommendation 17 was 

not on track. 

86. In addition to the minutes that were kept in respect of the meeting that happened on J 3 

March 2019, l also made notes at that meeting on my iPad which I emailed to myself 

on 14 March 2019.29 In relation to Recommendation 17, my notes recorded: 

"Recommendation 17 

JP noted thal ongoing meeting with A USTRAC over 2 years. Strong AMUCTF 

outcomes. 

20 VCG.0001.0002.6020; VCG.0001.0002.6021 

27 VCG.0001.0002.3528; VCG.0001.0002.3529 

25 VCG.0001 .0002.3 l 64. 

29 VCG.0001.0002.3518 
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JP noted that looking to introduce joint program across Perth a11d Victoria, 

working closely with A US'J'RAC 'Sign/ficant price {piece} of work' but 1wt 

overly Linked to recommendations (almost above and beyond it) 

JP noted that strengthening references in internal control would be somewhat 

limited to the 'reference to AML intenwl program/processes' and framework 

documents'. Not sure if this is appropriate. 

JC questioned if '.mitabilily of control statements' has been discussed with 

AUSTRAC. JP noted that ii has not been. 

JP noted that the fiuuktmentaJ issue re AML!CTF is internal AML program and 

not !CS. 

JC noted that JCS should support AML program 

JC noted concern that response does not specifically address the 

recommendation. 

JP concerned to relevance and 'issue' addressed in recommendations, yet 

reluctantly accepted. 

RH questioned the 'issue' nored in the report re junket JCS. JP noted that this 

was an observation and would not 'drive' the review outcomes. 

JC noted clear expectations re consulr.ation withAUSTRAC " 

87. Where my notes noted "price", I was referring to "piece". 

88. Where my notes referred to "almost above and beyond it". I was providing my thoughts 

rather than recording what Joshua Pxcston said. 

89. Where my notes referred to "JC questioned if 'si~itability of control statements' has been 

discussed with A USTRAC. JP noted that it has not been.", I was wanting to clarify my 

understanding that Crown had yet to speak to AUSTRAC about the suitability ofICSs 

as required by Recommendation 17. 
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90. Where my notes referred to "JC not.ed concem thclt response does not specifically 

address the recommendation. '~ it was a note that Crown was not addressing 

Recommendation 17. 

9 l. Where my notes referred to "JP concerned to relevance and 'issue' addressed in 

recommendation,s, yet reluctantly accepted", whilst I cannot now specially recaJI what 

this is referring to, it is probable that I was recording that Joshua Preston told me that 

Crown reluctantly accepted Recommendation l 7. 

92. Where my notes referred to "JC noted clear expectations re cons11/1a1ion with 

AUSTRAC', I was referring to my emphasis to Joshua Preston at that meeting that he 

needed to speak to AUSTR.A.C and provide AUSTRAC with copies of the ICSs. I had 

to emphasise this because Joshua Preston continued to question the relevance of the 

ICSs in relation to Recommendation 17. 

93. In addition to the minutes and my notes, Steven Thurston also prepared a file note of 

this meeting which is dated 18 March 2019. His file note incorporates my notes 

referred to above. 30 In respect ofRecommcndation J 7, Steven Thurston's file note states 

as follows: 

"Recommendation 17 was subject to extensive discussion, as chere seems to be a 

disconnect between what LMA sta.ff consiaer is the expectation and how Crown intends 

to reI.pond. 

At the meeting Crown took the position that: 

Notwithstanding Crown's ultimate acceptance of the recommendations, 

Recommendation 17 had been the subject of some discussion with the VCGLR 

prior to the ftnali.sation of the Sixlh Casino Review and Crown made its position 

k11ow11 that it did not agree with a recommendation in relacion to AMliATF 

[CTFJ processes. 

Crown has an AML framework that A USTRA C is "happy with". 

JO VCG.0001.0002.3012. 
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No further changes are necessary to arty of the Internal Control Statements or 

StandCJrd Operating Procedures since the .AML responsibilities are covered by 

the framework. 

JC made it clear that the Commission expects thaJ. the ICSs and SOPs are updated to 

reflect the framework. 

Furthermore, when Crown staff said they had not shown their relevant JCS to 

AUSTRAC, JC suggested that they amend the JCS and share it with AUSTRACfor their 

feedback. (See further discussion points in Attachme11t). 

Recommendatio11s 

That the above be noted, and the Director, Licensing be alerted that there may 

ultimately be a dispute between Crown and the Commission about 

Recommendation I 7, and a likelihood that. the Commission may need to .find that 

Crvwn has not met Recommendation 17." 

Recommendatio1117 

Oown to unde11ake a robust review (with external assistance) of relevant imernal 

control staurments, including input from AUSTRAC, to ensure that anti-money 

laundering risks are appropriately addressed. 

O JP noted that Crown. has had ongoing meetings with AUSTRAC over 2 years. 

Strong A.MUCTF outcomes being considered and endorsed fJy A USTRA C. 

o JP noted that Crown is looking to introduce a joi.1r.J. program across Crown Perth 

and Crown Melbourne, working closely with AUSTRAC. 

o 'Significant piece of work' but not overly linked to recommen.d111ions (almost 

above and beyond it) 

o JP noted that strengthening references in internal control would be somewhat 

limited to the 'reference to AML internal program/processes' and Ji·amework 

documenU-'. JP noted that he was not sure if this is appropriate. 
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D JC questioned if 'suitability of control statements 'has been discussed wirh 

AUS1'RAC, as clearly required by the recommendation. JP notR.d that it ltas not 

been discussed, a11d didn't think this was importatrt or releva11t. 

O JP noted tluzt the fimdamental issue re AMVCTF is internal AML program and 

not the Internal Conlrol Statement or the St.andard Operating Procedures which 

are designed/or a different regulator. 

0 ST asked whether the AMUCl'F framework is itself a procedural document and, if 

so, why it couldn't be submilted as an ICS/SOP31. JP noted again that the 

JCS/SOP regime is regulated by the VCGLR and the AMUCTF framework is 

regulated by A USTRAC. 

o JC noted that TCS should supporl AML program, and the JCS review, in particular 

Junkets and Premium Player JC'Ss, 11eeded to be subject to Crowns review and 

input from AUSTRAC re it.s suitability. 

D JC noted his concern that Crown 's response and the discussion in the meeting 

does not appear to specifically address the recommendation. 

D JP concenred about relevance cmd 'issue' addressee/ in recommendatwmi, yet 

relucta11tly accepted. 

D RH questioned the 'issue' noted in the report re junket JCS. JP noted that this was 

an observation and would not 'drive' the review outcomes. 

JC noted clear expectations re consultation with AUSTRAC. 

0 JP claimed the recommendation is on track for 1 July but VCGLR staff are 

sceptical abouc the adequacy of what may be provided i:11. the submission." 

