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Paragraph Comment Response comments 

PCC 

Summary  

Commentator A  

 

1. Define Acronym. DAYS: “Days” refers to all days of the week 

excluding Saturdays, Sundays and public holidays, as aligned with the 

definition as set out in the Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing 

Control (“MLTFC”) Regulations. 

2. Acronym to be used. “Defectively filed regulatory reports” refers to 

regulatory reports that have been filed with the incorrect or incomplete 

prescribed particulars with the Centre, where such a report is either 

approved or rejected by the Centre’s  registration and reporting platform 

(“reporting platform”). This would include where a report contains data 

that fails the validation process and/or where the report contains 

inaccurate and/or false data. 

3. “Defectively filed regulatory reports” : We suggest that the word 

“incorrect” in the definition extends the ambit of the Act. 

4. “Directive 3”: We suggest that the following wording is not a definition 

and should be deleted “The purpose of the Directive 3 process is to 

mitigate loss of intelligence.”  

5. “Prescribed particulars”:  We suggest that the word “accurate” in the 

definition extends the ambit of the Act.  

We note that prescribed particulars are based on the MLTFC 

Regulations, that is, “full particulars” or mandatory information versus 

“readily available” or supplementary information. 

1. Noted. Word defined.  

2. Noted. Acronym corrected and applied consistently throughout 

3. Disagree that this extends the ambit of FIC Act. As a principle matter 

the use of either incorrect and incomplete refers to the information that 

is not factual and/or correct.  This results in valid data that is due to 

the FIC that is now missing (which is the message conveyed in this 

PCC).  This does not extend the scope as the FIC would not be able 

to fully execute on their mandate as a result. 

4. Amended 

5. Whether information provided is mandatory or readily available it 

must still be accurate. Ordinary dictionary meaning of the word to be 

used. Does not extend the ambit of the FIC Act.  Information must be 

accurate it cannot be falsified or incorrect- as this will not allow for the 

FIC to fulfil its mandate it would further result in a lack of factual 

reporting on the reporter’s behalf. 

6. SAR, TFTR, TFAR inserted to address comment.  

7. The definition of reporting failure is a general term that includes all 

instances which leads to the loss of intelligence data to the FIC and 

includes the non-submission of reports and the defective filing of 

reports.  This has been applied in part A and part B of the PCC 50.   
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Acronym defined therefore use acronym.  

1. We suggest reconsideration of the wording and clarification that/if 

prescribed information refers to mandatory information.  

2. “Prescribed particulars” refers to the accurate information required to 

be captured by a reporter for the submission of regulatory reports as 

detailed in the (MLTFC Regulations). 

6. “Reports”: “Reports” does not make mention of SAR / TFAR and TFTR 

that falls within scope of section 29 and IFTR. We suggest inclusion of 

SAR, TFAR and TFTR in the definition for “Reports”. 

7. “Reporting failure”: It is our understanding from the general theme and 

spirit of the PCCC that it relates to serious reporting failures where a 

Directive 3 report must be made to the Centre. The definition of a 

reporting failure is quite broad, and the ensuing text and examples 

provided does not differentiate between systemic reporting failures or 

those with large impact to the Centre, or isolated instances of, for 

example, late reporting of an STR. We suggest a more specific definition 

of what constitutes a reporting failure or clarity if it the Centre’s 

expectation that each individual reporting failure must be reported, and 

therefore also not remediated as contemplated in paragraph 3.10 (see 

below). 

 

Paragraph 

1.2 

Commentator B  

 

 

 PCC 50 does not cover instances where a reporter has filed a 

regulatory report late, where the report was due, and the reporter was 

aware of the obligation to submit this regulatory report. Where a 
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It has previously been understood that there was some distinction 

between reporting failure/not submitted and defective reporting. By 

including all under the same category of reporting failures, the distinction 

is lost, they then carry the same weight. It is suggested that the FIC 

provides for the inclusion of same instances of late submissions, albeit 

due to technical/system issues on the reporter's side or other factors 

such as load shedding, and the process to be undertaken by reporters 

to communicate same to the FIC. 

reporter files a regulatory report after the prescribed reporting period 

has passed, this is a reporting failure and that reporter has not met 

their obligations in terms of the Money Laundering and Terrorist 

Financing Control Regulations (MLTFC Regulations). The reporter 

may be subject to enforcement action as a result thereof.  

