This is Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur
made in this matter on February 9, 2021

COMMISSION OF INQUIRY INTO MONEY LAUNDERING IN BRITISH COLUMBIA
The Honourable Mr. Austin F. Cullen, Commissioner

AFFIDAVIT NO. 1 of JOSEPH EMILE LEONARD MEILLEUR

I, Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur, of View Royal, British Columbia, retiree, SWEAR

THAT:
1.

I am a former employee of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch ("GPEB")

and, as such, I have personal knowledge of the facts and matters deposed to in this
affidavit, save and except where based on information and belief, and where so stated, I
believe it to be true.
2.

I swear this affidavit to provide evidence to the Commission pursuant to a

summons issued to me under the Public Inquiry Act, S.B.C. 2007, c. 9.
Experience with RCMP (1978-2004)
3.

I was a Royal Mounted Canadian Police ("RCMP") officer from 1978-2004.

4.

I retired at the rank of Sergeant. Over the course of my career, I worked in

numerous capacities, including general duties (uniform), the musical ride, covert
surveillance, immigration and passport, customs and excise, serious crime in northern
BC, crisis negotiation and organized crime intelligence.
5.

I was not involved in investigating proceeds of crime or money laundering. I have

no recollection of any interactions with the Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis
Centre of Canada ("FINTRAC") during my time with the RCMP.
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6.

My last day at GPEB was November 24, 2017. I was on leave until my official

retirement from GPEB in 2018. After leaving GPEB, in 2018 I was employed by the RCMP
as the Acting National Coordinator for the RCMP's "Operational Stress Injury Program".
In January 2020 I retired from that position.
Experience Between RCMP and GPEB (2004-2007)

7.

After retiring from the RCMP in 2004 and before joining GPEB in 2007, I was

employed as one of Air Canada's manager of corporate security for Asia-Pacific (20042006) and as an investigator with the Office of the BC Ombudsperson (2006-2007).
8.

In neither role did I have any involvement in matters related to money laundering.

GPEB - Director of Lotteries (2007-2012)

9.

I was hired by GPEB in 2007 to be the Director of Lotteries of a new Lottery Retailer

Registration Unit and remained in the role until 2012.
10.

In this role, I was not involved with casino investigations or enforcement as the role

was responsible for the registration and regulation of lottery retailers.
GPEB - Executive Director and Registrar (2012-2014)

11.

In 2012, I became GPEB's Executive Director of Registration and Certification

Division.
12.

In this role, I oversaw a large work unit involved in the registration of gaming

workers and service providers, the certification of games and equipment, and was
responsible for providing written reasons on registration decisions.
13.

In this role, I was generally aware that there were concerns within GPEB about

money laundering in BC casinos. My understanding came from Mr. Larry Vander Graff
voicing concerns about the amount of $20 bills, which were possibly proceeds of crime,
being brought into BC casinos.
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14.

In my role as Executive Director of Registration and Certification, I was part of

GPEB's anti-money laundering cross-divisional working group ("AML x-dwg") led by Bill
McCrea, Executive Director, Internal Compliance and Risk Management. My supervisor
was the Assistant Deputy Minister ("ADM") Doug Scott.
15.

GPEB's AML x-dwg was created in 2011 to manage a government strategy that

was developed following a report written by Robert Kroeker, then of BC Civil Forfeiture
Office, titled "Summary Review: Anti-Money Laundering Measures at BC Gaming
Facilities" presented to the Minister of Public Safety and Solicitor General. The x-dwg
was a team of employees working ad-hoc under Mr. McCrea to develop strategy and to
help better manage cash handling in BC with the goal to stop money laundering. The
strategy and at times the associated documents were communicated to me by email as
a member the working group. It was a three-stage plan to address money laundering
under Mr. McCrea's leadership of the AML x-dwg:
a. Phase 1: Identify cash alternatives;
b. Phase 2: Operator intervention in order to implement cash
alternatives; and
c. Phase 3: Regulatory intervention, including enforcement and
compliance.
16.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "A" (GPEB0090.0001) is a true copy of a

Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Information Note prepared for the GPEB
AML x-dwg dated August 30, 2011. Initially, GPEB's Registration and Certification
Division was represented by Rick Saville and Ron Merchant. I became a part of the xdwg for a period of time when I was in an acting position around 2011 and then full-time
after my promotion to Executive Director in or around March 2012.
17.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "B" (GPEB0229.001) is a true copy of an

e-mail from Mr. McCrea to me and other members of the GPEB AML x-dwg dated
November 3, 2011. In this e-mail Mr. McCrea identifies the "strategic statement to guide
the work of the AML x-dwg" as follows:
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GPEB and partners will stop money laundering in gaming by moving from a
cash based industry as quickly as possible and scrutinizing the remaining cash
for appropriate action. This shift will respect or enhance our responsible
gambling practices and the health of the industry.
18.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "C" (GPEB0235.001) is a true copy of an

e-mail from Mr. McCrea to me and other members of the GPEB AML x-dwg dated
December 3, 2011 attaching a Strategy Tracking Document. This document was used by
GPEB to track progress on strategy initiatives, outlining who was responsible for the
initiative, timelines and status of the initiative work being done.
19.

In my role as Executive Director of Registration and Certification Division

attended meetings of the AML x-dwg held by Mr. McCrea and would provide input.
believe the group initially met bi-weekly and Mr. McCrea would have arranged those
meetings and set the agenda. Through these activities and related correspondence I was
aware that Larry Vander Graaf, then GPEB Executive Director of Enforcement Division,
was concerned about the issue of money laundering. My understanding was that Mr.
Vander Graff was concerned about the volume of $20 bills coming into BC Casinos and
that they were possibly or likely proceeds of crime based upon the number of Suspicious
Transaction Reports. Those concerns would sometimes be presented to the AML x-dwg
orally at meetings. For example, attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "D"
(GPEB0252.0001) is a true copy of an e-mail from Mr. McCrea to me and other members
of the GPEB AML x-dwg dated August 31, 2012 forwarding an e-mail from Douglas Scott
to Mr. McCrea that describes evidence presented by "Investigations" at a meeting of the
AML x-dwg on August 30, 2012. I have no recollection about this specific meeting.
20.

In or around 2013, I became a member of a sub-committee of the GPEB AML x-

dwg formed to look at customer due diligence ("CDD") for large and suspicious cash
transactions. The sub-committee was comprised of Mr. McCrea, Mr. Vander Graaf, Ms.
Van Sleuwen and me. We were to review the area of due diligence "know your customer"
exercised on suspicious cash by financial institutions, currency exchanges, the legal
profession and others. We were to consider alternatives to ensure that the gaming
industry was exercising appropriate increased due diligence on the origin of cash.
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21.

The sub-committee's work resulted in a consultant, Jerome Malysh of Malysh

Associates Ltd., being engaged by GPEB in April 2014 to conduct a review on the "know
your customer" processes being applied by other organizations to cash deposits. Mr.
Malysh's role was to specifically research customer due diligence standards used by
financial institutions and other businesses when accepting cash. Mr. Malysh's report was
issued in September 2014.
22.

Mr. Vander Graaf and those working with him were also creating documents to

summarize data obtained from s. 86 reports resulting in Reports of Findings created by
the Investigations and Regional Operations Division. He would express concern about
the issue of money laundering. I would be copied on some e-mails documenting this
concern from Mr. Vander Graaf and those who worked with him. For example, attached
hereto and marked as Exhibit "E" (GPEB0266.0001) is a true copy of an e-mail from Joe
Schalk, Senior Director, Investigations, to me and other members of the GPEB AML xdwg dated May 23, 2014. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "F" (GPEB0267.0001)
is a true copy of an e-mail from Mr. Schalk to me and other members of the GPEB AML
x-dwg dated July 18, 2014.
23.

Mr. Vander Graaf, Mr. Schalk, and their Managers Ed Rampone and Derek

Dickson were constantly raising the concern of AML to the various ADM's and GPEB
Executive. The topic of money laundering from the Investigations and Regional
Operations perspective was a common theme during many executive meetings.
24.

In light of all of the above, I was aware and I believe that others at GPEB were

aware that casinos may be vulnerable to money laundering of proceeds of crime and the
manner in which suspicious cash was packaged. This knowledge came initially from Mr.
Vander Graff repeatedly raising concern about the volume of $20 bills entering BC
casinos.
GPEB - Executive Director, Compliance

25.

In 2014, a Branch review was conducted at the request of John Mazure, then

GPEB's General Manager and ADM, and was implemented in or around December 2014.
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I believe Mr. Mazure had consulted with his supervisor in the Office of the Associate
Deputy Minister Ms. Cheryl Wenezenki-Yolland ("OADM") about conducting this review.
26.

Mr. Mazure engaged staff from Ministry of Finance Strategic Human Resources to

conduct the review. Several staff of GPEB were interviewed, and I understand
representatives from BCLC, and other external partners were also interviewed.
27.

In advance of my interview with the Strategic Human Resources team conducting

the review, I created notes to use as talking points. Attached hereto and marked as
Exhibit "G" (GPEB4075) is a true copy of my notes dated August 7, 2014. I do not

recollect the date of the interview.
28.

After the review and as a result of the restructuring that followed, Messrs. Schalk

and Vander Graaf were dismissed from their employment with GPEB. I do not know the
reasons behind this decision, but I recall being advised that they were escorted out of the
GPEB office in front of their staff.
29.

Others in the GPEB Executive were also informed that they were being dismissed

from their employment with GPEB, but were offered assistance in finding new roles. After
the review I was asked by Mr. Mazure to take on the role of Executive Director,
Compliance. Compliance was a new division within GPEB, formed from the merger of the
Audit and Compliance, Investigations and Regional Operations (Enforcement) and Horse
Racing divisions.
30.

I recall one minor disagreement between Mr. Vander Graaf and Mr. Mazure over

responsibility, ownership and authority of investigations reports. Investigations and
Regional Operations had a disclaimer at the top of their Section 86 reports that stated the
documents could only be released to external parties with permission of Investigations
and Regional Operations. Mr. Mazure's preference was that this document format be
changed to reflect "with the permission of the General Manager" to make it clear that
those documents were the property of the General Manager of GPEB. When I took on
the role of Executive Director of Compliance Mr. Mazure discussed that with me and I
changed the format.
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31.

When I was asked to take on the Compliance Division, Phase 3 of the plan to

address money laundering became a shared responsibility within the limited authority of
GPEB. I understood that under the Gaming Control Act GPEB has the responsibility for
the overall integrity of gaming in the Province of British Columbia. From the outset of my
taking the position of Executive Director of Compliance, it was made clear to me pursuant
to legal opinions that the issue of money laundering was to be managed within the
ongoing AML strategy and that GPEB had no authority to investigate offences of money
laundering or related criminal code matters.
32.

One of the immediate directions from Mr. Mazure to me as Executive Director of

Compliance, was for me to ensure this newly formed division established a good
relationship with the British Columbia Lottery Corporation ("BCLC"). I engaged in regular
monthly meetings with BCLC's Vice President Corporate Security and Compliance, Brad
Desmarais, and then later Rob Kroeker. I know that other staff in my division also had
meetings with various BCLC staff.
33.

One of the first tasks assigned to me by Mr. Mazure as Executive Director of

Compliance was to take steps to ensure the data that found its way into our annual report
reflected the mandate of GPEB. In particular, service providers were providing reports
pursuant to s. 86 of the Gaming Control Act ("section 86 reports") pertaining to nongaming incidents that occurred at a casino. For example, we received reports about minor
assaults, mischief, impaired driving, petty vandalism, etc. These had been treated as
investigative matters and found their way into the annual report.
34.

Pursuant to the direction from Mr. Mazure, I engaged Niel Pritchard, of the Ministry

of Social Development to review the system of scoring or categorizing the section 86
reports to avoid duplicity in the future and to avoid the reporting of those minor matters
for which we had no responsibility.
35.

In the course of this review, I sought input from Ross Alderson and Kevin Sweeney

from BCLC on the contents of the reports and a new general manger's directive on s. 86
reporting was approved and implemented.
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36.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "H" (GPEB0756) is a true copy of a

memorandum from ADM John Mazure updating the requirements for reporting under s.
86 of the Gaming Control Act dated July 17, 2015.
37.

After GPEB was restructured, the AML x-dwg group was for a very short period

still managed under the leadership of Mr. McCrea. I remained a member of the AML xdwg, although there were fewer meetings, and the group ceased existing upon Mr.
McCrea's departure from GPEB, which I believe occurred in 2016. In time and with the
appointment of a new Strategic Policy and Planning Executive Director, the policy
portions of the AML Strategy became the responsibility of that division, under Michele
Jaggi-Smith. The former executive director of Strategic Policy and Planning Division was
Suzanne Bell. My responsibility was to ensure that investigators continued engagement
with law enforcement and that our audit division continued to do any work required to
support the regulatory phase of the plan.
38.

I recall that shortly after my appointment as Executive Director of Compliance, I

attended a meeting with Mr. McCrea on January 6, 2015, in which presentations were
made by GPEB and BCLC to OADM Cheryl Wenezenki-Yolland and some of her
Government Communications Public Engagement (CGPE) staff.
39.

In that meeting presentations were made by both Mr. McCrea and Mr. Desmarais.

Mr. Desmarais provided an update to Ms. Wenezeneki-Yolland about work BLCL had
done in the area of money laundering. It was during this briefing that I first gained an indepth insight into such terms as "hawala" and the Asian money-lending culture. It is my
understanding that the briefing occurred at the request of Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland who
was concerned about the ongoing issue of suspicious cash and large cash transactions
in casinos.
2015 Cash Alternative Proposals
40.

Through the AML strategy, x-dwg and the work of BCLC and service providers,

cash alternatives were implemented in BC casinos. These included the e-transfer of
funds, Patron Gaming Funds, and convenience cheques. Another cash alternative that
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was being considered was the proposal of BCLC and their Gaming Services Providers
that they be allowed to extend credit to players. My recollection is that BCLC was directed
by Ms. Michele Jaggi-Smith, the Executive Director of GPEB's Strategic Policy and
Planning Division, to submit a proposal as to how that would occur. Ms. Michele JaggiSmith was overseeing this proposal. Credit had not been implemented at the time of my
departure from GPEB.
41.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "I" (GPEB755) is a true copy of a briefing

document initiated by Michelle Jaggi-Smith to Mr. Mazure entitled "GPEB's Response to
BCLC Proposal regarding cash alternatives in BC Casinos" dated July 22, 2015. I was
listed as the Ministry Contact on this briefing document because I was the Executive
Director of Compliance, but work on these initiatives was being done by the Strategic
Policy and Planning Division under Ms. Jaggi-Smith.
42.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "J" (BCLC0005105) is a true copy of an

e-mail from Michele Jaggi-Smith to Rob Kroeker, then of BCLC, and copying me and Jeff
Henderson in respect of Cash Alternatives - Extension of Credit dated July 21, 2017.
43.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "K" (GPEB0759.0001) is a true copy of a

Concept Paper entitled "Cash in Gaming Facilities" dated July 27, 2015. This document
was compiled by Ms. Kim Thorau, facilitator and contractor, following the Exploring
Common Ground meeting in June 2015. I reviewed this document. It was used as a
debrief document of the meeting and provided to agencies with an overview of what was
discussed. It was also used to inform the ADM and his superiors of findings from that
meeting.
44.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "L" (BCLC0004513) is a true copy of an

e-mail from Ross Alderson, then of BCLC, to me in respect of Convenience Cheques
dated August 28, 2015.
45.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "M" (GPEB 4218 and 4219) is a true copy

of an e-mail string starting November 13, 2015 from Rob Kroeker to GPEB about cash
alternative proposals.
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46.

It is my understanding that convenience cheques were approved. As with the

examination of credit, this initiative fell under the responsibility of the Strategic Policy and
Planning Division under the direction of Ms. Michelle Jaggi-Smith.
Reviews Undertaken under My Leadership
47.

A significant number of reviews were performed during my tenure as Executive

Director, Compliance.
48.

I relied upon Audit Directors Anna Fitzgerald, David Pyatt, and Karen Kraan, and

Manager Doug Mayer for their expertise in audits and reviews as it was a new area for
me. The Audit unit was comprised of trained and highly professional individuals and I
received their analysis reports, audits, and reviews, and ensured the documents were
shared with GPEB executive or senior government leadership, and if applicable, with
BCLC. In the fall of 2015, our division moved to Phase 3 of the AML strategy and several
of the reports containing analysis and intelligence were used to provide situational
awareness to police and helped to inform AML decisions made by the DM or OADM.
Much of the work conducted by the audit unit in Phase 3 were reviews in support of the
ongoing police investigation that were shared with GPEB investigators, Mr. Ackles, our
Manager of the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT), and the GPEB
Intelligence Unit. All reports from the Audit unit were typically addressed to the Executive
Director.
49.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "N" (GPEB0765) is a true copy of an

internal memo to me from Parminder Basi in respect of COMM-8490 [Player Gaming
Fund] PGF Review/ January 1, 2015-June 30, 2015 dated April 20, 2015.
50.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "O" (GPEB0791.0001) is a true copy of

an internal memo to me from Parminder Basi in respect of Cash Flow Review of River
Rock Casino High Limit Rooms (COMM-8514) dated December 12, 2015.
51.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "P" (DOC00000962, p. 117-120) is a true

copy of an internal memo to me from Parminder Basi in respect of COMM-8611 Follow
up: Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at River Rock Casino dated February 15, 2016.
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52.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "Q" (BCLC0001826) is a true copy of an

internal memo to me from Parminder Basi in respect of Comm-8621 River Rock Casino
Cash Transfer Analysis between High Limit Cages and Vault Review period July 1 2015
to December 2015 dated April 27, 2016.
53.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "R" (GPEB0872.0001) is a true copy of

an internal memo to me from Tim Storms in respect of Unusual Financial Transaction/
Suspicious Transaction Verification Review Phase II (COMM-8629) dated April 27, 2016.
54.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "S" (GPEB0873.0001) is a true copy of

an internal memo to me from Parminder Basi in respect of COMM-8669 Review of
Provincially Banned Cash Facilitators dated April 29, 2016.
55.

On May 10, 2016, Compliance Division reported to the Minister in respect of

Gaming Audits and Results. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "T" (DOC00000962,
pdf p. 62-63) is a true copy of an Estimates Note in respect of Gaming Audits and Results
dated May 10, 2016 that lists me as the contact.
56.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "U" (DOC00000962, pdfp. 138-141) is a

true copy of an internal memo to me from Bojan Nikolic in respect of Compliance with
BCLC Directive related to Unsourced Cash and Chips dated June 21, 2016.
57.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "V" (DOC00000962, pdf p. 100-116) is a

true copy of an internal memo to me from Karen Roberts in respect of COMM-8604 River
Rock "High Roller" Occupational Analysis dated August 16, 2016.
58.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "W" (DOC00000962, pdf p. 172-182) is a

true copy of an internal memo to me from Tim Storms in respect of High Volume Slot Play
Analysis COMM-8687 dated December 19, 2017. GPEB provided BCLC with the results
of this review. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "X" (DOC00000962, pdf p. 127137) is a true copy of a report from GPEB to Robert Kroeker and Gurmit Aujla, both of
BCLC entitled "High Volume Slot Play Review" dated December 23 2017.
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59.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "Y" (GPEB0973.0001) is a true copy of

an internal memo to me from Parminder Basi in respect of COMM-8838 Patron Gaming
Fund (PGF) Account Deposit Analysis dated December 30, 2016.
60.

Due to our regulatory intervention responsibility under Phase 3 of the AML strategy

and the obligation imposed upon GPEB by way of the Gaming Control Act, which provides
responsibility for the overall integrity of gaming in the Province, it was imperative to remain
informed and understand if the controls, policies, and guidelines BCLC or service
providers had in place required any enhancement. The audit unit helped inform GPEB's
understanding of any identified concern.
GPEB Intelligence Unit Reports Prepared During My Tenure
61.

In late 2015, I proposed creating a GPEB Intelligence Unit to the ADM and in mid-

2016, it was formed under my division. The unit produced regular intelligence reports. To
support this proposal I had also engaged the services of the Compliance and
Enforcement Secretariat working group to conduct a review. Mr. Greg Tonn was assigned
that task.
62.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "Z" (GPEB754) is a true copy of a report

prepared for me by Greg Tonn, Project Coordinator Compliance and Enforcement
Secretariat Ministry of Justice entitled "Gaming Regulator Intelligence and Enforcement
Practices: A Canadian Cross-Jurisdictional Review" dated July 2015. This document
helped inform GPEB of what other jurisdictions may or may not be doing with respect to
gaming intelligence and if they had dedicated personnel to perform that role. It helped
inform GPEB that there was a need and as a result a unit was created with two employees
Manager Robert (Bob) Stewart and Mr. Scott McGregor.
63.

Mr. Steward and Mr. McGregor reported to the Senior Director of Compliance

Division, Ms., Anna Fitzgerald, who directly reported to me.
64.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "AA" (GPEB911) is a true copy of a report

distributed to me for action entitled "Current Intelligence Report 16-002 Transnational
Organized crime (TNOC) and the Nexus to the Gaming Industry in British Columbia"
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dated September 14, 2016. This document was compiled by GPEB Intelligence Unit Scott
McGregor under the supervision of Mr. Stewart. This document was used during a briefing
by Mr. McGregor and Mr. Stewart that was attended by OADM Wenezenki-Yolland, ADM
Mazure, me, and some members of the RCMP. Mr. McGregor was also embedded in one
of the RCMP intelligence units as member of GPEB.
65.

After my departure, Mr. McGregor was also embedded the Gaming Intelligence

Group (GIG). I believe BCLC was also part of GIG. I believe the implementation of the
GIG occurred in late 2017 after the creation of JIGIT. The idea of GIG was born from the
Transaction Assessment Team proposal.
66.

Mr. Scott McGregor and Mr. Robert Stewart, his supervisor, created documents

for use within GPEB for our investigator's situational awareness of trends in transnational
organized crime, gambling, and for sharing with the law enforcement partners they were
working with. I read the documents produced by the intelligence unit to inform myself and
they were subsequently shared/and or used in briefings to ADM Mr. Mazure, OADM
Wenezenki-Yolland and other GPEB Executives.
GPEB's Mandate re Money Laundering
67.

Under the newly formed Compliance Division, I was advised by my staff that they

would like for our division to continue to respond to what they believed to be money
laundering of proceeds of crime in casinos. They expressed concern to me about the risk
of money laundering in casinos including the vast amount of $20 bills being taken in.
68.

I discussed with my team that money laundering was a GPEB priority, but our role

was defined by the Gaming Control Act ("GCA"). The basis for my view were legal
opinions which stated that money laundering investigations were outside of our mandate
and only for law enforcement to investigate. Our job was to collect information, share it
with the police, support any requests for assistance, and report up.
69.

Based on the legal opinions I obtained, I was advised that it was not within GPEB's

mandate to investigate money laundering. The investigation of money laundering is a

Criminal Code mandate, GPEB's job was to support the police, but the Gaming Control
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Act did not give GPEB the authority to investigate. At all times, the actions I took were

based upon the advice provided to me.
70.

During my time as Executive Director of Compliance, I had made several inquiries

into whether the Gaming Control Act could be amended. At that time, there was no
willingness by the responsible Minister to amend the Gaming Control Act or to provide
additional powers which may allow GPEB to investigate money laundering.
71.

I recall that Mr. Mazure telling me numerous times to do my best in living within an

outdated Gaming Control Act as he had repeatedly heard requests from staff across
GPEB about their desire to amend the Gaming Control Act. He continued to encourage
that we bring any money laundering concerns forward to police and report upwards.
72.

However, in April 2016 when the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team ("JIGIT")

was created, GPEB investigators were embedded in the CFSEU-BC JIGIT unit, which
gave us the opportunity to work directly with police on gaming investigations.
73.

My understanding, based on the legal advice I received, both internally and from

a legal opinion provided by Peter German, was that GPEB investigators could investigate
and examine the information provided in the s. 86 reports GPEB was receiving from
BCLC and gaming services providers around suspicious and large cash transactions by
looking for linkages to other players and share that information to others including police
and FINTRAC. I also understood that GPEB investigators could interview players on
matters such as cheat at play and theft, but that it was not within GPEB's mandate to
investigate proceeds of crime and persons in casinos who may be suspected of money
laundering.
Exploring Common Ground Summit & Beginning of E-Pirate
74.

In or around March 2015, BCLC's Ross Alderson and I organized a meeting of

different stakeholders, including the RCMP and FINTRAC, in Richmond. Attached hereto
and marked as Exhibit "BB" (GPEB7 41) is a true copy of a record entitled "Gaming
Policy and Enforcement Branch - Collaborative Anti-Money Laundering Strategy" dated
March 27, 2015 that was created in connection with that meeting.
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75.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "CC" (GPEB4697) is a true copy of a

briefing document Minister de Jong entitled "June 4, 2015 Anti-Money Laundering
Workshop 'Exploring Common Ground, Building Solutions" dated May 14, 2015.
76.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "DD" (BCLC0000125) is a true copy of a

backgrounder about Exploring Common Ground summit dated June 4, 2015. Attached
hereto and marked as Exhibit "EE" (BCLC0000126) is a true copy of an agenda for this
summit dated June 4, 2015.
77.

The summit was supported by BCLC. Mr. Desmarais and I agreed that the only

manner in which these criminal matters inside casinos could be confirmed would be
through investigations by police, and that a dedicated police unit was necessary for this
purpose.
78.

Following this meeting I received an e-mail from Cal Chrustie, then of the RCMP.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "FF" (GPEB4133.001) is a true copy of an email to me and others from Cal Chrustie dated June 6, 2015.
79.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "GG" (GPEB0753.0001) is a true copy of

a record entitled "Anti-Money Laundering Workshop: Exploring Common Ground"
submitted by me to Mr. Mazure and dated June 25, 2015.
80.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "HH" (GPEB0770.0001) is a true copy of

a Strategy Document entitled "Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch's Anti-Money
Laundering Strategy: Phase 3" dated September 3, 2015. An ongoing item in the GPEB
Annual Report was the focus on money laundering. The Strategic Policy and Planning
Division under ADM Mazure's direction prepared documents for him, which various GPEB
staff including myself may have contributed to. This document is an example of a request
from the OADM Wenezenki-Yolland to ADM Mazure to provide an update on the AML
Strategy.
81.

Shortly

after the

Exploring

Common

Ground

meeting,

I believe

that

Messrs. Alderson and Desmarais continued to pressure police and filed a complaint that

I understand led to the E-Pirate investigation. On July 22, 2015, Mr. Alderson contacted
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me in respect of suspected organized crime links to cash drop offs and to advise that the
RCMP had begun an investigation.

He recommended that I contact the RCMP. I

requested he send me details of what he had been advised of.
82.

I requested and received a section 86 report from BCLC. Attached hereto and

marked as Exhibit "II" (BCLC4207) is a true copy of a section 86 report dated July 24,
2015 submitted by Mr. Alderson in respect of this issue.
83.

I immediately called Superintendent Cal Chrustie of the RCMP Federal Serious

Organized Crime (FSOC) unit. He could only confirm that BCLC had come to the RCMP
with a subject they had concerns about and that the RCMP had commenced an
investigation. That investigation was later identified to me as E-Pirate and our
investigators assisted police when requested and this began to consume much of their
work time. I viewed this as a positive use of our resources.
84.

I immediately advised my ADM, John Mazure, of the fact there was an ongoing

investigation into money laundering in BC casinos. Mr. Mazure advised me that he
reported that up to OADM Wenezenki-Yolland, and I believe from my discussions with
Mr. Mazure that Minister Michael DeJong was also informed.
85.

With a police investigation ongoing, my role was to keep the ADM and senior

government officials informed of the progress of the investigation. I did not share specifics
of the investigation as I had committed to non-disclosure.
2015 Spreadsheet
86.

On August 13th , 2015, GPEB investigators Rob Barber and Ken Ackles brought

me a spreadsheet compiling information from s. 86 reports regarding transactions at River
Rock Casino for the month of July 2015. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "JJ"
(GPEB2181) is a true copy of said spreadsheet.
87.

The activity described in those reports was very troubling. This is the first time I

had seen this level of detail. The spreadsheet showed vast amounts of cash, $20 bills,
being used to buy-in at casinos and what appeared to be cash drop offs. I immediately
16

called both Mr. Ackles and Mr. Barber to ask them to explain where the information
contained in the descriptive narrative column of the spreadsheet was sourced from. They
advised the information was entirely sourced from the Section 86 reports filed by the
gaming services providers and ultimately reported to FINTRAC.
88.

This was not the first I had heard of large or suspicious buy-ins. Mr. Vander Graaf

emphatically expressing his concerns about suspicious cash for years. I had learned
these concerns began in 2007, and continued through three eras of leadership at GPEB
- those of ADMs Derek Sturko, Doug Scott and John Mazure.
89.

After seeing this spreadsheet, I believed that some of these funds were most likely

the proceeds of crime. At this point in time my belief was formed with the knowledge of
the ongoing E-Pirate police investigation.
Response to 2015 Spreadsheet
90.

I was very concerned after receiving the spreadsheet from Messrs. Barber and

Ackles.
91.

I briefed Ms. Wenezeneki-Yolland and provided her with the spreadsheet. At the

time, I was the acting ADM as Mr. Mazure was on holiday. OADM Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland
had just returned from vacation and in my acting role as ADM I was scheduled to brief
Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland about various issue notes relating to the transition to a new
Deputy Minister. However, I took this opportunity to also brief her on the content of the
spreadsheet, intelligence, trends, and ongoing GPEB investigation work around those
trends. I provided her with a copy of the spreadsheet and asked her to review it to
determine if she shared the same concerns I did.
92.