(emphasis added) 

94. Post the 13 March 2019 meeting, I realised that Crown bad not been speaking to 

AUSTRA.C abou1 the specific basis of Recommendation l 7 or the key requirements of 

that recommendation, as indicated in Crown's 18 January 2019 status update. Rather, 

31 As noted above, the SOPs are stnndard operati:ng procedures which outline how Crown will achieve its ICSs. 
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Crown b<'ld beeu discussing its joint AMIJCTF program with AUSTRAC. At this 

point, we had a reaJly solid indication that Crown was off on a different tangent and if 

this continued Crown would not meet the eKpectations of the Commission in respect of 

Recommendation 17. 

95. My fmstralion at this time with Crovm's approach on Recommendation 17 was based 

on the fact that Recommendation 17 was clear about what it expected - undertaking of 

a robust review of intern.al control statements with regards to ensuring AML risks are 

appropriately addressed, with external assistance, including input from AUSTRA.C. 

Yet Crown failed to appreciate this and did not provide a status update that addressed 

these points and focussed instead on its joint Al'vt.L/C..'TF program which. in my opinion, 

was irrelevant to this Recommendation. I communicated this to Crown at the 13 March 

2019 meeting. At that point in time, I was of the view that Crown could no1 comply 

with Recommendation 17 unless it obtained AUSTRAC's input in relation to the ICSs. 

96. Prior to tbe 13 March 20 J 9 meeting, I had never previously been told that Crown had 

challenged or did not agree with Recommendation l 7 when it was discussed with the 

Sixth Casino Review team. After this meeting, I did not check Joshua Preston's 

comments about Crown's reluctance to accept Recommendation 17 as the 

recommendations had been made and determined by the Commission and the 2 July 

2018 letter from Crown that I have already referred to stated that Crown bad accepted 

all of the recommendations. My job was simply to ensure that each of the 

rncommendations were implemented. Further, Crown had not raised this issue with the 

Commission despite an invitation from me for them to do so. 

97. On 3 May 20l 9, Rowan Harris received a further status update from Michelle 

Fielding.32 Upon review of Crown's comments in relation to Recommendation 17, set 

out below, I not.ed that: 

(a) there was no indication from Crown's update that it had sought AUSTRAC's 

views in relation to the suitability of its ICSs regarding preventing money 

laundering. 

:n VCG.0001.0002.6022; VCG.0001 .0002.6023. 
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(b) Only preliminary discussions had taken place with AUSTRAC on the lCSs, yet 

draft changes ha:ve been proposed for management review. 

(c) Crown had not appeared to be addressing Recommendation 17, consistent with 

Rowan Harris's email to Michelle Fielding of22 Pebruary 2019. 

Recommendation CrowD''s Propui.cd I nrgetl I Cnmf)h.'tetl 
Response A<'Tion/Prog1'11s.~ ActiWl V t•!!IN o 

pdatt1 U!iW I - I In Progress Recommendation Recommendation 0 Crow11 bas I July 

11 Accepted met with AUSTRAC 2019 

TheVCGLR to discuss this 

recommends that, reconunendatiou. A 

bj 1 July 2019, new joint AML 

Crown undertake a Program across 

robust review Crown's AustraJjan 

(with ex.temal Resorts is being 

assistance} of developed and will 

relevant internal be reviewed by an 

control statements. external party. 

includine in12ut AUSTRAC is being 
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98. A Commission Paper dated 8 May 2019 titled "Sixth Casino Review recommendations 

- progress update" was prepared by Rowan Harris and recommended by Alex 

Fitzpatrick.33 This Commission Paper was prepared for a Commission Meeting on 

23 May 2019. Paragraphs IS to 23 of this paper dealt with Recommendation 17. In 

the update table attached to the paper, Rowan Harris noted "Licensing staff are 

33 VCG.0001.0001 .0094. 
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concerned that the approach being taken may not align with the expectations of the 

Commission'' and the status was flagged in 'Red' and recorded as "Not on-track". 

99. I felt very fiustrated by this stage as there had now been no progress on 

Recommendation I 7 for many months and Crown appeared to show no inclination to 

want to shift its position. 

l 00 Alex Fitzpatrick asked me for an update on Recommendation 17 sometime in mid-May 

2019, ahead of that Commission meetillg. After rny discussion with her, I spoke to 

Rowan Harris and asked him to seek an update from AUSTRAC in relation to any 

engagemellt with Crown on Recommendation l 7. 

l 0 I. Following this, Rowan Harris had a conversation with Briony Olmedo at AUSTRAC 

and prepared a file note of his telephone conversation dated 20 May 2019 which he 

shared with me.34 The file note states that the main points of the conversation were as 

follows: 

"Main points of the corrversation were: 

a) Briony has had one brief conversation with Crown in relation to AUSTRAC's 

input into Recommendation 17. Jn addition, AUSTRAC did an on-site tour of 

Crown at the beginning of May 2019. 

b) No Internal Control Statemenls (ICSs) have been provided to AUSTRAC for its 

review. AUSTRAC has not "pushed'' Crown for them. 

c) Briony advised that "Crown is pushing back on reviewing the relevanL JCSs, in 

panicular t.h.e Junkets and Premium Player Programs (JCS). 

d) Briony further advised that Joshua Preston, Chief Legal Officer does not seem 

to understand why theICSs need to be reviewed." 

l 02. On 21May2019, I also provided Alex Fitzpatrick with an update on Recommendation 

17 and outlined my concerns with regards to Crown's approach.. 

34 VCG.0001.0002.3131. 
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103. On 22 May 2019, I provided Alex Fitzpatrick with an email titled "Update on 

Recommeodation 17 of the 6CR".35 I noted in the email that Rowan Harris had 

prepared a high-level brief on Recommendation 17, and a draft letter to be sent to 

Joshua Preston. 36 My email stated as follows: 

"As discussed yesterday, in relation to the st.alus of Crowns progress in addressing the 

6CR recommendations, LMA are most concerned about Recommendation 17. 

Recommendation 17 requires Crown, by l Ju~y 2019, to undertake a robust review 

(with external assistance) of relevant conlrof statements, including input from 

AUSTRAC, to ensure that anti-money laundering risks are appropriately addressed. 

Our inrerpretaJion of this recommendation which we have clearly, on numerous 

occasions, advised Crown (Michelle Fielding and Joshua Preston) is that to adequately 

address this recommendation the VCGLR would e;r.pect: 

Crown conduct a review of relevant ICS's applicable to AML, which should 

include the Junket and Premium Player JCS at a minimum, 

Consultation must be formally had with AUSTRAC, 1vhere formal input is 

provided regarding the suilabiJicy of che ICS's in enwri11g AML risks are 

addressed, 

Cnnsuluuion with AUSTRAC must be evidenced in the response Crown 

provided to the VCGLR re this recommendation, 

Response to the recommendation must outline Crowns response to con.1ultaiion 

with A USTRAC and daails the expected outcomes of its 'robust review', ie,· any 

proposed changes to the JCS. 

To date Crown have been ve1y much 'no11-committal1 in tenns of the lO:tent of 

consultation with AUSTRAC and have devialed the.focus of the recomm.endmio11from 

the suitability of the ICS's re AML, to the suitability of Crowns overttll AMVCTF 

Program. 