 

The reporter must notify the Centre when regulatory reports are filed 

late, as expressed in the goAML Notice 4A. The goAML Notice 4A 

sufficiently addresses the issue of when a report is filed late, and as 

such in not considered in this PCC 50. 

The PCC 50 provides guidance on specific scenarios that includes: 

 

a. Regulatory reports not submitted, as read with Directive 3 of 

2014. 

b. Regulatory reports rejected by the Centre’s reporting platform 

owing to validation failures. 

c. Regulatory reports submitted to the Centre and contains 

inaccurate, incorrect, or false data. 

Paragraph 

1.2. 

Commentator A  

 

1. Similarly, we suggest that the draft PCC and the goAML Notice 

04 should detail that it would not be considered a reporting failure where 

the failure in reporting results from the FIC goAML system 

issue/technical disruption. in instances where corrections on STRs are 

filed, the Centre should outline the impact on timeline adherence.  It is 

1. The PCC 50 does not cover instances where a reporter has filed a 

regulatory report late, where the report was due and the reporter 

was aware of the obligation to submit this regulatory report. Where 

a reporter files a regulatory report after the prescribed reporting 

period has passed, this is a reporting failure and that reporter has 

not met their obligations in terms of the Money Laundering and 

Terrorist Financing Control Regulations (MLTFC Regulations). 
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noted that goAML Notice 04A discusses the reconciliation process but 

does not explain the potential consequences and impact on the 

prescribed reporting periods.  

2. Commentator A notes that it has previously been understood 

that there was some distinction between reporting failure/not submitted 

and defective reporting. By including all under the same category of 

reporting failures, the distinction is lost, they then carry the same weight. 

It is suggested that the Centre provides for the inclusion of same 

instances of late submissions, albeit due to technical/system issues on 

the reporter's side or other factors such as load shedding, and the 

process to be undertaken by reporters to communicate same to the 

Centre. 

3. Commentator A requests clarity from the Centre as to what shall 

be considered “inaccurate,” “incorrect” and/or “false” data. 

4. With regard to paragraph 1.2.3 we submit that the reporting 

failure should only occur where there is knowledge of the inaccurate, 

incorrect or false data. 

5. We suggest the following wording for paragraph 1.2.3:  

Submitted to the Centre and contains knowingly inaccurate, incorrect or 

false data 

The reporter may be subject to enforcement action as a result 

thereof.  

 

The reporter must notify the Centre when regulatory reports are filed 

late, as expressed in the goAML Notice 4A. The goAML Notice 4A 

sufficiently addresses the issue of when a report is filed late, and as 

such in not considered in this PCC 50. 

 

2. PCC 50 provides guidance on specific scenarios that includes: 

 

a. Regulatory reports not submitted, as read with Directive 3 of 

2014. 

b. Regulatory reports rejected by the Centre’s reporting platform 

owing to validation failures. 

c. Regulatory reports submitted to the Centre and contains 

inaccurate, incorrect or false data. 

 

3. Reports filled with false data, such as “Mr ABC” or ID No 

000000000000. The system cannot discern the validity of data, it can 

only confirm that mandatory field was populated.  

Ordinary dictionary meaning of the words to be used. Examples have 

been provided in the document - such as distinction drawn between 

intentional and unintentional 

4. Reporting failure regardless of whether intentional or not.  This 

could easily result in willful blindness, and a direct indication that there 
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is improper application of the reporting requirements to the FIC as 

required in the AI's risk management and compliance programme 

(RMCP).  

5. Reporting failure regardless of whether knowledge thereof or no 

knowledge thereof, as above principle to remain. 