The next working day, Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland called me and told me she could

not sleep as she too was very concerned about what she had read. It was a short time
later through ADM Mazure who had returned from holiday that that she asked him to
provide some options which led to the review by an audit firm, MNP, our intelligence unit
being established, and the ultimate establishment of the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation
Team (JIGIT).
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93.

I did not redirect GPEB investigators to independently investigate where the cash

was coming from because I continued to be informed by legal counsel that it was not
within GPEB's mandate to investigate money laundering. Several documents or legal
opinions were created over my tenure delineating that investigating money laundering or
proceeds of crime was not within GPEB's roles and responsibilities.
94.

On August 21, 2015, I met Kevin Sweeney and Ross Alderson of BCLC in Victoria

and advised them that GPEB had done an analysis of STRs and the content of those
STRs had caused grave concern at GPEB.
95.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "KK" (BCLC0016204) is a true copy of a

BCLC document titled "Corporate Security and Compliance AML Document" dated
September 8, 2015 which confirms the date BCLC was advised about the spreadsheet
analysis. It is my belief Mr. Alderson was the author of this document.
96.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "LL" (GPEB3894) is a true copy of a

Briefing Note initiated by me and sent to Ms. Wenezeneki-Yolland entitled "Role of GPEB
Compliance Division (Investigations)" and dated August 24, 2015.
97.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "MM" (GPEB4414) is a true copy of an

email exchange dated August 28, 2015 between Ms. Wenezeneki-Yolland and I following
a briefing.
98.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "NN" (GPEB0767) is a true copy of a

Briefing Note initiated by Mr. Mazure and sent to Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland entitled "Options
for issuing anti-money laundering directives to BCLC" and dated September 1, 2015. To
my knowledge the recommendations were never approved and issued.
99.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "00" (GPEB4415) is a true copy of the

index of the binder I prepared for my briefing in September 2015 with Ms. WenezenkiYolland.
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River Rock Chip Swap Delay
100.

In or around September 2015, I was aware of BCLC's plan to conduct a chip swap

at the River Rock Casino Resort, involving the replacement of the casinos existing $5000
chip with a new $5000 chip. I informed Inspector Mike Serr of the upcoming chip swap as
I was aware of the ongoing police investigation (later known as E-Pirate).
101.

I requested, on behalf of the police, that the River Rock chip swap be delayed after

a discussion with and at the request of Inspector Mike Serr of the Vancouver Police
Department. I requested that BCLC assist in that request, which they did.
102.

Exhibit "KK" (BCLC0016204) of my Affidavit states that GPEB advised BCLC of

the RCMP's request to postpone the chip swap and BCLC agreed to postpone. The next
day on September 8, 2015, BCLC spoke to the RCMP yet no discussion is noted about
concerns relating to the postponement of the chip swap.
Interactions with BCLC
103.

Prior to moving into compliance, I had a strong relationship with my counterparts

at BCLC. I believe BCLC leaders had faith that if they called me, I would be able to provide
assistance or information without any bias or prejudice. I was advised by ADM John
Mazure that during the GPEB restructuring, BCLC executive were interviewed and they
had positive things to say about their relationship with me in my role as Executive Director
of Registration and Certification Division.
104.

With the portfolio of money laundering now under my responsibility as Executive

Director of Compliance that relationship changed. When I took over compliance
responsibilities, I became aware of an increased volume of suspicious cash, at which
point I began to understand the stress and challenges faced by Messrs. Vander Graaf
and Schalk. I recall Messrs. Desmarais and Kroeker of BCLC asking about GPEB's
authority to receive s. 86 reports. I obtained legal advice and told BCLC that GPEB had
statutory authority to receive s.86 reports and the matter was resolved.
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Information Sharing Agreement
105.

There was an information sharing agreement in place between BCLC and the

RCMP E-Division dated January 2014 ("ISA"). I did not become aware of this ISA until
mid 2015.
106.

On July 22, 2015 I was notified by BCLC of an investigation been launched that

involved casinos (E-Pirate) and I spoke to the RCMP.
107.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "PP" (GPEB4148) is a true copy of an e-

mail dated July 24, 2015 that I sent in preparation for my meeting with the RCMP on July
30, 2015 on how GPEB could assist the RCMP.
108.

Immediately after the meeting I wrote out action plan items listing my

understanding of what I would address. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "QQ"
(GPEB4160) is a true copy of an e-mail dated July 31, 2015 I sent to RCMP leadership.
109.

The e-mail contains action items following an in person meeting at the RCMP

Headquarters discussing how GPEB can assist in the ongoing investigation (later termed
E-Pirate) and facilitate cooperation and exchange of information. One action item was
beginning work with RCMP Superintendent Sandro Colassaco on reviewing all
information sharing agreements involving GPEB and BCLC. Another one was to work
with BCLC on roles and responsibilities and determine if any information sharing
agreements between agencies need to be modified or reconsidered.
110.

I believe I was not aware of the ISA between the RCMP and BCLC until receiving

a copy in or around 2015 from Mr. Alderson. I started reviewing ISAs as part of the work
I had committed to doing with RCMP leadership. It is my understanding that GPEB had
not been consulted when the ISA was made in 2014.
111.

I had some concerns about this ISA. It included some language that I believed did

not represent both the role of BCLC and GPEB. BCLC had the statutory authority to ban
individuals from casinos without the delegated authority to do post-banning investigations
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if violations occurred. GPEB had the authority under section 93 of the Gaming Control
Act to do post-banning investigations.

112.

In or around the fall of 2015, I sought input from a former BCLC staff and Combined

Forces Special Enforcement Unit ("CFSEU") staff member about the agreement and
whether a privacy impact assessment had been done or if there had been consultation
with the Office of the Information and Privacy Commissioner about this type of police
information being shared with a Crown Corporation. I was advised that there had not been
a privacy impact assessment. I believed that the information where necessary would best
be shared with GPEB, because GPEB investigators were Special Provincial Constables
(SPC). I was also concerned that BCLC by barring persons may interfere with the ongoing
police investigation (E-Pirate) by effectively giving the targets notice that they were being
watched.
113.

I did not speak to RCMP Superintendent Colassaco until October 5, 2015 while in

the RCMP Headquarters for another meeting with my staff Anna Fitzgerald and Al
Giesbrecht. I spoke to Superintendent Colassaco of the RCMP about my concerns and
Superintendent Colassaco expressed he had concerns as well. I left that meeting with the
impression that Superintendent Colassaco was going to review the ISA, RCMP
operational policy as it pertained to GPEB and determine what action he needed to take.
114.

The ISA was suspended on or about October 27, 2015. I recall this date as Mr.

Kroeker called me at home. I was surprised at the cancellation without notice. Mr. Kroeker
was very concerned about the suspension and called me advising that the suspension
caused harm to BCLC. I stated that it was the RCMP's decision, and I had no authority
over the RCMP. I explained that one of my concerns about the sharing of police
information to BCLC in this manner was like concerns addressed by the OIPC in BC's
Bar Watch program.
115.

The next day I sent Mr. Kroeker an email outline my understanding of what

occurred. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "RR" (BCLC0004922) is a true copy
of an e-mail chain between me and Rob Kroeker dated October 28, 2015.
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116.

RCMP Superintendent Colassaco also emailed Mr. Kroeker to explain the reasons

for the suspension. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "55" (BCLC4932) is a true
copy of that e-mail dated October 28, 2015.
117.

Superintendent Colassaco explains in this response that he was of the

understanding a plan for sharing of information with BCLC would be done under a new
memorandum of understanding ("MOU") with GPEB. He also expressed he had concerns
that BCLC was not a CAT II level agency by either CPIC or CISBC. GPEB is a Cat II
organization as it has CPIC and SPC designation as well as a mandate for the overall
integrity of gaming.
118.

The decision by Superintendent Colassaco was quickly overturned and the ISA

was reinstated on October 29, 2015. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "TT"
(BCLC0071) is a true copy of that e-mail dated October 29, 2015.
MNP Review and Report
119.

In response to the August 2015 spreadsheet and the ongoing police investigation

a recommendation was suggested to the OADM and ADM that GPEB must do something
to make an informed decision on what the spreadsheet identified, being ongoing concerns
about suspicious cash being reported in casinos.
120.

At that point, I believe the relationship with BCLC was stressed in terms of audits

and it was GPEB's view someone independent needed to be involved. After reviewing
potential or available audit firms Myer Norris Penny ("MNP") LLP was brought in. GPEB
Director of Finance Mr. Dave Boychuk was tasked with ensuring proper procurement
procedures were followed.
121.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "UU" (GPEB4721 and GPEB4722) is a

true copy of an e-mail exchange between myself and Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland about
whether an external review is required dated August 31, 2015.
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122.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "VV" (GPEB4742) is a true copy of an e-

mail from me to GPEB staff and executive attaching my thoughts and questions about the
review process dated September 9, 2015.
123.

During the MNP review, Mr. Kroeker consulted with the Information and Privacy

Commissioner to examine GPEB's authority to engage a third-party, MNP, and share
BCLC's information with them for the purpose of conducting the review. GPEB had to
complete a Privacy Impact Assessment and this delayed the audit commencing for
approximately three months. The OIPC concluded GPEB had the authority and could
allow MNP to obtain the information with some controls.
124.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "WW" (GPEB4198) is a true copy of an

e-mail chain between Rob Kroeker and Dave Boychuk dated October 7-8, 2015 and
copied to me.
125.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "XX" (GPEB4202) is a true copy of a letter

from Mr. Kroeker to me dated October 14, 2015.
126.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "YY" (GPEB4776) is a true copy of e-mail

dated October 15, 2015 from me to Mr. Kroeker responding to his letter.
127.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "ZZ" (GPEB4214) is a true copy of a

Privacy Impact Assessment from Matt Reed to me dated November 9, 2015.
128.

The Privacy Commissioner concluded that GPEB, with controls in place, could

engage MNP to conduct the audit and have them receive BCLC information to conduct
the review.
129.

Senior Director Anna Fitzgerald of GPEB Compliance and Director Derek Dickson

of GPEB Compliance worked with MNP in providing them access to information and
persons to interview. MNP interviewed a number of people at Gaming Service Provider
River Rock Casino and BCLC.
130.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "AAA" (GPEB4889.001) is a true copy of

an email

from Angela Swann, Executive Director of Registration and Certification
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Division, dated April 11, 2016 to me and Mr. Mazure after her meeting with Ms.
Wenezenki-Yolland. Ms. Swan was in an acting role for Mr. Mazure. Ms. WenezenkiYolland had concerns about the scope of the MNP report. This e-mail exchange contains
my disappointment with Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland's comments.
131.

Ultimately MNP produced a report entitled "British Columbia Gaming Policy

Enforcement Branch: AML Report" and dated July 26, 2016 (the "MNP Report").
132.

Messrs. Kroeker and Lightbody were not in agreement with how some of the

methodology in the MNP Report was conducted and they were not in agreement with
some of the interpretation of the data they collected.
133.

At a meeting involving Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland and Mr. Mazure, Mr. Kroeker

questioned the manner in which the MNP review was conducted, in terms of the process,
and the manner in which information was presented in the MNP Report.
134.

I believe the MNP Report was unbiased as it was a third party engaged to

determine whether or nor there were concerns with examination of cash flow and
application of guidelines in casinos.
135.

As a result of the MNP Report, and ongoing concerns around money laundering, I

believe the relationship between BCLC and GPEB executive became strained. BCLC Jim
Lightbody and ADM John Mazure engaged Dr. Tammy Dewar, a professional certified
coach, from Royal Roads University and held a meeting with all executive at the BCLC
office in Kamloops to help explore what I believe was the ongoing tension between BCLC
and GPEB. I believe this occurred on or around March 14, 2016.
136.

I recall discussing in my regular meetings with Mr. Alderson and Mr. Kroeker what

additional measures I believed could be taken, including a threshold on the amount of
cash that could be accepted, efforts to do more to identify the source of funds and learn
more about customers, and asking foreign nationals whether they have a bank account
in Canada. BCLC would respond that they had measures in place. Therefore, without
direction or intervention from senior government, GPEB had limited alternatives to
consider during Phase 3 of the AML strategy.
24

137.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "BBB" (GPEB4716) is a true copy of an

e-mail exchange between Mr. Desmarais and I about customer due diligence (COD)
dated August 27, 2017.
Following the MNP Report
138.

In response to the MNP Report, I initiated a briefing to Ms. Wenezeneki-Yolland.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "CCC" (GPEB0912.001) is a true copy of a
Briefing Document entitled "2016 MNP Report on Anti Money Laundering Practices in
Gaming Facilities" dated September 14, 2016.
139.

I was present at the briefing with Mr. Mazure and Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland, and

Minister De Jong asked if he would receive the MNP report, and said that if he received
it, he would release it. I do not know if Minister De Jong ever received the report.
140.

The MNP Report contained a number of findings and recommendations. In

response to the MNP Report, I set up a call with Anna Fitzgerald, then Senior Director of
Compliance. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "DDD" (GPEB0913.0001) is a true
copy of an e-mail from me to Anna Fitzgerald dated September 26, 2016 in respect to her
consulting with FINTRAC about one of these recommendations.
141.

The Minister was advised of the MNP report and the ADM and the Strategic Policy

and Planning Division began working on a review of policy options including a directive
respecting source of funds, or a threshold. Work also continued around the review of
cash alternatives.
Reporting under 50K
142.

The MNP review also identified at para 5.33 that "there was ongoing reference to

a historical undocumented threshold of $50,000 which was the trigger value to consider
a transaction suspicious at the Service Provider location." This was immediately
addressed by BCLC. However, it did cause some further strain on the GPEB/BCLC
relationship due to the fact some information suggested this non-reporting occurred
because of direction provided by Director Derek Dickson to BCLC or the Gaming Service
25

Providers. I wrote to Fl NTRAC after speaking with Mr. Derek Dickson and reviewing
BCLC documents. In my letter, I stated that Mr. Dickson did not have anything to do with
the non-reporting occurring.
143.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "EEE" (BCLC0000311) is a true copy of

a letter from me to FINTRAC dated February 9, 2016.

144.

Messrs. Desmarais and Kroeker and I were always in agreement that the issue of

criminal activity involving money laundering could only be solved with police involvement.
145.

I was of the view that BCLC needed to know where exactly these clients obtained

the cash, which bank, ask for bank books, and attempt to obtain proof of source of funds
on every suspicious transaction. I believed that the filing of numerous of reports to
FINTRAC was indicative of there being an ongoing problem. However, despite my voicing
these concerns to my ADM Mr. Mazure and OADM Wenezenki-Yolland, to the best of my
knowledge little was done by senior leadership in government to provide directives or
guidelines with respect to source offunds and determining exactly where these customers
were getting their cash from. My senior director, regional directors and managers of
compliance informed me that the descriptive narrative in the reports to FINTRAC
continued and the suspicion around proceeds of crime continued which was later
supported by police investigations.
146.

Prior to E-Pirate, to my knowledge there had been very minimal police engagement

on this issue.
147.

I was present for a briefing of Minister De Jong when the request was made by

Director of Police Services Mr. Clayton Pecknold on behalf of RCMP Deputy
Commissioner Craig Callens for funding the proposal for a police unit, which became
Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team ("JIGIT"). I believe this briefing occurred in March
of 2016.
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148.

Public Safety Minister Mike Morris was also at an early JIGIT briefing. He and

Minister De Jong were briefed at a high-level by the RCMP about investigational planning
related to money laundering.
149.

JIGIT was announced by government on or around April 11, 2016.

150.

The day J IGIT was created was one of my better days at GPEB as there was now

law enforcement in casinos.
151.

I believe as a result of the E-Pirate investigation and JIGIT being formed, BCLC

continued to take more actions regarding source of funds and knowing their customer.
152.

A key difference between the former Integrated Illegal Gaming Enforcement Team

("IIGET") and JIGIT was that JIGIT was focused on casinos and had a mandate to conduct
investigations inside those establishments where it is my understanding that IIGET did
not.
153.

Minister De Jong specifically directed GPEB to embed investigators in JIGIT.

154.

In accordance with this direction, GPEB staff were embedded in JIGIT under the

leadership of Mr. Ken Ackles.
155.

I was involved in updating Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland in respect of JIGT. Attached

hereto and marked as Exhibit "FFF" (GPEB0948.001) is a true copy of a Briefing
Document entitled "Update on the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team ("JIGIT") dated
October 5, 2016 that lists me as the Ministry Contact.
156.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "GGG" (GPEB1001.0001) is a true copy

of a letter to Mr. Mazure from Clayton Pecknold and copying me, amongst others dated
February 7, 2017. The letter confirms the understanding between the Ministry of Public
Safety and Solicitor General (PSSG) and the Ministry of Finance (MoF) regarding the
creation, operation and funding of JIGIT.
157.

I met with senior RCMP leadership to ensure the agreement was being fulfilled

and understood that JIGIT was very appreciative of GPEB's efforts.
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158.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "HHH" (GPEB1007) is a true copy of the

agreement signed between GPEB and the RCMP.
Transaction Assessment Team
159.

In or around April, 2017, part of the next phase of work in monitoring compliance

initiatives was the development of the Transaction Assessment Team. I was involved in
the development of this initiative with subject matter input from Manager Ken Ackles and
Regional Director Cary Skrine.
160.

In essence the Transaction Assessment Team would operate under the care of

JIGIT to ensure a rigour is applied in terms of knowing your customer (KYC), the source
of wealth and the source of funds. GPEB personnel would work together with BCLC and
police to review suspicious transactions.
161.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "Ill" (DOC00000962, pdf p. 1-9) is a true

copy of a communication from me to Mr. Mazure in respect of the implementation of the
Transaction Assessment Team, dated April 6, 2017.
162.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "JJJ" (GPEB1021) is a true copy of a

Briefing Note initiated by Mr. Mazure and sent to Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland entitled
"Implementation of the Transaction Assessment Team (TAT)" and dated April 26, 2017. I
am listed as a signatory to this record.
2017 JIGIT Arrests
163.

On or around January 24, 2017, I initiated a briefing to Mr. Mazure in respect of

planned police presence in BC casinos. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "KKK"
(GPEB990) is a true copy of a Briefing Document entitled "Police Presence in BC Casinos
- Start Date January 28, 2017" dated January 24, 2017.
164.

On June 13, 2017, CFSEU issued a press release in respect of arrests flowing

from this investigation. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "LLL" (GPEB1042) is a
true copy of a press release entitled "Multiple Arrests Stemming from a Nearly Year Long
CFSEU-BC JIGIT Investigation into Organized Crime" dated June 13, 2017.
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165.

On June 13, 2017 GPEB attended a press conference in conjunction with the

CFS EU in respect of these arrests.
166.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "MMM" (GPEB1072) is a document

prepared by government communications for me to use and guide me if I was asked any
questions at the press conference. I was not asked questions and therefore I did not refer
to this document.
167.

I recall that BCLC expressed concern that CFSEU-BC and GPEB had not shared

the names of individuals arrested as part of the E-Nationalize investigation with BCLC so
they could be banned from casinos. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "NNN"
(BCLC316) is a true copy of a communication from Mr. Kroeker to me dated June 16,
2017.
168.

It was not my decision not to share that information with BCLC nor did I have the

authority. This was an ongoing police investigation and, other than JIGIT employees
embedded in JIGIT, no GPEB staff including myself had access to the requested names.
The decision of whether to release information to BCLC rested with the RCMP. BCLC
had an ISA in place with the RCMP. Any information could have been shared directly by
the RCMP to BCLC, if the RCMP felt appropriate to do so.
Civil Forfeiture Action
169.

In 2016, the Civil Forfeiture Office commenced a civil forfeiture action that alleged

money laundering through slot machines.
170.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "000" (GPEB0805.0001) is a true copy

of a record I authored entitled Advice to Minister Confidential Issues Note: Civil Forfeiture
Office Money Laundering Claim dated January 14, 2016.
171.

On or about January 2016, GPEB was advised that the Civil Forfeiture Office had

filed a statement of claim involving an individual and the seizure of cash, drugs and a
vehicle. It became evident that this could garner media attention and the information was
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immediately shared with the Ministers government communications. This individual was
stopped by police immediately after having left a casino.
172.

It was later determined that BCLC investigators had been involved with the police

in this incident. I asked my Director Investigations what we knew about the individual
named in the statement of claim. It was determined the matter was not reported to GPEB
by way of Section 86 Reporting. I directed through one of our Managers that we have a
GPEB investigator conduct an investigation into the non-reporting and advise me their
findings.
173.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "PPP" (GPEB0818.001) is a true copy of

an e-mail exchange between Mr. Kroeker and me dated January 15, 2016-January 21,
2016.
174.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "QQQ" (GPEB0819.001) is a true copy

of an e-mail exchange between Laura Piva Babcock, then employed by BCLC and
Brennan Clarke, then employed by Ministry of Finance Government communications
dated January 20, 2016 and forwarded to me on January 21, 2016.
175.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "RRR" (GPEB0847) is a true copy of an

e-mail exchange between Bob Stewart, Manager Intelligence Unit and Arlene Griffith, of
CFSEU-BC and that was forwarded to me on February 23, 2016.
176.

Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "555" (GPEB864) is a true copy of a

Report of Findings for failure to report in respect of this incident dated March 30, 2016
and copied to me.
Engagement with Government and Perception of Government Response

177.

I believe GPEB did take the concerns about large cash buy-ins seriously.

178.

Based on my observations I believe that Mr. Mazure had great courage in trying to

deal with the situation. Mr. Mazure and I would talk regularly. I suggested to Mr. Mazure
that we should continue our work within our AML strategy as more needed to be done. I
recall that Mr. Mazure would go off to meetings with Ms. Wenezenki-Yolland and others
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and tell them that more needed to be done, but was told by the OADM to keep working
on cash alternatives and the relationship with our stakeholders including BCLC. Mr.
Mazure advised me of this at our regular bi-weekly meetings and also expressed this
during the GPEB Executive meetings.
179.

I recall seeing one or more requests in briefing notes for a directive to be issued

by the Minister to BCLC to address money laundering concerns through source of funds
or a threshold. To my knowledge no such directives were received from the Minister
during my time as Executive Director of Compliance.
180.

In the fall of 2015 and into 2016, I attended bi-weekly executive meetings where

Mr. Mazure would say that the issue of money laundering consumes vast amounts of our
work time and that at times solutions seem to be impossible without someone providing
direction from above.
181.

However, no Ministerial Directive was ever issued to direct BCLC to refuse

unsourced cash or implement a threshold in gaming facilities during my time as Executive
Director of Compliance.
Briefing of Minister Eby
182.

I was encouraged when the government changed. It was my hope that Minister

Eby would help bring a new perspective to GPEB and solutions to the money laundering
issue. GPEB would receive daily Hansard notes of anything pertaining to gaming and I
was aware of the comments or questions he posed in the legislature in his role of
opposition critic for gaming.
183.

All meetings with Ministers were scheduled through ADM Mazure and on occasion

I was asked to attend.
184.

In August 2017 my briefing of Minister Eby was specifically about cash buy-ins at

casinos. GPEB expressed concerns about the ongoing concern and investigations
around criminality and unsourced cash. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "TTT"
(GPEB1071) is a true copy of an index of the binder of information that ADM Mazure
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provided to Minister Eby at the meeting. I was provided a copy of that binder to follow
along at the meeting.
185.

Attached

hereto

and

marked

as

Exhibit

"UUU"

(GPEB1064.0001,

GPEB1065.0001, and GPEB1068.0001) is my copy with handwritten notes of the slide
decks created by GPEB's Strategic Policy and Planning Division that ADM Mazure and I
used for our briefing of Minister Eby in August 2017.
186.

Minister Eby expressed concern to me at one of the GPEB briefings that he was

hearing conflicting points of view from GPEB and BCLC about what was occurring inside
casinos. I believe this led to him wanting to conduct an independent assessment by
engaging Peter German which later resulted in a report titled Dirty Money which was
completed after my departure.
187.

On October 26, 2017, Members of GPEB Executive provided Minister Eby an

additional briefing. I attended this briefing. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "VVV"
(GPEB1118) is a true copy of Ministry of Attorney General GPEB Update, dated October
26, 2017, used in the briefing of Minister Eby on October 26, 2017.
Briefing of Peter German
188.

A month prior to my departure from GPEB a request came from Mr. German to

provide Mr. Jeryome Malysh and Mr. German with an overview of GPEB and our AML
Strategy. That meeting was confirmed by email and occurred on October 19th , 2017.
Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "WWW" (GPEB1099) is a true copy of an email
exchange from Peter German to me dated October 16, 2017.
189.

I re-utilized a Power Point presentation that I provided to new Ministry of Attorney

General Staff and Government Communications staff the week before on Oct 10, 2017.
Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "XXX" (GPEB1103) is a true copy of that
PowerPoint.
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Views Related to Reform of Industry

190.

I, like Mr. Vander Graaf in the enforcement role before me, questioned why BCLC

and GPEB reported to the same Ministry. A separation of responsibilities would have
been on my wish list as it may have allowed or at least provided clarity that there was
independent decision making occurring at the senior government level with respect to
matters of money laundering between the regulator and the Crown Corporation.
191.

In my view the Gaming Control Act was outdated. GPEB required a legislative

update to the Gaming Control Act in order to help provide clarity in roles and
responsibilities. Since my departure there have been new changes introduced to the
Gaming Control Act, including some new non-reporting authority under section 86 relating

to BCLC and a new banning authority provided to GPEB.
192.

I would have desired sufficient funding and approval for appropriate GPEB staff to

be trained as money-laundering specialists and funding to allow them to attend
conferences related to that specialty. In my tenure we had very limited funding or occasion
to send staff to these forums.
193.

I would have liked to have seen support for a directive on source of funds,

thresholds, or thresholds on the number of STRs that could be associated with a player
before that player was subject to buy-in limits and more extensive efforts to know
customers. I believe such directives would have greatly assisted both organizations in
terms of clarity of what the government expected.
194.

The government also lacked whistle-blower legislation. This may have helped

provide a safe mechanism for employees who were aware of money laundering to bring
the evidence forward.

33

195.

I believe full-time GPEB counsel who worked directly in the Branch would have

been of assistance to the ADM, and GPEB Executive. Counsel in that position would
have firsthand exposure to a complex industry, the lottery corporation, and could have
helped GPEB identify risk and controls and the setting of policy.

SWORN BEFORE ME at
Vancouver, British Columbia, this 9th
day of February, 2021

A6
s~
o1 taking affidavits
for British Columbia

Emile Leonard Meilleur

SUMRA MAHMOOQ
Barrister&: Solle/to;),{

BOLTON LAW .,-~\
SUITE 335-1122 MAINLAND STREET
. . VANCOUVER, e.c. V88 _5L1 ·.! •.