35 V00.0001.0002.3525. 

36 VCG.0001 .0002.3527. 
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LMA have also consulted with AUSTRAC and discussed the recommendation and the 

VCGLR '.~ expectation re the 'consultation' required. As recently as last week, Rowan 

Harris cons1Jted farther with A USTRA C and was advised that they have not been 

approached by Crown to assess the suitability of the ICS's 

I further discussed this with Michelle Fielding in my catch up with her yesterday and 

although she was 'confident that Crowns submission to meel the VCGLR's 

expectations', even after I highlighted that this recommendation was the one we were 

most concerned about due to the lack of consultation. with AUSTRAC, she fell short in 

saying that AUSTRAC has been provided copies of Crowns JCS/or input to the robust 

review. This is what we consider fundamental to Crown successfully meeting this 

recommendati.on. 

Just to fully in/onn you of this 'risk' before the Commission meeti.n.g, Rowan Harris has 

compiled: 

1) A high level brief 011 Recommendation 17, and 

2) A draft letter to send to Joshua Preston, in relation to this risk, if this action ;s 

deemed necessary post the Comm~sion meeting." 

104. A Commission Meeting took place on 23 May 2019.37 Minutes from the Commission 

meeting stated: 

"In relation to a review of internal controls statements {JCS) relevant to anti

/aundering (Recommendation 17), Crown appears to have taken an approach to 

address the recommendation which may not align with the Commission '.s expectations. 

Members agreed that Crown should be informed that the Commission expects the 

review of JCS be completed including input from A USTRAC in relation to suitability in 

respect of anti-mon.ey laundering. Further consideration is to be given to reporting the 

progress of the Sixth Casino Review recommendations in the VCGLR Annual report. " 

:P VCG.0001.0002.6028. 
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105. The VCGLR sent a letter to Crown on 23 May 2019.38 The letter was sent by email to 

Joshua Preston, copying Alex Fitzpatrick and me. The letter stated as follows: 

M !ti ~Ing <»i 2.~ May 2aif!, iim \tH;.h:dar;1 Commisskm for GaimtAi~ ~lliJ Liquor 
Rc9ulatiel\'. {the C<>mn~isslon) Wu$ provided wllh an ~ipct~ i;;o tno M.afos al Ci"OW.1 MelbQUrne 
lin\tled"s tC!rntWT's)' titi"i!~S!J !l'i l'el~tlon tu the. rei:lommem:lo.ti0.1:1$ oom<llned In frm Slit1Pl 
Cas":fla R$v.law retpOfit In pruticu.lar. th~ nltw ~®t:nme."lda!(on~ tj~ rcr oom:pf.l!~on QJ'\ 1 ,My 
2019.. . 

Ttu;i fMltml~~i:;m w;is .~fv~att vo pmg;~ <7ti1<'!irisl e.aeh f".:J...."C'!lllmendation, b~ed on toxmi!l 
®n!iultation: wi'.h Cf'OWn., .tnd ~n .update& ~PY 'cl Crown\• prog(ef.i6" s~h.edule:~ 0\11.tining <~ivil 
ii hU .¢£' Wi~ llilk,8 tG SrldrC1tS t;!~ Qf ti;..~ 2.b ~~~1'!'1~~!:1$. 

Sis~~ on th4s advice, ~d '11ltW1~ u~ai Cr!iiAin, bJ way Of latter fiat~ 2 July ~tws acct"t.pted tn.;; 
. 2Q. rtwm~ru!atio~ in the Si.~h CG$fno Rfwie.w report, t~;;i. eommr~Gioo $ t>.f the view ~ 
Cr.ovm m-a'j n~ ~t tM i.it~:'d!d ~l~1~ of reeo.~~tkm 1?. 

Recomme-Matror,; 17 r~~irea Crown, by 1 Jul).t 2019. w um:!~rtak.'s a robust twlew (wlltl 
~temar ~$1~.aooii\ of rele:vafri Wamtil oomroJ 1;ialer®nts {ICSs}, ilncl::ldl~ ihput from 
AUSTAAC, !{..') cMJur~ th11~ ~1\f.-lnQ1'1!$Y f\l!,!ml~r.g ~ii~ <J..re am>rcpi;awiv ~~sihr4, 

Sased on dtscus~ni wltl\ Cerr.n'lli1$.fott ~land C:'OWn's written upr:lal~. CrCMw.l ~we-ars 
relw .. 1a:rrt to urni:e.<ta.,.c ·a 1elliew .of imyr~evant lelfem;i~ comrcl lStalemen!:o {!CS~) wf!n inp~ 
f.r.Mt AUSTRAC. 

At a mi.tJimW't, ~ ill'lflfatner.it thl~ recQmmeno::rtiQ.'l, t1~~ CommiMlon eitpt<cl'.$ lhlit Cr.OW!\ 
provi<1as AtJSTRAC W:rth i~ rolavam 1CS$, including l:n!¥ ~ l.ltnd f'remi.V11'.I Pi~y'9r 
Pro>Jramir:ICS. to inform the ll!Vi~v and 1"$Sist-Crown in oolttJting lhst AML ris~ are 
.a.J>~opiialti'/ rut<tres~ tr1r01.lgh ltl$ i\Ml p.~rlm• a$ ~Ii ~the: tCSs-

106. On the morning of 24 May 2019, I got a telephone call from Michelle Fielding 

responding pretty aggressively to the letter that had been sent to Joshua Preston that 

day. Primarily she was of the view that the tone of the Jetter misrepresented Crown 

and they 'did not say they would not seek input from AUSTRAC', amongst other 

concems. She said Joshua Preston was 'furious' and would most probably 'call the 

Minister'. I briefed Catherine Myers on the matter noting my concerns and that I stand 

by the risk that was presented to the Commission and the response to Crown. 39 I am 

not aware of whether Crown pursued their concern any further with the Minister or 

Catherine Myers as the CEO of the VCGLR. 

38 VCG.0001.0002.3021. 

i9 VCG.0001.0002.3531. 
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107. On 14 June 2019 by email, Alex Fitzpatrick received a letter from Joshua Preston dated 

13 June 2019, regarding Recommendation 17 in response to the VCGLR's letter of 23 

May 2019.40 The letter stated as follows: 

• 'tt.ie ~mmt>sian ~ qf thiJ view· :thm mwn may not. !Mf!t fbir mum.1Wootecmet< of 
r«r11n"1le-Mfalioo Jr; and 

• 'Crown Cf)Pfl'IUS rolu-tt11flt m umkrtakc a tciirtwo{any ri!!n'Ctft mmnal 1:oorr¢1 ltbl'l!mt>~ 
(!C$$),wirhi111Mfrcm AVST~.· 

f;!'Q.\lfo t~ ki:4'll to ea~}l~Nl! that 1ht1 V.CGUi ~not l=e fixed or pie(;ct~rminw;I vlfws .\111.loot tti~ pmce~s 
foJbwed by Cl'cw.tt, or tht>. final~~ ohfle. r.mr;cti$ foli~w~d by Crown. 