Paragraph 

1.3 

Commentator B  

 

Commentator B finds it prudent to note that in some instances certain 

information may have been collected from a customer, but not all 

information sets will be recorded in its system as data points. Where 

information is outlined in the Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing 

Control Regulations Commentator B endeavors to provide same 

information in its regulatory reporting submissions to the FIC. It should 

however be noted that certain artefacts (e.g. copies of deeds, annual 

reports etc.) will not be consumed into our system as data points but 

remains on hand and will be provided when called upon. 

AIs must provide all mandatory and readily available information as 

prescribed in the MLTFC Regulations.  This is an operational matter 

that cannot be addressed in the PCC. 

Paragraph 

2.1 

Commentator B  

 

Commentator B would recommend that a distinction is made between 

late reporting and reporting failures. Late reporting may occur when 

technical/system issues arise, or in unlikely instances whereby we are 

unable to meet such prescribed reporting period and will follow the 

process outlined in the Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing 

Control Regulations(Regulation 24(1) & 24 (3) to notify the FIC of such. 

PCC 50 does not cover instances where a reporter has filed a 

regulatory report late, where the report was due, and the reporter was 

aware of the obligation to submit this regulatory report. Where a 

reporter files a regulatory report after the prescribed reporting period 

has passed, this is a reporting failure and that reporter has not met 

their obligations in terms of the MLTFC Regulations. The reporter may 

be subject to enforcement action as a result thereof.  
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We recommend that the PCC also deals with processes where the 

MLTFCR allows a reporter to ask for condonation for late submission. 

The reporter must notify the Centre when regulatory reports are filed 

late, as expressed in the goAML Notice 4A. The goAML Notice 4A 

sufficiently addresses the issue of when a report is filed late, and as 

such in not considered in this PCC 50. 

 

2. PCC 50 provides guidance on specific scenarios that includes: 

 

a. Regulatory reports not submitted, as read with Directive 3 of 

2014. 

b. Regulatory reports rejected by the Centre’s reporting platform 

owing to validation failures. 

c. Regulatory reports submitted to the Centre and contains 

inaccurate, incorrect, or false data. 

 

Paragraph 

2.1 

Commentator A 

1.  Commentator A recommends that a distinction is made between late 

reporting and reporting failures. Late reporting may occur when 

technical/system issues arise, or in unlikely instances whereby we are 

unable to meet such prescribed reporting period, and will follow the 

process outlined in the Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing 

Control Regulations(Regulation 24(1) & 24 (3) to notify the Centre of 

such. We recommend that the PCC also deals with processes where the 

MLTFCR allows a reporter to ask for condonation for late submission. 

1. See comments re - late reporting.  

2. The Directive 3 process must be followed by reporters for all 

reporting failures were the report is due and the reporter only became 

aware after the prescribed reporting period that a regulatory report 

should have been filed with the Centre. The distinction is clearly set 

out in the updated PCC 50. Part A and part B reviewed and updated 

to remove ambiguity. 

3. Communication should always be through formal correspondence. 

PCC updated to address.  
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2. We suggest where an internal technical problem within the reporting 

process occurs, and the required data is received by the reporter up to 

two days later than usual, this would not be classified as a ‘non-

submission’ and the reporter would not be obliged to inform the Centre 

of either a Directive 03/2014 reporting failure or a condonation for late 

s29-reporting. 

3. We will appreciate clarity as to whether instances of ‘late reporting’ 

due to technical challenges should be communicated to the Centre by 

means of:  

• the Directive 03 process; or 

• a condonation for late reporting or an extension; or 

• any other means of notification. 

4. Some of our members advised as follows re paragraph 2.1.2: 

There are two types of client identity information:  

 Type 1:  Information that is essential to the Centre’s analysis, 

and which must be obtained by the reporter as during the customer 

identification and verification process (e.g. client’s name(s), 

identifying/company registration number, address, etc.); and 

 Type 2:  Information that may not be readily available, and which 

may/may not be obtained by the reporter as during the customer 

identification and verification process (e.g. client’s title, gender, contact 

details, etc.) 