Tel: 604-687-7078/Fax: 604-687-39~2 .,
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MINISTRY OF PUBLIC SAFETY AND SOLICITUR GENERAL
INFORMATION NOTE
August 30, 2011
PREPARED FOR: GPEB Anti-Money Laundering Cross Divisional Working Group
(AMLx-dwg)
ISSUE:

Regulatory Assurance for Anti-Money Laundering Initiatives

BACKGROUND:

On August 24, 2011 Public Safety Minister and Solicitor General Shirley Bond released
the Anti-Money Laundering Review, originally commissioned by her predecessor Rich
Coleman earlier in the year. The review is generally positive, both for BCLC and for
GPEB. It confirms that BCLC has strong anti-money-laundering practices in place and
that GPEB has the expertise to successfully meet its responsibilities as the regulator of
gaming in B.C.
GPEB's ADM noted that while we have an anti-money laundering system in place that
meets all the standards -we intend on going much farther. The Review outlines a series
of recommendations to strengthen current practices. GPEB has been working hard to
address this issue comprehensively within our branch. We have also met with BCLC, and
have prepared an action plan to address the recommendations and then continually
improve our anti-money laundering regime. This will be an ongoing commitment, with the
goal to make British Columbia a leader in anti-money-laundering best practices.
DISCUSSION:

Government's Summary Review of Anti-Money Laundering Measures at B.C. Gaming
Facilities includes recommendations for BCLC, GPEB and two long term
recommendations that are made to the Province. A high level action plan has been
developed to respond to the review. GPEB will be involved in developing solutions for all
three areas. Both GPEB and BCLC have begun implementing new measures and
strategies to better manage cash and improve patron safety. To that end we are
developing programs that result in increased use of electronic funds, thereby decreasing
the dependence on cash.
As practical solutions are developed for the management of cash in gaming facilities, the
AML x-dwg will be employed to ensure optimum practices. The regulatory assurance
process Is based on a cross-divisional working group composed from a wide variety of
knowledgeable regulatory and operational perspectives. This will allow for an organized,
coordinated response from GPEB to ensure that all required regulatory processes view
and approve the new initiatives as a group. Under this model, regulatory assurance
becomes the identification of previously unknown risks or impacts that may not have
been fully communicated to all required perspectives as part of the approval of new
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MINISTRY OF PUBLIC SAFETY AND SOLICITOR GENERAL
INFORMATION NOTE
initiatives. This will surface issues impacting the successful implementation and operation
of AML solutions from the regulator's perspective.
GPEB has the opportunity to demonstrate its regulatory leadership role to ensure
success In meeting the AML goal. As with the ePoker x-dwg, this process also ensures
all relevant parties are involved in identifying proactive solutions in developing regulatory
approval of AML initiatives in the gaming industry.
IMPLEMENTATION

The first meeting is on September 2, 2011. This will allow for timely development and
implementation of solutions. The working group will build on existing relationships
between GPEB, BCLC, Police of Jurisdiction, and service providers 1 and will coordinate
discussions of AML solutions between the organizations. The working group will develop
their schedule of meetings according to the demand for regulatory approval of AML
solutions. Outcomes include the identification and documentation of top of mind
exposures or concerns, required solutions and answers as well as discussion about
regulatory assurance within GPEB. The team will monitor implementation of these
strategies through the launch of AML solutions. Given the ongoing scope of this work, it
Is expected that the AML x~dwg will be a continuing standing committee of GPEB.
CONCLUSION:

A standing working group, to satisfy regulatory assurance for anti-money laundering in
B.C. gaming, will enhance the due diligence in approving new gaming industry initiatives
and contribute to best practices within this area. The AML x-dwg ensures that knowledge
is shared among relevant perspectives and discussion surfaces potential impacts to
successful outcomes.
Enclosures/Attachments:
APPENDIX A: Working Group Members
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APPENDIX A: Working Group Members
The team is made up of the following GPEB Divisions and members:
Division
ADM Office
ICRM
Policy / Responsible Gambling
Audit and Compliance
Investigations
Registration and Certification

Member
Doug Scott
Sheena Ridley
Bill McCrea
Lisa Burke
Sue Birge
David Horricks
Terri Van Sleuwen
Larry Vander Graaf
Joe Schalk
Rick Saville
Ron Merchant

'.l:>.o:I( Et<

Q

I G l<.-00 tJ

BCLC perspectives will be brought into the discussion as needed.
Police of Jurisdiction perspectives will be brought into the discussion as needed.
Service Provider perspectives will be brought into the discussion as needed.
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Van Sleuwen, Terri SG:EX
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:
Categories:

McCrea, Bill J SG:EX
Thursday, November 3, 2011 4:38 PM
Scott, Douglas S SG:EX; Ridley, Sheena SG:EX; Burke, Lisa SG:EX; Birge, Sue SG:EX;
Horricks, David SG:EX; Van Sleuwen, Terri SG:EX; Vanderwerf, Neil SG:EX; Storms,
Timothy SG:EX; Vander Graaf, Larry P SG:EX; Schalk, Joe SG:EX; Dickson, Derek SG:EX;
Meilleur, Len SG:EX; Merchant, Ron J SG:EX; Lefler, Stephen C SG:EX
Fair, Susan P SG:EX; Pyatt, David E SG:EX
AML x-dwg Meeting of Monday Nov 7
AML Review Recommendation Progress - Oct 31 2011.docx; Response to BCLC Methods to
Reduce Document Oct 2011.doc; GPEB AML Strategy.docx
Meeting Info

Good Afternoon,
We now have our strategic statement to guide the work of the AML x-dwg. This is:

GPEB and partners will stop money laundering in gaming by moving from a cash based
industry as quickly as possible and scrutinizing the remaining cash for appropriate action. This
shift will respect or enhance our responsible gambling practices and the health of the industry.
For Monday's meeting we will deal with the following:
• David Pyatt will provide the x-dwg with a report of work that his team has conducted concerning the operations
of Global Cash Access in BC casinos. This Input is timely In our review of potential opportunities to support the
strategy.
• We would ask Investigations to provide the team with the list of questions that they will be asking various
jurisdictions, concerning processes, procedures and standards for handling cash.
• The first two attachments, to this email, are a report of GPEB's progress in working on the recommendations
make In the Kroeker report. Please review this and be prepared to comment on the progress noted. What have I
missed in this first cut? Please note, this is only dealing with the Kroeker report. We are building a more
comprehensive strategy, and solutions, to stopping money laundering. But we do need to be prepared to
respond to the publicly distributed plan.
part of the meeting will be to review the work that we did in developing the actionable proposals
• The largest
(the 3rd attachment), with an eye to determining if these are the right, and complete, set of actions that will
achieve the strategy. Please be prepared to add, delete and modify this group of actions.
If you want to add anything else to Monday's agenda please let me know. Thanks.
Bill
Bill McCrea BES MBA FCIP
Executive Director Internal Compliance and Risk Management
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Meilleur, Len SG:EX
McCrea, Bill J SG:EX
Saturday, December 3, 2011 11 :41 AM
.
.
Jaggi-Smith., MicheleSG:EX; Scott, Douglas S SG:EX; Ridley, Sheena SG:EX; Hold
2011Nov16 - Burke, Lisa SG:EX; Birge, Sue SG:EX; Horricks, David SG:EX; Van Sleuwen,
Terri SG:EX; Storms, Timothy SG:EX; Vai'lderWerf, Neil SG:EX; Vander Graaf, Larry P
SG:EX; Schalk, Joe SG:EX; Dickson, Derek SG:EX; Meilleur, Len SG;EX; Merchant, Ron J
SG:EX; L,efler, Stepheh C SG:EX
Fair, Susan P SG:EX
AML x-dwg Strategy Tracking Document
GPEB AML StrategyTracking.docx

,,------,,From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
S1Jbject:
Attachments:

Good Morning,
Thanks Michele for sending the AML Strategy Tracking document, after I had inadvertently sent the AML Strategy {you
don't need the 'Strategy; doc for our next meeting). Here is a slightly updated version of the document that Michele had
sent, and ls the one that we will be discussing on Tuesday. Changes from Michele's document version ate:
o We have changed the title to read 'BC Gaming Facilities' not .just 'Casinos'. One of.our m(;!mbers brought 1,1p the
good ·point thc)t we ne_ed to be broader ii'l our scope.
• The GPEB Strategy ~tatement is Included as the second heading.
o
In the·thlrd heading I have indicated that the AML x-dwg will be discussing the completion dates. March 31,
2011is the end of Fiscal ancl we want to see solid progress by that point. But we know thatthis work will cc)rry
on beyond that.
0
Under the initiatives column all acronyms have been spelled in full before using the short forms.
• I have shown myself as being Chair of the cross-divisional working group, in the 'Compliance/ Interdiction/ .. .'
,,,,_,
section, With the start date.of the groµp shown.
• Under the Fir:iancial section the 'Extend Credit' initiative has been expan~ec! to l:)etter describe the concept.
As requeste~.below pl~ase t:,e p.repare.d, on Tuesday, to prbvi'de your.in.put in fili'irig ~ut.the·2 nd,.3 rd arid 4th columns of
tl:le ~ttath~.d
····· 'TrcJc:king'
.
. . : :~Q.C_1,Jm~11t_.:T,han~s... : . ·,.·•. ·- -.·.
,

Bill
Bill McCrea BES MBA FCIP
Executive Director Internal Compliance and Risk Management

From: Jaggi-Smlth, Michele SG:EX
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 3:21 PM

To: .Scott, Douglas S SG:E)(; Ridley, Sheena SG:.EX; Hold .2011Nov16 ... Burke, Us.a SG:EX; E}irge, .Sue SG:EX; Horrlcks,
David SG:EX; Van Sfeu·wen,. Terri SG:EX;· Storms, Timothy SG:EX; VanderWerf, Nell SG:EX; Vander Graaf, Larry P SG:EX}
Schalk, Joe·SG:EX; Dickson, Derek SG:EX; Mellleur, Len SG:EX; Merchant, Ron J SG:EX; Lefler, Stephen C SG:EX;
McCrea; Bill J SG:EX
.
Cc: Fair, Susan P SG:EX
Subje_~: FW: AML x-c!Wg Progress ar1d Next Meeting

Hi,
-~

Bill would like to also add the following document to his earlier !;!mail - 'G PEB Strategy for Money Laundering in BC
Casinos'. Please find attached for your review. Thanks.
1
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Michele

.Michele Jaggi-Smlth

i Senior Polley Analyst

Policy, Responsible Gambling ani.l !3uslness Servi~es [)Jvisiqn

Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor Gen!;!ral

I Gamii'\g, P91fcy and

Enforcement Branch

I

I

From: McCrea, Bill J SG:EX
Serit:Wednesday, November 30, 201112:56 PM
To: Scott, Douglas S SG:EXi Ridley, Sheena SG:EXi Hold 2011Nov16 - Burke, Lisa SG:EX; Birge, Sue SG:EX; Horricks,
David SG:!:X; Jaggi-Smith, Michele SG:EX; Van Sleuwen, Terri SG:EX; Storms, Timothy SG:EX;'VanderWetf, Nell SG:EXi
Vander Graaf, Larry P SG:EX; Schalk, Joe SG:EX; Dickson, Derek SG:EX; Meilleur, Len SG:EX; Merchant, Ron J SG:EX;
Lefler, Stephen C SG:EX
cc: Fair, s·ui;an P .SG:EX
Subject: AML x-dwg Progress and Next Meeting

The GPEB AML Strategy

GPEB and partners will stop money laundering in gaming by moving from a ca:sh based
industry as .quickly as possible and scrutinizing the remaining cash for appropriate action. This
shlft will respect or enhance our responsil?le gambling practices and th~ health of the industry.
Good Afternoon,
Our AML X'-dwg is meetjng next Tuesda_y. Si,rtce the last meeting people have been working to do research, to organize
ourselves and to continue dialogue with other parties; In the meeting our Investigations Division will provide us with the
jurisdictional information they have developed to date. Michele has worked hard to help us organize our work through ,.__,,)
the.attached tracking m_echanlsms. W~ are s~ili op.en to comments on the effectiveness of this format. I have been in
discussion with Global Cash Access and BCLC, and will report on this in the meeting.
During the meeting we will work from the 'GPEB-.AMLStrategy' tracking document to develop the products and services
that we will be working on to·help achieve the AML goal. Please give this some thought and cbme prepared to fll.1 in the
2nd, 3r~ and 4th columns of the strategy tracker, By the end of the meetingl would like to see uswith projects being
articulated, owned and undertaken by members of the x-dwg.
Please let me know if you have any comments cm this material. I will be out of the office until Monday but will be
checking email"s. Thanks.

Bill
BIii McCrea BES MBA FCIP
Executive Director Internaf <:omplianc~ and Risk Management
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GPEB Strategy for Anti-Money Laundering in. BC Gaming Facilities

,ti)f

Background:
In February 2011, a formal revle.,,? on anti-money laundering was completed which provided recomm.eria~tld~·sto both the Gamlhg-f>ollcy and Enforcemeht Branch (GPEB) and
the British Columbia lottery Corporaticiri (BCLC). In response tp thfs review, GPEB treated a cross ql11.iJi~~~(wor.king group to devefop and implement.strategies to manage (:ash
handling in BC. On October 14, 2011, an Innovation Workshop was conducted by working group)rii~i/{berrw.hich provided the following draft initiatives for discussion.

.

GPEB AMLStrategy:

'~,.\/

. ......

....

GPEB and partners will stop money laundering in gaming by moving from a cash based{Miit:ry,·as quickly as possibi~;~:6d•,.s.crutJriizing the remaining cash fo(appropri~te action.

This.shift will respect or er\hance our responsible gambling.practices and the health i't~:~'.industry:

··': \

':•'·.·,

Target dates for completion: Ito be discussed by the k-dwql
• March 31, 2011 for some activities anq later dates for other acl,

casino buy-in by a. single patron.
Do ncit·alJow chips to leave.or
enter casinos.

Is thls/il"f.l,61ic'¼:directive,tfia1:.'.w.e,

;itf~1~~~:!~i~l~~:;::~~~~,~~tA~,

··;i\<.~.

TBO

Develop a policy that chips and 'il'j!sithis a policy directrvftHat we issi:ie~:;; .· X
cash cannot be passed in
casinqs.

iBD

Is this a po!(~t;~[~ect:ive that ,,.,;~:1~,s,ue 1·x
to casinos of8ClGor a regulatloit?:
X

TBD

Develop a.policy that addresses
the mandatory use of electronic
funds transfer (EFT}, or noncash, buy-in under specified

!ti~~:=:~t~~~~ft;
I'm

no, ,u,e

·

<·\--\f;:;:,

ho\v;\~!i~iifff\

circumstances.

G)
1

~ G)

Kroeker, R, (2011, February). Summary Review, Anti-Money Lounderlng Measures at BCBaming Fad/ities.

Date created: November 30, 2011
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Enforcement of existing Ga ml rig
Control A~t Regulations•. {ie,
exchange ofcliips; suspicious

What does this look like?

X

What does.this look Jike?

X

What would this look llke?
GPEB created a cross-divisional
working group (the AML x-dwg)
comprised of representatives from
'the ADM Office, ICRM, Polley/
Resporisible Gambling, AlJdit &

X
"???,,,
Bill. McCrea as Chair:.

activity; ban indlViduals;-full
disclosure Large Cash
Transaction {LCT)
Establish penalties for noncompliance {zero tolerance)
Establish on-site·enforcement

Cross-divislcmal·wqrking group

t?~ttti;tinan·aa-ri~ti~tf:!tr~2i:~it~tttr~.

JBD
I TBD0.L

-

~Sfiptember 2011

;\~~plete

·,;~g~l'>

Compliance, Investigations and
Registration & Certlficatloo:t:e,.

Banks,:cash machines on site.
Research and development of
credit or credit-Uke.fadlities2

Player id.entification and cash
cards
Radi.o-Freqliency ldentiflcatlori
mFID) chli:>_s
Gaming Manag~rrif:lnt System
{GMS} An~!Ys!s
Provide education, engage
part~ers/stakeholders tn .

collaborative best practices

·'Wh:~t~oesthis look like?.i,

TBD

What:<:lbes
this look like?
. '"/-· ..

TBD

•'.•i,;~

'·.~:.::•\':·.

What does thiii loilk like?
·.-:·

X

TBD

·.. ~:- , ..:.'

c;:reated by: Michele Jaggi-Smith

Dai:e create~: November 301 2011
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A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia

GPEB0252.0001
GPEB0252.0001

McCrea, Bill J MEM:EX
From:

Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

McCrea, Bill J MEM:EX
Friday, August 31, 2012 4:55 PM
Vander Graaf, Larry P MEM:EX; Schalk, Joe MEM:EX; Dickson, Derek MEM:EX; Meilleur,
Len MEM:EX; Lefler, Stephen C MEM:EX; Merchant, Ron J MEM:EX; Van Sleuwen, Terri
MEM:EX; Kraan, Karen MEM:EX; VanderWerf, Neil MEM:EX; Bell, Suzanne N MEM:EX;
Jaggi-Smith, Michele MEM:EX; Ridley, Sheena MEM:EX; Horricks, David MEM:EX; Burke,
Lisa MEM:EX
Scott, Douglas S MEM:EX
FW: AML Action Items

Good Afternoon,
Here is a message from Doug, providing his thoughts from yesterday's AML x-dwg meeting and with respect to the
process of evaluation. I will be working with various people to develop the next steps of this initiative . And, we will set
up the next meeting of the x-dwg to continue· our work. Please let me know what your thoughts are with respect to
evaluating the AML progress. Your input i~ appreciated. Thanks.
Bill
Bill McCrea BES MBA FCIP
Executive Director Quality As

--

lo w"~

let
0 -

From: Scott, Douglas S Ml
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2
To: McCrea, Bill J MEM:EX
Subject: AML Action Item
Hi Bill,
My thoughts for next step~
In yesterday's meeting you presented good news in relation to the increasing uptake of industry efforts regarding the
transition to electronic funds. We knew that it will take time to move a multi-billion dollar industry, however, it seems
that we can now see initial traction. I am confident the curve will go steeper since this is the way virtually every other
entertainment industry is operating - so barriers for acceptance by customers should be low.
That said, Investigations also presented evidence that they believe indicates the volume of suspicious money coming
into BC casinos is increasing despite industry efforts. I know that we are just now entering into a time where the
changes to buy-in options should start biting into these numbers, and it is possible an evaluation at this stage may be
too early. However, based on Investigation's concern, I would like to bring forward the evaluation planned for early
next year and begin work on it immediately. It may be that we prepare an interim evaluation this fall and a final in the
spring- but let's try and get a better understanding of the reality we are facing right now. If the history of how this
industry evolved has exposed large numbers of high-value players to discounted street cash, it is possible that even with
well marketed electronic funds options we will continue to struggle with high volume cash transactions and we will
require other tools/techniques to address this.

GPEB0252.0001
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As chair of this committee, please take on responsibility for:
1.
2.
3.

Developing the information sources and metrics for the evaluation with the assistance of our AML group, BCLC
and the industry committee
Leading the gathering and analysis of the information
Leading the creation of an interim report for consideration by our AML group

We will set time lines for these items at the next meeting of the AML group.
Please forward this email to our AML team so they are aware of this direction.
Thanks for your work on this Bill. And thanks to our AML team.

Douglas S. Scott
Assistant Deputy Minister
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Energy and Mines
PO Box 9311, Stn Prov Govt
Victoria, BC

V8W9N1
Telephone:
Website: www.pssg.gov .be.ca/gaming

Know your limit, play within it.
~Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
From:

Schalk, Joe FIN:EX

Sent

Friday, May 23, 201411:25 AM

To:

Van S_leuwen, Terri FIN:EX; Pyatt, David E FIN:EX; Horricks, David FIN:EX; Bell, Suzanne N
FIN:EX; Meilleur, Len FIN:EX; Jomha, Robin FIN:EX
Dickson, Derek FIN:EX; Vander Graaf, Larry P FIN:EX
Re:.SCT Stats - 2012/20.14 - For AML Group

Cc:
Subject:

SCT Stat£2012-2Q14 FISCA...

To AML Working Group:
.Towards the end of Aptil, . I sent out our SCT stats for the _past two years (i012 - 2014) to Bill McCra_e with a cc to our
ADM. f was ad\ii~ed todaythat I.did not include the full working group with this"information so here it is. I also included
the following notation as pan; of my original mail out.
"Attached is. Investigations Div. spreadsheet detailing our SCT stats for the past two fiscal years.
We speciffc.;illy wa_nt to point out that the numbers of SCT's, dollar value and% of $20.00 bills nas increas!;!d significantly
over the past six months and continues to rise· dramatically.
A~ you can see, in excess of $118 Million dollars in set monies coming into B.C casinos was reported to i.ls over the past
fiscal year and. 76% of t_hatmoney was in $20.00 bill denominations. There was an increase of over 28% in_SCT reports
from the previous fiscal year to this past fiscal year and an il')Crease of 44% in total SCT money from last year to this.
It may be interesting to note that total dollar value increase in SCT monies last year to this year ($36.2 mil) is almost the
same as the total dollar val~e increase in $20 bills last year to this year ($36.6 mil).
All of these increases are a contlnuum of the steady and signifo::aht rise we have seen since 2009 and Is not slowing
down in any way, regardless of any measures that have been implemented to curtail SCT money coming into casinos in
BC"

The Stats sheet and my comments speak for themselves.
Have a great weeke"r1d everyone.
Joe Schalk; Sr. Dire-ctor,
Investigations and Regional Operations LMD
Gaming Enforcement
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
ph: (
Fax:
This message is confidential and is intended oniy for the individual named. It may contain
privileged information. If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate,
distribute or copy this e-mail. Any unauthorized disclosure is -strictly prohibited, If y.ou
receive this e-mail 1n error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this e-mail· ·
from your system.
1
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McCrea, Bill J FIN:EX
From:

Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Schalk; Joe FIN:EX
Friday, July 18,' 2014 10:36 AM
McCrea, Bin J FiN;EX
Van Sleuwen., Terri FIN:EX; Pyatt; David E FIN:EX; Meilleur, Len F_IN:EX; B~II, Suzanne N
FIN:EX; Horricks, David FIN:EX; Vander Graaf, Larry P FIN:EX; Dickson, Derek FIN:EX;
Jomha, Robin FIN:EX; Lefler, Stephen C F1N:EX;VanderWerf, Neil FIN:EX; Mazure, John C
FIN:EX
Re: AMLX~DWG - 2014/2015 1st Quarter Suspicious Currency Stats
SCT Money Launderin_g Stats - 1st Qrtr -· 2014~ 15.pd.f
.

Bill:
As per your request of today, please find attac~ed the sq/Money Laundering spreadsheet which includes the SCT/ML
st
stats for the 1 quarter of i014/15. Wejust completed putting these stats together yesterday.
You will note that the nurn.ber of SCT files and the total value of SCT currency reported overthe past 3 months has again
risen dramatically. Coincidentally, the number ofSCT's and value of that currency for the past month, June/2014, is by
far the highest month we have ever seen jn past - and that includes. months ~ssociated to periods coinciding with
Chinese New Year's, a usually high frequency time of year for SCT's. These numbers·forthis three month pe'riod are
now exceeding the numbers we had for a full year period just three ·years ago.
I have cc' d a copy of this spreadsheet to the entire AML X-DWG
discussions at our 11 August groµp meeting.

Joe Schalk

1

1n anticipation of this being part of some of our
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AML STATS
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As of July 15, 2014

Data Qualifiers·
1. The·total number of SCT files shewn reflects the number of.investlgation.s for which ~ol(ar values and ideritities we.re found through lnvestlgat.fons by Investigations and Regional Operations LMD.
2. The ·data contained.in this report may vaiy when compared with previous reports produced by Investigations-and Reglonal Operations·Divislon, Gaming Policy and.Enforcement Br:anch.
VI/here variances occur, the report P,roduced at the latest date .will reflectthe most current data available.

June 1st to Julje 30t(l, 2014: 165.total SCTntes; $12,617i 720 in $20 bills; total SCTvaluc $18~705,700 (67.5 %). This is by far the largest.single month fatal for SCTsever.

)

)

)

This is Exhibit "G" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021 .

... ..... h._.~ ............. ... ....... ....... .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Len Meilleur August 7, 2014
Section 8
we MUST monitor compliance of gaming service providers and workers.
"gaming integrity" from the Act- it means allowing people to operate who we've licences, integrity
of general public, and BcLC.
Organizational Restructuring
•

comes down to personalities

•

John's been boxed in by Exec Team -we have too many business lines, too much autonomy,
lack of oversight in certain areas.

•

are we getting value for dollar in all areas?

•

Investigations - publish stats based on inputs from service providers and BCLC, paid parking and
mileage.

•

C&E -100 jobs at GPEB are compliance and enforcement related. why is it we say we need
more staff? why are we auditing so much? why can't we tell BCLC to audit/what to audit? Why
when I deal with registered companies that I see very few reports from Investigations on
anything other than what my role as Registrar requires them to do (background investigations)?
Licensing works identical to registration - it's under one house

•

Licensing, audit, Investigations and Registrations could all be one C&E group with teams. if we
are together, "what is it that we need to do as a regulator?"

•

Ron Merchant did report to Derek Sturco that said "there's not that much bad" and
Ombudsman report in 2007 found 27 recommendations. The rt recommendation was review
all retailer wins (Larry's group spent 2.5 years and found only 1)

•

we need to allow BCLC to do more of it and we provide proper oversight. we need to do QA. we
don't even do QA in our own branch. No one actually audits us and ensure we are handling cash
properly for example.

•

registration div: We lack financial capacity corporate registration, we are a widget producer we register people, lotteries, etc. we are trying to look at the org structures on the files. we are
challenged to find the pieces in that. could use economies of scale

•

registration - we could make generalists and a team with special investigations that are risk
approach that EDs decide this is what we want this project team to work on (minors, AML, etc.)

•

biggest risk to GPEB: lack of real intelligence. need for a resource for RTIC Real time intelligence
center (was formerly known as provincial intelligence center). All Terri and Larry do are based
on "my sources tell me this ... " or "I can't share this with you". lfwe took a position here, and
coordinated organized crime info and ML pieces to the intelligence person who has access to
systems. it would be based on real intelligence. you would then inform our special projects
team to work into that. BCLc is already doing work there. His people are not SPCs and has no
enforcement powers under the act. they have an info sharing agreement with police - more
than what our organization has.
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•

I don't think we should be paying minors to buy tickets at service provider. do it one time, write
a quick in and out report. but now this is

•

we need inspectors (lower pay grade at investigations). Larry and Terri don't agree, don't see
need for it. so Terri created 1 person to inspect and do 150 point questionnaire. Larry can't
produce the volume, so they jumped on this minor's issue and have projects going on in the
regions. this isn't what investigations division is about. I want to know where are there illegal
slot machines, gaming sites, etc. We don't seem to get that work or have the resources.
Education is a possibility. go to every function at these communities, etc.

•

why all of C&E together?

•

SPC is a tool that from time to time can be used to enforce small provisions of GCA. we are first
and foremost government employees, not police.

•

we need to put internal audit on to investigations.

•

could put together a committee with bCLC and GPEB at a mature, senior level to look at how
C&E all comes together.

Licensing

Grants
corporate registration
•

can we better risk manage this?

•

we are struggling with the complexities of some org structures?

•

small company: the fees are prohibitive. We have put a proposal and it will take years to get the
Act where it needs to be. they don't want to do the disclosures

•

we have to understand who the key operators are but we don't have the resources in policy

•

need a policy inhouse in our division

•

we need a matrix how we decide who to look at and how far? it's Robin's staff determining who
needs to go there. Want to contract someone to help us (Deloitte for example) to say "if you
look this far you'll be ok".

Policy
•

policy is an area that needs more mature capacity- serious stuff like the act, legal pieces that
can be done in a timely manner. it can't take months/years to get it done. it puts ADM at risk.
He has no time to put someone at risk. there needs to be a team that supports AD M's office.
Another round of resources that support Eds in their divisions.

•

Gave up our HR person (succession planning, people work)-was a huge mistake

•

corporate needs to drive a lot of GPEB stuff - it's not solely compliance and enforcement

•

maybe it's a risk unit/intelligence for GPEB
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•

we need ministerial directives now and Policy has no capacity to get ADM meeting, brief him,
etc. they are inexperienced. suzanne's trying to get them there but they need more capacity to
support John

•

I spend 60% of my time dealing with HR stuff and policy. there is not a lot of time to be strategic
and forecast, and look at entire registration review.

RG and Grants (the social house)
•

giving money out the door and educating/addictions

•

CSCD drives who grants are dispensed to, and our job is get money out the door

•

C&E - if you had proper risk register, you could focus a team to look at whether it's being done
properly. or a small Audit team left to do this for grants.

•

it doesn't fit with the corporate side - they are policy focused. RG is about education and
providing a social service, so it's operational. Grants is operational.

lottery registration
•

the branch decided to issue lottery registration (because Ontario was doing it). it didn't
come from Ombudsman

•

you could decide not to register and just do inspections (team of inspectors that ask them to
check a ticket, and do a written letter/file it or write them a ticket, for example).

•

what is the value of doing a lottery audit and issuing paper?

•

it is important to keep them as service providers and add an inspection component or else
must keep current process the same.

•

we could target certain groups from time to time.

•

BCLC had a compliance matrix online. it was taken down as Brad thought it was too harsh.

•

similar to ICBC - they put out punitive measures as allowed by Superintendent of Motor
Vehicles.

•

could talk to Sam Macleod and ICBC and ask how they exist together

more education, more risk management
compliance, licenses, certifications (need technical inspector to check stores, casinos - is that purchased
legally? etc.)
powers under 105: our C&E should be doing everything under Terms and conditions of registration.
Criminal code is limited to where it has direct effect on GCA and the branch. not a "fishing expedition".
the function of a relationship - it is no there, it's broken at certain levels.

This is Exhibit "H" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021.
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British Columbia
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Know your limit, play within it.

July 17, 2015

Log: 344686
To:

British Columbia Lotte1y Corporation
All Registered Gaming and eGaming Service Providers

Re: Repmiing to GPEB by Gaming Service Providers-Section 86(2) Gami11g Control Act, and
Section 34{1) {t) Gaming Co11trof Regulation
This Memorandum consolidates and replaces the Memorandum for the General Manager-Assistant
Deputy Minister, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) dated July 26, 2012 in relation to legal
rep01ting requirement for Gaming Service Providers.
GPEB is responsible for the overall integrity of gaming and horse racing in British Columbia, as outlined
in Section 23 of the Gaming Control Act (GCA).
Section 86(2) of the GCA requires a registrant to notify the General Manager GPEB immediately, about
any conduct, activity or incident occuITing in connection with a lottery scheme or horse racing, if the
conduct, activity or incident occurring in connection with a lottery scheme or horse racing involves or
involved the commissi.on of the offence under the Criminal Code that is relevant to a lotte1y scheme or
horsing racing or the commission of an offence under British Columbia's Gaming Conlrol Act.
Section 34( I)(t) of the Gaming Control Act Regulation requires a services provider, unless they are a
lotteiy retailer, to immediately report to the General Manager, GPEB any conduct or activity at or near a
gaming facility that is or may be contrary to the Criminal Code of Canada, or British Columbia's Gaming
Control Act, or Gaming Control Regulation.