Cf.C?;j}.'S Vil!W Is thi>t 1i\I:.~ :wt~~~ 00. nut ~fle.tt Di' pi~riy at.mun? ror the detlil!fd h~E!ng~ 
alma if\! p~ed m fhe Vt'GLR ~n the stat~ Qf Crown~ tefP.1'111~ 1Q ~~ n1oornmend1tloo, and th<t 
roliltio1!$hlp: b!?!W!'!OO tho<. ICS~ 3~11 C~r(S tmr;;der AMt~Tf «im,pflan:;e fnrm~worlt 

Gill~:o ni;:;, Ctow.n feel:> ft knportaritl<) dtl£1Jmi!N. t.M pri'>Ct$$ ti~ foUow~, ar.rd tbri curr~lY.I'. .tt:iu:111 o0f 
thilt~, 

4o VCG.0001.0002.6424; VCG.0001.0002.6425. 
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• c~IYJdered l'ht5'-~ lC'Ss ll.g<inut th~ ba¢kdrup of Cr.own't> tllli~l:ltt; M.tl!Cff Cl.ltl'!J111.!tn~ 
frat.n~o.rt; 

• reuntly kl:lbm\!.1i!ti fh(':$~ jtSs,. amt :t.M P'°r 1>~ di~~ ;q AUS~ ari<\ ~~~~ tl1at 
AIJS'Tfl.f\C pf-cvklt-; 

.;; 11$ vl~w t.irtt th~ ~~i» pr~~ !,1y ~ro"lll; ~ 

t'.> nnv tlt'tw.rl$>.l. w ''°~rrt;UV fff;itn Ali&'TAACtetii:tifil!S th~ rn:levinit iCS~. 
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" ;lf:iQ nl't'!!i'lify .whtrl{.tted lh~~ fe:S.~, :3rld Uw pttl&~d wi~~~ to~ ~iwn&nt lr.Mtjt.H 
e:c11.el'f, imd 1•t(l1J11l5ted fhat ~rt p~Xlif: 