The following proposal is submitted: 

4. The AI remains liable to provide all mandatory and readily available 

information as prescribed in the MLTFC Regulations. No extension 

granted dependent on type of information outstanding. Capturing of 

such information is outside the scope of this PCC and is however 

contained in the Reporting Guidance Notes (see Guidance notes 4B, 

5B and 6A) 

5. Comment lacks clarity. 

6. Non-material, this has already been addressed by Directive 03 and 

goAML Notice 04A. Grammatical error is noted.  

7. A reporting failure is a reporting failure, there are no degrees of 

failure. It is also regardless of size of entity, client base or product 

offering.  This can however be considered through supervisory 

engagements and/or enforcement, not in the scope of this PCC. 

8. A reporting failure is a reporting failure, there are no degrees of 

failure. It is also regardless of size of entity, client base or product 

offering. 

9. Addressed in PCC. 
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• Where ‘Type 2’ information is not readily available, the reporter 

may capture “Not Obtained” within the goAML field(s);  

• ‘Type 1’ information must be captured and reported within the 

prescribed reporting period; and 

Where ‘Type 1’ information was missed, the reporter must inform the 

Centre in writing, only where the reporting period has been breached by 

24 hours (grace period to complete reports). 

5. We suggest the proposed wording, in any event. 

6. We suggest the following wording: 

A reporting failure is considered a non-submission of a report where a 

reporter identifies that regulatory reports: 

2.1.1. are due to be reported to the Centre only after the prescribed 

reporting period has passed; and 

2.1.2. such reports were not submitted within the prescribed reporting 

period. 

6.  Grammatical error. 1. The proposal is for the phrase 

“…threshold in 2017 and 2018. The accountable…” should be rewritten 

to read as “…threshold in 2017 and 2018, The accountable…” (The full 

stop should be replaced by a comma) 

7. The PCC lacks clarity on what will be constituted a reporting 

failure of significance and what may be considered smaller insignificant 

breaches such as filing an STR or CTR shortly after it was due to be 

reported to the Centre.  
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8. Or does this section apply to systemic issues around late 

reporting? 

9. Please provide clarity regarding the Sub-paragraphs 2.1.1 and 

2.1.2 and what constitutes the non-submission of a report. 

Paragraph 

2.4 

Commentator B  

 

 Commentator B recommends that the PCC clarifies the position for the 

unlikely event that an error in the ATMS is identified and transactions 

are not monitored. At this point there are no alerts because of the error. 

Would the reporting obligation be regarded as missed at the point of 

identifying the failure in monitoring or would the subsequent potential 

alerts be investigated first, then only when there are reportable alerts 

would a failure to identify be confirmed.   

Para 2.2 clarifies this issue.  When a report is due, it should be 

reported. The transactions/activity that would have warranted a 

reporting obligation if identified correctly through the ATMS would be 

considered due. Reports that fall outside of when a report is due would 

not be considered as failed reporting, as they were never due, and as 

such never reportable.  However, this determination must be made in 

terms of the Directive 5 requirements. Neither this comment nor PCC 

50 condone behavior in breach of Directive 5. 

 

Reporters must have controls in place to identify reportable 

transactions, which enable reporters to report the transactions within 

the prescribed time periods.  

 

Refer to Directive 5 and PCC 45, which sets out further requirements 

where a reporter uses an Automated Transaction Monitoring System. 

The reporter is deemed to have knowledge of the possible suspicious 

and unusual activity when an alert is generated by the ATMS.  It is in 

the interest of all reporters to ensure that all alerts are generated 

without delay from the date when the transaction, series of 

transactions and/or relevant activity takes place, to prevent delays on 
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the duty to report to the Centre within 15 days of becoming aware of 

the suspicious and unusual transaction, series of transactions and/or 

activity. 

Paragraph 

2.6 

Commentator A  

 

1. It is noted that: 

• An application for condonation for the late filing of an ST/AR or 

TFT/AR is made when a reporter is aware that they will not meet the 

prescribed reporting period; and   

• The Directive 3 process commences when a reporter becomes 

aware (after the fact) of a reporting failure.   