It is imperative that Gaming Services Providers repott such conduct and activities to the General Manager
GPEB without delay. GPEB will immediately assess and detennine if the reported matter requires
regulator intervention, Gaming Services Providers will not internally share or distribute the reported
matter without the approval of GPEB.
The repo1ting/notification requirements under Section 86(2) and 34(t) includes but is not limited to, the
following conduct, activities or incidents;

a) Cheating at Play which includes collusion between players, or dealers;
b) Thefts, meaning included theft affe~ting the integrity of the game; thefts from the house or a lottery
retailer site; thefts by a registered gaming worker; thefts of [VS tickets; and thefts committed against
charitable gaming;
c) Money Laundering including Suspicious Currency transaction or suspicious Electronic fund transfers;

Ministry of Finance

Gaming Policy and
Enforcement Branch
Assistant Deputy Minister's
Office

Malling Address:
PO BOX 9311 STN PROV GOVT
VICTORIA BC VBW 9N1

Loca1ion:
Third Floor, 91 OGovernment Street
Victoria, BC
Web: www.gaming.gov.bC.ca

d) Loan Sharking;
e) Robbery which involves a gaming facility or a patron leaving the gaming facility;
f) Threats by or against a Registered Gaming Worker;
g) Assault by or of a Registered Gaming Worker;
h) Conducting unauthorized lottery schemes;
i) Counte1feit Gaming Chips;
j} Minors found in or pa,ticipating in gaming activities in a gaming facility;
k) Minors playing Play Now;
I) Persons legally prohibited from gaming facilities;
m) Unregistered gaming service providers;
n) Fraud including passing counterfeit lotto tickets, casino chips or involving a lottery scheme; and
o) Personation or False Identification incidents which include attempts to claim prizes or payouts.
Gaming Services Providers will follow the reporting procedures found in attached Appendix "A" with
respect to reporting matters under Section 86(2) of the Gaming Control Act and Section 34(1) (t) of the
Gaming Control Regulation. Repo1ted matters under Section 34(1) (t) of the Gaming Control Regulation
will be forwarded to the Executive Director of Licensing, Registration and Certification Division, GPEB.
The Compliance Division, GPEB will continue to provide guidelines and procedures for the reporting of
integrity issues as outlined in Appendix "A".
Your obligation to repo1t integrity issues to GPEB does not relieve you of any contractual requirements to
report matters to the BC Lottery Corporation.
I would appreciate you ensuring that this updated document is distributed to your compliance or
governance staff. Your cooperation is appreciated.

John Mazul'e
Assistant Deputy Minister
c.c.

,ooo·gsLOB3d0

~ooo·ggLos3d9

Len Meilleur, Executive Director Compliance Division
Angela Swan, Executive Director Licensing, Registration, and Certification Division
Brad Desmarais - VP Corporate Security and Compliance BCLC

This is Exhibit "I" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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July 14, 2015

GPEB's Response to BCLC's Proposal regarding cash alternatives in BC
Casinos.
(BCLC Cash Alternatives in BC Casinos, April 2015 - attached Appendix "A")

ISSUE:

BCLC submitted a written proposal recommending changes to the current
policy restrictions on various cash alternatives to address the safety concerns
associated with high limit patrons frequently transporting large sums of cash
in and out of gambling facilities.

BACKGROUND:
•

BC casinos are susceptible to news media reports. News media can foster
sentiments that BC casinos are vulnerable to money laundering and loan sharking.
GPEB is currently working on an anti-money laundering strategy. This proposal falls
within a component of that strategy known as cash alternatives.

•

Lower Mainland casinos experience a large population of wealthy Asian patrons who
spend substantive amounts of cash while gambling. Moving large sums of cash in
and out of casinos presents a significant public safety risk in, near, and throughout
BC.

•

BCLC uses verified win cheques, non-verified win cheques, and Patron Gambling
Fund Accounts to reduce patrons' dependency on transporting large amounts of
cash in and out of gambling facilities, which also prevents cash being obtained from
illegal entities or an underground banking economy.

•

BCLC proposed three options to address public perception on BC casinos and
public safety concerns. All options include changes to the current policy guidelines
on cash alternatives.

DISCUSSION:

Limitations of current financial instruments to address money laundering
•

BCLC and its service providers currently use verified and non-verified cheques to
reduce the movement of large amounts of cash. GPEB directives limit service
providers to return a maximum of $10,000 by non-verified cheque every seven days,
per casino patron. BCLC outlines that this limit is not high enough for high volume
patrons that regularly wager tens of thousands of dollars per hand. Any withdrawal in
excess of the limitation is in the form of cash or casino chip.

GPEB0755.0001
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•

Patron Gambling Fund (PGF) Accounts operate similarly to a bank account in that
patrons may deposit funds from approved sources and withdraw funds from the
account. PFG Account holders are currently permitted to deposit only verified wins
into these accounts. As such, patrons may be forced to leave the casino with a
verified win cheque and a large amount of cash or casino chip from non-verified
wins.

•

Service providers currently do not provide credit to patrons. In most establishments,
patrons may access credit through a cash advance on their credit card from
Automated Teller Machines off the gaming floor.

OPTIONS:
Option 1: Allow select patrons to receive full amount of cash outs via
convenience cheque, without limitations
Pros
• Reduce patron public safety risks associated with transporting large sums of cash
• Convenience for patrons when depositing into the financial system, compared to
cash
• Enhanced tracking given cheque sums of $10,000 or more must be reported to
FINTRAC
Cons
• Risk of low uptake by those wishing to avoid having traceable financial instruments
• Patrons with no Canadian bank account may experience trouble depositing funds
• Requires a robust Know Your Customer I Customer Due Diligence to screen
selected patrons
Option 2: Allow PGF account overdraft privileges, at no cost, to select patrons
who meet criteria
Pros
• Reduce patron public safety risks associated with transporting large sums of cash
• Patrons will not participate in gambling by accessing funds from uncertain or illegal
sources
Cons
• Liability and risk associated with patrons owing a balance; requires a collection
process
• May exacerbate problem gambling; potential media backlash
• Unenthusiastic uptake based on current activities (less than 100 current active PGF
accounts)
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Requires a robust Know Your Customer/ Customer Due Diligence to screen
selected patrons

Option 3: Allow cash deposits into PGF accounts at the initial account opening
and for subsequent deposits for select patrons
Pros
• Convenience for patrons wishing to deposit funds into account
Cons
• Public safety risk as patrons continue to transport cash to casinos
• Patrons may continue depositing funds from uncertain sources
• Allows patrons to deposit funds without any patron participation in gambling
• Permits service providers to determine what money is suitable to be introduced into
the legal monetary system
• Contradicts option 1 and 2 in terms of patron safety and moving away from
transporting cash
Recommended GPEB Response, which should inform part of the overall
response to the AML Phase 3 strategy.
Approve Option 1 and Option 2 subject to:
1) [Option 1] BCLC addressing the source of funds issue provided for convenience
cheques.
2) [Option 1] BCLC developing a detailed implementation plan which includes answers
to operational questions such as "how many cheques are permitted in a specific
timeframe", and "do patrons need to gamble before receiving a cash out via
convenience cheque."
3) [Option 1] BCLC framing this issue around safety, not around convenience.
4) [Option 2] BCLC developing a business case outlining benefits, costs, and risks
associated.
5) [Option 2] BCLC developing a detailed implementation plan which includes answers
to operational questions such as "how to recollect unpaid dues for foreign patrons",
and "will this incentivize patrons to move away from bringing in cash".
Reject Option 3 as presented because:
1) There are no immediate ways to determine the source of funds and validity of cash.
2) Patrons continue transporting cash in and out of casinos; does not reduce public
safety concerns
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Appendices:
Appendix A - Cash Alternatives in BC Casinos, April 2015, BCLC Corporate Security
and Compliance Division

APPROVED / NOT APPROVED

John Mazure
Assistant Deputy Minister

Date
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Cash Alternatives in BC Casinos
BCLC Corporate Security & Compliance
Apri l 2015
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Cash Alternatives
Preamble
BCLC 's mission is "To conduct and manage gambling in a socially responsible manner for the benefit of
British Columbians .' ' This mission is embedded in BCLC's core values : Integrity, Social Responsibility,
and Respect and directs BCLC in its rocus on building public trust. 2 Public trust is achieved by
establishing a reputation as a fair and equitable organization , and through solid corporate citizenship .
This is critical to the success or the gambling industry in BC.
BC casinos are particularly susceptible to negative public perception. This is due in part to the
misinterpretation of statistics and reports presented by the news media relating to money laundering and
loan sharking in and around BC casinos . While the use or cash in casinos is significant , the figures and
statistics presented by the news media are misleading.
That being said, the potential risks to public sarety inherent in the presence or large sums cash are
obvious . BCLC is aware or numerous instances in which casino patrons have been followed from a Lower
Mainland casino property and subsequently robbed . II is the opinion or BCLC Corporate Security &
Compliance Division that there is significant risk or a violent incident occurring in , near, or in connection to
a BC casino as a direct result or the frequent movement or large sums or cash in and out or these
facilities .
Lower Mainland casinos are unlike any others in North America . There is a local population or primarily
Chinese "high rollers" in this region , who choose to spend exceedingly large amounts of money in these
facilities. In order to maintain integrity and remain compliant with all relevant legislation , BCLC and its
Service Partners have established a rigorous Anti-Money Laundering (AML) compliance regime that is
presently recognized as the "gold standard" or AML programs , comparative to other Canadian gaming
jurisdictions. Notwithstanding the foregoing , the BCLC AML compliance regime is scheduled to undergo
substantial enhancements in 2015/ 2016.
II is BCLC's contention that the prevalence of large cash transactions in BC casinos , and the ensuing
negative public perceptions and safety concerns, may be mitigated by a change in the current regulatory
restrictions upon various cash alternatives .
VVIP'S
A "relatively small group of regular casino patrons , commonly known as 'VVIP's' (or, Very, Very Important
Players)," are responsible for a substantial percentage of the table game revenue generated in BC
casinos .' VVIP's rrequenl the high limit rooms in Lower Mainland casinos and regularly wager tens or
thousands or dollars per hand, primarily at Baccarat. ' BCLC and its service providers have introduced

1
BCLC.com "Our Mission and Values· [Online) [Available : hltp'//corgorate.bclc com/who -we-are/our -miss,on ,andvalues html] [Accessed April 2015).
2
See footnote 1.
3
·cash Alternatives in BC Casinos· UBC Sauder Report, BCLC Team 5 Module 4, Group 4 -September 2014 (Page
3)
4
See footnote 3. (Page 3)
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$100,000 per hand aggregate bet limits on tables in the high limit salons to accommodate the demand for
this level of play.
These individuals and their associates are also primarily responsible for the "suspicious financial
transactions" that occur in and around BC Casinos . BCLC and its Service Partners report all such
transactions to police and regulatory bodies in accordance with policy and legislation. This is both an
onerous and complicated process .
"BCLC is committed to maintaining best practices with regard to its customer identification obligations and
has implemented Customer Due Diligence and Know your Customer (CCD/KYC) policies and
procedures ." 5 Players whom are known to have criminal backgrounds or whom associate with known
criminals for the purposes of obtaining funds intended to be used for gambling in BC Casinos , are
identified as undesirables and frequently prohibited by BCLC from entering these facilities .
To facilitate buy-ins for high-limit tables, VVIP's arrive at the facilities with significant sums of cash ,
exposing the player and the casino to significant security and reputational risks .

CHEQUES
BCLC and its service providers distribute two types of cheques to casino patrons: verified win cheques
and return of funds . not gaming winnings (also referred to as non-verified win) cheques . "Verified win'
means the casino or community gaming centre employee has determined that gaming chips or gaming
tickets were acquired as a result of a documented win on a table game, a jackpot on an electronic gaming
device, or a cash amount verified as a Service Provider or BCLC marketing promotion prize ." 6
Aside from the procedural differences involved in the processing of verified winnings and non -verified
winnings cheques . the distinguishing factor between the two types of cheques is the notation "Return of
7
Funds-Not Gaming Winnings" prominently affixed to the front of a non -verified winnings cheque .
Current GPEB directive allows BCLC and its service providers to return a maximum of $10,000 .00 by
8
cheque for non -verified wins once every 7 days, per casino patron . While these return of funds - not
gaming winnings cheques prevent patrons from leaving the casino with cash , subsequently mitigating
security concerns and facilitating customer service, the thresholds of $10,000 .00 every 7 days have
proven to be inadequate for the VVIP's who visit the casino multiple times per week and deal in
significantly higher volumes of cash.
PGF ACCOUNTS
Once a player has met the registration requirements to open a Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Account . he
may deposit funds into his PGF account via bank draft, certified cheque from a Canadian Casino, wire
transfer, electronic funds Transfer (EFT), debit card transaction, Internet banking transfer from an
authorized personal bank account , or cash/chips from a verified win (as noted above) issued at the same
casino opening the account. When withdrawing funds from a PGF account. he may be issued cash .
return of funds cheque. electronic funds transfer. wire transfer. or internet transfer to an authorized bank

• BCLC "Anti-Money Laundering and Anti-Terrorist Financing Compliance Manual" V2 - February 2015 (Section 31
Page 17)
6
BCLC "Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards. Policies and Procedures· September 2014 (Section 1.51
Page 1)
7
See footnote 6 (Section 3.94 Page 2)
'See footnote 3. (Page 6)
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account. All cheques issued from PGF accounts are return of funds cheques ; a player cannot receive a
verified win cheque from his PGF account.
Al this tim e, a player's PGF account must stay in a positive balance; overdraft is not extended via PGF
9
account. Furthermore, PGF accounts are site specific and are only assigned to an individual patron.
Players that create, utilize, and carry a positive balance on PGF accounts are granted the added benefit
of having funds available at any time of day, without incurring the safety risks associated to carrying cash
to the casino or the inconvenience of being restricted to regulcr bank hours for subsequent buy-ins
throughout
a
gaming
session.
PG F account holders are not presently permitted to deposit non-verified wins into these accounts. These
patrons are often forced to leave the casino with a verified win cheque and large amount of cash or
casino chips due to the current limitation upon non -verified win cheque issuance, thereby creating a
safety concern .
INFORMAL MONEY TRANSFER SYSTEMS/ CASH DROPS
In circumstances where players run out of money (in the PGF account or from the original cash buy-in)
and are required to utilize an alternative means of acquiring funds outside of regular banking hours,
VVIP's may utilize informal money transfer system (IMTS) to extend gaming sessions. An example of this
type of transaction occurs when a WIP runs out of chips at a tabl e, a phone call is placed to an informal
money transfer agent, a cash drop is made outside the casino , and the VVIP presents the cash at the
cage for a subsequent buy-in to continue gaming.
Both the player and the casino are exposed to the safety and security risks involved in this type of
transaction . This behavior requires BCLC and its service providers to file a larg e numb er of Suspicious
Transaction Reports (STR) . While they are different from loan sharks, IMTS present an equally
challenging burden for BCLC and its service providers in that the nature of the transaction , specifically the
source of funds , is unknown.
Preliminary research into this process indi cates that the players utilizing IMTS pay fees ranging from 1%
to 5% of the amount of the cash provided. While these fees are far from the interest fees charged by loan
sharks (i.e. 60% or greater). they do become cosily to patrons who avail th emselves of this service for
substantial amounts of cash on a routine basis. Cash drops in excess of S250,000 are not uncommon .
FINTRAC REPORT ING
Large Cash Transaction Reports (LCTRs) are reported to FINTRAC after any single transaction of
$10,000 or more or any combination of tran sactions totaling $10,000 or more in a 24 hour period is
conducted by a player. Sim ilarly, a LCTR is reported for any foreign monetary exchanges of $3,000 or
more.
Casino Disbursement Reports (CDRs) are reported to FINTRAC after a single disbursement of $10 ,000
or more or a combination of transaction s totaling $10,000 or more in a 24 hour period are completed for a
player. CDRs are also reported when a casino awards a player with a complimentary item or service
valued at S10 ,000 or more.
Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) are reported to FINTRAC when BCLC and its service providers
have reason to believe the transaction is suggestive of either a questionable source of funds or behaviour
9

See footnote 6. (Section 3.83 Page 6)
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that is indicative or money laundering or terrorist financing activity. The unknown circumstances
surrounding informal money transfer systems utilized by VVIP create a large number or STRs.
RAT IONALE
The extensive amount or Suspicious Financial Transaction reports generated by BCLC Corporate
Security & Compliance each year is the primary source or negative news media attention relative to BC
Casinos . The movement or substantial amounts or cash into and out of casinos presents a significant
safety concern to patrons and staff or BC Casinos. With the implementation of a robust AML Compliance
Regime, BCLC and its Service Partners are confident that the advancement of cash alternative
remittance and payment methods will not increase the risk or money laundering in BC Casinos .

Proposed Change #1
To allow cash deposits into PGF accounts at the initial account opening and for subsequent
deposits for VVIP 's.

Consistent with current PGF procedures , a minimum deposit of $10,000 or more would be required at the
time the account was opened to ensure a FINTRAC report would be generated for the transaction ,
creating an audit trail for the details of the initial buy-in. Similarly, subsequent buy-ins would be subject to
Large Cash Transaction Reports as they are at this time.
Existing procedures would remain in place for PGF account creation including stringent verification of
identity and declaration of the source or funds entering the account. The proposed change would only
apply to PGF accounts , both active and new, for an approved group of WIP's pre-detennined by BCLC
and its Service Partners. A robust COD/ KYC regime is imperative to the integrity or this proposed
change.
RISKS
AML : By their nature, cash deposits present money laundering risks . To mitigate such risks , BCLC would
monitor the cash deposited into PGF accounts to ensure the funds are used for gaming purposes. Should
a VVIP deposit cash into his PGF account and withdraw the funds before pulling them into play, a BCLC
Investigator would review the transactions to determine whether an interview and potential ban are
warranted .
Safety: As many players habitually deal in cash , initial and subsequent funding or PG F accounts would
likely involve large quantities of cash entering the casino. That said , allowing VVIPs to deposit cash into
PG F accounts mitigates the safety risks associated to cash drops (re-entering the casino with cash) and
cash outs (leaving the casino with cash). "Statistics have demonstrated that the greatest risk of robbery in
and around casinos occurs when the cash is leaving the premises; not when it is brought to the
10
premises." Also , the ability to deposit non-verified win funds (i.e. buy-ins) into PGF account will reduce
the overall number LCTR's .
Acceptance: For both cultural and superstitious reasons , many VVIPs prefer to deal in cash . Acceptance
will be a slow, gradual process whereby word of mouth among VVIP's will generate interest.
BENEFITS
10

See footnote 3. (Page 21)
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To the Player
Convenience : Funds are available at any point in a player's gaming session , regardless of the time of day
he or she chooses to access them .
Safety: At the end of a session , remaining funds can be left in the PGF account for the next gaming
session or cashed out in the fonn of a return of funds cheque , eliminating the need to leave the casino
with large quantities of cash .
To BCLC, its Service Providers, and its Regulatory Bodies
Decrease in STR reporting : Players are not currently required to provide information about the cash used
to buy-in to a table : however, PGF account holders would be required to account for the source of the
cash used to fund the PGF account , subsequently decreasing the number of STR reports filed lo
FINTRAC and giving Investigators more time lo investigate suspicious activity.
Enhanced audit trail : With an increased number of VVIP players utilizing PGF accounts, additional
information would be obtained through the transactions in and out of a PGF account that fall below the
LCT thresholds . This additional information acquired through the use of PGF accounts paired with LCT
reports filed as per current procedures. would give BCLC, its Service providers , and its regulators a more
concise depiction of a VVIP's account funding and game play.

Proposed Change #2
To allow WI P's to receive the full amount of cash outs via convenience cheque, without a weekly
cheque issuance limit.
Consistent with current procedures , the caveat "Return of Funds-Not Gaming Winnings" would be clearly
posted on the front of the cheque , dispelling any concerns related to legitimizing the fund s.
RISKS
Acceptance : As previously noted, many VVIP's choose to deal in cash for cultural and superstitious
reasons ; therefore , cash is the preferable currency. While a cheque is more convenient for the player, the
issuance of a cheque requires a player to hold or have access to a bank account or a money remiller.
This may be problematic for players visiting BC .
BENEFITS
To the Player, BCLC, and its Service Providers
Enhanced safety: The increased issuance of Return of Funds cheques would "reduce the security risks
11
and vulnerabilities associated with clients leaving a casino with large sums of cash ." In particular, the
issuance of cheques significantly mitigates the risk of patrons being susceptible to armed robbery.
11
Province of British Columbia ·summary Review of AML Measures at BC Gaming Facilities" -April 2011 (Online] .
Available: hllp ·//www pssg gov be ca/gam ,ng/reports/docs/rpt-pssg -anti-money~Aundering,measures-leb-20 11 pdl.
[Accessed April 2015) (Page 9)
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To the Player
Convenience: while the Return of Funds cheques are clearly marked with ·not gaming winnings ," a
cheque is more efficiently deposited into the financial system than cash .
To BCLC, its Service Providers, and its Regulatory Bodies
Enhanced reporting : Buy-ins and Return of Funds cheque disbursements of $10,000 .00 or more would be
reported to FINTRAC as per current procedures ; a comparison of these two records can be reviewed to
determine whether the withdrawal is a portion of the buy-in.
Enhanced audit trail: When a Return of Funds cheque is disbursed to a player, the cheque would display
the name of both the issuing institution and the VVIP and would therefore be traceable through
supplemental STRs filed by the payee and the payer (the bank). Subsequently, this enhances the audit
trail and reporting capabilities for FINTRAC and mitigates AML risks .

Proposed Change #3
To allow PGF overdraft privileges, at no cost, to VVIP 's who meet specific criteria.
Players who may be offered such privileges would be chosen against criteria as determined by BCLC and
its Service Providers. Eligible patrons would be subject to robust COD/ KYC measures and central credit
verification , prior to receiving overdraft privileges .
Furthermore , the conditions of credit extension and repayment would be clearly articulated to the player
and likely require the funds to be repaid within a specified period and any player with an outstanding PGF
Overdraft would be unable to buy-in until repayment has been made."
RISKS
Liability: Should a player with a balance owing disappear or leave the country, a process would be
required to go about collecting the funds . A contingency fund for covering delinquent accounts requires
contemplation . The nature of liability and responsibility will also need to be determined between BCLC
and ils Service Providers.
Responsible gambling : The extension of overdraft privileges may be perceived as facilitating gambling for
a player with problem gambling tendencies . BCLC's Responsible Gambling team has been engaged to
provide feedback related to the selection and implementation process, and have not expressed any
significant concerns. The players who would be offered this service will be confirmed to have significant
personal wealth and no history of past or current credit default with other gaming facilities .
BENEFITS
To the Player

12

See footnote 3. (Page 17)
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Enhanced safety: The risk of armed robbery associated to cash drop offs would be mitigated as overdraft
privileges would be extended to selected VVIP's who would no longer be required to contact an IMTS
agent.
Convenience: The extension of overdraft privileges would allow players to continue gaming without the
interruption of contacting an IMTS agent.
To BCLC, its Service Providers, and its Regulatory Bodies
Enhanced audit trail : Cashless options facilitate the traceability of transactions from initial cash buy in, to
table activity (including overdraft extended), to disbursements . The increased traceability would aid in
reporting for BCLC, FINTRAC , and financial institutions .
Incremental revenue: The extension or overdraft privileges would allow VVIP players to continue playing
at a table, rather than experiencing an interrupted session when they are required to wait for the IMTS
agent and ensuing cash buy-in to take place.

Conclusion
The safety benefits, coupled with the potential reduction in Suspicious Financial Transaction Reports and
opportunities for significant incremental revenue , appear to outweigh the risks associated with this
proposal. The inherent benefits associated to cash alternatives and the resulting enhancements to COD/
KYC capabilities for VVIP's will also improve the detail or the reports submitted to FINTRAC and law
enforcement agencies. Furthermore, the anticipated reduction in cash drops for VVIPs will mitigate
concerns related to the public safety of BC casinos . BCLC believes that this will also reduce the negative
attention from news media.
As per previous discussions with GPEB Representatives, BCLC agrees that all stakeholders in the BC
Gaming Industry should convene to discuss the risks and benefits of amending guidelines relating to cash
alternatives in BC Casinos. The source or the cash that is introduced into these facilities , rather than the
source of wealth of those in possession of the cash , remains of primary concern to all parties involved in
the industry. BCLC and its Service Partners must continue to maintain its robust AML regime in order to
preserve the integrity of the BC gaming industry. We remain committed to doing so.
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This is Exhibit "J" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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A Commissioner/ or the Province of
British Columbia

BCLC0005105

To:
Cc:
From:

Sent:
Subject:

Rob Kroeker[
]
Meilleur, Len FIN:EX[
]; Henderson, Jeff FIN:EX
Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX
Fri 21/07/2017 1 :55:40 AM
FW: Cash Alternative in Casinos - Extension of Credit.

Hello Rob,
Len has asked me to follow up with you regarding BCLC's interest in offering credit to B.C. gambling facility
patrons.
BCLC submitted a "Decision Document'' for "Credit - High Net Worth Customers" to GPEB in November 2015.
After a review by policy, compliance and audit staff at GPEB as well as the Ministry of Finance's Chief Financial
Officer, GPEB provided a written response to this submission on December 3, 2015. This response included a
number of questions about the credit proposal, some of them related to the fi nancial risk to the Province.
GPEB never received a further submission or any response to these questions from BCLC. Initially we were
advised by BCLC that significa nt work was required to work out the details of the credit proposal before any
follow-up could be submitted. We we re later advised by BCLC that no agreement had been reached between
BCLC and the service providers on the provision of credit and that the initiative was not moving forward .
As you know, service providers are not currently permitted to offer credit to patrons (section 5 of BC' s
Responsible Gambling St andards). For the General Manager to revise these Standards and permit credit,
GPEB would need to be confide nt that BCLC had looked at the risk to responsible/ problem gambling that are
posed by the provision of credit and taken steps to mitigate the risk.
GPEB also anticipates that the Ministry of Finance's Chief Financial Officer would expect to see, at a minimum,
his initial quest ions add ressed, particularly those related to risk to provincial revenue, before he would
endorse BCLC providi ng credit to patrons.
However, before any work is done on this initiative by GPEB and the Ministry of Finance, it seems reasonable
that BCLC would reach an agreement in principle with its service providers on the framework for providing
credit to patrons (e.g. how risk would be shared between the organizations).
Wit h respect to GPEB's lack of willingness to meet to work through all of the issues at once regarding the
other cash alternative proposals, various GPEB staff (including myself, Len Meilleur and Jeff Henderson) met
with BCLC staff (including you, Ross Alderson and Bal Bamra) in person on at least three occasions to discuss
the proposals (Dec. 11, 2015, Feb. 11, 2016, and April 8, 2016). In addition, Jeff Henderson had numerous
phone calls with Ross and Bal to help develop the proposals. Meeting to work through all of the issues at
once on both proposals was not an option because the proposals had significant gaps that needed to be filled
by BCLC. GPEB spent significant time helping BCLC work through how to address those gaps. GPEB would
have been more than happy to have seen the process of drafting proposals expedited, allowing GPEB
resources to be used in other areas. Typically where information is sought and repeated requests are
necessary stems from business cases that are poorly writt en, lack substantiated outcomes/benefits, have
large gaps of information, and lack evidence-based facts or figures. I also acknowledged to you on two
separate occasions that BCLC's cash alternatives proposal did unfortunately reside with GPEB for a period of
time due to lack of resources and I explicitly expressed my regret. At the time this proposal was first
submitted to GPEB, government was experiencing a hiring freeze and I did not have the personnel resources.
Once Jeff was hired, the cash alternative proposals was made his priority and he quickly and collaboratively
managed this matter with BCLC staff. I'm sure you can appreciate the human resource capacity difference
with GPEB's FTE count of 146 vs. BCLC's FTE count of approximately 850 employees. This is also why GPEB
executive have stressed the importance of bringing new initiatives to GPEB at the earliest opportunity.

BCLC0005105

BCLC0005105

Once you have achieved agreement with service providers on providing credit to patrons (e.g. how risk would
be shared between the organizations) I would be happy to discuss credit options with BCLC.
Please don't hesitate to contact me shou ld you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Michele
Michele laggi-Smith I Executive Director
Strategic Policy and Projects Divis ion
Gaming, Po li cy and Enforcement Branch
Direct :

I Fax:

I Email:

From: Rob Kroeker
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2017 4:38 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Cash Alternative in Casinos - Extension of Credit.
Hi Len
Please see the attached proposal that was submitted in April 2015 - other earlier requests were made by SPs
as well as and early as 2012. Also attached is the last letter of which I am aware we received from John M on
the matter of cash alternative proposals.
We spent nearly a year going back and forth with the policy group at GPEB on the wording of the proposals
and information provided; on top of the initial work that went into the original proposal. From our
perspective each round of discussion, document editing and responses to questions was met with more
questions and requests for more information . Requests to speed the process up by meeting in person t o work
through all issues at once and to get to an end point were, in our view, not welcomed. This is why it took over
a year to get two alternatives in place - international EFTs and enhanced convenience cheques. You will see
from JM's letter that after a year of seeking approval, which we were told was requ ired, JM then said his
approval wasn't necessary.
Through all of this process, I agree credit has been left hanging. We were left with the impression given all
the process that was put in place and JMs last letter there was no real support for credit at GPEB. It was quite
surprising for us to hear Ken suggest it was something we ought to have been pursuing. The way the issue
was raised at the meeting gave the impression it was something BCLC had failed to pursue -you will recall
Ken made absolutely no mehtion of the fact the issue had been submitted by BCLC to GPEB and that much
work had already gone into looking at it by both groups. Hence my comment it was something that had been
under consideration for quite some time. As you note in your letter it is important that representations made
to outside groups are accurate - I would add that to be accurate the information provided needs also to be
complete so as not to leave an incorrect and unfavourable impression.
Hope this helps to clarify the understanding from our perspective.
I am always available for a ca ll to discuss these matters.
Regards,

BCLC0005105.02
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Rob Kroeker
Vice President I Corporate Security & Compliance
British Columbia Lottery Corporation
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver BC V5M 0A6
T
1M
IF
Connect with us :
Twitter @BCLCI Facebook BCCasinos I Blog I bclc.com
Last year, more than $1 bi ll ion generat ed by BCLC gambling activities went bae;k into health care, ~di.Jc.a tion .and
community groups across B.C.