r.; t-endl!'ct~ ll& .arnnal Ml./ff R41>: A~$sment cftht>de$i£1n'!tt!d $1!r.;.im ll t>rOlfi(l!es,. it;s 
~~~ JminodS, ;f'»H~M(l.!Qgy us~. und J!:St-listom!:~.: 4\!l(i 

::!< i;~pJ.r.Jtt;/l!f, pt:fufmed on elit~!'l$Mt ro>~w· 1'-~ Ju t'Of~(l rM managenwnt 
¥1'~Ct!( enu~rt11a !U. rt.levMe.c !*ml l!ff:E:ttlV.e~to !::tr:Nm. 

Crown Is tmttnll)! ;n-1.alt~ lf\!rut*1~m:AlJ~lRAt ~md ltli! tnd~pelld~t'lf ~. That l.~fll.ltW.111, aJ t'he 
Corrm!s.5.lo.n ~i«:.J!I~ mr~e~t, lw '1lt.\lf11Jt1 <'«~f~d! and ~a!uaf'.f!d by (town. Ab:wrihnvma.tet>al defay 
lu AUStR.i\C e;r tbe- ln~!ldlHlt ~t ~:!if.If tttelt ~Etlb;a::ii, Crown raitiainstlu tr.at~ to "6\le 
comp)(.~ tM r.®rew p'eces.s by t .Jufy Wll.9. 

i~~ ~ 8$.mr(!di ~at Cro\llrn ~00!1~~.ll ttJ wmk lhi'l.ll.!a,h ~>ii; ?.etn,tll'1~oo~litlti ~u.d th(" vistii:iu~ cu~~t 
IW<:onlfl'l<;t\;Ja~bns i~ an ~n:!'ertv bnti 1m~m rr111nnar. 

108. On 28 June 2019, Rowan Harris received a call from Jack Haldane of AUSTRAC. 

Rowan Harris prepared a note of th.is conversation which he emailed to me. 41 It noted 

the following key points: 

"Key points of conversation: 

41 VCG.0001.0002.3129. 
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J. Crown only commenced engagement with A USTRAC on 30 May (ie. date it 

provided ICSs for review). A meering was held with AUS11UC on 14 June. 

Crown has had 12 months to work on Recommendation 17. 

2. Crown has proposed amendments to JCSs (wh ich ones, do they include Junkets? 

Will have lo wait for its submissio1~ and sought AUSTRAC's input. However, 

because of legal constraints A USTIU C is of the view that it is not appropriate 

10 comment on the JCSs. Can't say whether they are 'good or bad'from an AML 

point of view. They are not part of the AML framework. 

3. A USTRA C found the JCSs minimalistic. 

4. Crown's focus re rec.17 (as we are aware) is on rmplementation of joint AML 

program which goes before the board for approval in August 2019. 

5. Crown engaged Neil Jeans AM[, consultant in regards to Recommendation 17." 

109. From this fi le note, I understood that Crown did not commence engagement with 

AUSTRAC in respect of the review of relevant lCSs until 30 May 20 19 (that is six days 

after the VCGLR's Jetter of24 May 2019, which resu lted in Michelle Fielding calling 

me on 24 May 2019). Further, Crown apparently met with AUSTRAC on 14 June 2019 

to discuss the review. 

110. Following this discussion, on the same day, Jack Haldane sent an email to Rowan 

Harris,42 attaching a letter from AUSTRAC to Crown dated 28 Jm1e 201.9 ,43 wliich 

stated as follows: 

"As discussed, attached is the correspondence that we will be sending to Crown later 

today regarding their request for AUSTRAC input as pan of rec 17 of the s25 rel'iew. 

We will be sending this correspondence to Crowfl later this afternoon. 

Following intemal consideration, we have made the decision that it is nm appropri.ate 

for AUSTRAC t.o comm ent on the JCSs. The reason/or this decision is that A.USTRAC's 

remit is AMUCTF legislation and compliance with thar. framework, and we do not 

42 VCG.0001.0002.3057. 
43 VCG.0001.0002.3058. 
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believe it is approp1iate for us to provide guidance on compliance with. another 

legislative regime or compliance with those obligations. 

In temis of the general question aro1111d Crown '.s compliance wilh the AMLICTF 

legislation, we would be happy to discuss with you at a later stage. However, as flagged 

during our call we have not conducted an assessment this year, predominantly based 

on Crown's advice that they will be adopting a new joint AMl/CTF Progmm 10 cover 

both their Perth and Melbourne businesses later this year. Our intention is to test their 

AMLICTF compliance after the adoption of that program. We are happy Lo keep you 

appriseLJ of timing.for the rusessment on Crown." 

111 . The letter from AUSTRAC to Crown dated 28 June 2019 further stated: 

"Having considered your leuer and the matters discussed at our subsequent meeting, it 

is AUSTRAC's view that how Crown addres.ves Recommendation 17 is a matter for 

Crown and it ;s not appropriate for AUSTRAC to provide comment upon. ICSs. 

AUSTRAC'.~ role is to supervise Crown's compliance with the Anti-Laundering and 

Counter Terrorism Financing Act 2006 and A11ti-Law1dering and Counter Terrorism 

Financing Rules Instrument (No.I), including via its AllfLICTF Program". 

112. 1 am not aware of Cro\\!Jl proactively advising myself or my team of its 

engagement/meeting with AUSTRAC during May 2019. However, from discussions 

with AUSTRAC as referenced i11 Rowan Harris' file note above and the 

communications from AUSTRAC, it appears Crown did not commence engagement 

with AUSTRAC in respect of the review of relevant ICSs until 30 May 2019 when it 

provided the lCSs to AUSTRAC. As noted above, Crown met with AUSTRAC on 

14 June 2019 to discuss the review, only a few weeks before Recommendation 17 was 

due for completion, and only provided the ICSs to AUST RAC a month before this date. 

113. Shortly after the letter from AUSTRAC, Crown provjded a submission to the VCGLR 

dated I July 2019 in relation to its implemcntati.on of Recommendation 17 of the Sixth 

Casino Revicw.44 Jn its submission to lhe VCGLR on 1 July 2019 in relation to t11e 

implementation of Recommendation 17 Crown advised: 

44 VCG.0001.0001.0037. 
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(a) It h.as completed its robust review of the relevant ICSs to ensure that money 

laundering risks are appropriately addressed which included assistance from 

external advisory firm Initialism Pty Ltd and AUSTRAC. Crown sought advice 

on the changes to the relevant ICSs proposed by Crown, and any other input or 

commentary Initialism Pty Ltd mjght have regarding the relevant ICSs. 

(b) AUSTRAC advised Crown that its treatment of Recommendation 17 "is a 

matter for Crown and that it is not appropriate for AUSTRAC to provide 

comment on lCSs". 

( c) It continues to take steps to review and enhance its broader AML/CfF risk

based framework. 

(d) Its review of the relevant ICSs was conducted concurrently with Crown's annual 

AML/CTF risk assessment under its risk-based AMUCTF Program. 

(e) It proposed amendments to the relevant ICSs. The proposed amendments to 

the relevant ICSs were: 

(i) the inclusion of Crown's AML/CTF Program as a control in t11e 

"Minimum Standards and Controls" section of each relevant ICS; and 

(ii) the inclusion of a specific risk of "Criminal influence and exploitation" 

(which captures potential money laundering or terrorism financi11g 

activities) in each relevartl ICS Risk Assessment where that risk is not 

already directly or indirectly included. 

(emphasis added) 

114. At around the same time, Crown also provided its submissions in respect of nine other 

recommendations. 

l 15. My team commenced a review of Crown's nine submissions in July 2019 and this 

review took place over the months of July 2019, August 2019 and September 2019. 

The plan was for my team to provide the Commission with a paper in respect of these 

recommendations once our assessment of each of the recommendations was complete. 

It was anticipated that my team's assessment of Crown's implementation of 
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Recommendation 17 would be presented to the September 2019 Commission meeting, 

noting that papers for all Commission meetings must be completed by approximately 