 Commentator A advises that there are instances where process failures 

result in late reporting - due to rejections and/or non-submission.  

Commentator A requests the Centre’s view or a discussion on such 

instances. 

See comments on late reporting.  

 

Paragraph 

3.7 

Commentator A  

 

1. We submit that this paragraph may be unclear and suggest that there 

is a need to have a clear distinction between reporting failures that 

necessitate a Directive 3 process and provide examples of those 

reporting failures that do not. 

2. In addition we note inconsistent use of terms regarding missed 

reports/non-submitted/unsubmitted reports.  

3. We propose the rewording of the paragraph and to provide examples. 

1. The Directive 3 process must be followed by reporters for all 

reporting failures were the report is due and the reporter only 

became aware after the prescribed reporting period that a regulatory 

report should have been filed with the Centre. The distinction is 

clearly set out in the updated PCC 50.  

2. Updated. non-submitted.  

3. See comments regarding late reporting 
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Suggested wording: 

“Where reports are unsubmitted for reasons other than defined above, 

the Directive 3 process will not be required to be followed. 

Examples of these include late reporting or system downtime. The 

reporter is still required to remediate these reports as soon as they are 

either notified where rejected and/or becomes aware thereof, this must 

be done in line with goAML Notice 4A”. 

4. We also suggest consistent use of wording. 

4. Noted. 

Paragraph 

3.10 

Commentator A  

1. There are certain circumstances where a reporter may commence the 

corrective process without waiting for prior consent from the Centre, that 

is, where the relevant reports can be clearly guided and remediated in 

terms of goAML Notice 04A, then the reporter should be allowed to 

prepare and submit the remediated reports.   

2. The advantage of such arrangement is that the Centre will receive the 

reports, and be in a position to fulfil its mandate, significantly sooner. 

3. However, where the issue is complex and cannot be guided by goAML 

Notice 4A, it is then that the reporter must wait for the consultation 

process with the Centre to be concluded and for the Centre to provide 

consent for the submission. 

4. It is noted that, prior to the deployment of goAML, the Centre’s prior 

consent was necessary in order to request a suitable reporting time slot 

to avoid throttling the previous reporting platform and adherence to the 

reporter’s allocated time slots for normal batch reporting. 

1. The reporter must commence a corrective process of non-submitted 

regulatory reports as soon as the reporter becomes aware of the 

reporting failure. The reporter must not wait for approval from the 

Centre to start to take steps to remediate. At the point at which the 

reporter is ready to file the regulatory reports on the Centre’s 

registration and reporting platform, then it must obtain prior consent 

from the Centre in order to submit. This would enable the Centre to 

manage the data flow on the reporting and registration platform. 

 

2. Noted.  

3. See response to point 1.    

4. Noted.  

5. Noted. Considered rewording 
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5. We suggest the following wording: 

The Centre will review the information provided in the formal notification 

and/or meeting with the reporter to determine the extent of the action the 

reporter must undertake. The reporter must not commence a corrective 

process of non-submitted reports without prior consent from the Centre 

and in consideration of paragraph 3.17 

Paragraph 

4.6 

Commentator A  

1.  Commentator A requests clarity please. There are instances 

where it would take the Centre a number of days to successfully process 

reports. What happens if the successful processing of the reports by the 

Centre happens outside the prescribed regulatory timelines (e.g. 15 

days for STRs and 2 days for CTRs) which the reporter adhered to and 

received the auto-generate e-mail notification, would the Centre also 

take enforcement action for those reports? 

2. In addition, we suggest the following wording: 

This e-mail notification does not constitute a confirmation that the 

reporter has discharged their reporting obligation. Rather, this serves as 

confirmation that the Centre’s reporting platform has received a 

submission for consideration and further processing. 

1. Should this occur, it would still be considered within regulatory 

time period as system logs when a report was submitted and how 

long it took to be processed successfully. 

In such a scenario, the reporter is advised to keep record of such 

occurrence and keep this on file. 

Paragraph 

6.1. 

