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1. Background information

1.

This report provides a summary of the AML/CFT measuin place in the

Principality of Monaco as at the date of the oe-sisit (6-11 November 2006)
or immediately thereafter. It describes and analyflisose measures and
provides recommendations on how certain aspectthefsystem could be
strengthened. It also sets out Monaco’s levelsoohiance with the 40 + 9

FATF Recommendations.

The first evaluation of Monaco took place in Octol2002. Since then, the
Monegasque authorities have made several changdketdegislation and

regulations to supplement the Principality’'s AML/CBystem. It amended in
particular the provision of the Criminal Code cniralizing money laundering,
introduced additional customer identification measu adopted legislation
regulating electronic transfers, relations withitcdlly exposed persons, the
activity of correspondent banks, and ratified a ham of international

conventions.

The Principality has a satisfactory legal framewtrkombat money laundering
and terrorist financing, though the evaluators egd the fact that, in general,
the legal provisions are not very detailed or othee supplemented by detailed
secondary legislation and instructions. The 2003ewolaundering offence’s
restrictive terms hindered prosecutions, and thus tesults in terms of
convictions for money laundering remained disaptagn there has been one
conviction for money laundering. The terrorist ficeng offence encompasses
most of the international requirements. There amummber of gaps limiting
Monaco’s ability to restrain, confiscate and recopeoceeds of crime and the
mechanism for freezing and confiscating terrorgsteas is incomplete. Overall,
the Monegasque FIU is effective and is the drivimge behind the AML/CFT
national efforts. Monaco has designated competgthbaties to investigate and
prosecute money laundering and terrorist finanafignces, though the police
and prosecution service do not appear to conduEcive inquiries in these
matters. Measures for domestic and internationabpmration are generally
comprehensive as well.

The volume of suspicious transaction reports (ST increased in recent
years, in particular the ones originating from nasi CSPs and accountants.
The STR reporting requirement is restrictively beal to reporting funds that
could derive from drug trafficking or organisednasimal activity or financing of
terrorism.

Supervision of the financial institutions, in padiar on-site supervision, needs
to be significantly strengthened, as does the nurobestaff assigned for this
purpose. AML/CFT supervision is weak and certaipety of designated non-
financial businesses and professions (DNFBP) are baing subjected to
requirements which would result in controls. Thexga of administrative
sanctions is not sufficiently graduated and crirhipa@nalties do not cover all
statutory AML/CFT related obligations.



10.

The Principality of Monaco is a constitutional matay. Executive power is

retained by the highest authority, the Prince. Gowernment is overseen by a
Minister of State, who represents the Prince and ishassisted by a Council of
Government composed of 5 counselors — for theiortdinance and economic
affairs, public works, environment and planninggiabaffairs and health, and
external relations. Legislative power is dividedtvimen the Prince, who

initiates the laws, and the unicameral parliamémg (National Council) which

adopts them. The judicial function is formally ecised by the Prince but is
delegated to the courts and tribunals which refaigice in his name. Official

estimates in 2000 indicated a population of 320@@ of which 6089 are

Monegasque, 10229 French and 6414 Italian. The Eutbe legal currency

since January 2002, as a result of a monetary mgngtesigned with France
acting on behalf of the European Community.

In recent years, the Monegasque financial systestbeaome increasingly more
concentrated as a result of a series of mergeraeapgisitions starting in 2003
and the arrival of well-known names in the world fodfance and wealth

management. The financial sector is dominated lyag banking and fund

management. In late 2005, the total value of agsetsaged by Monegasque
banking establishments was € 70 billion euros. Bg &nd of 2006, credit
establishments and portfolio management had a warmnof € 2.1 billion and

represented 15.6% of total turnover of the prisetor in Monaco. Most of the
banks’ activities were concerned with non-residargtomers (ltaly, Germany,
Belgium, northern Europe), who in 2006 accounted 6% of customer

deposits.

Historically, Monaco has always maintained closé apecial relations with

France, with which it has signed several bilatdrehties and agreements
covering various matters such as taxation, custamssirance, post, telegraph
and telephones. A number of French officials areosded from the French
public service in the fields of education, law enfament, justice and tax affairs
and nearly half of the judges are seconded by Erdonc a definite term.

Monaco’s banking and financial system is linkedhat of France.