the first week of the month of the meeting. As a result, it was expected that my team 

would not be able to complete the analysis of Crown's response to Recommendation 

17 by the first week of August 2019, t.o meet the dead line for the August 2019 meeting, 

noting we were also addressing 8 other submissions. 

J16. In late July 2019 however, there was a '60 Minutes' television expose about various 

activities at Crown, including money latmdering. That prompted urgent internal 

discussion about Recommendation 17 and brought forward the timeline for my team's 

assessment and recommendation to the Commission on Recommendation 17. 

l 17. On l August 2019, 1 received an email from Alex Fitzpatrick which stated as follows: 

"Following Catherine's meeting with the Minister am you as a matter of urgency start 

consideri11g Crown's submission in relalion to the above recommeJzdation - we need to 

aim to huve th.is done wiilrin 2 weeks and we will have a special commission meeting 

to consider''. ~J 

118. On 2 August 2019, Rowan Harris emailed me a draft internal memo on my team's 

position on Crown's response to Recommendation 17. At this stage the team were 

considering several options in relation to Recommendation 17, noting that we were of 

the opinion that Crown had not addressed the specific concerns in relation to junket 

players, as they were advised to in discussions with my team. The dratl internal 

memorandum set out the following options: 

1. Accept Crown has met the recommendation without qualification. Nothing further 

LO do. 

2. Crown has met the recommendation, hut not happy with outcome .... VCGLR to 

review. 

3. Crown has not met the recommendation, and it should go back and farther review 

the JCS under our guidance. 

•$ VCG.0001.0001.6408. 
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119. The team and 1 then discussed the draft internal memorandum and I told Rowan Harris 

and Steven Thurston that, based on past experieuces, the Commission would look to 

Licensing to present a position on the matter, along with a defined recomrnendalion, as 

opposed to options. I further advised Lhat I did not believe option l was to be 

considered, noting that Crown did not address tJJe concerns in relation to junket players 

as a result of its review. The team agreed with this position and considered the most 

appropriate option to present to Alex Fitzpatrick in the internal memo wns opt.iou 2, to 

support a l'iual recommendation to present to the Commission. 

120. My preliminary view in relation to Recommendation 17 was: 

(a) Crown have addressed the strict form or wording of the recommendation and 

completed a review of the relevant ICSs, with external assistance, and 'sought 

iuput from' AUSTRAC; 

(b) However, it is clear that Crown have not addressed the risk identified and the 

observation in. the S1xth Casino Review report as an outcome of its review, 

bei.ug the need for greater visibility to junket players and their contributions or 

front money; 

(c) we would consider recommending to the Commission that, although a review 

of the ICSs has been conducted by Crown, its review did not address a key 

observation of tlle Sixth Review , and therefore further review is warranted by 

the VCGLR and/or an external entity of the VCGLR's choice (if applicable) to 

assess the suitabili ty of the documents regarding the monitoring of junket 

players (to address the intention behind the recommendation). In the absence 

of AUSTRAC providing guidance, the VCGLR needed to source relevant 

expertise to ensure the highest standards of controJs were in place. 

121 After further consideration, my assessment on Recommendation 17 in substance did 

not change but I also considered other points suc11 as the extent to which the provision 

of the Initial ism repott needed to be addressed. In that regard: 

(a) In its submission Crown quoted from Initialism Pty Ltd's independent report 

which was prepared for Crown, however, a copy of that report was not 

proactively provided by Crown togetber w ith its submission. 
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(b) I expected that a copy of the Initial ism report would be provided to support 

Crown's submission in relation to Recommendaiion 17, yet Crown only 

provided details of the Initialism report in its submission. 

(c) Although this was enough to support that Crown had sought 'external 

assistance' to address Recommendation I 7, I was concerned that I had not 

reviewed the Initialism report and any additional findings in the Initialism 

report may not have been evidenced in Crown's submission. Due to the urgency 

with making a de<:ision in relation to Recommendation 17, the team proposed 

that the recommendation to the Commission in relation Recommendation 17 

deem that Cmwn has completed Recommendation 17, subject to tbe provision 

of the lnitialism report. 

(d) Further, although Crown had proposed amendments to the ICSs (based on the 

external advice from Initialism), the proposals did not address the observation, 

as expressed in the relevant section of Lhe Sixth Casino Review Report . 

122. was of the view that Crown bad met the minimum requirements of 

Recommendation l 7 meaning that Crown had undertaken a review of relevant ICSs, 

with ex1ema1 assistance from Initialism and sought input from AUSTRAC. I did not 

believe that there were sufficient grounds, when assessing the specific words of 

Recommendation 17, to determine that Crown bad failed to implement the 

recommendation as required. 

123. However, in my view Crown applied a minimalist approach to addressing the suitability 

of its ICSs in mitigating money laundering. The expectation that relevant internal 

controls be introduced to the res to provide greater visibility to the identity of the 

junket players and their associated gaming transactions and front money contributions, 

when participating in junkets (see page 138 of the Sixth Casino Review), was not 

addressed. I considered that the best approach to addressing the matter raised at page 

138 of the Sixth Casino Review Report was via a further review and enhancemeDt of 

the relevant TCSs by the VCGLR, rather than seeking to have Crovro itself conduct 

another review. 
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124 This thinking was recorded in the final internal VCGLR memorandum on 

Recommendation l 7, dated 5 August 2019. -l<I 

125. As to the reasons for recommending that the VCGLR conduct a review of Crown's ICSs 

rather than sendin g it back to Crown for review, this point 1s not covered in the internal 

memo. At the time however, I thought there would be no benefit to Crown being 

inslructod to conduct a further review of the ICSs, and therefore deeming the 

recommendation incomplete. Crown had been reluctant from the begim1ing to address 

the required changes to the ICSs as noted in the body of the Sixth Casino Review Report 

(page 138), as evident in the discussions I had with them. However, Crown had 

'conducted a review'. Therefore, closing the recommendation, no ring the further 

intensive work to come se.emed appropriate. 

126. I wanted to close off the Sixth Casino Review process with regards to Recommendation 

17 and move on with the Commission's revi.ew of the relevant ICSs to address tb.e 

Commission's concerns. The Commission's review would have superseded Crown's 

review in any event. 

127 I also expected difficulty in justifying to Crown why it had failed to meet the 