Commentator A  

 

1.  Commentator A suggests that it is apposite to highlight that the 

purpose of validation and pre validation as elaborated upon in goAML 

1. The obligation is on the reporter to ensure that the prescribed 

accurate information is submitted as required in terms of the 

MLTFC Regulations as well as the reporting and registration 

platform rules. The onus is on the reporter to ensure their 

regulatory reports are compliant.  



The Financial Intelligence Centre’s feedback on the comments received through the consultation process on draft public 
compliance communication 111 guidance on measures required for the mitigation of loss of intelligence data due to 

reporting failures 

 

Detailed consultation feedback relating to the draft public compliance communication No. 111 and the issuance thereof in public compliance communication 50 guidance on measures required for the 
mitigation of loss of intelligence data due to reporting failures 
 

 Page 13 of 19 

Paragraph Comment Response comments 

notice 4A is to ensure that all the information captured in the report is 

correct and accurate.  

Acceptance of the information that has been pre validated and validated 

by the system (in the absence of wilful circumvention) is an indication of 

the accuracy of the information as held by the reporting entity. 

We suggest that this paragraph be deleted. 

2. In the event that our suggested deletion of the paragraph is not 

accepted, we suggest the following wording: 

Loss of intelligence data due to the Centre occurs when a regulatory 

report is submitted and accepted by the reporting platform by passing 

the reporting platform validation rules but does not contain accurate 

information. 

2. Noted.  

 

Paragraph 

6.4 

Commentator B  

Commentator B refers to the FIC's previous feedback during the IFTR 

External Engagement Sessions and previous guidance on automated 

CTR reporting, whereby reporters were advised to batch files in green 

and red batches (red batching being those that would not have all the 

data, or meet the requirements), and then submitting all reports 

timeously (even the red batches that would ultimately be failed/rejected)- 

to avoid scenarios of holding back any regulatory reports from the FIC: 

"Reporting Entities are reminded to submit all reports timeously, even if 

the reporting entity is aware that a report would subsequently fail or be 

rejected (i.e. red versus green batches);" 

 

Reporters must not hold back any reports due to the FIC. The 

emphasis is to do pre-validation, entities must ensure that the entity 

builds the FIC reporting requirements in the entity’s source systems 

so as to prevent report failures. When a report is due, even if the 

reporter knows it will be rejected, the reporter must still submit it (this 

is where the concept of green (successful) and red (rejected) batches 

come in, by the reporter submitting the reports that will get rejected, it 

enables the FIC to know which reports are still outstanding unlike if 

the reporter does not submit any report, the FIC would not know that 

there are reports outstanding from that entity for that particular day. 

 

 



The Financial Intelligence Centre’s feedback on the comments received through the consultation process on draft public 
compliance communication 111 guidance on measures required for the mitigation of loss of intelligence data due to 

reporting failures 

 

Detailed consultation feedback relating to the draft public compliance communication No. 111 and the issuance thereof in public compliance communication 50 guidance on measures required for the 
mitigation of loss of intelligence data due to reporting failures 
 

 Page 14 of 19 

Paragraph Comment Response comments 

Commentator B currently runs pre-validation checks on automated 

submissions, and those that would fail/rejected are batched as red 

batches, and still submitted. The intention is not to bypass the system 

but rather to avoid withholding reports from the FIC.  Commentator B 

remains committed to mitigate the occurrence of reporting 

failures/rejections, and would appreciate the view whether we should still 

submit files even though they may be failed/rejected, or alternatively hold 

back until such time as remediated? 

Paragraph 

6.4. 

Commentator A 1. This paragraph is not clear in terms of providing 

guidance for reports that were submitted as suspicious, based on the 

prima-facie evidence established at the time of reporting, and 

subsequently deemed to be not suspicious due to new facts or a change 

in the facts. Would that report fall under the definition of it containing 

inaccurate information? Would there be a requirement to file a follow up 

STR? 

 

2. In some instances, the AI inserts a number in the registration 

number field due to a client type, i.e partnership, schools, clubs, etc as 

not having a registration number as they are not recognised juristics 

requiring registration. 