French banking rules and regulations regarding gmtidl aspects and the
regulation and organisation of credit institutiomse applicable in the
Principality and credit institutions are answeralite the relevant French
supervisory bodies. However the Monegasque aut®rietain responsibility
for overseeing the application of these provisigregticularly those relating to
investment services and anti-laundering arrangesnent

According to the Monegasque authorities, laundermnlonaco nearly always
relates to predicate offences committed abroadjeene for which requires
investigations abroad. Proceedings tend to be hgnigecause investigations
depend on co-operation of foreign authorities. Thain types of predicate
offences are difficult to identify. Various caseere linked to corruption or
drug trafficking and some isolated cases were ifiedtof trafficking in arms or

vehicles, with a limited involvement of organisathtinal groups, mainly from
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Italy. No particular trends in money laundering time Principality were

identified. It is believed that, like any major dincial centre, Monaco has to
deal with very sophisticated forms of money laumdgrthat are mainly

concerned with the second and third stages of tleeegs: conversion and
integration.

No terrorist financing activities have so far beecorded in Monaco.

2. Legal system and related institutional measures

12.

13.

14.

15.

The money laundering (ML) offence in force at tmae of the on-site visit was
introduced in 1993. Article 218 of the Criminal @Godefined restrictively the
predicate offences and confined criminalizatiosedain offences committed in
the context of organised crime. Since the lastuwatain round, the outcomes of
proceedings were one acquittal and one final mdaegdering conviction for
drug trafficking by a third party, while 24 case® ainder investigation. The
criminal provision was amended on 9 November 2008 aow appears to
satisfy international standards. Overall thereftre legal base to prosecute
money laundering is now sound and should enabledhgetent authorities to
deal with more laundering cases as money laundeting avoiding the current
practice of redefining offences as handling of estol property or
misappropriation. The lack of jurisprudence, howeveoes not assist
prosecutors and investigators on issues of proof.

In the current legislation, legal persons cannohélel criminally liable for the
offence of laundering, as there is no general giowiin the Monegasque legal
system for their criminal liability. They are liabto administrative sanctions.

Terrorist financing (TF) was introduced in ApriD@2. It is largely inspired by
the 1999 UN Convention for the Suppression of thmacing of Terrorism.
The TF provisions need to be supplemented so esvier all direct and indirect
forms of financial support for individual terrodsttheir families and terrorist
organisations. The Monegasque authorities advisatithey consider that the
relevant legal provisions of the Criminal Code, d¢onjunction with the
provisions of a sovereign order would authorisesponition of the perpetrators
of the direct or indirect financing of terroristganisations or terrorists. Any
legal person that has its registered office in Mmnar is constituted under
Monegasque law may be held criminally liable forrdest financing acts if
committed by its corporate bodies or representstiMonaco has not, to date,
conducted any TF investigations or prosecutions.

There are a number of gaps in the confiscationigiavs. For instance it is not
possible to confiscate property of correspondirigevar property which cannot
or can no longer be identified as such among thevicted offender’s assets.
Prior to the amendments introduced in November 2Q@hfiscation was
confined to an exhaustive list of predicate offenset out in article 218 of the
Criminal Code. In general it was noted there iack lof financial investigations
into proceeds-generating offences, and as suclahitiey to restrain, confiscate
and recover the proceeds of crime in most situatiappeared to be rather
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17.

18.

limited. There was insufficient data on which theewll effectiveness of
confiscation generally in proceeds-generating aiésncould be judged.

Monaco has enacted domestic measures providingaa lbasis for freezing of

terrorist funds. To a certain extent, the legaimfeavork does provide for the
imposition of international sanctions and for p&ealunder criminal law in the

event of non compliance. However, the mechanisManaco does not apply to
persons, groups or entities within the EU (so-chiJ internals) and there is
no specific machinery for examining and acting k@efing procedures initiated
by other countries. Procedures for listing and isiinly and freezing and

unfreezing in appropriate cases in a timely marsteruld be publicized and
measures relating to access to funds need clagitginmeet the requirements of
UNSC Resolution 1452. The system for communicatinthe financial sector

measures taken under freezing arrangements andffitiveness of certain

implementing and monitoring arrangements needtalbe reviewed.