recommendation because I expected Crown would say it had technically met the words 

of the recommendation. 

128. At this point I had lost confidence in Crown's desire to address the subst:ance of the 

VCGLR's expectations regarding Recommendation l 7 given my dea li11gs with them in 

the last year on the implementation of this recommendation. Overall, it was my view 

that it was preferable, and more effective, to accept Recommendation 17 as being 

technically implemented, and then commence a 'VCGLR managed process' to ensure 

the VCGLR's desired outcome and intention of Reconunendation 17 was achieved, by 

strengthening the ICSs as required. I did not want the outcome to be distracted by a 

technical debate with Crown on the wording of Recommendation 17. 

46 VCG.0001.0002.3148. 
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129. On 9 August 2019, a Commission paper was prepared by my team in respect of 

Recommendation 17, to be presented to a speciaUy convened Commission meeting to 

consider this recommendation.47 It concluded as foll ows: 

eone•c:tion 

33. t.lce.~ing Dt~·~-~·$0!"hJWcf AMl.JCTF ·e4llllJati~!.n IHJ)!tcta'f rei:ommo<ldoitli;m 
n·, an<f Cfow~i; PfOll~~ Mil!~-1# ~"'mu r9~va~ IC~-s :m ~~ fl AMt..'CTF Ile+,$. 

:34. Hn~vat. U1i1111'1'J..itl9 ~ ciHt\$ •fi,frll tMI l .$ll)'IJ)I$ tt!fe~~c;a fa !he ;~TF prl).sr~>'.W li'j to~ t:lil~Ya.r:.\ 
K'-S'~ ~ p~p¢n<.J 1:11 Ci owe;, ;tlth~v/,lrn it :frilt!.s tM mttij:jali01'i ~ t.MUC'ff 1~!'<'3 via~ Pf"W mn 
b:i~k •t.t ti'A: ICS~. May. Pl.I l!ll'\IU!~~ ~th~ PIJJ'POM!! !:!~ ~h!J ~o.mmm.'.® tfl!lS *"31:Jil)•d ihiiil o.il 
AML m-1.l "'nMI ~i2n tli!\S b~1~ ooit!l ipf,1-'Upiat!fj!y fi~re-ssect ir-u Cro-im·~ ICS6 . 

~ To t..,61 ~. il is reeti~thi COOIM~iQ!j ~ lts:ctll'I ~ct~'J.. ICS;.\C 
;IGM$t .natllo!f AA1i. 4l(ld .~'11 epsr.:ioo ~ h3\l9 l:)efll') ~Tua proCCM4 M-iew <Mi 
l~anlilllsal\~(lfCtttiim'sAMi..lCTFp,og.~m~. ~~W!ilJ1h$ACIC 

3V. 1lttufth4r1ei;.9mme00.et;t~~ t~ CQml!'l{t~n i!llll~· ~t\ e~~ io ~iOTF wmpli"i~ .:;nd 
Ctltl~ :ris& mal'!~~ ~ ~t il m h: t:~~t of l'$Om:t .review uf Cfrf..,n·&.JCS! 

:.rr. I.al<' 11i1r inti> ««.ou'lt 1~ abt'l',·~. t~Mit>~ Is ¢1' lfl(ll Vitt'N il\'M IQ(.ifff'i'l ~~let! a f'!;vl#$\'J .o'.f tclb'atif 
fGoa ~ til'l!Wte that AMI. if&.l.i a.~ ~pp;09ril!\ef1 ·od'dMl:>1't!G ar .. 4 ~(r.w.--hitl ~ati~fi(Kf 
r~C®imeri.1.irllon i '1. 

130. The paper recomme11ded as follows: 

t. 1~ ttm ~~'~' 1<91~~ ~ 

!•)Crown hN llilp~~ I~~ 17. sli$UtQbJY~ .of th~ flli'.1~11$1~ ~Ltd 
~JlOrt l'e!'~ to Ct~·1'& re~ ~f itt ~Ml eOttttl>t s~is (fC&): ~ 

(b) tt~ Vi(.!oilafl Co1<11Pl~'anfot C-.awibflng '1.0!l l~ue;: Reg~. wilh ~!~rnal <1'j\5bttmi.'t', 
~c.ting lr:p;ut fr-w: the IM.1ttsl'1an Cf1'ro!na 1 lnt.alli£;etr"*l CcinmtliOO!l. t;or..riuct a fl!t'lt~ 
k1d~pend'ent rtWiw-1 tllf f~4.i'it infe·rr)•l ~mtro! ll~r.:J',; ln t:/)$1)1•'.e fun~ ~ll~i9l'l:i Qt 
Cmwrt ~n(~ mQn\\l"f ~~ulllderil'l!k fi.$JI; h;,N~ L>!:!M .addre-u~d. 

131. On 15 August 2019, J sent an email to Alex Fitzpatrick about Recommendation 17 

ahead of a Commission meeting about Recommendation 17.43 My email noted as 

follows: 

"- Licensing view was consistent all along in relation to the requirement on Crown to 

address the sui:tability of the ICS's as opposed to reviewing rhe AMUC.TF program. 

However recognise the need to review t.he program; 

41 VCG.0001.0001.0041. 
43 VCG.0001.0002.3543. 
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- Crown initially refrained.from commenti11g on the suitability of the JCS's re AMUCTF 

and also was not w;f/ing t.o consult with AUS11UC; 

- Crowns s1tggested changes to the ICS's, only made as part of their submission on I 

July 2019, t11. licensirrg's opinion, do not c1dequately address the 'issues' around the 

suiiability oft he ICS's, and ifsuhmittedjiir approval, further changes would he sought. 

'Fhese may include, but not limited to, adding 'implement' lo the suggested section 

regarding the AMLICTF progrcun, and addressing the junket participants issue; 

- A.USTRAC /Crown] have advised on several occasiom that they [AUSTRA.C) have 

assessed the AMUCTF program and considered it suitahle; 

- When working through the suggested review of JCS's, Licensing do envisage 

reviewing the suitability of the AMLICTF program if the link into the JC<:)'s is to be 

retained (incltuiingfurther changes noted above); 

- A USTRAC have confirmed that KYC requirements on.ly apply to junket participants, 

and not the 'transactional' visibihty that also applies to ju.nket operato1·s, as they, rlie 

operators, enter into the financial uansaction with Crown. As a result, the ICS's should 

look to add1·ess this 'issue' or 'shortcoming', even if AUSTRAC do not see this as a 

r. qtd;•ement. 

- Clearly, there would be no ben~fit to Crown being instructed 10 conduct a 'further 

review of the JCS's, and therefore deeming the recommendation incomplete. 111ey have 

been reluctant to address the required changes to the JCS, as evident in the discussions 

and the body of the review report, hov.Y!ver they have 'conducted a review', ie; met the 

recommendation. Therefore closing the recommendatio11, noting the fi1rther intensive 

work to come is appropriate." 

132. At its special meeting of 15 August 2019, the Commission considered this paper.49 At 

this meeting, the Commission noted Crown's submissions in relation to its 

implementation of Recommendation 17 and dctennined to defer its decision on whether 

Crown had implemented Recommendation 17, pending Crown's providing the 

Initiahsm report for the Commission's consideration. 

~9 VCG.0001.0002.6024. 
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133. On 2 1 August2019, the Chair ofVCGLR, Ross Ke1medy sent a Jetter to Joshua Preston 

which stated as follows: 50 

N. ifs n1ee1!ng ,en 15 A141ust 2019, tbe COm.•nfaslon not~ Cmwr(s review of !t~ JIV.errol~ 
G~ro! Slattimen1' {!CS.S} tu ~nsure It.ink~ o.pi:matioi~s at CttM'fl ~11(l money li!Jmdl#'ing i;~~ 
ha:>Je been adtfreS§!cd. · 

• d~terJnir1etl th:<t r~ WIJI deJerit~ dw.3i!.m !:ltl Wm.iil't~f CN.''4'tl ihms lmf4qrni;rtt>ed 
rerommenttation ff, urit~ ero~ pNWidei>: the C001rr~foo ~vith a oopy m the loinahm 
?ty UC! f\'ipmt r.~tirlg t¢ Crown~~ revl~V -0f lts ICS:s-i $M 

" ~n\191~ iha.I tr.e VC{)tR, w«'1 ~~1rr.:1l i.IS .~il!'ftt'}te wtiere ~\l!f.W, ¥tlll t;OridlJct a ft1:1her 
mdttpencent rw,n,w of re!r.\IW ICSs ~ contilder wt~nnn· t}~ r&fat!ng 10 morwy 
l&l.mde~lr-g arid juiWit ope.1l"lil'cns have been udeqi:m~y ooneldafa>rl by Ct-Ci"m and 
w~ ru~ ePn(rcl~ trrQ ™Ju.ired tQ-(;lddf~fj$ ~ t.~ekS lder:'.tlfi<;14. 

A~ngly, oo:ulc;l :;w ~aae pro~ a topy of ~nitlafi:sm flt)• Ltd's report it.iltliin seven: daya 
of receiving UJ.s t.auer. 
The VCGU~ will ~ C!)l't~cl ~ fnd~Jldet'lli l'fWil'fW' of fu,e; lCSs i!') dtHl c::oorne :and Will 
w,:Uvcly. consult with Crow~ -0'.l.lf.ing fua t:\ll'lt:h.'ci. or this review arm $(!!&k ~r,y cban~~s to 
the ICS~ If r~utre<t. 

134. On 28 August 2019, Barry Felstead (former CEO of Crown Australian Resorts) sent a 

letter to Ross Kennedy which stated as follows. 51 

Ymir ~wr r~qUl'J~~ 4 cop.y.l>fU1e rt:l)lll't f rtim lnit!,.J\!.m ~r U:{i (lnltl"6iftl ~atini; ~ c~own'!»l'eli>ew ~· 
ll$1CSs (l~lsm~). 

As~ Cl'.lmm1$$1t;ln 1$ aWlltt!'. !)"¢\'lfi ~::TI1)lemi.!mfd thl! rcic:o:mmi,~ni::.r~Jn~ Q! ~~-~n.'lidfam ~"'l>'"r;{ as part 
nf Its~~!(! r~<>mli;)$ to ~rnm~lil&tton 17, whld1 fea>mmer.ided that Crown 'urnfen.ak.P. ti 
rcJMt Ye>~ (llllttl e>1Mmlli <r&tBRu) llf 1t/'o11$1f mt11tMll COJ)trol .stm~.<Mil~ U!dildrng input from 