3. We propose that we cater for unincorporated entities without 

registration numbers 

4. How would the Centre be able to make a distinction between 

“good faith” and “intentionally inserted incorrect data”? We suggest that 

1. Whether or not the suspicion falls away does not impact the data 

that was sent though. Where data is incorrect, i.e. some entities insert 

false data such as MR XYZ. That data will remain incorrect.  This 

scenario given by the commentator does not fall within the ambit of 

this PCC. 

Refer to guidance note 4B and the user reporting guidelines.  

 

 

2. The registration number field is a text field and is a mandatory field 

when reporting an entity that is a client,  

 

Where the reporter does not have the information, they can just put 

“Not Available” or “N/A” in the field. The reporter does not have to 

populate the reason field because the reason field is only visible on 

suspicion-based reports. 
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in the absence of proof of wilful circumvention of reporting on incorrect 

information that this paragraph is similarly not aligned to the Act as read 

with the regulations as elaborated upon above. 

5. We request that the Centre provides guidance for suspicious 

reports subsequently deemed to be not suspicious. The request is to 

further provide an example where a report was submitted based on a 

set of facts that have changed or there are new facts after the 

submission of a report. 

6.  Commentator B refers to the Centre’s previous feedback during 

the IFTR External Engagement Sessions and previous guidance on 

automated CTR reporting, whereby reporters were advised to batch files 

in green and red batches (red batching being those that would not have 

all the data, or meet the requirements), and then submitting all reports 

timeously (even the red batches that would ultimately be failed/rejected)- 

to avoid scenarios of holding back any regulatory reports from the FIC: 

"Reporting Entities are reminded to submit all reports timeously, even if 

the reporting entity is aware that a report would subsequently fail or be 

rejected (i.e. red versus green batches);" 

7.  Commentator B members currently run pre-validation checks 

on automated submissions, and those that would fail/rejected are 

batched as red batches, and still submitted. The intention is not to 

bypass the system but rather to avoid withholding reports from the FIC. 

Our members remain committed to mitigate the occurrence of reporting 

failures/rejections, and we would appreciate input whether we should 

3. Noted.  

4. Where information is mandatory and inaccurate data is inserted, 

this is an indicator of intentional circumvention. Also, where numerous 

reports are submitted with similar default incorrect data, this serves as 

an indicator of intentionally inserted incorrect data. This would depend 

on case by case analysis of reporter’s reports.  

Refer to answer 1, based on experience, typologies, and inability to 

further corroborate the information provided. 

5. See response to point 1 above. Refer to guidance note 4B. Please 

consult guidance products and typologies provided on FIC website. 

6. Noted.  

7. Refer to above point addressing this comment.  

8. Where information is mandatory and inaccurate data is inserted, 

this is an indicator of intentional circumvention. Also, where numerous 

reports are submitted with similar default incorrect data, this serves as 

a clear indicator of intentionally inserted incorrect data. This would 

depend on case by case analysis of reporter’s reports.  

 

‘Good faith’ would be determined based on quality of information 

provided and available to the reporter at the time. It is always managed 

on case by case basis. 

9. Noted. Disagree 

10. Noted. 
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still submit files even though they may be failed/rejected, or alternatively 

hold back until such time as remediated? 

8. In addition, we submit that this scenario assertion becomes very 

important and would need to be further explored - as to how ‘good faith’ 

would be determined.  There is a scenario carried below, but it is singular 

and not necessarily exhaustive and should be managed on a case by 

case basis. 

9. We suggest that this paragraph be deleted. 

10. In the event that the paragraph is retained we suggest the 

following wording: 

In this scenario a further distinction can be drawn between instances 

where a reporter submitted incorrect data in good faith versus instances 

where a reporter intentionally inserted incorrect data in an attempt to 

bypass the system rules for the report to be processed on the reporting 

platform system. 

Paragraph 

6.5 

Commentator A  

1.  Commentator A suggests that this paragraph is in contradiction 

with paragraph 16(A) of the goAML Notice 04. The Notice 04 states that 

“The reporting entity must correct the report by submitting a new report” 

whereas para 6.5 reference only correcting and submitting. 