The Service d’Information et de Controle sur les CitsuiFinanciers
(SICCFIN), Monaco’s financial intelligence unit (F), was established in 1994
and is an administrative unit of the DepartmentFofance and Economic
Affairs. Its primary task is to receive, on behaiifthe Minister of State, and to
analyse suspicious transaction reports from rappriinancial institutions. It
also has a supervisory role concerning the gemgalication of Law no. 1.162
and the implementing measures taken by financiatitutions and other
professionals that it covers. The FIU has a ranfep@mvers to obtain
information for use in its functions and it hasesxto a number of government
and public databases, either directly or upon requ@verall, the Monegasque
FIU substantially meets the criteria of Recommeiota6 and clearly plays a
key role in the AML/CFT system in Monaco. Althoutiiie FIU is institutionally
attached to the Minister of State, the currentriveeprocedures indicate that it
has considerable decision-making autonomy. Thistigeashould be formalized
in law. The FIU has released annual reports sine@a$ set up, but it needs to
improve the information contained in them on moteyndering techniques,
methods and trends as well as in respect of statistata.

Monaco has designated authorities to investigate ad TF offences and
equipped them with necessary powers. The publicgmation service has
discretion to institute criminal proceedings. Thare two investigating judges
who can take any necessary evidence-gathering staghgperform directly or

through the intermediary of the Police (its Crintitrvestigation Division) any

investigative measures as necessary, once theiaetisopen an investigation
has been taken. There are also two deputies iRiineipal State Prosecutor’s
Office who deal with ML and TF cases. At preseaty lenforcement activities
are primarily reactive and the police and prosecuservice do not appear to
conduct proactive inquiries in ML or TF matters.isTlapproach needs to be
reviewed and guidelines need to be given to a#dssauthorities in conducting
investigations. Also, the human resources of the& &nforcement, public

prosecution service and investigative judges’ eSlicneed to be carefully
reviewed. It was also noted that the current systérsecondment of judicial

officers and the rotation system (terms of 3 yaarsewable once) does not
necessarily assist continuity of ML investigations.
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The Customs Convention signed on 18 May 1963 betvilee Principality of
Monaco and France established a customs union betthe two countries and
provided that the French Customs Code and otherchreustoms laws and
regulations would be applicable in Monaco. As aultesof this, the
implementation of the system aimed at detecting sjglay cross-border
transportation of sums of money and bearer nedetiabtruments is carried out
by the French Customs authorities. The adoptiothizf convention was not
accompanied by the introduction of a cooperatiochmaism between the two
countries’ competent authorities which allows forsgstematic transfer of
information on the outcome of declarations filed air controls performed.
Consequently, the Monegasque authorities have Ntley or no information
and data on the cross border movements. This unéifuation requires a
number of measures to be taken by the Monegasdherdies to ensure that
SR IX is effectively implemented and that the systa place is effective.

3. Preventive measures — Financial institutions

20.

21.

22.

23.

The current preventive regime is based on law 1462 July 1993 on the
participation of financial institutions in combaginmoney laundering and
terrorist financing, as amended by law 1.253 ofdu® 2002. Additional acts
were adopted to implement the law 1.162: Sovererger 11.160 of 24 January
1994 (amended in 2002, 2005 and 2006), Sovereiderdr4.466 of 22 April

2000 and Sovereign Order 631 of 10 August 2006.

All the professions covered by law 1.162 are subjeaormal due diligence

requirements regarding the identification and manaant of customers. There
are no categories of financial institutions for @hithe obligations under the
law 1.162 are less strict, on the grounds that #reyless exposed to the risk of
laundering or terrorist financing.

According to the authorities, the Principality hasver permitted financial
institutions to keep anonymous accounts. This veaditned by an obligation
explicitly set out in legislation in August 2006jtiva transitional period until
18 August 2007. For reasons of client confiderttialvithin the institution
holding the account, the use of accounts underedgremes — numerical,
alphabetical or alphanumerical — is possible arati§p conditions govern the
use of such accounts. Less than 10% of clients wgth accounts.

Generally speaking, the Monegasque legislation r@gdilations on Customer
Due Diligence (CDD) measures are fairly satisfactafthough drafted in rather
brief terms which require further interpretation tasthe scope and extent of
obligations. The provisions seem to be consistetit the FATF requirements
on the extent to which customers must be identidied their identities checked,
on the information on the purpose and planned aattibusiness relationships,
including the regular updating of customer inforimat The same applies to
measures on politically exposed persons. Howevex, DD requirements
contain a number of gaps. The authorities shouté &dditional measure to
prevent anonymous financial transactions usingdreiaeasury bonds (current
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25.

26.

27.

value: 460000 Euros), to include a more wide-raggibligation to identify
regular customers, to define in law or regulatiba verification modalities of
the identity of occasional customers making wiengfers of less than 15.000
Euros, to make more precise the information on titlee identification of
trusts should be based, and to extend the existirangements implementing
most of the requirements of Recommendation 7.