From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2017 2:14 PM
To: Jim Lightbody

a]
>

Cc: Mazure, John C FIN:EX

>; Ken Ackles
Subject: Cash Alternative in Casinos - Extension of Credit.

>

Good afternoon Jim,
Please find attached a letter and attached correspondence concerning the issue of credit in BC Casinos. If you
have any questions please feel free to give me a call.
The original is being sent by post.
Regards,
Len
J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9N1
E-mail :
Website: www.gaming.gov.bc.ca

If you believe that ypu have. received this email in error, please:notify the sender and delete the email from

,your mailbox.
This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot
be disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender
immediately and delete the email.
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This is Exhibit "K" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021 .

.... . .....h, . ~ . .................... .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Concept Paper - Cash in Gaming Facilities
This is a concept paper developed for dfscussion as informed by best practice research and
input from stakeholders and the proposed options may or rnay not be •implementE!d,

Issue/Subject:
Possibie ·strateglc enhan·cements to the current anti~money laundering (AML) regime in B.C.
gaming facilities.

Summary:
The government has a robust regime in place related to proceeds of crime (money
laundering} for B.C. gaming facilities. Concerted action has been taken over the past five
years to enhance t.he AML policies and practices· in B.C. gaming facilities with a focus on
reducing cash transactions.
Despite these efforts, over this same period, the number of suspicious transaction reports

(STRs) made with regard to suspected money laundering incidents has increased
significc;1ntly year over year. The increase in STRs has sparked repeated media attE!ntion and
interest from government's opposition with reports suggesting that this is evidence that
criminal activity is occurring in B.C. gaming facilities;
Some of the growth in numher of STRs c.an be·ac.counted for by the continued increase in
use of cash and measures to enhance identification and reporting. The significant increase
in STRs, however, requires further action aimed at building a better understahding of the
e_xtent and nature of money laundering in gaming facilities and strengthening practices to
enhance the prevention of money laundering.
Th~ following strategies are proposed for consideration:
1. A MinisterJal Directive to the-British Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC} requiring
development'and iinplementation ofadditional standards in its enhanced Customer
Due Diligence (c;:DD) program to address .money laundering. These would be
constructed around financial industry standards that i~clude robust Know Your
Customer (KYC} policy and practices with a particular focus ori source of furids
assessment. A Ministerial Directive,will align With the current Ministerial Mandate
Letter to BCLC and will ossify the government'~ role ih ensuring integrity in gaming.
2. D~velopment and implementation of additional cash alternatives to further transition
from c.ash-based transactions to electronic and other forms of transactions and
instruments
3. Enhanced coordinated and collaborative intelligence, analysis, audit, compliance and
enforcement between .BCLC ahd GPEB .and other stakeholders

4;. Public iriformation·and education strategy.

Version 12,July 27, 2015
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Background:·
Regulatory Framework
The Gaming Control Act establishes the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) wi~h
the mandate, and overall oversight and authority. for gaming in the· Province.• G!ll:B .is
responsible for horse racing, licensing and grants, r_egistering all gaming services providers
and gamingwork~.rs, auditing for compliance with provincial requirements, and
investigclting matters which are related to gaming pursuant to the Gaming Control Act and
the Criminal Code of Canada. GPEB is also responsible for the regulation of the BCLC,
BCLC, a provincial Crown corporation, conducts, manages- and operates all provincial gaming
in the province, including commerclal gaming facilities, lotteries and e·tectronic gaming
offered over the internet. BCLC contracts with private sector service providers, registered
by GPEB, to operate gaming facilities.
BCLC is responsible for implementing c1nd managing AML strategies at gaming facilities. This
includes responsibility for collecting and reviewing reports made by service providers
(g;aming facilities) and reporting:
o

sus·pected procee~s of crime and money laundering incidents, including-suspicious
currency tran~actions-to law .enforcement{RCMP Proceeds of Crime Units) under a
BCLC/RCMP information sharing agreement, and GPEB ul)der se·ction 86 of the Gaming
Control Act; and

•

large financial transactions and suspicious transactions to the Fitiancial Transactions
and Reporting Analysis Centre of Canada {FINTRAC), the federal body whose mandate is
to facilitate the detection, prevention and deterrence of money laundering and the
financing of terrorist activities, under the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and

1

Terrorist Financing Act.
GPEB monitors.AML strategies and other efforts to protect gaming from criminal activity
and organized crime, primarily through its audit and investigative functions. It conducts
regular audits of BCLC and gaming facilities to ensure compliance with FINTRAC reporting
and record keeping requirements. GPEB asse!ises each suspicious currency transaction
report made to it under section 86 _of the Gaming Control Act by examining the focts
surrounding the report. On occasion, GPEB may. gather further intelligence or lnformation
on suspected criminal activity related to the report and share its findings with law
enforcement. Registration operations at GPEB also provide preventative and protective
(treasures where it is determined that a registrant is associated to suspicious currency
transactions.

1

Business.es su_ch as banks, life.insurance companies, real-estate companies ,)nd gambling facilities_a(e
required to report large financial transactions including all cash transactions and other disbursements
ovel' $10,000, foreign exchanges over $3,000 and all "suspicious" transactions to FINTRAC.
Version 12,Juiy:27, 2015
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2011 Anti-Money Laundering Review and Strategy
h1 January 2011, the Min.ister responsible for.gaming ordered a review of anti-moneylaundering (AML} measures at B.C/s gamingfacilities tp ensure exjstihg-at')ti-moneylaundering policies, practices and strategies were appropriate, and to find ways to improve
these wherever possible.
The review found "that BCLC and its operators, with oversight and guidance from GPEB;
2
employ standard and appropriate anti-money. laundering. strategies". It also identified
opportunities for further strengthening the AML. regime.
In response to the review, GPEB and BC.LC developed an "AML Strategy'' With the following
goal: The. gaming indusuy will prevent money laundering in gaming by moving from a cash

based industry as quickly as possible and scrutinizing the remaining cqsh for appropriate
action. This shift will respect or enhance our responsible gaming practices and the health of
the industry_.
Under the strategy, a three~phased approach was developed to support the achievement of
the strategy:
•

Phase. 1: Development and implementation of cash alternatives, to obtain funds inside
the fac_ilities; for g;:iming.

•

Phi;1se·2: Operator intervention to more actively engage the use of the, cash c;1lternatives
by patrons.

•

Phase 3: Regulator intervention, involving research and c_onsideration of potential direct
intervention reg~rding CDD of cash entering gaming facilities.

Two working groups were formed, one with stakeholder input to provide advice on the
development of actions to address Plia.ses 1 and 2 .of the strategy, and an in~ernal GPEB
working group to consider actions under Phase 3; Substantial pro~ress has been made on
Phases 1 and 2 and Phase 3 is underway, whith include_s the ·work outlined in this paper

AMLProgram
At the time of the 20ll AML Review, a number of anti .. money-laundering strategies were
being used by the BCLC and its operators. These measures included:

2

•

Mandatory-training for all staff deliverin_g gaming services.

•

Policies·and procedures dealing with identifying and knowing a client.

•

Tracking all play that falls within reporting requirements; Where the Fl NTRAC
reporting threshold is met, play is no longer anonymous and photo fD and other
person~! details are collected.

Province of British
Facilities.

columQia, Summary Review-Anti-Money Laundering Measures at BC Gamjng
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•

Segregating and verifyi~g gamirig wins from the cash-out o.f funds brought into a
-~aming facility to buy-i·n.

•

Policies prohibiting customers from exchanging smali denomination bills for ic1rge
de.nomination .bilis.

•

Restricting the movement of gaming chlp_s between players and gaming facilities.

• · Issuing cheques only in relat:io'n to verified gaming wins,
•

Reporting large or suspicious cash transactions.

Improvements made under the 2011 AML Strategy, designed to reduce cash tran.sactioils,
create additional financial records and enhance patron security, include:
•

Patron Garning Fund {PG'F) accounts where gaming facility patrons may transfer
mo·ney from reg_ulated banks and credit unions, or add funds to their account via
ce~tified cheques, bank drafts, internet transfers or verified win cheques.

•

The ability to electronitallytransfer money int1:> PGF accounts through Canadian and
U.S. chartered _banks.

•

Customer convenience cheques, which are more secure than cash and allow players
to leave a g~ming facility with a cheque up to a maximum of $10,_000; any cheque
issued is clearly marked .as a "verified win" or as a "return of funds that are not .
gaming winnings".

•

A ''cheque hold/I.system for high-volume players where players can secure play
against a personal cheque from an approved bank that will hot be processed by a
gaming·fadlity until an agreed-upon period of time has _passe.d,_ and any winnings or
remaining funds are paid back to the player by a gaming fatility cheque.

•

Debit withdrawals at the cash cage.

•

Actess to ATMs inside and in close proximity to gaming facilities..

•

Gaming facility chips may only be used at a-single property. They cannot be
redeemed at any facilfty other than where they were initially purchased.

BCLC also has a number of other operations and practices in plate and initiatives uncferway
to support its AML pro~ram including:
•

Commitment to ongoing research and implementation of c1:1sh alternative options

•

Formation ofa specialized AML Unit within the Security Division to lead and _support
BCLt's AML programs (with five staff, including a DJ rector, Manager of Cash
Alternatives and Special Projects, AML Specialist, Trend and Compliance An;,ilyst and
Business Intelligence A.nalyst)

•

CDD including client identification; customer segmentation, risk assessment and
business relationships (with patrons with two or more reportable transactions or
whe hold a gaming_account); access to on-line intelligence resources, Information
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sharing agreement wjth the RCMP and one under development with Canadian
Bord.er ~ervices Agency
•

Protocols to interview and educate gaming facility patrons who are the source of
individual ot multiple STRs

•

Investment iil new business intelligence software (S.A.S.) providing a. scalable. and
auditable case mqnagement system that automatically monitors patrons by name,
date of birth and business relatio·nships against a variety of global watch lists and
creates and sorts alert~ by ri~k priority (first phase of roll but expected in early 2016)

•

MandatoryAML trainingfor filLBCLC employees, and ga~ing facility gaming workers

•

Requirement that all front-line Security and Compliance staff be Certified AnH~
Money Laundering Specialists (t.A.M.S. under Association of Certified Anti-'Money
Laundering Specialists training program) and complete.a week-:iong Investigations
program at the Justice Institute of B.C.

•

On-site gaming facility investigators (coll)prised of a mix of industry and former law
· enforcement)

•

Comprehensive security and surveillan~e protocols and tools induding: surveillance
monitoring ca m~ra system, automated alerts to Security_and Surveillance staff for
per~ons of interest, license plate recognition for persons of interest and is in in th.e
plan_ning stage for the introduction of 30 Facial Recognition Technology to· enhance
FINTR.AC compliance by tracking individuals who visit multiple gaming facilities and
who conduct transactiort just underthe prescribed thresholds

•

Fourteen day barring periods to allow for investigation of unusua.l activity in order to
make determination if a ban is appropriate (to date, approximately 88 people have
been banned from gambling facllities as a resul~ of this initiative. On occasion some
of these people are linked to AML concerns.

•

Tri-weekly audits of all "unusua.1 tr<,1nsaction reports" and "large cash transaction
reports" by BCLC Internal Au_dit Services in order to ensure timeliness and
completeness of rep.orting.

Findings of Phase 3 Research and Consultations
The focus of Phase 1 anc! 2 of the 2011 AML Strategy was·the development of ca·sh
aJternatives and the promotion of their use by pat'rons to minimize the opportunity for
money laundering at gaming facilities. Further cash alternatives are being explored to
enhance the Phase 1 and·2 strategies already in place. The focus of Phase 3 is regulator
gllidance around potential additional measures for enhancing AML due diligence in gaming
·facilities.
Under Phase 3, the internal GPEB AML working group has undert_aken research and
consulted With stakeholder~ and irtdividuals with expertise in ANIL:practip~s about options
forAML compliance, COD and regulatory intervention. This includes compilation and review
of relevant r:eports and documents, commissioning ofa paper on client due diligence
.standards and best practices used by·financial institutions and other businesses accepting
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c.ash deposits 3, and a workshop in June 2015 hosted jointly by GPEB and BClC with
stakeholders·and experts in the field on AML practices and compliance regimes.
Research on AML BestPractices

Over the years th.e requirements and standards applying to gaming facilities respecting
money laundering.d°ue diligence have increased. Until recently, the basic approach was to
meet compliance with record keeping and reporting_ requirements with gaming facilities not
inclined to conduct intrusive investigations of their patro·ns due to concerns that such
activity cpulq adversely impact their r_evenue stream. Current standards and requirements
have raised the bar and gaming fa.cili.ties are now expected not only to control the funds
coming in the door but also to evaluate the legitimacy of those funds.
Research indicates that effective due diliger,ce for gaming facilities .and other businesses
accepting cash deposits i11ch.,!des the following:
•

Thorough and reliable client identification to ascertain the identity of the client
(specific requirements for standard government issued documentation bearing the
name. and photograph of client and client records containing address, employment,
occupation/business);

•

Client Assessment and effective "Know Your Client11 policies and procedures (gatekeeper and prevention· role) including:

o understanding ofbusiness relation.ships, affiliations;
o

identification a_nd evaluation qf source of wealth,

o identification and evaluation of source of funds (some businesses accepting
cash require a "Source of Funds11 declaration);
fl

Riskbased approach with ·established criteria and defined '1trlggers" {e.g., ease with
Which client information can be independently verified, .buy-iri thresholds, when
someth1ng does not make sense or conform to original acco.unt/clien~ intentions,
behaviour and gaming circumstances) leading to enhanced due diligence and vettlng
of certain clients through additionai evaluation and invest_igation;

•

Ongoing monitoring of clients (base·d on tr~nsaction activity, behaviour) and
possible re~evaluation and ac!justment of the risk assessment;

•

As an ultimate recourse, de-risking through a client exit program where the
determination is made not to d.o business with a client a.ssessed to be too high risk
(many organizations have policies to exit a relationship once more than a defined
number of STR have been filed against the client; for example, most deposittaking
institutions-will exit a client relationship if more than three STRs are: filed respecting
that client}.

Other AML best practices gleaned from the research include:
3

S~ptember 9, 2014 report to GPEB-AML Working Group, Client Due Diligence ih BC Gdming facili(ies,
Millysh Associates Consulting Inc. (Investigative Forensic Accounting)
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•

Existence of a stand-alone compliance department, divisiqn or group responsible for
client/patron due diligence and investigation and ongoing monitoring and .auditing
of compliance with AML polities, procedures and practices and record keeping and
reporting requirements to ensure oversight and dedicated resources to this
function;

•

Graduated level of AML training with AML compliance officers having specific
qualifications, technical expertise and experience;

•

A hierarchy of referral and information sharing capability from front-line staff to
head office ·compliance.

Identified best practices specific to the gaming industry inc;lµde:
.•
•

•

•

lnstilllr.ig a cqmpliance culture throl!gh ~II levels of gaming facility staff;
Cash alternatives to create traceable instruments and mitigate opportunities for
money laundering, including Player funded accounts a.nd credit options, a·nd that
. cash-outs should mirror cash-in instruments;
Information sharing with local law enforcement and other agencies, including.
identification of known criminal and otherpotentially suspect affiliations or patterns
of activity or behav'iour;
Partnerships with law enforc~ment to assist With deterring criminal activities within

the gaming industry including money launc,f ering; in addition, gaming faciliw risk
assessment and evaluative information can support and for the basis for allocating
arid focusing regulatory and law enforcement resources [FATF report].

,June 4, 2015 Stakeholder Workshop
The intent of the June 201-5 workshop was to. soliCit input from industry professionals·on·
existing AML practices in:place in BC gaming facilities, review their effectiveness, and
consider possible me.asures t<> strengthen AML diligence and address the perception the
gaming facilities an~ vulnerable to large-scale money laundering and related criminal
activities. Attended by representatives of GPEB, BCLC, major gaming service providers, the
RCMP, financial services providers, Fl~TRAC, the Canadian Border Services,Agency and the
Can_ada Revenue Agency, the workshop was the first time that this group of stakeholders
was brought together to have a dialogue specifically around AML due diligence in BC gaming
facilities.
The workshop partidpants considered the strengths of the current-system and identifiei;I
potential opportunities for enhancement broken down by following themes:

Client Due

Strengths:

Diligence

•

·•
•

Strong client identification and "Know Your Client" practices for major
high value_ clients includihg-an understanding of pusiness relationships,
associates and source of wealth
Undertake intelligence and condu.ct data based searches
Risk.r;,ite cllents and undertake risk-based due diligence on identified
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.clients and for unusual transactions
Opportunities:
•
"Source of funds!' determination as a part of client due diligence
• Review of definition and interpretation of {'suspicious or unusual"
transactions based on patron risk assessment.

Cash
Alternatives

Strengths:
• Concerted effort to develop and implement cash alternatives; progress
being made on adoption of alterm1tives. by patrons
Opportunities:
• Additional cash alternatives to further mitigate opportunitJes for money
laundering in gaming facilities, including:
o Eliminatfng limits on Customer convenience cheques;
o Markfng (through color coding) Convenience cheq\,les to facilitate
traceability
o. Ability to offer credit
o Allowing international EFT.

Information
Sharing

Strengths:
• Strong legal infonnatjon sharing provisions
• Existing Information Sharing Agreement (ISA) with RCMP
Opportunities:
• Streamlined, rationalized and enhanced information snaring between
GPEB and BCLCto support more efficie.nt i:;ind effective access to
information, analytics and int€llligence promoting due diligence and
cornpliance· activities
• Joint GPEB / BCLC intelligence· unit to id_entify trends; money facilitators
and offenders in order to reduce risk.

Reporting

Strengths:• Effective·ly meeting statutory reco_rd keeping and reporting
requirements to Fl NTRAC and reporting to GPEB under section 86 of

Gaming Control Act

·

Opportunities:
• Public and media information on what constitutes money lal!ndering
and education on AML reporting to FINTRAC, purpose and intent of
reporting and what reports me·an
• Coordination between GPEB aric;I BCLC, and FINTRAC of consistent public
messaging
• Quality assurance assessments ~o ensure that reporting is statutory
reporting and is not done as a matter of-convenience.

Compliance

Strengths:
• BCLCCorporate ''culture of cornplianc·e" driven by Executive and B.oard
of Dfrectors
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•
•
~

•

Robust investigations an.d audit and compliance program through standalone Compliance department
Regular communication between BCLC, Law Enforcement and FINTRAC
AII.BCLC staff AML trained; CAM.Sand investigations traini11g for all
investigations staff
Robust procedures for monitoring inside gaming facil_ities

Opportunities:
• Increased coordination of compliance function between GPEB and BCLC
·including data and information gathering, analysis and investigation to
enhance inteiligence capacity, streamline activities, reduce overlap and
make the most efficient ~nd effectlve use of resources
• Cl~rification of roles .ahd responsibilities between GPEB and. BCLC
• GPEB to expand its interactio'n and iiaison capacity with law
enforcement

Technology
and Tools

Strengths:
• Comprehensive robust AML business intelligence and an automated
analysis system under developm.ent by BCLC
• Strong s.urveillance protocols and tools in place
Opportunities:
• Consideration of tying in with additional intelligence sources,
• GPEB access to I-Trac
• BCLC ac.tess to GOS
• BCLC/GPEB lntelligen~e Unit sharing resources and access to systems
being put in place, i.e. SAS,

Discuss'ion:

Current State
There is a sound AML policy and practice framework in place in BC gaming_ facilities.
Research and consultations show that the regime _has the features of an effective AML due
diiigence and compliance framework. BCLC's AML program ls a compli_ance-plus, pi'fricipalhased model that is designed to be leading edge in understanding emerging issues and
attempting to mitigate and address those developments through proactive practices. In a
recen.t ex;:imination FINTRAC complimented BCLC as being "best in class" in the gaming
industry in Canada.
Following the 2011 AML Review .and implementation of the 2011 AML.Strategy, concerted
effort was taken to furthe·r strengthen the AML regime for BC gaming facilities focusing on
the development, implementation and promotion of cash alternatives intended to lessen
opportunities for money laundering.
Over this same period, however, the number of STRs made by BCL~ to FINTRAC based on
''unusual fincmcial transaction" incident reports submitted by gGtrriing facilities where the
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transaction is suggestive of either a questionable source of funds or behaviour that is
indicative 6f money l_aundering has increased significantly ye~r over year;
Year

# STRs to FINTRAC

2010/11

491

2011/12

837

2012/13

939

2013/14

1254

2014/15

1737

In the calen~ar year 2014; 345 patrons accounted
for- a total of 1583 STRs. Of this:

•

14 patrons had 20 or more STRs

•

23 patrons had 10 -19 STRs

•

166 patrons had between 2 and 9 STRs, and

•

142. patrons had 1 STR.

Top 45 Patrons byDeposit- 2013 calendar
year

•
••
•

91% male;9%·female
Ethnicity-Asian= 100%; Chinese based
wealth'=.55%
31% work in real estate
64% utllizecl a PGF but still predominantly
rely on cash

Almost e~dusively, STRs are fHed as a result of a
large cash buy-in at a gaming facility. This is
particularly prevalent in the-tower mainland region
and for high value patrons or "VIP'1 players who are
of Chlnese ethntc·origin and whc;i prefer to buy-in
with cash.

Account for:
• 17% of gam·ing facility net win
• 13% gaming facility net buy-in
• 18% large-cash-transactions
• 27 % suspicious transactio~s
• Average buy in -11% under $50,000; 42%
- $50,00 to 99,999; 31%-$100,000 to
The increase in numbers of STRs has drawn the
$200,00:0; 16% - $200;000+
repeated.attention of the media with reports
...
indicating that STRs are evidence of money laundering anp criminal activity in gatnjng
· facilities. The NOP MLA spokesperson for gaming in the province has also raised the issue of
money laundering in B.C. gaming fi;icilities in the.Legislative A~sembly and in written
co.mm~mic,;itions to the Attorney General and Minister of Justice.
Some of the increase in suspicious transactions reporting can be accounted for by the
growth. in revenue over th1s period combined with increasing use of cash despite cash
4
alternative ·measures and through the implementation of initiatives to improve training and
th_e identification and reporting of unusual transactions in gaming facilities. However, the
. significant increase in STRs and the perception that this is an indicator of money laundering
bears further attention, and additional ·scrutiny as to possible areas for enhancement.

4

Between 2012/13 and 2014/15·, revenue for gaming facilities grew by $.5 billion ilnd during
t_his same period use of cash incr~ased by 8 per cent).
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Due Diligence
Although BCLC's· due diligence framework contains most of the identified elements of an
effective framework -fulsome and standardized client.identification and risk basecl
assessmeritand investigation undertaken by experienced and qualified lnve~tigations staff
supported by·intelligence and ,inalytical tools - a gap, as identified through best practice
research anq consultatJ.ons, !n the area of source of funds Identification and assessment.
Identification of source of funds could. enhance BCLC's responsibility around KYC requiring
transactions thought to be related to proceeds of crime
money laundering to be subject
to additional collection of data, increased monitoring, client risk analysis and furtner
exarninatio'n of client's business relationships. As$essing th~.-legitirnacy of funds could be an
important determinant in identifying a suspicious transaction and potentially have an
impact on the overall n·umber of STRs made. As well, source of funds inforrn~tidn or
declaration would also provide a record for any subsequent investigation; A residual
compliance measure would be where a clie.nt is found to be untruthful in their source of
funds declaration, hence banning from gaming fc!cilities should this occur.

or

Siinplyplit there-is no analysis being done on the source· of the funds being reported as
suspicious currency. This creates a gap that promotes the metjia's ongoing speculation that
increasing STRs must be evidence of money laundering.

Cash Alternat;ves
.Alternatives to cash buy-ins are a recognized best pr~ctice method for mitigating
opportunitie:s for money iauhdering in gaming facilities and BCtias made significant'
progress ih ihtrodudng cash alternatives over the past few years.
However, although non-cash buy-in methods have increased significantly, cash remains the
financial instrument of choice (in 2012/13 of total table and slot buy-ins of about $6.2.9
billion 81 percent were in cash; i.n 2014/15, of total table and slot buy-ins.of about $7.70
billion 72 per.cent were in cash).
Use of Certain Cash Alternatives 2012/13 to 2014/15:
Debit card Trans.actions at Cash
Cage:

2012/13

201~/14

2014/15

$5,584,752 (M~y1,

$29,203,675

$41,026,273

2012 to Mar 31, 2013)

PGF Account:

•

Deposits

$122,977,325

$4'84,719,071

$558,749,084

•·

Withdrawals

$121,097,073

$434,5.94,816

$553,048,366

•

Opened/ Reopened

111

221

270

76

105

108

$320,~05

$577;448.46

$574,554

Convenience Cheques:

•

issued

•

$Amount
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BCLC has indicated that-it has a commitment to ongoing research ah.d imple·mentation of
cash alternative options. It also has a responsibility, as outlined in its 2015/16 ·Government
Mandate Letter which establishes specific accountabilities for BCLC:, to further develop and
promote the use of cash alternatives for gaming facility patrons. Further development of
cash alternative options and enhanced promotion to ·1ncrease take-up by patrons ls required
to truly take advantage of this best practice for reducing money laundering opport1.mit1e~ in
gaming facilities.

Perception of Money Laundering
At present there are no statistics on whether and the extent to which money laundering is
occurring in BC gaming facilities; or the amount o"frrioney involved. This shortcoming
means that the only information available is STR reports _by BCLC to FINTRAC that are widely
used by various entities as evidence of the-extent of money laundering in gaming facilities.
Indicator~ of money laundering (i.e., STRs) are, however, not in and of themselves evidence
of money laundering; It is not the responsibility of a business. to prove money laundering;
the responsibility of the bu~iness is. to ensure that there is a robust compl_iance regime in
place that includes customer identification, CDP and recording and reporting of prescribed
and suspicious transactions in order to deter money laundering and to provide the
necessary paper trail for-further investigation and. enforcement. It is the role and
responsibility of l1:1w enforcement·supporte~ by regulatory authorities such as FINTRAC and
GPEB to examine the matter further and determine the link or risks·attributed to potential
money·lau_ndering;
Enhanced data, intelligence and analytics is needed to gain a better qnderstanding of
money laundering· in BC gamfag facilities, to inform BCLC'S AML d.ue diligence ard to focus
further investigation and enforcement activities. Both best practkes and stakeholder
c6nsultatloi1s suggest that enhancement to the overall AML compliance and enforcement
framework can be achieved through greater information sharing, coordination of action and
collaboration b~tween all parties at all levels.
Clarlty on roles and responsibilities is also a matter-for attention in BCLC:s2015/16 Mandate.
Letter that requires the development of key principles to inform the respective roles of
GPEB and BCLC. A_s well, the BCLC Crown Review suggested thatimprovements could be
made to reduc.e duplication and erihanc_e coordination between GPEB and BCLC
investigation and au~lit activities including that, where appropri_ate, GPEB should consider
relying on the controls and audit_ work of BCLC to make the most of limited resources.
Hence, the integration of GPEB and BCLC resources and tools in addressing the AML issue is
logical and sensible.
Clear communication of roles and responsibilities, of .the nature, of the transacUo.ns_
reporting required by gaming facilities and of investigation and enforcement a)1(;! what it
means in terms of money laundering in gc1ming facilities is aiso needed to clarify public
perception.
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BCLC has a mandate to sustain revenue~ it also has a mandate to de'(elop and irnpler¥1ent
AML solutions. There is a balance to be achieved by BCLC in promoting business and
ensuring revenue generation while estaplishing enhanced compliance to address money
launder1ng.
It is-appreciated that a'relatively few high value. patrons account for a significant portion of
BCLC revenue and a corresponding number of SiRs. The impact on and c1ppropriate
approach for dealing with high value patrons will need to be tak~n into c.onsideration in the
development of any additional measures to enhance the·AML due diligence regime.

Options for Enhancement:
Following are options for proposed additional measures that could be taken·to strengthen
AML·due diligence and compliance and to address public perception about money
laundering BC gaming facilities. The goal of these proposals is to build understc1nding
through enhanced intelligence and analytics and develop and deploy targeted initiatives and
take coordinated actionaimed at identifying, addressing and deterring money laundering.