2. Furthermore, how is it envisaged that the reporter/ reporting 

entity who has submitted all required information as per the tenets of the 

FIC Act as read with the Regulations will become aware of the 

1.Noted.  

2.Pre-validation includes the reporter checking whether the report 

includes all mandatory information and that which is readily available 

as prescribed for the report type in terms of the MLTFC Regulations.   

 

a. The obligation is on the reporter to ensure that the prescribed 

accurate information is submitted as required in terms of the MLTFC 

Regulations as well as the reporting and registration platform rules. 
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inaccuracy of the information in the report that has passed validation 

muster? 

3. It is further submitted that the failure to adhere to the correct 

prescribed format would have resulted in the report failing validation 

processes and muster and hence this paragraph falls to be deleted. 

4. We suggest that paragraph 6.5 be deleted 

The onus is on the reporter to ensure their regulatory reports are 

compliant.  

 

3. Not necessarily. Each reporter sets the parameters for data 

validation, if those parameters are set incorrectly and allow 

inaccurate data to be submitted, that is could be an inadequate 

control measure set by the reporter. The MLTFC Regulations and 

goAML schema rules details  what minimum information is required.  

System validation does not mean that reports have all the required 

information in terms of the MLTFC Regulations, and further that 

such information is accurate. As the validation rules cannot pick up 

on whether certain fields include incorrect data.  

The onus remains on reporter to submit data that is correct.  

4. Disagree 

Paragraph 

7.2. 

Commentator B  

 Commentator B finds it prudent to note that in some instances certain 

information may have been collected from a customer, but not all 

information sets will be recorded in its system as data points. Where 

information is outlined in the Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing 

Control Regulations FirstRand endeavours to provide same information 

in its regulatory reporting submissions to the FIC. It should however be 

noted that certain artefacts (e.g. copies of deeds, annual reports etc.) 

 

Noted. However accountable institution remains liable to provide all 

mandatory and readily available information as prescribed in the 

MLTFC Regulations. 
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will not be consumed into our system as data points but remains on hand 

and will be provided when called upon. Simultaneously, for some 

transactions the contra account/payment/payer information is limited by 

the information that is provided by the corresponding financial institution 

or Payment System Operator, and endeavours to provide information 

readily available to it at the time of reporting. 

Paragraph 

7.2 

Commentator A  

1. The statement infers that all fields are mandatory and does not 

take into account that certain fields will not be obtained as a normal 

course of business as a result of that institutions particular risk-based 

approach to client due diligence. 

2.  Commentator A would like to note that in some instances 

certain information may have been collected from a customer, but not all 

information sets will be recorded in its system as data points. Where 

information is outlined in the Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing 

Control Regulations the banks endeavor to provide same information in 

its regulatory reporting submissions to the FIC. It should however be 

noted that certain artefacts (e.g. copies of deeds, annual reports etc.) 

will not be consumed into our system as data points, but remains on 

hand and will be provided when called upon. Simultaneously, for some 

transactions the contra account/payment/payer information is limited by 

the information that is provided by the corresponding financial institution 

or Payment System Operator, and endeavours to provide information 

readily available to it at the time of reporting. 

1. Disagree with commentator. Sentence broad enough to provide for 

mandatory information and information that is readily available.  

2. Noted. all information as prescribed in MLTFC regulations must be 

obtained for purposes of reporting.  

3. Disagree with commentator. “Not obtained” can be abused by 

reporters who may be unwilling to provide requested information.  

Refer to goAML notice 4A.  

4. Noted. 
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3. We suggest provision for or allude to the provision which allows 

for certain data fields to be reported as ‘not obtained’ as rationalised 

within that particular accountable/reporting institutions RMCP. 

4. We suggest the following wording: 

Chapter 4 of the MLTFC Regulations sets out the requirements that 

apply to reporting. Reporters must obtain the mandatory information as 

required in data fields necessary to comply with the MLTFC Regulations 

as adopted in the reporting platform’s forms. 

 