The legal provisions on criteria regarding reliancethird parties and business
introducers were set out in August 2006, thoughesconditions were already
spelled out in the non-binding recommendationshef AMB. The rules on the
final responsibility of financial institutions focustomer identification and
verification of identity are fully compatible withhe requirements of the
Recommendation. However, there are no enforcealji@rements covering the
need for financial institutions to ensure that imeoducer has satisfied all the
due diligence requirements of Recommendation 5, madinstructions or
recommendations on how to assess equivalence of/@NL legislation and
controls to be applied in countries where foreitjgnt institutions are based.

The legislation and regulations applicable to thmaricial sector in Monaco
provide for exceptions to professional confideiitfaso as not to inhibit the
implementation of the FATF recommendations. Thevigions on professional
confidentiality cannot be invoked to oppose requédst SICCFIN (both in its
FIU and supervisory roles) or by judicial auth@sti They do not pose obstacles
to the transmission of customer identification mfi@ation to other financial
institutions, in particular in orders for wire tifars and, as regards SICCFIN's
professional secrecy obligations, the exceptionzeapto be adequate for the
purpose of exchanging information with countergarthorities.

Record keeping requirements are comprehensive awer all the required
information for a period of 5 years. There is n@l@&it provision enabling
extensions of the duration of this period upon thgquest of a competent
authority for transactions records or records ehidication data, account files
and business correspondence, though judicial ati#sorcan seize such
documents. The law or regulations do not specifgt ttiansaction records
should be maintained in a form that permits reqoietbn of individual
transactions. The legal obligations concerningdgmaigsion of information on
the originators of wire transfers were not in foatehe time of the visit and this
affects negatively the compliance with all the esisé criteria of Special
Recommendation VII. There is no requirement in lawregulation on the
verification modalities of the identity of occasancustomers seeking the
services of a financial institution to carry ouvate transfer of less than 15.000
Euros.

All transactions of 100.000 Euros are subject tc&d scrutiny if they are of a
complex and unusual nature and if they do not apfzehave any economic
justification. Given that both criteria have to fodfilled in order to trigger this
special scrutiny, the set amount appears much iglo. fhe content of the
special diligence requirements, the obligationetbfsrth findings in writing and
keep them for five years are satisfactory. The t@ygsprovisions requiring
financial institutions to give special attention bosiness relationships and
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29.

30.

31.

32.

transactions with persons from countries which do ar insufficiently apply
the FATF Recommendations are not compliant with thquirements of
Recommendation 21.

The obligation to submit suspicious activity regdd incomplete, as there is no
requirement to report funds derived from all deaigd categories of offences.
Furthermore, it does not cover all suspicious taatisns, notably certain

attempted transactions. The legal protection a#fdrtb financial institutions

and their senior managers and staff reporting imdgdaith meets the

requirements.

The legislation provides for a general requiremtrat internal AML/CFT
procedures, policies and controls should be deeelofhis has been further
clarified by the ABM’s recommendations. Howeveryheught to be further
detailed in law or regulation or by other enfordealmeans. No Monegasque
financial institution has currently a branch or sdiary abroad. The
Monegasque authorities should adopt specific mé&ding to foreign branches
and subsidiaries covering all requirements of Renendation 22.

Shell banks are not permitted to be establishédanaco. The Sovereign Order
632 adopted on 10 August 2006 introduced spectiigyations for financial
institutions to refuse to establish or pursue gpoadent banking relationships
with shell banks and to refrain from establishiefations with foreign financial
institutions which permit their accounts to be udmd shell banks. These
provisions were too recent at the time of the eatadm visit to allow an
assessment of their effectiveness.

Prudential supervision of Monegasque credit instihs is performed by the
French Banking Commission, with the exception oft@olio management
activities, which are supervised by the Supervigsogmmission for Portofolio
Management and Assimilated Securities Market Atigisi SICCFIN is the only
designated authority responsible for monitoring pbamce with the AML/CFT
measures. In practice, SICCFIN reviews the writfgrocedures of each
financial undertaking, performs off-site supervisichrough analysis of
information obtained from financial institutions byeans of an annual
guestionnaire and carries out on-site inspectighgooperation agreement was
concluded between SICCFIN and the Banking Commissigulating the
exchange of information both prior and subsequentnspections. Overall,
supervision of financial institutions needs to leersgthened significantly as
regards AML/CFT. Accordingly, it is recommended tththe staffing of
SICCFIN'’s supervision section be supplemented. Alse list of financial
institutions subject to AML/CFT monitoring needvieawing to include mutual
fund management companies.