1. Enhanced Client Due Diligence
Under t.his option, through a Ministerial Directive to BCLC; government would place
expectations on BCLC to enhance due diligence.
The Minister would issue a Directive. to BCLC under section 6 Gaming Control Act outlining
AML due diiigence e~pectations and the requirement for rigorous client due diligence and
KYC proced!,lres and practices that identify both sources of wealth and sources offunds as
an .integral component to clierit risk assessment. Ministerial Directives must be published
by the General Manager of GPEB in the Gazette and posted 9n the GPEB website for one
year providing notice and information to the public on CDD in gaming facilities to de.tect and
c;leter opportunities for money laundering.
It is noted that BCLC already employees a robust CDD process with customer segmentation,
identification of high risk/high profile clients requiring enhanced due diligence assessment
..ind possible.,'deep" investigation thr<;>ugh background checks and face to face interview
and development of a business relationship which is monitored and assessed on an ongoing
basis. This existing framework, and the cascading series of due diligence protocols and
practices, would be reviewed for enhancement. The Directive would be focused on
ensuring enhanced KYC through the study and assessment and introduction of fu.rther
policies 11nd practices to strengthen source of weafth and •source of funds assessment.
Consideration would be given to existing best practices and approaches, including use of a
source of funds declaration or questionnaire as part of a comprehensive client assessment.
As part of this option, consideration co.uld be given to the establishment of a BCLC/GPl:B
integrated anti-money lr;1undering u11it that would tal<e the information gleaned from
enhanced CDD and source of funds identification an~ undertake further assessment,
investigation and possibly interdiction. This integrated unit would need.the proper
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authority, resources; budget c,1nd mandate to tackle source of funds assessment and
evaluation.
As a general principle, a business relationship.shoµld only be entered into or mai'ntained
with a patron if a gaming facility Is satisfied that.the information it has gathered
demonstrates that they know the customer-that the customer has disclosed his or her
true identity and has a legitimate purpose for entering or maintaining-a bi.tsiness
relationship With the gaming facility and that due diligence has been t:aken o.il the leigitimacy
of fµnds .. Where there ate doubts, or where unusual or suspect activity Is observed through
ongoing monitoring, consideration should be given to not proceeding with the ~usiness
relationship, refusal of the transactio.n, or exlsting from the relationship.
This option could consider staged implementation of various measures across all gaming
facilities as. a pilot in order to assess the .effectiveness.of various approaches and adjust to
impact on business.
Implications,
•

Source of Funds assessment is a -best practice fot AML.due· diligence and it ls a common
process in institutions that accept and report on cash

•

Provides another source of information to s.upport client assessment

•

BCLC has invested millions of dollars into intelligence software; source offi.tnds
information and ongoing transactions monitoring augments data collectlon providing
another source of business and tactical intelligence arid a data point for metrics that
identify risk and possible need for patron intervention

•

Source of Funds assessment is amenable to inclusion in the customer segmentation
process that cas.tades into a series of client due diligence prot.ocols including an
i11terview that could be used to market non-cash alternati.ves and other aspects ofthe
business relationship

•

Where there is an assessment that the source of funds is legitimate, eliminates the
need to file a suspicious transaction report (that no reasonable ground to suspect that
the transaction is related to the commission of a money laundering offence) whieh rnay
in turn have an impact on possible over-reporting of suspicious.transactions

•

Strengthens traceability and the audit trail

•

Potential impact on revenue. of increased COD and source offunds assessment due to
loss of patrons who find the process intrusive or where a gaming facility determines not
to enter into a business relationship

•

Potential negative response from gaming facilities that may be reluctant to engage high
value patrons for fear of lost revenue.
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2. Additional Cash Alternative~
ln·recognition of the:importance of cash alternativE:is as a way to mitigate opportunities for
money laundering arid consistent with its 201,5/16 Mandate Letter\ B'CLC will undertake
concerted effort to explore and-develop additional cash alternatives and ways to promote
use of cash alternatives by high value patrons.
Thls'will inciude development of a business case for enhancing 11oh-cash alternatives such .as
offering credit and unlimited convenience cheques. The business case for offering credit
woulo need to outline the structure, roles and responsibilities of BCLC-versus service
providers; the approval process arid accounts payable and collective processes. Public
perception and the reputational risk including c.1s relates it to responsible gaming would
need to be taken into account, as well as current risk information taken from the audits and
assessments of clirrentofferings.
Implications:
•

Development and promotion of cash alternatives is a best practite supporting AML
compliance in gaming facilities

•

Cash alternatives reduce opportunities for money laundering

~

Cash alternatives enhance public safety

•

Increased use of cash alternatives may reduce number ofSTRs combined with source·of
funds determination- and due diligence c1t the point of first transaction

•

Offering credlt would. allow patrons to acces_s funds on a 24 h~ur basis reducing use of
cash buy-Ins outside of business hours

•

Cash alternatives create traceable instruments, strengthening the audit trail.

3. Enhanced Coordination and Collaboration
Under this option, GP EB-and BCLC wouh;I work together to develop a coordinated
intelligence -ancf investi_gations, audit, compliance and enforcement responsibility.
The d!rect working relationship between GPEB Compliance Division and BCLC Corporate
Security in the area of AML would increase. GP.EB and BCLC would share information, re.ly
on contror·and audit Work of the other partyJ and.GPEB staff would have access to BCLC
tools includingJ-Trac andJts business intelligence·software. The current GPEB and B.CLC
investigation and audit process-would be assessed for streamlining and rationalization a.nd a
coordinated GPBE and BCLC response approach would be developed-to ensure there.is no
duplication of effort and process.
GPEB's dialogue with RCMP senior·management about a possible shared intelligence
responsibility and work on a tactical intelligence report on gaming in 'British Columbia would
continue. Preliminary discussions will also be initiated between GP.EB and the appropriate
authorities, including Ministry of Justice, to assess the need for a joint interdiction team as a
final stage and a last resort hi a fulsome AML compliance program for BC gaming facilities.
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In addition, to ens.ure the ongoing effectiv~ne·ss the AML due diligence and compliance
reg[me in gaming facilities, the stakeholders group formed to provide advice in the June
2015 AML workshop could be retaiTJed as an·advisory body to GPEB and BCLC with periodic
meetings held to review developments and emerging best practices and to provide advice
011 initiatives (including enhanced due diligence and additional non-cash alternatives). BCLC
may also want to consider the option of employing an external expert body to undertake an
independent compliance evaluation of BCLC's AML regime.
Finally, BCLC should consider lmplemehtatiori o_f a Board AML Oversight Committee that
wo.uld perform a function of providing direction to BCLC to remove the perception of bias in
the area of revenue versus compliance.
lmpllcations:
•

This option responds tQ the direction in BCLC's 2015/16 Mandate letter to develop
principles to clarify the respective roles of GPEBand BCLC and the suggestions in the
BC.LC Crown Review to rec;l\,lce duplication and enhance coordination between GPEB
and BCLC investigation and audit activities

•

Coordinated intelligence and investigations, audit and enforcement enhances
effectiveness of AML compliance regime in gamingfacllities and ensure most efficient
use of-resources

•

AML compliance regime for BC gaming facilities stays current and top of developments
through Intelligence and analytics capacity and advice of external stakeholders and
experts in th€( field

•

Positive impact on public p·ercept1on that joint compliance, au.dit and investigation Is
being undertaken.

4. Public Education and Awareness
Under this option, GPEB and BCLC would develop coordinc)ted information and education
strategies to counter the negative public perception about the increasing nuniber of STRs
and to clarify the AML framework for BC gaming facilities.
The strategy would outline the resp~msibillty of gaming facilities to record and report
pre.scribed and suspicious trans~ctions, the AML compliance·framework in place and
enhancements underway, and the role of other parties In investigating and enforcing money
launderlng. The-goal of the strategy would be to proactively frame the issue of one of
increased capacity to detect and report.
The strategy would explore a role for FINTRAC and other parties including possibly law
enforcement, in explaining and articulating their role. and perspective on AML compliance in
gaming facilities and their perspective oh suspicious transactions reporting.
Implications:
•

Opportunity to clarify .current misconceptions i)nd build. understanding of anti-money
laundering responsibilities for gaming facilities
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•
•

Opportunity for openness and transparency
Involvement of partners who have offeredlheir participation in coordination of
messaging to build ail understanding of overall AML framework and roles and
responsibilities of the various parties.
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To:
Cc:
FIN:EX
Bamra
From:
Sent:
Subject:

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX[
Fitzgerald, Anna FIN :EX
; Yu, Quinn FIN:EX

; Jaggi-Smith, Michele
; Bal

Ross Alderson
Fri 28/08/2015 6:34:34 PM
RE: Convenience Cheques

Hi Len,
I have tried to answer your questions below. Most of the benefits I have retrieved from earlier documents
sent to GPEB. If you require this information in the decision document I can have that done as well today.

GPEB would require more information as to:
•

BCLC's outline of the benefits, and potential risks to this option

RISKS

1.
Acceptance: Many players choose to deal in cash for cultural and superstitious reasons; therefore,
cash is the preferable currency. While a cheque is more convenient for the player, the issuance of a cheque
requires a player to hold or have access to a bank account or a money remitter. This may be problematic for
players visiting BC however currently when cash is returned to the player they face the same issue if they do
not have a bank account in BC.
2.
Players attempt to launder money by exchanging cash for a cheque: BCLC believe this risk is entirely
mitigated by having the cheque clearly marked "not gaming winnings" BCLC's intent is to notify financial
institutions of the change in policy so they understand that the funds are NOT gaming winnings. Player
behavior of no or little play will not be tolerated as per the current AML practices which may include filing a
STR, sanctions or barrings.
3.
Players exchange cash for a cheque with no or little play and the cheque is deposited at a third party
account: As per AML training given to all SP staff suspicious behavior is monitored. Cheques issuances will be
reviewed by BCLC as it currently is. If there are any concerns identified current AML practices will aply which
may include filing a STR, sanctions or barrings.

BENEFITS
To the Player, BCLC, and its Service Providers
Enhanced safety: The increased issuance of Return of Funds cheques would reduce the security risks and
vulnerabilities associated with clients leaving a casino with large sums of cash and potentially large amounts
of chips. In particular, the issuance of cheques significantly mitigates the risk of patrons being susceptible to
armed robbery.
Enhanced safety 2: The increased issuance of Return of Funds cheques would reduce the security risks and
vulnerabilities associated with casinos requiring a huge float of cash.
To the Player
Convenience: while the Return of Funds cheques are clearly marked with "not gaming winnings," a cheque is
more efficiently deposited into the financial system than cash.
To BCLC, its Service Providers, and its Regulatory Bodies
Enhanced reporting : Buy-ins and Return of Funds cheque disbursements of $10,000.00 or more would be

BCLC0004513

BCLC0004513

reported to FINTRAC as per current procedures; a comparison of these two records can be reviewed to
determine whether the withdrawal is a portion of the buy-in.
Enhanced audit trail 1: When a Return of Funds cheque is disbursed to a player, the cheque would display the
name of both the issuing institution and would therefore be traceable through supplemental STRs filed by
the payee and the payer (the bank). Subsequently, this enhances the audit trail and reporting capabilities for
FINTRAC and mitigates AML risks.
Enhanced audit trail 2: Giving player the option of buying back in with a service provider issued cheque will
help eliminate over reporting of the suspicious transaction reports based solely on large cash buy ins where
the same cash is being redeemed on multiple occasions. If a player receives a convenience cheque and
chooses to buy in with cash on the next visit this will immediately raise a red flag and result in further
investigation.

•

How BCLC addresses the issue of source of funds, provided for a convenience cheque. Detailed plan will
be required which includes questions such as "how many cheques in a specific timeframe".

BCLC (specifically myself) is currently working on a process on better identifying original source of cash funds
that aligns with Financial institutions. As GPEB are aware BCLC, outside of asking the question of where the
funds come from, are not equipped to investigate the original source of cash. However we believe this
proposed initiative will help better highlight suspicious behavior, specifically where players receive cheques
and then return to the Casino and try to buy in using cash. While issuing cheques will not be mandatory at this
time that is something BCLC may explore and we will encourage the Service Providers to promote the
issuance of a cheque rather than cash. There will be no limit on cheque issuance however as per policy,
cheque issuance will be reviewed by BCLC compliance staff to identify anomalies. Aany and all anomlies will
be investigated by BCLC Investigations. GPEB would have access to the results of all reviews and
investigations through compliance audits and reporting requirements.

•

BCLC frame on this issue should be around safety, not around convenience.

I agree. The term "convenience cheque" is the term historically used for this cheque. It has not been changed
for ease of transition into this phase. The primary purpose of this initiative is around player safety and to
provide a stronger AML tool. This is why this project is being driven by the BCLC AML Unit and not Operations.

If this information can be provided to me as I am acting for John I will work to get you a response as soon as
possible.

Ross Alderson

CAMS

Director, AML & Operational Analysis
Corporate Security and Compliance Division , BCLC
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver, BC, V5M 0A6
T 604 225 6382 C 604 828 2293 F 604 225 6488
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From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 3:48 PM
To: Ross Alderson
Cc: Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX; Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX; Yu, Quinn FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Convenience Cheques
Ross,
I spoke with Anna about this. I checked with our policy team and a letter was to have been sent (July 27 th ) to
BCLC signed by John asking for more information about this proposal. I don't know if the letter went out and I
am working with Quinn Yu to determine that, as it appears it may not.
I remember that GPEB was supportive in principle but was requesting more information on how the process
would work based on the following:
Pros
•
•
•
•

Reduce player public safety risks associated with transporting large sums of cash
Player convenience when depositing into the financial system, compared to cash
Enhanced tracking given cheque sums of $10,000 or more must be reported to FINTRAC
Enhanced audit trail given cheque would display issuing institution name and player name

Cons
•
Risk of low uptake by those wishing to avoid having traceable documents
•
Players with no Canadian bank account may have trouble depositing funds
GPEB would require more information as to:

•
•

•
BCLC's outline of the benefits, and potential risks to this option
How BCLC addresses the issue of source of funds, provided for a convenience cheque. Detailed plan will
be required which includes questions such as "how many cheques in a specific timeframe".
BCLC frame on this issue should be around safety, not around convenience.

If this information can be Rrovided to me as I am acting for John I will work to get you a response as soon as
possible.
Len

From: Ross Alderson
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 2:41 PM
To: Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX
Cc: Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Convenience Cheques
My apologies, I sent the wrong draft document. Please delete that email and I wil l shortly send you the
appropriate document
Ross Alderson

CAMS

Director, AML & Operational Analysis
Corporate Security and Compliance Division, BCLC
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver, BC, V5M 0A6
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From: Ross Alderson

Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 2:26 PM
To: 'Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX'
Cc: Anna Fitzgerald

Subject: FW: Convenience Cheques
Hi M ichele,
Please find attached BCLC's decision document regarding changes to the current convenience cheque policy.
The changes are proposed to implemented by BCLC by the end of September 2015.
This particu lar topic "convenience cheques" was included on a document provided t o GPEB in February 2015,
along with a proposal for offeri ng credit to VVIP players. Both proposa ls were agreed to in principle, at t he
June 4th AML summ it and you may recall were discussed at the BCLC/GPEB meeting in Victoria on July 23 rd •
This proposal is also consistent with the August 7th GPEB General managers rece nt directive to BCLC as
below:

"2. Develop and implement additional cash alternatives.focusing on furthering the transition from cashbased to electronic and other forms of transactions, and instruments, and exploring new ways to promote
existing and new cash alternatives. These alternatives shouldform part ofa broader strategy for
increasing the use ofcash alternatives in gaming facilities, including implementing a performance
measurement framework and an evaluation plan to determine service provider participation."
Unless there are immediate undue concern or comment from GPEB's perspective I will be approving the
policy change tomorrow so we can move forwa rd with the t raining portion of this project.
The credit to VVIP will be the next project and will be a far more detailed plan as it will have to consider
customer base, risk levels, financial liabil ities, RG etc
As always I am more than happy to discuss it f urther.
Many thanks
Regards
Ross
Ross Alderson

CAM S

Director, AML & Operational Analysis
Corporate Security and Complia nce Division, BCLC
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver, BC, V5M 0A6
T
C
F
ralderson@bclc.com

From: Bal Bamra

Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 1:21 PM
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To: Ross Alderson
Cc: Bal Bamra
Subject: Convenience Cheques
Hi Ross,
The recommended policy changes are on a link at the end of the document.
Let me know if this works for you as we can include it in the September NTI release if we get it back to Bonnie
in time.
Thanks,
Bal Bamra
Manager, Cash Alternatives & Special Projects
AML & Operational Analytics Unit
Corporate Security and Compliance Division, BCLC
2940 Virtual W ay, Vancouver, BC, VSM 0A6
T
C

This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot
be disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender
immediately and delete the email.
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Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
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From:

Dickson, Derek FIN:EX

Sent:

Wednesday, Nov~mber 18, 2015 10:17 AM
Henderson, Jeff HN:EX;· Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
BCLC- Cc!sh Alter~atives Initiatives.
·