AliSTAAC: to e11w:e ~at Cllti:.tnam:y fm>:tr/.~~ Fi.tits om apprcpliutely odrtres.."'WJ.' 

for:;it.ofll'!~ m~or;~quli:i.'~'1 in !J\ll"latter d:lt'i!.d 1)\l!V idli~. ~~~" l~ofUl.2\lfa'w·~.it hast~ fy 
~!)tie.If Y>ith ;iW. imp-le.tnt?ll~ lt~pq:~~nd:atkm 11, w:~ tne·~Ml1~ of t?lri!!mal Ill put. As 1htt 
fi'ii<~ilsrn Report >001-r.cludeirhv lnrp[Mlr;r,!l!J# ~· ~mttncfatlon~ 'CrOWff i;; «lequcte:Y ~~flf.11 
/tg(()t'flflUUJdtit.l¢h :t:t t1nd thercb)I er.swing :rho! Ol';)ll,ff {lQI;. l1PPratrl'kiW~ addl'BSS.ed {!J (f.ftti .. m.tme}f 

tr;w.i~tiiig ri.s~ i..".itmn the .'CSs..' 

Crow~ wiii rHN~ell?s~ twt.W~ tM \IC.Gt.fl. with My irtbmat.loa or ass.~~ !!~~ :it «$1l!l!'!dlon 
with emv furtllc.ar 111~w oJ 1ne 1C$.d.ie1ned n~ry. n w-tJwm~ any oplM)ftunlty fur •nMllca~rib 
ti> ib ~mis and ~ix~:s, 11"6 vt..Jt oon~11~e to work wllllbo~ ...u~ Ehl!· vrorn •Nltll a ~t.!w to 
111:1\Mi\ll;:igihls ll>:l~\?· 

so VCG.0001.0001.2124. 

si VCG.0001 .0001.0072. 
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• Mitt tilt in<oml~t<an coritiliited €11 t?il:l <.UT~poodcnce., :ind tflenndrJ:ed eQQlma'llt, ar~ 
t»ilfiiJe11tial ;in;! pnl¥ided to~ l/CGLR on• tenffdeoliAI bu~ w 

• CrtrAn ha~ rm waived, tru! Goes s::ot lnti!n<l to tv.1ive, ·1o1rl'1-,lep :11 11:1<{ doaimelrt, lnr:!udine 1n·t 
~ment created tn Olf~tloo w!1fl or ""t.tlna to die tn:ti11!i;ni itepoa. 

49 

135. Crown's letter of28 August 2019 attached the Initialism report dated 21 Jw1 e 2019.;2 

136. On 9 September 2019, a Commission paper was prepared by my team in respect of a 

number of Six.th Casino Review recommendations. 53 Views w ere expressed in relation 

to Recommendation 17 and the In.itialism report at paragraphs 19 to 25 of that paper. 

It concluded as follows in paragraph 26: 

~. In $001m"'Y· as lolfari&m dld no1. ide!t'ify sny s~ nlflcant oo~S. In rd.at:on to Crown's ICS~ and 
how it 1!1ddN!!.1Sfl8 arrti-moofly la~rir:g rill~'' ft ftl te(;Olllll'lel'r"1~ t!'m! the Ctl>1nmi~.!io-n agr<lf.ls lh~t 
C(t)W).'I has l)"f'.p[ermmted reC®'lll".endation 17, 11oli11g that llMi VCG'LR wii~ eonduel ita ·Own 
l¥ldependent review ofcrown•s tCS11. 

137. At its meeting ou 26 September 2019, tJlc Commission considered the Irutialism Pty 

Ltd report a11d agreed that Recommendation 17 has been implemented, noting that the 

VCGLR will undertake its own review of Crown's relevant ICSs to consider whether 

risks relating to money laundering and junkets have been adequately considered by 

Crown. and whether further controls in its ICSs are required to address any risks 

identified. 54 

138. On 29 October 2019, Ross Kennedy sent a letter to Joshua Preston which slated as 

follows" 

~2 VCG.0001.0001.0072. 

s3 VCG.0001.0001.0073. 

~ VCG 0001.0002.602 6. 

" VCG.000J.0001.2120. 
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1.referto Crown M@Jocume Limitetfs (CrOWrt's} sLtbmisslons to the Vietotian Commission fx 
~b!ing and Uqu« Regulation {the Commission) ~aled 28 Juoe and 1 July 2019, In 
r&latlon to the eomp!ttiQn ()f rtic.ommen~lioM S <ltld 17 of the Sixth Casino Review. 

As ad\iised In my letter r.tated 21 August 2019, !tie Commis$1on deferred Its daclsioo on 
whethar C1own has Implemented recommendation 17, pendin9 provision of a copy of1ha 
lnitialism Ply ltd report ftlat supported cr()'iM\'$ review of JI$ relevaf.ll lntema! control 
statements (ICSs}. The Commluion received .a ropy of that repol1 on 26 August 2019' and 
has now conside't'ed 1het report 

At its meeting on 26 September 2019 the Commission noted that. 

.. in relation to Implementation of recommendetion S., Crown has bri&fed ki!ly intemal staff 
on the VCGL~.& nSk·ba.sed approach to regulation, with particular'foeus on Mw that 
.approach relies on the integrity of crOWl'l'S. ii"itemal processes at ii$ quarterly Ex~!ive 
Ri:sk and Comp&ance Commdtee meeting hetd on 21 Mey 2019, and 

• in relation to implementation ofrecommendation 17, Crown has undertaken a review 
(With eletemal assistance} of~• ro!&Vant ICS-s, to enwre ttlat anti-money taun<leti~ 
ri$l<.a ha\18 been addressed. 

Although the Commission notes that Crown has lmplemente<I recommendation 17, as tufll'ler 
advised in my lefter dated 21 August 2019, th!.\ VCGLR Will also be <:011<111~!'19 an 

50 

independent rewiew of !he relevant ICSs, wtii e)(!e<nal aasi&tance, to consider whether ris.lc$ 
relating to moMy lavndering anrj junket opet.atlonfi have been ade<juately consider..:! by 

1 
Crown and if furtller contrds. are required to ~tesS any M.ks ldelltified. ~ I 

After the Commission accepted that Crown had implemented R~endation 17, my 
/ 

involvement ceased in relation to this recommendation and the further work in relation 

to the Commission's review of the suitability of Crown's ICSs. However, I am aware 

that the following steps occtuTed: 

(a) Senet Legal Pty Ltd (Senet) reviewed Crown's ICSs for the Commission. 

(b) The Commission accepted the recommendations of the Senet review on 28 May 

2020. 

(c) The ICSs were then redrafted. 

(d) Crown was consulted in respect of the re-draft oflhe ICSs. 

(e) Amended ICSs for junkets were sent to the Commission for approval and were 

approved. 

(f) Crown were advised of the amended ICSs. 

~~ L1"'t(@ 
rrJ~\;~~ 

lN ~~etl 
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140. On 25 September 2020, Crown issued an ASX Media Release which announced 

Crown's suspension of all activities with junket operators until 20 June 2021, while a 

comprehensive review of its processes related to junket operators is undertaken. 56 

l 41. On 17 November 2020, Crown issued an ASX Media Release titled "Fuh1re Junket 

Relationship Update" which stated that "The Board has determined that Crown will 

permanent(y cease dealing with all junket operators, suhject to consultation with 

gaming regulators in Vi.cwria, Western Aus1.ralia and New South Wales. Crown will 

only recommence dealing with a junket operator if that junket operator is licensed or 

othenvise approved or sanctioned by all g(l}ning regulators in the States ;n which 

Crown operates. The consultation process with Crown '.5 gaming regulators in Victoria, 

Western Australia and New South Wales has commenced.". 57 

Jl((~ 
142. In summary, as is evidenced i~ment above, the issues with Crown's approach 

to Recommendation l ?fas follows: 

(a) Crown challenged the recommendation after accepting it, 

(b) Crown initially did not seem to intend to fo llow the specifics of the 

recommendation, 

(c) Crown wanted to link the recommcodation to the joint AML/CTF program 

rather than a review of relevant ICSs, 

(d) Crown delayed discussions with AUSTRAC about the recommendation and 

seeking its views on the suitability of the ICSs, 

(e) Crown referred to the Initialism expert report in its submission but did not 

proactively share this report with the VCGLR imtil requested to do so, 

(t) Crown took a very narrow view of the specific words, as distinct from the 

intention of Recommendation 17 and failed to acknowledge the observations in 

the Review Report. as its amendments to the ICSs did not address the 

56VCG.0001.0002.2522. 

51 VCG.0001.0002.6158. 



VCG.9999.0001 .000 1_0052 

52 

observations on page 138 of the Sixth Casino Review Report. or the issues 

which the Commission was seeking to tackle, 

(g) the Commission was furced to implement its o-wn process for the purpose of 

ensuring that the intention of Recommendation 17 was carried into effect. 

Dated: 15 April 2021 

Jason Cremona 