The low inspection rate casts serious doubts on dffiectiveness of the
monitoring measures adopted by the authorities oresiple for ensuring
compliance with the legal and regulatory provisienscerning AML/CFT and
on the effectiveness of the implementation of thMLACFT preventive
measures provided for in the financial sector.
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34.

35.

In addition to instructions on suspicious transactieports, SICCFIN has given
financial institutions via their professional asstion — the AMB — certain
instructions on the implementation of the legalvyisimns. However, these are
insufficiently detailed and do not cover all ne@gsaspects.

The system of sanctions includes several admitigrasanctions (warning,
reprimand, ban on carrying out certain transactienthdrawal of licence) and
criminal sanctions (imprisonment and/or fine). P02 and 2005, the Minister
of State ordered two warnings and a reprimand. &wtoons were ordered in
2006. Overall, the system appeared to be incompietefar as there is an
insufficiently graduated scale of administrativena#ons. No pecuniary
administrative sanctions can be imposed. Crimirsicg8ons, which can be
imposed on senior managers and employees of fiaamgtitutions, do not
cover all the statutory AML/CFT related obligatipnshile administrative
sanctions can be pronounced only against finamesitutions and not against
their senior managers.

Apart from the statutory provisions applying getigrdao the exercise of
economic or commercial activities in the Principalithere are no specific
provisions laying down the conditions for the exsecof money transfer
services. At present, only the French Post Officauthorised to provide money
transfer services in the Principality and in cargybut these services, it uses the
Western Union system. It is subject to SICCFIN'peswision and could be
liable for administrative sanctions as provided doder law 1.162. While this
does not appear to pose any problems in practige,recommended, for the
purpose of greater legal certainty, to ensurettt@specific legal conditions for
money transfer services are explicitly provided #omd that a competent
licensing or registration authority be designated.

4. Preventive measures — Designated Non-Financial&nesses and Professions

36.

37.

All types of “designated non-financial businessed professions” (DNFBP) as
defined in the FATF methodology are active in thinétpality and are all
within the scope of the AML/CFT legislation. As exds the application of
AML/CFT requirements to DNFBP, Monaco’s legislatishould be clarified
and supplemented as far as lawyers are concerned.

As regards CDD and record keeping requirements Gompany service
Providers (CSPs) and trustees, which qualify aanfomal institutions under Law
1162, the deficiencies are the same as indicatedeator financial institutions.
The framework governing gaming houses needs to édewed and
supplemented, in particular with regard to the negoents of Recommendation
6, 10 and 11. The other DNFBP (in particular resthte, dealers in precious
metals and precious stones, notaries, legal andd@sers and other accounting
professions) are not subject to specific requirdsi@naccordance with FATF
Recommendations 5,6,8,9 and 11, nor are they mdjuio keep customer
identification and transaction records in accoréanith R.10.
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39.

40.

The observations concerning enforcement measurdssanctions available
against financial institutions also apply to CSksl drustees. In the case of
casinos and other DNFBP, sanctioning is only pdsdibr breaches of STR
requirements.

The deficiencies identified earlier in relationth@ obligation to report STRs are
the same in respect of CSPs and trustees. Howthere is no obligation for
casinos or other DNFBP to report to the FIU if theyuse to carry out the
transaction or if the transaction is cancelled.adxies are required by law to
transmit the STRs to the Principal State Prosecutiowever there are no
arrangements to ensure that SICCFIN is notified givitn access to the
information contained in these reports.

Apart from the specific monitoring of compliancerrisad out by SICCFIN,
casinos are also subject to the general monitagegonsibility assigned to the
Gaming Inspectorate. SICCFIN has the same powersnastigation and
information gathering in respect of DNFBPs as i$ lira respect of financial
institutions. With the exception of casinos, CSRd austees (which qualify as
financial institutions) DNFBPs generally only hate legal obligation to report
suspicious transactions. They have no obligatieansegards identification, due
diligence, organisation and internal control. SIOCHEoes not carry out on-site
inspections on these other DNFBPs. Notaries, defermunsels and lawyers
come under the general oversight of the Prosecu@ifice.

5. Legal Persons and Arrangements & Non — Profit Qganisations

41.

42.

43.

Monaco has a wide range of legal persons and amaegts. Legal forms of
commercial companies include: Monegasque limitednganies, limited
partnerships wish shares, commercial partnersmgganeral partnerships. The
exercise of any commercial, craft or industriainat or service requires prior
administrative authorisation from the Governmendividual and legal persons
performing commercial activities have to be regete The authorisation and
registration procedure partially reduces the paénsk posed by legal persons
in the Monegasque system. However the requireméatsobtaining and
maintaining information on the beneficial ownerstapd control of legal
persons need reviewing.