To:
Subject:

~~~
'
Good morning gents, I have had an opportunity to r,eview these proposals and have provided comments as requested.

Proposed Change #1

.

To allow cash deposits into PGF accounts at the initial attount op~nlng and for subsequent deposits for VVIP's,

Until BCLC can clearly demonstrate that they have implemented a source of cash initiative that satlsfies GPEB's concerns
this recommendation presents to mQch risk to gaming in BC and the Provincial government.

Proposed Ch~nge #2

.

To allow VVIP's to receive the full amount of cash outs yia convenience cheque, without a weekly·cheque issuance llmlt.

As above, when an effec.tive KYC, source of cash is i~plerilented the risk will be mitigated that will permit GPEB to agr.ee
to-this recommendation.
· ·

Proposed Change #3
To allow PGF overd~aft privileges, at no cost, to VVIP's ~he, meet specific criterJa
,,,.....__

__

This is an agreement between the patrons, BCLC anl:I the service providers to enter into an extension of credit
arrangement. If BCLC and the service providers are willing to accept the risks ofnoh- payment of such arrange·ments
then I see no reason why GPEB would be in opposition. ·one caveat; repayment in cash can only be accept~d if/when an
effective KYC, source of cash initiative has been implemented.

International Electronic Funds Transfers
I ani of the opinion this re-cammendcition requires f~rther di_scussion our part. Are we comfortable with the risks and
possible negative public perceptions with permitting international electronic funds transfers directly into our BC
casinos.? This proposal would make the service provider responsible for doing the due ·diligence and determining If this
cash is from a known reliable source, effectively giving them the same responsibilities as a chartered bank to ensure
mon~y from international sources is scrutinized before it-enters the Canadian monetary system. BCLt uses Hong Kong
and Singapore as examples, will there be a banned hstof countries from which IEFT's will not be accepted? We know
from our own intelligence and research that the va~t rnajoriWof patro.ns who are bringing in s1,1spic;io·us cash to BC
casinos-are Asian males, many are Chinese visitors ~hat this proposal is directed towards. We also know the China
continue~ to crack down.on money leaving the country. Woulc! this recommendation even be feasible given the Chinese
restrictions· on the movement of cash? If the a·nswe-r is no then 1. don't see any reason why this· is wort~ the risk it_pose_s
to ga·ming in BC and the Provincial government.
'
I am also concerned with the continuing definltionsju~ed by BCL in their litera(ure that describes the money coming
_,,..--,. from an "informal money lending source and that th~ informal money lenders that deliver the money are definatively
.
NOT lo,rn shatk~ .
. _,

1
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Thanks,
Derek

·'-··/
·oerek Dick'son
Dlr$C!Qr
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement'Eiranch
Minislry··of Finance
Tl11s cornmumcation.cbothJ!)e rnessage and any. atiacliments) is intended for use bv'the~person or persons to whom it is addressed and mu$t n.ot be
sl)ared or dis.semjna\ed unless authorized by law or without the.express autho(ity of fhe :sender. This ·commtml.catlon rnay contain privileged or
confidential infom1alion. If you have received this message in error ot are l\\:it the named. recipient, pfease inm1ediately notify the s·ender and delete the
mess·a~e from your. mailbox and trash wiihoul c;opyin_g or.disclosing·it
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Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
i

From:

Mayer, Douglas FIN:EX
Wednesday, Novefriber 18, 2015 9:25 PM
Hen.d.erson, Je?ff Flf;IJ:EX
Fitzgerald, Anna !lN:EX; Dickson, Derek FIN:EX; Meilleur, Leh FIN:EX
RE: Cash Alternatiie Proposals - Additional Information

,r--, Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

i

!

Hi Jeff, here.are some overall concerns/questions fr6m Audit on the three proposals, please feel frJ?e to contact me if
you have any questions,
:
·
1. Convenience Cheques:

•

•
•

•

•

This proposal wiil all.ow casinos toturh ALL playercash into cheque forrri,w~ich is different from the
D.ecision Document dateci.Augu.st 27; 2015, which proposed that BCLC allow select individuals
(VVIP's) to receive the full amount of cash outs via convenience, without a weekly cheque issuance
limit. The present document proposes to allow all players· to receive the full ·amount of cash outs
via convenience cheque, without a. ~eekly cheque issuance limit.
This option will allow the open and unh~ndered conversion of dirty money into casino cheques.
By doing this, it removes a preventativeYdeterrent control (stopping money laundering·at the beginning of
the process), while instead allowing thE! transaction to occu.r, ,md letting FINTRAC/RCMP d~al with it cifter
the conversion has already occurred th~ough the reporting process. This option passes the responsibility to
other government institutfons and take~ any responsibility awayfrom BCLC.
BCLC has indicated that that casino's wi\l stamp the cheqlles ,;"Return of Furids- Not G~ming Winnings'\
however this does not pr.event or reduc~ the money laundering conversion process from occurring, ·and we
have no idea whether FINTRAC would prefer this or whether they can actually obtain this information
through the-banking system.
i
Allowing this proposal to go forth will aOow any and ·all criminal proceeds to flow into the casinos and be
converted·from cash to cheque form. lt(can b.e presumed that money flowing into the sites will significantly
increase fro.in dirfy s_o1,1rces (although BCLC indicates they think less cas~ will flow into the casinos).
i

•

A great concern that isn't addressed in ·the proposal is whether patrons will be allowed to deposit
convenience cheques Into their PGF <!Ctounts. Presentiy, all funds going to PGfactounts either originate
from the banking system (Le. bank draft), or from casino play. When a patron withdraws funds from their
PGF ·account, it is treated as non-winni~gs, and the face of the cheque . states "Return of Patron Gaming
Funds". Such cheques are allowed to b~ deposited bc1ck into the PGF account, because the funds traveled
through the PGF channel (b,mk• casi~o play • re-deposit• withdrawal • re~deposit). With the PGF
cheques that patrons receive, we can s~y with confidence that the money originally came through the
banking.system-or ffom confirmed casi90 plc1y.
However; if patrons are allowed to dep~sit convenience cheques into their PGF account, the PGF channel ls
eliminated. No longer will the money n~ed to originate from the bank or .from a confirmed re~deposit or
verified win. For instance, a ·patron can ~o
a cash buy-in of $300,000 in small denomination
bills,. have no
I
.
play, and redeemthe chips for a conve~ience cheque in the same amount. If such conveniem:e cheques are
allowed to be deposited into the PGF a¢count, then it presents t.he .risk of an-verified funds being depositeq
into the accounts. Althe>ugh a paper tr~il is still present, it will make it harder to detect the source offunds.
Particularly, because these cheques will now state ''Return of Patron Gaming Funds" as opposep to "Return
of Funds - Not Gaming Winnings" a.s st~ted on convenlence cheques.
i

'~-· 2. Credit granting:
1
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•

There a risk that patrons will be forced to rely again back on loan sharks to pay off their gambling debts and
unsourced cash. BCLC has mentioned monitoring how patrons
repay to ensure AML compliance, but is that
. ,
feasible?
I
• How often will BCLC update financial information or KYC <::'hecks oh patrons, what's stopping a patron from
moving all their assets and hiding wealth then not paying(their debt?
•· What are the extrac!ition/prosecution agreeme·nts with fqreign countries (ie. China) if individuals flee?
• What is going to stop pat~ons frorri taking out credit and J..ralking out of the casjno with chips and repaying
the credlt with cash? (that a form of coloring up/converting).
• From a responsible gambling standpoint - how is it going ;to look if BCLC goes after someboi:ly for gambling
credit right after they VSE themselves? Is there going to b,e a reluctance on BCLC to collect from VSE' d
individuals? If so does that create an incentive fo.r patronS'On credit to VSE themselves? All it tc1kes ls one
guy to find out that you can get olit of your debt by VSE'i~g for the word to get around that this is a way of
get.ting out it. There ·n:iaY be~ cultur'j:il disincentive for patrons to do.this though.
• Who is offering the credit and who assumes the risk. The~e is talk of a risk·,sharing formula - but my
thoughts are the risks should lie solely with service provider. I can see the point from the service provider
perspective of sharing based on table g~mes reven~e - i.~. why should I assume all the risk if I am only
getting a portion of the rewards (table game revenue conj.missions). However it just doesn't feel right with
BCLC offering the credit - it just seems wrong- conflict of interest, no .separation of the actual conducting
vs managing of the gaming process.
• There are concerns on the collection process. Is BCLCgoing to establish their own collection authority or
outsource it to a third party? There is definitely a negativ~ image as~tidated with this- BCLC on the one
hand encouraging gambling because ofthis and then on the other hand being the bill coUector. How is going
to be portrayed if BCLC is going after someone's house or; life savings because of a gambling debt. The
opposition is•golng to have a field day With this. Are ther~ restrictions or legislation which limits governm~nt
collection practices7
• Is BCLC even gain~ to really coHect anyway, they aren't re'ally losing any real money if somephe walksaWi:IY
from a debt (other than opportunity cost), they only lose hloney if someone takes out credit, doesn't
gamble, and walks away with the money. lfa patron borrows money, loses it all gambling, then flees the
country ... BCLC doesn't actually lose any real money, the rhoney they lent went .right ba·ck to thems.elves
through the gambling loss.
• Risk of bankruptcy of patrons to get oufof gambling debts.
• Who carries the receivable on their books?
• If credit is granted at the facility level - will it be possible to actively monitor patrons for their aggregate
credit activity? We would agree with the centralizing oft~e credit approval process to avoid questionable
lending practices jn attempt to gai11 a competitive advant~ge. For the same reason we .don't agree with
giving the service. providers themselves the ability to grantI credit up to a certain threshold. There would be
an inh~rent bias to potentially overlook questionable crei;lit.

3. International Transfers:•
•
•

•

The gist of this is that we are relying on the·Schedule 1 bJriks and their due diligence rather than BCLC's. On
the surface this is probably more stringent than what BC~C is doing- we don't see a lot of downside to this.
!:low is BCLC going to ensure, that the originating source of transfer is from the-same individual, and not
someone else in the foreign country?
·
In regardS'to the recall orclawbatk process -does this cr~ate a risk for BCLC or the Service Providers? If an
Fl decides to claw·back; funds after they have already beeh withdrawn from a patron's PGF account and
gambled -who is on the hook77
;
To confirm -the mitigation .strategies outlined - do they kpply to both the. recipient and sending bank? We
can rely on the recipient bank to a fair degree bl.it how mtJch the originating? My unc!erstanding is that the ",,.,;,/
2
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•

PGF patrons could not access this money unless It has gone _through the Servi<;e provider's Corporate· Fl's
due diligence.
'
Does this create an incentive for BCLC t6 back off on their own due diligence and KYC if the method ofa
patron bringing money in shifts from th~ cash comi_ng in the front door to the money coming In through a Fi.
I know BCLC has said they will still conduct the same standards of DD/KYC but this. would need to be
confirmed. Will BCLC just blindly accept ~his money as being "ok".
Will BCLC have: to cotnplywith some of the
money lending institution rules like··documenting/researching
'
into PEP {politically exposed persons). ·
.

Douglas Mayer, CPA, CGA, CIA
.A/fvh1t1J/Ji':r nf /\ud\t
Camr_• ilanre Di11isio1:
Gaming_ Policy a"nd Enfortenfoot Rr.iitioh
.Phq,w~
Emal!:

Know yout limit, play within it.
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From: Henderson, Jeff FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 :l:37 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX; Mayer, Douglas. FIN:EX; Djckson, Derek F~N:EX
Cc: Fitzgerald, Arina FIN:EX
i
Subject: RE: :cash Alternative Proposals - Additional Information

Hi Len,
,.-.._ We've seei-1 the convenience cheques document before, but it has had sohie minor amendments. I'm not sure we've
s~en the ot_her two proposals before.
·

The 1•t document, cash Alternatives in .B.C Casinos, 9oes ndt need to be reviewe.d, lt is only provided forreference.
Thanks,
Jeff

From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:29 PM
1
To: Mayer1 Douglas FIN:EX; Dickson, Derek FIN:EX:
Cc: Henderson, Jeff FIN:E'X; Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Cash Al.ternative Proposals - Additional Information
Doug and Derek,
·please have a look and if you have any comments please put them in an email and send to.Jeff, cc me.
I wil_l rev.iewthe documents as· well but we. have seEjn some of these before and I believe Parm, Tim and David Pyatt
.provided feedback-to Quinn Yu.
I Will check for those comments as well and forwartj to Jeff.
Len
3
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ffom: Henderson, Jeff FIN:EX:
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:57 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN;EX

Cc: Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX
Subject: FW: cash Alternative Proposals - Additional Information

Hi Len,
Can you or orie of your staff please review the '3 cash alternative proposals attached in this email?
J have a number of questions fon:liscussion and I expect you might aiiwell-. If you could send any questions/ comments
to me ·1 will include them in my comments that will eventually make i~ back.to BCLC to inform our discussi.on that Rob
proposes below.
·

Pletise let me know ff you have any questions.
Thanks,
Jeff

From: Jaggi-Smlth, Michele FIN:EX
Sent: Sunday,.November 15; 2015 7:16 PM
To:_Henderson, Jeff FIN:EX
Cc: Meilleur,. Len FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Ccish Alternative Proposals - Additional1nformatioh

Please review. Thanks.

From: Rob Kroeker
Sent: Fdday, November 13, 2015 11:20.AM
To: Meilleur; Len FIN:EX; Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX
Cc: Ross Alderson; Kevin Sweeney; Nicole WU.
Subject: cash Alternative Proposals - Additional Information

Hello Len and Michelle
Please find attached documents setting out further detail in relation to BCLC's cash alternative initiatives related to PGF
account overdraft (credit) and de-limiting c_onvenience· chetjves. This information is ih addition to that provided in April
of this year (I have attached a copy of that document as well for reference). I have also attached a document outlining
a further. in1tiative related to international electronic funds transfers. ! Thi.s document is new butthe concept has been
discussed fairly extensively in otherforums including the summ'it held' in June of this· year.
If we are to move forward, the next steps will involve development of the full program business mechanics for each
item which will involve a considerable investment of time and resourrles. It Would make little sense to rnoveto that
stage absent knowledge of GPEB's position. We are hoping this information will be of assistance to you.
·.

'-d
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There has been considerable e-mc!il and correspond.ence traffic on these initiatives and related AML matters over the
last seven months. In the interests of getting-to a d.eclsion point, I wouid like to suggest that once. you have had a
chance to review this most recent documentation, tather than a further exchange of correspondence, that we then set
up a meeting 1n .the next few weeks tQ' discuss, in p~rson, any r.emaining questions or concerns· GPEB may have. In this
_,,,-.._ way were are hoping-to be of assistance in arriving ata decision so that we c~n then focus our resources and efforts
accordingly.
'
Reg_ards,

Robert Kroeker BA, LLB~ MPA
Vice President I Corporate Secur.ity & Compliance
British Columbia Lottery C~rporati<:m

2940 ½rtt1r1tW~y,.V:;Jnco\1ver F,ICVSM OA6

Corjnect with us:
Twitter @BCL(:I Facebook BCCasinos

I Blog I bck,com.

;

Last year, i11or.e than .$1 biliio1~ geMrater.i tiy BCLCgatnbi'ing activities went bac~ into health care, education and tornrnunity groups
'

across B.C,

~-. This email is intended only for the addressee·. It may contain confideniial or proprietary information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have r~ceived this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the email.
·
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This is Exhibit "N" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021.
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Internal Memo
To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, A/Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From:

Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

August 20, 2015

Subject:

COMM-8490 PGF Review/ January 1, 2015 -June 30, 2015

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program allows patrons to deposit funds into their accounts, which can then
be withdrawn for gaming, re-deposited for subsequent play or returned to the patron. Our objective is to
analyze the utilization of PGF accounts within casinos in BC on a semi-annual basis. This update covers the
period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015.
Key Observations

•

Since the introduction of the PGF program in December 2009, a total of $1.385 billion has been
deposited, with nearly the same amount withdrawn. 30% of the $1 .385 billion deposited to PGF
accounts were primarily from bank drafts, which represent "new money." Re-deposits and verified
wins accounted for 68% of the deposited funds while cheques from a Canadian casino accounted for
the remaining 2%.

•

During the period January 1, 2015 -June 30, 2015, a total of $164,926,511 was deposited into PGF
accounts, and $164,136,075 was withdrawn. This represents a decline of 30% from the previous six
month period, and a decline of 62% from one year ago.

•

Fluctuations in PGF activity are attributed to the program's dependence on a few patrons. 52% of
PGF activity during the period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015 was generated by 10 patrons. During
the previous six month period, 75% of the activity was generated by 10 patrons.

•

Since the PGF program was introduced, a total of 823 accounts have been created, of which 46%
have subsequently closed. As ofJune 30, 2015, a total of 443 accounts remain open, of which 22%
have not had any activity for more than one year.

•

In January 2015, BCLC revised its policy to state that if an account is inactive for three years, and no
direction has been received from the patron, the account may be closed. Prior to the revision, accounts
which were inactive for one year may be closed at the service provider's discretion. One effect of this
policy change is that more dormant accounts will remain open.
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PART 1: PGF ACCOUNT STATUS

The Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program was created to offer high limit patrons at participating lower
mainland casinos a viable option to transport large sums of money into the gaming facility. The program
allows patrons to deposit funds into their PGF accounts, which can then be withdrawn for gaming, redeposited for subsequent play or returned to the patron. The PGF program was launched in December 2009.
The following five approved casinos offer PGF accounts to their patrons:
Site
River Rock Casino
Starlight Casino
Grand Villa Casino
Edgewater Casino
Hard Rock Casino

PGF Proe;ram Launch Date
December 2009
January 2010
July 2010
September 2010
February 2013

Since the PGF program was introduced, a total of 823 accounts have been created, of which 46% have
subsequently closed. As of June 30, 2015, a total of 443 accounts remain open, as shown below.
Active PGF Accounts
Total Number of PGF Accounts Currently Open: 443
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Starlight Casino

Hard Rock Casino

In January 2015, BCLC revised its policy to state that if an account is inactive for three years, and no
direction has been received from the patron, the account may be closed. Prior to the revision, accounts which
were inactive for one year may be closed at the service provider's discretion. One effect of this policy change
is that more dormant accounts will remain open. For instance, of the 443 PGF accounts that are currently
open, 22% (99 accounts) have had no activity for more than one year.
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PART 2: PGF ACCOUNT DEPOSITS AND WITHDRAWALS
A total of $1.385 billion has been deposited, with nearly the same amount withdrawn since the introduction
of the PGF program in December 2009. The closing PGF account balance as at June 30, 2015, is $1,790,836
as shown below.
December 1, 2009 - June 30, 2015
PGF Account
PGF Account
Withdrawals
Deposits

Site

River Rock Casino
Edgewater Casino
Grand Villa Casino
Starlight Casino
Hard Rock Casino
Total

ClosingPGF
Account Balance,
June 30, 2015

$782,872,229
$274,502,621
$215,281,824
$94,806,894
$17,616,330

$781,493,348
$274,255,521
$215,181,824
$94,786,894
$17,571,475

$1 ,378,881
$247,100
$100,000
$20,000
$44,855

$1 ,385,079,898

$1 ,383,289,062

$1,790,836

The line graph below shows total PGF deposits and withdrawals at different intervals throughout the past 5 ½
years. During the period, January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015 a total of $164,926,511 was deposited into PGF
accounts, and $164,136,075 was withdrawn. This represents a decline of 30% from the previous six month
period, and a decline of 62% from one year ago.
Total PGF Deposits and Withdrawals
For the Period December 1, 2009 • June 30, 2015
Total PGF Deposits: $1,385,079, 898
Total PGF Withdrawals: 1,383,289,062
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Fluctuations are largely attributed to the program's dependence on a few patrons to generate majority of the
dollar volume activity. For instance, although, there are 443 PGF accounts that are currently open, 52% of
the activity during the current review period January I, 2015 -June 30, 2015 was generated by 10 patrons.
During the previous six month period, July 1, 2014-December 31, 2014, 75% of the activity was generated
by 10 patrons. For the period January 1, 2014- June 30, 2014, when PGF activity was at record highs, 84%
of the activity was generated by 10 patrons.
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PART 3: PGF DEPOSIT BREAKDOWN
Deposits to PGF accounts can be made by bank draft, certified cheque, cheque from a Canadian casino, wire
transfer, electronic funds transfer (EFT), debit card transaction, or internet banking transfer from an
authorized personal bank account, and chips from a 'verified win' issued at the same casino opening the
account.
The pie chart below provides a detailed breakdown of the $1.385 billion that was deposited into PGF
accounts since the program was introduced. Approximately 30% of the funds deposited into the accounts
were from bank drafts, with less than one percent from wire transfers, and certified cheques. Together, bank
drafts, wire transfers, and certified cheques represent "new money" coming into the casino. Re-deposits and
verified wins accounted for 68% of the funds deposited into the accounts. Re-deposits are funds that patrons
have withdrawn from their PGF account and then subsequently deposited back after any period of continuous
play. Cheques from a Canadian casino accounted for 2% of the total deposits. Cheques from a Canadian
casino are those that were issued to a patron at a Canadian casino different from the casino the patron is
depositing them at.
Total PGF Deposjt Breakdown

For the period December 1, 2009 - June 30, 2015
Toto/ PGF Deposits: $1,385,079,898

Bank

Drafts: 29,53%

$408,988,232

C•rtlfled

Cheque; .03%

$358,000

Cheque from a Canadian

casino 2,25%
$31,226,524

Wlr• Jransfers: .64'6
$8,850,075

CLOSING COMMENTS
Over a billion dollars has flown in and out of PGF accounts since the program was introduced in December
2009. A majority of the funds deposited into PGF accounts consist of funds moving around the casino (redeposits and verified wins). Without the existence of PGF accounts, patrons would either cash out their
gaming chips or leave the facility with the gaming chips until their next visit. To this extent, re-deposits of
funds into PGF accounts reduces the amount of cash patrons may leave and subsequently re-enter the casino
with. In relation to "new money" such deposits into the accounts have been almost always with bank drafts.
Only a handful of deposits have been made by wire transfers and certified cheques, while the other options
for authorized deposits such as electronic funds transfer (EFT), debit card transactions, or internet banking
transfers from an authorized personal bank account have not been utilized. The PGF program is highly
dependent on a small number of patrons that generate a vast majority of the activity. Almost half of the
accounts created to date have been closed, and the majority of those that remain open are seldom used.
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Internal Memo
To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, A/Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

Fi-om:

Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

December 15, 2015

Subject:

Cash Flow Review of River Rock Casino High Limit Rooms (COMM-8514)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This review provides analysis of the cash flows at River Rock Casino; with the focus on the site's high limit
rooms. The objective is to understand the volume of cash by denomination flowing through the high limit
rooms. This information will assist GPEB in evaluating the extent patrons are buying in with smaller
denomination bills, and if possible, the associated risk ofrefining (colouring up). The scope is limited to a
review of the cash buy-ins conducted at the cages for the period January 1, 2015 -June 30, 2015.

Key Observations for Period Reviewed January 1, 2015 -June 30 1 2015
•

Total cash buy-ins conducted at the cage amounted to $140,997,590 over the six month period. Of this
amount: 78% of the cash buy-ins occurred with $20s; 16% with $100s; and 6% with $50s, $10s and $5s.

•

Majority of the patrons conducting cash buy-ins at the cage are playing in the VIP high limit rooms.

•

482 different patrons conducted cash buy-ins at the cage during the six month period, of which 66% were
PGF account holders. This indicates that many PGF account holders are conducting buy-ins, with cash,
outside of their PGF accounts.

•

BCLC is aware of the patrons that most often conduct cash buy-ins at the cage. At the time of testing, of
the 33 patrons that conducted cash buy-ins at the cage of $1 million or more:

•

o

28 are on BCLC's ''watched" status, due to unusual or suspicious activity.

o

16 of the 33 patrons, including eight of the top 10, have been issued directives by BCLC stating
that the patron is not permitted to buy-in with "un-sourced" cash (all cash without a bank or ATM
withdrawal slip).

A review of cash transfers between the VIP cages and vault indirectly shows that patrons buying-in with
smaller denomination bills are cashed-out with $100s. Our analysis was further corroborated through
discussions with cage personal at River Rock who indicated that patrons will be paid out in large
denomination bills; if the site deems the patron had reasonable play or reasonable net gaming losses.
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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PART 1: INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND
In 2013 the audit team conducted analysis of cash by denomination flowing through River Rock Casino. Our
analysis focused on cash buy-ins for table games and slot play. The analysis highlighted areas of concern,
specifically the denomination of currency used for table play in the high limit rooms. Reserved for high
stakes betting, red flags arose when significant amount of large cash buy-ins with small denomination bills
were conducted at the high limit cage. Our work also showed that the risk of patrons using slot machines to
launder money was not high. This review revisits our prior work on cash flows at River Rock Casino;
however, with the lens focused on the high limit rooms. River Rock was selected based on past concerns, and
because it generates the highest table game revenue in the Province. River Rock is a hot spot for high limit
gamblers, and being in close proximity to the Vancouver International Airport, it attracts visits from wealthy
tourists, particularly those from Asia.

OBJECTIVE
The objective of the review is to understand the volume of cash by denomination flowing through the high
limit rooms at River Rock Casino. This information will assist GPEB in evaluating the extent patrons are
buying in with smaller denomination bills, and if possible, the associated risk of refining (colouring up).

SCOPE
The scope is limited to a review of cash buy-ins conducted at the cages of River Rock Casino for the site's
five high limit table rooms (Salon Prive, Salon Premium, Phoenix Room, Dogwood Room, and Maple Leaf
Room) for the six month period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015.

TERMINOLOGY
Cash Buy-In - Purchase of casino chips with cash for table play.
Cashier Drop_ Buy-In Tracking Sheet- Tracking sheet used by River Rock Casino to document cash buy-ins
for tables that occur at the cage. The following information pertaining to each cash buy-in is documented:
Time, cash desk, table number, patron name, subject ID, and total cash buy-in by denomination.
Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Account - Program created to offer patrons at participating lower mainland
casinos a viable option to transport money into the gaming facility. The program allows patrons to deposit
funds into their accounts at the casino, which can then be withdrawn for gaming, re-deposited for subsequent
play or returned to the patron.
Table Drop Revenue - Total revenue from table games.
Table Net Win Revenue -Table revenue net of prizes paid.
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PART 2: ANALYSIS OF TABLE DROP REVENUE
River Rock Casino has a total of 121 tables. The casino has five high limit rooms. The five high limit rooms
consist of the Salon Prive (21 tables), Phoenix Room (18 tables), Salon Premium (10 tables), Dogwood
Room (10 tables) and the Maple Leaf Room (six tables). The Salon Prive, Salon Premium and the Phoenix
Room are VJP access high limit rooms. The Salon Premium opened in Febmary 2015, and is the site's
newest VJP baccarat room and is the gaming area of choice for players who seek discretion and privacy.
For the period January 1, 2015 -June 30, 2015, the total table drop revenue at River Rock Casino was
$540,144,956, of which the table net win revenue was $118,649,612. The chart below provides a breakdown
of the total table drop revenue by location. As shown, 49% of the table drop revenue was from the casino's
three VIP high limit rooms (Salon Prive, Salon Premium, and Phoenix Room), 29% was from table games on
the regular gaming floor, and 22% from the Dogwood and Maple Leaf high limit rooms.
Total Table Drop Revenue by Location
Total Table Drop Revenue for the Period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015: $540, 144, 956

Regular Gaming floor ; 29
$154,304,082

%
Salon prlva; 28%
$148,593,884

Maple leaf Room : 5%
$25, 503,871

Dogwood floom: 17%
$94,749,636

PART 3: ANALYSIS OF CASH BUY-INS CONDUCTED AT THE CAGE
The cage is the focal point for majority of activities and transactions on the gaming floor. River Rock Casino
has three cages, as shown in the diagram below. The main cage services all patrons playing on the regular
gaming floor, Maple Leaf and Dogwood high limit rooms. The Salon and Phoenix cages service VIP patrons
playing at the Salon Prive, Salon Premium and Phoenix Room.
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For table play, patrons may purchase chips directly at the table or at the cage. On the regular gaming floor,
the cash buy-in is smaller and often occurs at the table. In the high limit rooms, the cash buy-ins are larger,
and often occur at the cage, but may also occur at the table, dependant on the buy-in amount, and
environment (i.e. empty table, little table action etc.). Cash buy-ins which occur at the cage, are for large
dollar amounts, mixed denominations, or because the patron approached the cage to conduct the buy-in.
At River Rock Casino, cash buy-ins which occur at the cage, are documented manually on a 'Cashier Drop
Buy-In Tracking Sheet.' The Cashier Drop Buy-In Tracking Sheets were reviewed for the period January 1,
2015 -June 30, 2015 . During this period the total cash buy-ins conducted at the cages amounted to
$140,997,590, as shown below. As can be seen, 69% of the cash buy-ins occurred at the Salon cage, 29% at
the Phoenix cage and the remaining 2% at the main cage. This indicates that majority of the patrons
conducting cash-buys at the cage are playing at the Salon Prive, Salon Premium or Phoenix Room, which are
the casino's three VIP high limit rooms.
Cash Buy-Ins at Cage by Location as Documented on 'Cashier Drop Buy-In Tracking Sheet'
Toto/ Cosh Buy-Ins Conducted ot the Coge for the Period Jonuory l , 2015 - June 30, 2015: $140,997,590

Main Cage: 2%
$3,197,873

Phoenh< Cage: 29%
$41,284,145
Salon Cage: 69¾
$96,515,572

The following chart provides a detailed denomination breakdown of the cash buy-ins which occurred at the
cage. As shown, 78% of the cash buy-ins at the cage occurred with $20s, 16% with $100s, and the remaining
6% with $50s, $1 Os and $5s. Together with the previous chart, this indicates that majority of the cash buy-ins
are conducted at the VIP cages and with small denomination bills, which corroborates the discussions we
have had with cage managers and cashiers working in the Salon and Phoenix VIP cages.
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Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at Cage by Denomination as Documented on the 'Cashier Drop Buy-In Tracking Sheet'
Total Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at Cage/or Period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015: $140,997,590
$10 Bills: <1%

23,283 Bills

$100 Bills: 16%
651,938 BIiis

$20 Bills : 78%

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .~

~

- - - - - 3 , 2 6 8,652 Bills

PART 4: SNAPSHOT OF PATRONS CONDUCTING CASH BUY-INS AT THE CAGE
A total of 482 different patrons conducted cash buy-ins at the cage for $140,997,590, for the period January
1, 2015 - June 30, 2015 . The chart below provides a snapshot of the 482 patrons that conducted the cash buyins. As shown, 66% of the cash buy-ins was conducted by PGF account holders, which indicates that many
account holders are choosing to conduct buy-ins, with cash, outside of their PGF accounts. In addition, of the
482 patrons that conducted cash buy-ins at the cage, 33 conducted buy-ins totaling $1 million or more.

482 Different patrons conducted cash buy-ins at cage
for $140,997,590.
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33 patrons conducted cash buy-ins at the cage""
for $1 million or more.

122 of the 482 patrons were PGF
account holders.

-

...

The total cash buy-ins by the
122 PGF account holders was
$92;691,530.
The total PGF buy-ins by the
122 PGF account holders was
$62,454,205.

.
The 122 PGF account holders
contributed to 66% of the total
cash buy-ins at the cage.

.

32 patrons conducted cash buy-ins at the cage
between $500,000 - $999,999.
417 patrons conducted cash buy-ins at the
cage for less than $500,000.
Iii..

~

.

Of the 482 patrons, 348 were male, 98 female,
and for the remaining 36 patrons, a subject
profile was not available in iTrak.
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Cash Buy-Ins at the Cage for the Top 33 Patrons

Of the total $140,997,590 cash buy-ins conducted at the cage, 33 patrons conducted cash buy-ins totaling $1
million or more. Together, the total cash buy-ins for these 33 patrons was $83,555,215, which amounts to
59% of the total cash buy-ins conducted at the cage. The chart below provides a snapshot of the top 33
patrons conducting cash buy-ins at the cage. A detailed listing of patrons that conducted cash buy-ins at the
cage of $250,000 or more is provided in the appendix to this report.
Snapshot of Top 33 Patrons Conducting Cash Buy-Ins at the Cage

Cash Buy-Ins of Top 33 Patrons at Cage:
$83,555,215

•Denomination Breakdown of Cash Buy-Ins
•$5 Bills: 12,507 (<1%)
•$10 Bills: 15,440 (<1%)
•$20 Bills: 1,830,679 (77%)
•$50 Bills: 130,198 (5%)
•$100 Bills: 402, 148 (17%)

PGF Status

•28 of the top 33 patrons that conducted cash buy-ins at the cage were
PGF account holders.

Occupations

•14 Patrons - Owner/Entrepreneur.
•7 Patrons - Real Estate Industry.
•5 Patrons - Construction and Property Development.
•3 Patrons - Health Care Industry.
•2 Patrons - House Wife.
•1 Patron - Financial Advisor.
•1 Patron - Restaurant Manager.

BCLC Ban/ "Watched"Status

•When a patron in iTrak is placed on either ban or "watched" status by
BCLC, they will appear on the home page in red (for banned patrons) or
orange (for those on "watched" status) as applicable. Patrons will be
placed on "watched" status due to unusual or suspicious activity. Of the
top 33 patrons that conducted cash buy-ins at the cage, 28 are on
"watched" status, 2 have voluntarily self-excluded, and 2 others have
been banned by BCLC due to inappropriate behaviour.

BCLC Directives Issued to Patrons for "Unsourced" Cash

•Around August 2015, BCLC'S AML unit, started issuing letters to
particular patrons to advise them that they are no longer permitted to
buy-in at any BCLC site with "un-sourced" cash (all cash without a bank
or ATM withdrawal slip). Of the top 33 patrons that conducted cash
buy-ins, 16 were issued such directives, including eight of the top 10
patrons.

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Page 6 of 12

GPEB0791.0001
GPEBD791.0007

rfhis document is the property of tlie Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branen (Compliance Division). II is confidential and shall not be released
or disclosed in whole or part without the e1mission of the General Manager or a delegated authori!Y.

PART 5: CASH TRANSFERS BETWEEN THE VAULT AND VIP HIGH LIMIT CAGES
As part of our analysis of cash flows, we wanted to gain an understanding of the denomination of cash that
patrons are buying in and cashing out with at the cage. This information would assist in evaluating the
associated risk ofrefining (colouring up). With the data that is tracked by River Rock Casino, we were able
to analyze the cash buy-ins conducted at the cage by denomination type, as detailed in part three. However,
River Rock does not document the denomination of cash pay outs. To work around this restriction, we
analyzed the daily transfers of cash between the two VIP high limit room cages (Salon and Phoenix) and the
main vault. This analysis would indirectly show, which denomination patrons are likely paid out with.
The graphic below shows the total number of $20s, and $1 00s that patrons bought in with at the Salon and
Phoenix VIP cages for the month of June 2015 . Only the month of June was analyzed due to changes in the
tracking process of cash transfers at River Rock Casino. The analysis for the month of June shows that the
majority of $20s that patrons bought in with were transferred down to the vault; while majority of the $100s
that patrons bought in with were retained by the cage. We then analyzed the volume of $20s and $1 00s that