Trusts can be established in or transferred to MonAdditional measures are
required to ensure that there is adequate, accanatéimely information on the
beneficial ownership and control of trusts, whiem e obtained or accessed in
a timely fashion by competent authorities (paraciyl on persons that have
constituted trusts, and their administrators antebeiaries).

The adequacy of laws and regulations on non-pragociations has been
reviewed, though this review does not appear tditextly related to the risks
and potential abuse of these entities for the fimanof terrorism. There are a
number of provisions regulating the administratsethorisation procedure,
transparency and supervision of associations amshdftions. Despite the
limited risks due to the prior verifications unaden, the authorities are
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recommended, in the current context of revisiorthef legislation, to include
additional measures and procedures, in partic@lganding transparency and
monitoring of the sector.

6. National and International Cooperation

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

Cooperation and coordination mechanisms have be¢nug between the
competent authorities responsible for implementatiof AML/CFT
arrangements which appear to work and ensure tifatmation is being
circulated. The effectiveness of the cooperatiommgnsupervisory authorities
could be improved.

Monaco has ratified and implemented, with some tsbamings as noted
previously, the Vienna, Parlemo and TF conventiandg the provisions of
S/RES/1267(1999) and S/RES/1373(2001).

The Principality of Monaco had not acceded to gmscdic multilateral treaty
on mutual assistance in criminal matfets has signed 3 bilateral mutual legal
assistance (MLA) agreements and several extradigyaements which contain
clauses on judicial assistance in connection witha€elition requests submitted.
Mutual assistance must be made through diplomataawels.

Since 2000 Monaco has been listed by the OECD’sr@ittee on Fiscal Affairs
as an un-cooperative tax haven, as it has not gimgnundertakings regarding
the transparency or the effective exchange of métion for taxation purposes.
It was nonetheless noted that Monaco does provideahassistance in matters
regarding organised tax fraud and related crimgesulbto compliance with the
specialty rule.

The dual criminality requirement which it applies compatible with the
requirements of Recommendation 37. At the timehef ¢valuation, Monaco
was unable to take action on all requests for tasgie in laundering activities
because of the restrictive ambit of the domesticdffence. There are concerns
about the ability of the authorities to handle sfigeany foreign requests for
freezing of funds or to carry out certain invedtigg measures, which are still
not covered by the Criminal Procedure Code.

It is regretted that the Principality has neithigned nor ratified the European
Convention on Extradition. It has, however, coneldidl5 extradition treaties
with various countries. Monaco’s legal arrangemegtserning extradition

allow for the extradition of those responsible ML and TF offences. Some
reservations still remain in particular regardinige textradition of those
responsible for certain acts of FT.

As regards other forms of cooperation, the scopexohange of information is
limited to transactions that appear to be linkedrnag trafficking, or organised
criminal activities, terrorism, terrorist acts errorist organizations or financing

2 Monaco has signed and ratified the European Coioremin Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters in Mar
2007, and the convention entered into force on/200 .
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of the latter. The law does not enable SICCFINdntact counterparts directly,
though in practice this is being done. The excharigaeformation with foreign
supervisory authorities is furthermore limited terrnal control procedures of
financial institutions.

7. Resources and statistics

51.

52.

Competent authorities, in particular the FIU, thublc prosecution service, the
investigative judges’ offices and the police shawdiew their staff numbers so
as to ensure that they are adequately resourcexffaotively perform their

functions. In particular, the limited number offétdhat SICCFIN can allocate
for supervision seriously impacts on its capadtyarry out fully this function

and should be addressed as a matter of urgency.

In general, the Monegasque authorities maintainide wange of statistics.
However these should be reviewed and further @etaib demonstrate the
effectiveness of law enforcement and prosecutodations and of the
effectiveness of the seizure and confiscation regifilme FIU keeps statistics on
the number of STRs analysed and disseminated. Hawibey do not contain
information on the underlying predicate offences.would assist if this
information is routinely kept. With regard to MLAequests, there were no
statistics provided on the breakdown of the offsnoencerned in each case (ie.
ML, predicate offences or FT). More detailed statssshould be kept which
show how rapidly ML and TF MLA requests are beiregpld with and which
show the nature of the request, whether it wastgdaar refused in whole and
in part. The statistics which were provided confitrat there was no extradition
on grounds of laundering.
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