were brought up from the vault to the VIP cages. As can be seen, the high limit cages are primarily
requesting $100s from the vault, as opposed to $20s. This in part shows that River Rock is likely requesting
the $1 00s to pay out patrons.

CASH TRANSFER ANALYSIS
BETWEEN VIP CAGE AND
VAULT FOR JUNE 2015

Volwne of$20 BWs
Trnnsfl"n·ed Do,vu to Vnult
Volmne 0($100 Bills
Tnmsfen·ecl Down lo Vnult

Volume
Pah·ons
Volume
Pah·o11"

of$20BIII•
Bon"11I h1 With
of$100 Bills
Bought ht VVIU1

351 . 949

70,202

344,990

11,203

Volume of$20 Bills
T1·0111sf'en·ecl U, to VIP Cu e
Volume of$100 Dills
Tn111sfe1n, d U1• to VlP Cage

13,300
176,207

Vault

Our analysis of the cash transfers between the VIP cages and the vault is corroborated through discussions
with cage management and cashiers working at River Rock. Site personal indicated that the majority of the
$20s that come in from cash buy-ins at the cage are sent to the vault, and $ lO0s are then requested from the
vault to pay out patrons. River Rock will pay-out patrons with large denomination bills, if the site deems that
the patron had reasonable play or reasonable net gaming losses.

BRITISH
COLUMBIA
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PART 6: CLOSING COMMENTS
The denomination of currency used to conduct cash buy-ins at the cage, is of concern. Cash buy-ins were
mainly with smaller denomination bills, specifically $20s, and primarily occurred at the Salon and Phoenix
cages, which service patrons playing in the VIP high limit rooms. Many of River Rock's PGF account
holders chose to conduct buy-ins with cash, outside of their PGF accounts. This indicates that although the
site is encouraging patrons in the high limit rooms to open PGF accounts, getting them to use their accounts
more frequently is a challenge. Our analysis, corroborated through discussions with cage personal working at
River Rock, showed that the site does not pay out patrons in the same denomination of bills that they bought
in with. Their practice is subject to discretion, particularly if the patron had reasonable play or reasonable net
gaming losses. Our analysis also shows that BCLC is aware of the patrons that most often conduct cash buyins at the cage, as most are on BCLC's "watched" status, and many have been issued directives, which state
that the patron is not permitted to buy-in with "un-sourced" cash.

APPENDIX: DETAILED LIST OF CASH BUY-INS CONDUCTED AT CAGE

The table below provides the total cash buy-ins of $250,000 or more, conducted at River Rock Casino cages,
by patron, in ascending order (most cash buy-ins to least) for the period Janua,y 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015.
Rank

Pat.-on Name

Sex

Subject
ID

Occupation

Company Name

(MIF)

Total Cash
Buy-In at Cage
January 1, 2015
-June 30, 2015

M

130874
142378

3

M

74341

4

M

99395

Sheng Yang Tai Ying
Food Indush-y
Nanjing Laxingna
Development Ltd.
Shi You Corporation
Ltd.
Rong Tian Group

$7,971,710

M

Trading Company
Owner
Real Estate
Development President
Petroleum Company
Owner
Realtor

5

M

100893

Property Developer

$4,320,240

6

M

25566

7

M

109940

Import/Expo1t Paper
Mate1ial
Import/Export Logistics

Gold Bay Construction
Group
Fu Lin Enterp1ise
Fortune Transportation

$3,635,085

8

M

111325

Heng Wei Co.

$2,751,800

9

M

90767

Trading Company
Owner
Steel Company Owner

Bo Hua Industry
Company

$2,743,390

10

M

20497

Winery Owner

1I

M

10241

Telecom Company
Owner

M

22868

Coal Mine Owner

I
2

12

GAO, Jia Gui

SHA, Li Lin

$6,277,680
$4,508,565
$4,392,200

$3,974,250

$2,706,020

Nanjy
Telecommunications
Company
Yi Li Mining Co

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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M

43366

M

ll5965

15

M

88248

16

M

14033

17

M

25239

18

M

107757

19

M

95916

Consh·uction Company
(CEO)
Real Estate Manager

M

11435

Hotel Owner

M

121068

F

71083

Vice President
Pharmaceutical
Company
House Wife

F

144809

House Wife

F

115177

Manager Medical
Company
Real Estate Manager

13

14

20

XU,

CAO,
Binshun

21

22

,

23
24

,

Harbin Conshuction
Company

Real Estate Company
Owner
Real Estate Company
Owner
Property Developer

Han Jiang Industries

$2,430,150

Dong Sheng Real
Estate Company
Jiangsu You Li
ConshUction Company
China Heng Jing Chun
Conshuction
Beijing Real Estate
Company
.,
Black Swan

$2,366,880

'~

~

..,,

M

10226
100474

27

M

114152

28

M

26564

Manager Conshuction
Material Sales
Manager Energy
Company
Financial Investor

29

M

58336

Physician

M

88040

Shoe Fact01y Owner

10128

Wine1y Import/Export
Real Estate Board
Chairman
Hotel Owner

30

,

CHEN,

'

31

M

32

M

663

33

M

40443

M

107059

35

M

30853

36

M

77247

Clothing
Importer/Exporter
Consh·uction Company
Owner
Farmer/Rancher

37

M

165503

Company Manager

34

XU,

BRITISH
COLUMBI/\

$2,443,960

'- '

M

25
26

$2,502,940

Construction Company
Owner
Restaw-ant Manager

...

$2,028,220
$2,000,025
$1,906,950
$1,904,000
$1,759,840

$1,654,010
$1,579,670

Beijing Chang Cheng
Pha1maceutical
Kai Yang Corp.

$1,578,130
$1,439,910
$1,364,000

Hui Feng Energy
Corp.
Shang Hai Shang Dao
Investment Company /
China
Yi Kang Nutiition Inc.
(China)
Fushida Shoes and
Plastics Co Ltd.
Lulu Ice Wine Co.

$1,320,000
$1,254,040

$1,210,520
$1,185,755
$1,184,085
$1,060,000

Golden Phoenix (Hong
Kong)
Canadian Global
Trading Co.
C.I. Construction
Company
Lawrence Farm in
Chilliwack
Data Group Inc.

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

$1,000,000
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38

175028

$875,060

39

F

131623

Mining Company
Owner
House Wife

40

M

83756

Flower Shop Owner

41

M

36465

General Manager

42

F

11822

43

M

86709

Construction Company
Owner
Restaw-ant Owner

44

M

124162

Real Estate Investor

F

141503

House Wife

46

M

170270

Elechical Engineer

IEM

\'

$767,020

47

M

133281

M

10455

Wan Ke Real Estate
Company
Peaceful Restaurant

$766,050

48

Construction Travel
Agent
Restamant Owner

49

M

75408

Trnck Driver

Pahl Trncking

$710,430

50

M

31644

Land Development
Company Owner

Ray Fung Constrnction $675,110

51

M

42924

Meijing Constrnction

$668,040

52

M

43209

Constrnction Company
Owner
Stock Trader

Zhen Jiang lndush·ial
Co. Ltd.

$660,010

53

M

165304

54

M

107764

55

M

174570

56

M

67404

Exporting Manager Sewing Company
Stock Trading Company
Manager
Investment Company
Owner
Real Estate Developer

57

M

90440

Real Estate Agent

$596,940

M

24307

$570,000

59

M

10248

Mining Company
Owner
Sales Manager

60

M

131920

Auto Sales Manager

61

M

140770

62

M

141909

Construction Company
Owner
Mining Company
Ovmer

M

$868,160
Fu Zhou Floral and
Bird Market
Haicheng Haifang
Textile Co.Ltd.
Sumitono Car Rental
Ltd.
Zhing Hong
Restaurant
.....

58

XU,

LIU, Chang
Hu

'-

$835,750
$823,630
$807,120
$805,900

\
45

$853,000

~

...

'

"-

~-

\.

\'
"'

$770,745

$751,040

$659,990
$650,050
Laide Investment Co.

$618,815
$614,960

Chang Le Car Co.

$557,580
$550,550

Shanghai Constrnction

$530,060

Sha Bei Luo Mining

$530,020
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63

M

57040

Stock Investor

64

M

124914

Clothing Store Owner

M

110107

M

102258

Realtor
Import/Export Agent

F

67255

House Wife

F

9921

House Wife

69

M

110647

70

M

21822

71

M

1261 l

72

F

10841

73

M

25148

Construction Home
Builder
Import Export Company
Owner
Manager Transportation
Company
House Wife
Oil Company Owner

M

28212

F

32654

Real Estate Agent
House Wife

M

84950

Shoe Fact01y Owner

77

M

52499

Real Estate President

$414,980

78

M

30304

Real Estate Developer

$410,050

79

M

13222

Restamant Owner

F

16985

House Wife

M

120576

Clothing Manufactw-er

82

M

47784

83

M

19384

Trading Company
Owner
Longshoreman

84

M

56671

85

M

139536

86

M

11495

87

M

161500

65
66

XU,

67
68

74

LO, Tsui Hua

BAO,Bo

75

76

80
81

XU,

RONG, Jian
Qiu
'

Real Estate Company
Owner
Real Estate Investor
Building and Selling
Houses
Construction Company
President

$524, 180

Night Market Vendor
Stand

$504,000
$500,000

Cowry Cabinets

$460,000
,-.

"'

$453,740
$450,400

Jianze Construction
Company
Hua Shun Xin Ltd.

$440,000

Beijing Yu Yang
Group Corp.

$430,090

$440,000

$428,400

Peijing Yin Di
Company

$425,980
$420,000
$419,020

Shen Yan Bing Wei
Shoe Store

Dragon King
Restaurant

$415,830

$402,020
$387,780

Light Sea Construction
Investment
Long Champ Trade
Co.

$376,060
$370,050
$350,000

Heng Yu

$348,060

He Nan Xin Xiang
Advertisement Ltd.

$347,070
$344,040

Hua Fei Constrnction
Group

Compliance Division
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$331,620

88

M

129352

89

F

93226

90

M

140113

M

103060

Automotive Service
Provider
Real Estate Investor

M

64240

Real Estate Manager

M

11065

Insulation Installer

GC Insulation Inc.

$311,600

94

M

170278

Executive Assistant

$307,000

95

M

118300

Real Estate Company
Manager
House Wife

Viceroy Investment
Group
Jia Hong
Developments Corp.

91

WEI

92
93

WEI,

96

Construction Company
O\l'mer
Import/Export Company

F

141493

M

85608

M

174914

F

147935

100

M

111273

101

M

16445

Real Estate Company
Owner
'\.
Chef

102

M

98922

Constmction Developer

103

M

71311

Real Estate Developer

104

M

86158

Clothing Manufacturer

105

M

66318

106

M

112727

Construction Home
Builder
Hotel Manager

97

CHEN,

98

99

XU,

Construction Company
Owner
Manufacture Electronics
(CEO)
Office Clerk

Han Lee International

$330,050

Hua Xing Simon Auto
sales Ltd.
Zhong Hua Fu
Development Ltd.

$328,050

$317,500

COLUM BI A

$290,040
$288,900

Feng Feng
Constmction Co.
Dalian Pacific
Electronics Co. Ltd.
Dongsheng Investment
Holding Ltd.
Dan Long Real Estate
and Development Ltd.
Tsikiji Japanese
Restaurant

$283, 140
$280,000
$280,000
$280,000
$279,940
$279,700

Xintai Real Estate
Development Ltd.

$273,580
$270,000

Long Mei Realty Co.

$265,000

Jun Guan Hotel

$256,640

Total Cash Buy-Ins at Cage of $250,000 or More

BRITISH

$325,000
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INTERNAL MEMO

•••

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, OPEB

To:

BRITISH

COLUMBIA

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From:

Parminder Ba.~i, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

February 15, 2016

Sub.iect:

COMM-861 t Follow Up: Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at River Rock Casino Cages

SUMMARY REPORT
This report is a follow-up to our previous analysis of ca."h buy-ins conducted at River Rock Casino cages
in the first half of 2015. This report covers the second half of the calendar year, July 1, 2015 · - December
31. 2015. and provides a comparison between the two periods. Below are key observations.

Analysis of Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at River Rock Casino Cages
•

Total cash buy-ins conducted at the cages for the period July 1, 2015 -December 31, 2015, were
$102,397,700. This represents a decline of 27% from the previous six month period, as shown below.

s.15

January 1, 2015 June 30, 2015

July 1, 2015December 31, 2015

%
Chan e

$140,997,590

$102,397,700

-27%

s.15

Total Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at Cages

•

A breakdown of the total volume of physical bills presenled at the cages to conduct cash buy-ins for
the year 2015 is presented below. As shown, there is a significant decline in the number of bills,
particularly $20s, presented at the cages during the second half of the year.

Bill Breakdown

January 1, 2015 .June 30, 2015

July 1, 2015 December 31, 2015

4,165,547

2,748,936

%

Chan~e

s.15

....

ITotal Volume of Physical Bills
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•

The chart below provides the monthly breakdown of the $102.397, 700 cash buy-ins conducted at the
cages for the period July 1. 2015 - December 31. 2015. As can be seen, the decline in cash buy-ins is
significant.
Monthly Breakdown of Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at Cages
For the Period July 1, 2015 • December 31, 2015
Total: $102,397,700
$45,000,000 -· $40,000,000
$35,000,000

-l----"~""'•3S""i;=47-241., ,o.___________________________
+----'~...,_____________________________
~

$30,000,000
$25,000,000 +--------~-~j:-21-,2-7-5,-11-0_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

-t----------'=----------=-----=s=1-=--4i4=1=9,=s1=s:---s,_1..,-1,-::-o&,....,.1,=13-:--:o--------s1s.ooo.ooo t-===========~:::=:::::;;~::::==:!s1~0~,3~91~,4g1s~;;;;;
$10,000,000 t
___,56,642,100

$20,000•000

$5,000,000 + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - $0

+-------~-----~-----~-----,-----------~,
December
July
August
September
October
November
- - - -- ------------------

Analysis of PGF Activity
During the period July 1, 2015 -December 31, 2015, a total of $124,211,019 was deposited (new money

and re-deposits) into PGF accounts, and 5124,553,019 was withdrawn. This represents an increase of 39%
in PGF deposits from the previous six month period as shown below. The closing PGF account balance at
River Rock Casino as at December 31, 2015, was $1,036.881, which re.fleets that funds being deposited
into the accounts are not being retained for long periods of time.
River Rock Casino PGF Deposit and Withdrawal Activity
For the Period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015

Deposits
. $.124,211,019

Withdrawals

$124,SS3,Pl~ .

$140,000,000 $120,000,000 ·•

--oeposffr-w1ururawa1s · $89 285 204

$88,364,569

$100,000,000
$80,000,000
$60,000,000
$40,000,000
$20,000,000

.· - 'i

$0

...,
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Analysis of Table Drop Revenue
Table drop revenue for River Rock Casino for the period July 1, 2015-December 31, 2015, was
$339,307.567. This represents a decline of 37% from the previous six month period. as shown below.
Consequently, tab1e net win also dropped.

I -~--~--!---------------~
s.15
January 1, 2015-

[

June 30. 2015

July 1, 2015December 31, 2015

I

Dollar
Difference

%

I Change

Note 1 - Table net win figure obtained.from BCLC.
Note 2 -At the time of rhis report, we had not recei1•ed the rable net wi11figure.ffrom BCLC. Rea.fOII bei11g, .mchfigures take time
to compile, a11d ll'ere 1wt a1•ailable at report issuance. Howel'er, materially, the.fiRures that we obtained from GMS are a good
representation ,~f' table /let win, based on m1r past ana/ysi.~.

Impact of BCLC Un-Sourced Cash Directive
In 2015, BCLC'S AML unit began issuing letters to high risk patrons advising them that they are no
longer permitted to buy-in at any BCLC site with "un-sourced" cash (cash without a bank. or ATM
withdrawal slip). The significant drop in cash buy-ins at the cages for the period July 1, 2015 - December
31, 2015. can be associated. in part, to the enforcement of this directive by BCLC and the service
provider.
The chart below provides a summary of patrons that conducted cash buy-ins of $1 million or more during
the first half of 2015 and were subsequently issued the unsourced cash directive by BCLC. Their cash
buy-ins at the cages for the first six months of 2015 are compared to the 1ast six months of the year and
presented in the chart below. The following are key observations from the chart:
•

Cash buy-ins conducted at the cages for the second half of the year for many of these patrons has
substantially dropped. Some of these patrons have sta1ted using their PGF accounts more while a few
others have stopped conducting cash buy-ins at River Rock Casino.

•

Some patrons sti11 conducted significant cash buy-ins during the second half of the year. Their cashbuys reflect both sourced cash, and also cash buy-ins during the lapse period between July 1, 2015,
and the issuance of the BCLC directive.

Total Cash Buy-In at
Cage

Su~ject
ID

Occuoation

January 1. 2015 .June 30. 2015

DateofBCLC
Un-Sourced
Cash Directive
(2015)

Total Cash BuyIn at Cage
July 1, 2015 December 31,

%

2015

Chan2e

s.22

....
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Subject
ID
s.22

Occupation

Total Ca~h Buy-In at
Cage
January I, 2015 •

Dateot'BCLC
Un-Sourced
Cash Directive

June30,2015

(2015)

Total Cash BuyIn at Cage
July 1, 2015 ·
December 31,
2015

%
Change

CONCLUSION
BCLC un-sourced cash directives were issued to high limit patrons. who were buying in with a large
volume of small denomination bills. Despite these patrons having a long history of gambling, the nature
of the cash that they presented at the casino suggested that the money did not come from a recognized
financial instilution and may be of questionable source.
The issuance of the un-sourced cash directive to high limit patrons at River Rock Casino has had a direct
impact on the total amount of cash buy-ins conducted at the cages. Cash buy-ins nt the cages for the
period reviewed July l, 2015 -December 31, 2015, at River Rock Casino, declined by $38.6 million (- 27
%) from the first half ofthe year. PGF activity during the same period increased 39% from the first half of
the year. This is partly attributed to patrons to whom the un-sourced cash directive has been issued being
encouraged to use their PGF accounts.
Overall, although cash buy-ins at the cages decreased and POP activity increased, the net effect was a
significant dec1ine in both table drop revenue (-37%) and net table win (-12%) at River Rock Casino.
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INTERNAL MEMO
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To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance
Division, GPEB

From:
Date:

April 27, 2016

Subject:
Vault

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As casimls i BC re not required to document the denomination of cash payouts to
patrons, we were unable to confirm on an individual transaction basis if refining was
occurring. Our review was conducted through:
• An analytical review of cash transfers between patron buy-ins, the high limit cages and the
vault.
•

Interviews with cage management and cashiers at the River Rock Casino.

KEY OBSERVATIONS

BRITISH
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•

Total cash buy-ins at the high limit cages with $100 bills amounted to $54 million. Of this
amount, $8 million (15%) was transferred down to the vault; however, an additional $90
million in $100 bills was transferred from the vault back up to the high limit cages.

•

Interviews with site staff indicated that if a patron engaged in reasonable play, they will
be paid out with $100 bills regardless of the denomination that they bought in with. The
following is taken into consideration by the site when determining whether play was
reasonable: the amount being wagered in proportion to the buy-in; the amount of time
spent gaming in proportion to the buy-in; and the amount of gaming ass incurred by the
patron.

CLOSING REMARKS
Our analysis of cash flows between patron bu
Rock
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND
GPEB Compliance Division has periodically analyzed cash buy-ins conducted at the River Rock
Casino cages to evaluate the denomination of currency patrons were buying in with. Our
analysis showed that cash buy- ins at the high limit cages (Salon and Phoenix) were mainly
with $100 and $20 bills. The high limit cages are reserved for patrons playing in the VIP high
limit rooms (Salon Prive, Salon Premium and Phoenix room).

OBJECTIVE
The objectives of our review were:

hrougl, the high limit cages at the River Rock
Casino.

SCOPE

•

BRITISH
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As part of the review, we conducted interviews with cage management and cashiers at
the River Rock Casino. The interviews helped us understand how cash flow was tracked
at the site and the denomination of cash that patrons were buying in and subsequently
being paid out with at the high limit cages.
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PART 1: ANALYTICAL REVIEW OF CASH ACTIVITY
To determine the transfer of cash between the high limit cages and the vault, we analysed the daily
GMS
'Report Inventory Movement Audit Trail Group by Transaction' reports for the period July 1,
2015 - December 31, 2015. The data was then compared to the total amount of cash buy-ins
conducted at the high limit cages over the same period as documented on the 'Cashier Drop
Buy-In Tracking Sheet'.
The table below shows by denomination, the total amount of cash buy-ins conducted at the
high limit cages and the subsequent transfers between the high limit cages and the vault for
the period July 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015.

Jul 1 2015 - December 31 2015

= A- B

B

Net Cash Availa le
at
High Limit

Bill

$SO

5%

$215,000

$20

40%

$62,000

N/A

$1,382,000

$10
$5

$1,373,005
$72,325

$56,478,185

$1,369,500

$93,201,500

The
y-ins at the high limit cages with $20 bills amounted to $40 million. Of this
amount, 99% was transferred down to the vault, and less than 1 % transferred back up
to the high limit cages. The high limit cages retained only $75 thousand for subsequent
payouts in this denomination. The short supply of $20 bills available at the high limit
cages indicated that patrons that bought in with $20 bills were not being paid out in this
denomination.
•

BRITISH

Total cash buy-ins at the high limit cages with $100 bills amounted to $54 million. Of
this amount, only $8 million (15%} was transferred down to the vault; however, an
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limit cages. The cash transfers showed that
the high limit cages had significantly more $100 bills available to conduct cash payouts than
buy-ins of
the same denomination. The excess supply of $100 bills available at the high limit cages
indicated that patrons were primarily being paid out in this denomination.
•
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Despite $5 million of cash buy-ins at the high limit cages being conducted with $SO bills,
no $SO bills were retained to conduct subsequent cash payouts to patrons. The cash
transfers between the high limit cages and vault for $10 and $5 bills were largely
attributed to floats being transferred to and from the vault at the end of each gaming
day.
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The graph below reflects the contrast between the total dollar amount of $20 and $100 bills
received from cash buy-ins conducted at the high limit cages and the subsequent transfers to
and from the vault.

$100,000,000

• $20 Bills

$20 and $100 Bills
Cash Buy-Ins vs Cash Transfers Between High Limit Cages and Vault
For the Period July 1, 2015 • December 31, 2015

$90 Million

• $100 Bills
$75,000,000

$54 Million
$50,000,000

$40 Million

$40 Million

$25,000,000
$62
Thousand

$0
Cash Buy-Ins at High Limit Cages

BRITISH

Cash Transferred Down from High Limit Cash Transferred Up from Vault to High
Limit Cages

•

The amo nt being wagered in proportion to the buy-in.

•

The amount of time spent gaming in proportion to the buy-in. For example, a patron's
gaming activity would be considered suspicious if they placed a few small bets (relative
to the buy-in) over a short period of time and then attempted to cash out.

•
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The play of patrons in the high limit rooms is observed from the floor level by the tables
department and from above by surveillance operators. If staff from the floor (i.e. dealer
supervisor, shift manager, other) or surveillance operators determine that the patron did not
engage in reasonable play, they are required to inform the cage. If the cage is not informed of
the patrons play, then it is assumed that the patron engaged in reasonable play, and thus will
be paid out with $100 bills.
Through interviews with cage management and cashiers at the River Rock Casino, we
identified the following:
•

Primarily all of the $20 bills that the high limit cages receive from cash bu -ins are
transferred to the vault. Reason being, the cage does not pay ou p trans int e $20 bills
that they bought in with unless informed by staff from the f oar or surveillance
that the patron did not engage in reasonable play.

CLOSING REMARKS

Although River Ro k aoes have criteria in place to help prevent refining from occurring for the
purposes of, one laundering, the criterion applied is subject to discretion around what
constitutes reasonable play. The notion that nearly all patrons were paid out with $100 bills
regardless of the denomination that they bought in with, in part suggests that the controls in
place to prevent a patron from refining bills may not be functioning as intended.
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INTERNAL MEMO
To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From:

Tim Storms, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

April 27, 2016

Subject:

Unusual Financial Transaction/Suspicious Transaction Verification Review Phase II (COMM8629)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The work conducted in this review is a follow up to COMM-8513 Unusual Financial Transaction/Suspicious
Transaction Verification Review Phase I which included data for the first six or seven months of 2015,
depending on the test conducted.
Two components were brought forward from COMM-8513 to be updated:
•

Component I: Review Unusual Financial Transactions (UFT's) entered into iTrak during the period
August 1 to December 31, 2015 to determine the split between substantiated and unsubstantiated.
Review the criteria used by the BCLC Investigator to support the decision to not to report the
incident to FINTRAC as a Suspicious Transaction Report {STR).

•

Component II : Review Large Table Buy-in (LTBI) transactions at the River Rock Casino for the period
July 1 to December 31, 2015 to determine ifthese were deemed substantiated UFT's reportable to
FINTRAC.

Conclusions
Component I
More than 85% of all UFT's are being treated as substantiated and sent to FINTRAC. While this number is
lower than the 95% identified in the first phase of this work (July 2014 to July 2015), it still indicates that
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there does not appear to be an intent on the part of BCLC to avoid reporting to FINTRAC those incidents
which service provider staff deemed suspicious.
Component II
Based on the analysis of the River Rock data it was noted that a greater percentage of LTBI' s are being
reported as UFT's than what was noted in the first phase of this analysis. LTBl's consisting of primarily $100
bills continue to be deemed largely non-suspicious but the number reported as UFT's has more than tripled
since Phase I. As was also noted in the Phase I analysis, transactions containing $50,000 or more in $20's
are reported as UFT's with a greater frequency than those that had less than $50,000 in $20's. Overall the
number of large volume $20 LTBl's reported as suspicious has increased.

INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND
BCLC, through their Anti-Money Laundering (AML) Compliance framework, have the primary responsibility
to report suspicious transactions to FINTRAC, the federal AML agency. Gaming service providers are
required to record all unusual or suspicious cash transactions, as an Unusual Financial Transaction (UFT), in
the Casino Reporting System (iTrak). The BCLC Investigator for the site, in conjunction with the BCLC AML
team, makes the determination as to whether a transaction gets reported to FINTRAC. Transactions are
classified as "substantiated" or "unsubstantiated" based on this decision.

OBJECTIVE
The objectives of this review were as follows:

1. Further the work conducted in Phase I in identifying transactions flagged as unusual by casino
staff but subsequently deemed not reportable to FINTRAC by BCLC Investigators.
2. Quantify the number of large cash only table buy-ins between July 1 and December 31, 2015
that were not designated as a UFT and therefore not reportable to FINTRAC.

SCOPE AND APPROACH
The scope of Component I included all UFT's entered into iTrak for the period August 1 to December 31,

2015.
The scope of Component II included all Large Table Buy-ins documented by River Rock Casino for the period
July 1 to December 31, 2015.
The approach undertaken is to:
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1. Quantify the number of Unusual Financial Transactions entered into iTrak during the review period
to determine the split between substantiated and unsubstantiated.

2. Review Unusual Financial Transactions deemed unsubstantiated by BCLC Investigators to document
the criteria used to support the decision.
3. Obtain large table buy-in (LTBI) tracking sheets created for transactions during the review period for
the casinos being reviewed. Determine if Unusual Financial Transactions were created in iTrak for
these transactions.

ANALYSIS
Component I - Review of Unsubstantiated "Unusual Financial Transactions" in iTrak.
Gaming Service Provider staff receive training which allows them to identify currency transactions which
are considered suspicious from a money laundering perspective. The details of these transactions are
entered into an Incident Report in the Casino Reporting System (iTrak).
iTrak has a hierarchical categorization framework where incidents are classified by "Type", then "Specific"
and then "Category". The "Specific" label for a suspicious transaction is "Unusual Financial Transaction".
The available Category selections for a UFT are "Substantiated", "Unsubstantiated" and "Null". When
surveillance staff at the site have created the UFT incident in iTrak, they will leave the category as Null. The
BCLC Investigator responsible for that site reviews all Null UFT's and then changes the Category to
Substantiated or Unsubstantiated, based on whether they feel the transactions meets FINTRAC's criteria for
a Suspicious Transaction Report (STR).
A review of all UFT's created at BC gaming facilities for the period August 1 to December 31, 2015 was
conducted to identify those categorized as "Unsubstantiated". The information provided by the BCLC
Investigator to deem the transaction as unsubstantiated was reviewed to see:
•
•
•

Was a reason provided?
Was it a valid reason explaining why not suspicious?
Was there any consistency amongst different investigators as to what criterion was being used?

This review did not evaluate whether the transaction required submission as an STR or not, primarily as we
do not have access to the Know Your Client information that the BCLC Investigators use to assist in making
this decision. Rather the review evaluated the completeness and consistency of information provided to
make such judgments.
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UFT Breakdown: Substantiated vs. Unsubstantiated

There were 734 Unusual Financial Transaction incidents reviewed in iTrak for the period.
The following table shows a comparison between the first seven month of 2015 (included in the Phase I
review) and the current review period, in terms of the percentage of UFT's substantiated.
Aug - Dec 2015
UFT's

Jan - Jul 2015

{phase2}

%

(phase 1)

%

Substantiated

623

84.9%

1,172

93.9%

Unsubstantiated

111

15.1%

76

6.1%

Total

734

100.0%

1,248

100.0%

Total UFT's Substantiated vs. Unsubstantiated by Facility
August 1 to December 31, 2015
Site

%
85.3%

Unsubstantiated

11
3
4

18.3%

32
90

81.7%
91.4%
95.7%

3
1

1
1

33.3%
100.0%

2
0

66.7%
0.0%

4
3
6

1
0
1

25.0%
0.0%
16.7%

3
3
5

75.0%
100.0%
83.3%

1
2

0
0

0.0%
0.0%

1
2

100.0%
100.0%

734

623

84.9%

111

15.1%

Total UFT's

Substantiated

River Rock

525

Grand Villa

60

448
. 49

Starlight

35
94

Edgewater
Hard Rock
Cascades
Fraser Downs/Elements
Other - Lower Mainland
Other - Vancouver Island
Other - Interior
Other - Northern

Total
\

,,
'-.

.

77

%
14.7%
8.6%
4.3%

~

Overall, BCLC deemed 85% of all UFT's to be substantiated and therefore reportable to FINTRAC. As noted
in the table, 111 UFT's were deemed to be unsubstantiated by the BCLC Investigator reviewing the
circumstances. These 111 were therefore not forwarded to FINTRAC as an STR. The percentage of UFT's
deemed "Unsubstantiated" has more than doubled from the first seven months of the year. Service
provider staff began reporting a larger volume of lower risk transactions starting in July 2015, leading to
more being deemed unsubstantiated.
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The following chart and table show the monthly trend of reporting between August and December 2015.

UNUSUAL FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS BY MONTH
AUGUST TO DECEMBER 2015

•
•

August

September

October

November

Substantiated
Unsubstantiated

December

Unusual Financial Transactions August to December 2015

>------

-------<

Total
August
September
October
November
December

7
6
14
13
71

139

102
217

115

Total

111

623

734

88
77

146
94
91
288

Analysis was conducted on the reasoning why BCLC Investigators felt the circumstances surrounding the
unsubstantiated transactions did not meet the criteria for a reportable STR. Quite often an investigator will
provide multiple indicators as to why he felt the transaction was not substantiated. There was
commonality between the different gaming facilities.
The top 10 reasons are detailed below:
•
•
•
•

Buy -in was recycled funds from previous disbursements.
Patron's occupation provides access to amount of funds used for buy-in.
Patron put the funds and actively gambled with buy-in amount.
The denomination and/or amount of funds used for the buy-in would be accessible through an ATM
or Global Cash machine.
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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•
•
•
•
•

No facilitation of funds - patron had funds in possession from outset and did not receive from 3 rd
party while onsite.
Patron does not associate with high risk patrons or persons of interest.
Patron has no previous history of STR's.
The buy-in amount and/or level of play is consistent with regular play
No attempt to colour up (i.e. exchange smaller denomination bills for larger denominations)

These reasons were similar to what was identified in the first phase of this review.
Component II - Review of Large Table Buy-In's to determine UFT reporting rates
Patrons wishing to buy-in for table games play with large amounts of currency have the option of
presenting their funds directly to the cage as opposed to a chip purchase at the table. These Large Table
Buy-in's are tracked in order to document the volume of specific denominations used for the buy-ins and to
document the patron's information.
Large table buy-in tracking sheets received from the River Rock Casino for the period July 1 to December 31,
2015 were analyzed to determine if an Unusual Financial Transaction had been created in iTrak for the buyin. These UFT's were then reviewed to determine if the transaction had been substantiated (leading to an
STR being filed with FINTRAC).
It is important to note that this analysis does not intend to pass judgment on whether a UFT/STR should
have been created for each of the LTBl's reviewed. The large number (1,780) of LTBl's reviewed, combined
with the absence of other critical information (i.e. surveillance footage, BCLC KYC information and the
history of the patron's previous gaming activity) made such a determination very difficult and impractical
given the parameters of this review. The intent of this analysis is therefore to provide a snapshot of the
statistics surrounding LTBl's and what has been reported.
A threshold was established to determine reasonableness as to whether a UFT was appropriate. This was
based on the volume of the denomination. The thresholds amount to $10,000 or greater and are broken
out as follows:
•
•
•
•

LTBl's including 500+ $20's
LTBl's including 200+ $50's - with less than 500 $20's and less than 100 $100's
LTBl's including 100+ $100's - with less than 500 $20's and less than 200 $50's
All other LTBl's greater or equal to $10,000 that were not captured in the three categories above.

These thresholds intended to isolate the effect of each denomination on the decision to report. In order to
determine if an incident report had been created, a test was done to create a unique field combining the
transaction date and the iTrak subject ID of the patron from the LTBI worksheet. This was then compared to
iTrak Incident Reports for the same period. This lookup returned two results, either a match indicating

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Page 6 oflO

GPEB0872.0001
GPEB0872.0007

Tilis document is tlie property of the Gaming Policy ancl Enforcement Branch (Compliance Division). It is confidential and snail not be released
or disclosed in whole or part without the e1mission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.

there was an UFT incident report for that patron on the date of the LTBI or no match indicating that there
was no UFT created in iTrak.
There were 1,780 cash only (i.e. not from a Patron Gaming Fund account or through a debit card) LTBl's
identified during the review period.
For those LTBl's where a match was returned - the incidents were reviewed in iTrak to confirm they
specifically related to the LTBI. 876 LTBl's were returned with a match.
There were 904 LTBl's where there was no match. Given the large volume and the effort it would take to
search each LTBI in iTrak for confirmation no incident existed, a random sample of 284 or approximately
30% of the no matches were reviewed to gain assurance that no incident existed. A further sample was
added which included all remaining LTBl's made up of $10,000 or more in $20 bills not already reviewed.
With this additional sample added, 46% of all LTBl's where there was no date/subject ID match were
manually reviewed to confirm that a UFT had not been created.
The analysis identified the following breakdown:

Primary Denomination (LTBl's ~ $10k)
Cash LTBl's with 500+ $20's
(regardless of volume of $50's and $100's)

Cash LTBl's with 200+ $S0's
{no large volume of $20's or $100's - <$10,000}

Cash LTBl's with 100+ $100's
{no large volume of $20's or $50's - <$10,000}

Remaining Cash LTBl's ~ $10,000
(not included in above categories

Total
((

Total# of
Transactions

UFT
Created

%

UFT
Substantiated

%

NoUFT
Created

552

67.1%

550

99.6%

271

34

14

41.2%

14

100.0%

20

844

217

25.7%

186

85.7%

627

79

32

40.5%

30

93.8%

47

1,780

815

45.8%

780

95.7%

965

823

....

'(',
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A comparison was done between the results from the Phase II analysis (Jul to Dec 2015) against the work
previously conducted in Phase I (Jan to Jun 2015):
% of LTBl's Where UFT Created

Primary Denomination
Cash LTBl's with 500+ $20's
(regardless of volume of $50's and $100's)

Jan-Jun

Jul - Dec

59.7%

67.1%

8.5%

41.2%

7.7%

25.7%

n/a

40.5%

34.5%

45.8%

Cash LTBl's with 200+ $SO'S
(no large volume of $20's or $100 1s - <$10,000)

Cash LTBl's with 100+ $100's
(no large volume of $20 1s or $50 1s - <$10,000)

Remaining Cash LTBl's ~ $10,000
(not included in above categories

Total

The following chart illustrates the breakdown by primary denomination between LTBl's where an UFT was
created versus those where there was not:

River Rock LTBl's July 1 to December 31, 2015

900
800
700
600

•
•

500

No UFT Created
UFTCreated

400
300
200
100
0
S00+$20's

200+ $S0's

100+ $100's

All others
$10,000 or more

Primary Denomination of Buy-In
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Given the higher risk associated with $20 bills, further analysis was conducted on the LTBl's made primarily
with that denomination.
Volume of $20's in LTBI

Total

UFT

%

~

$100;000
$50,000 to $99,999

151
217

145
203

$25,000 to $49,999

156

$10,000 to $24,999

Grand Total

'

NoUFT

%

96.0%
93.5%

6
14

4.0%
6.5%

100

64.1%

56

299

104

34.8%

195

35.9%
65.2%

823

552

271

32.9%

67.1%

Transactions containing $50,000 or more in $20's are reported as UFT's with a greater frequency than those
that had less than $50,000 in $20's. This was also noted in the analysis previously conducted for the period
January to June 2015.
The following points need to be taken into consideration:
•

LTBl' s with $100's and no UFT/STR do not necessarily indicate an issue. Casinos frequently cash out
patrons in $100's. LTBl's could be made with $100's sourced from previous disbursements and
therefore not considered suspicious.

•

Patrons involved in the LTBl's reviewed may have had UFT's created for other gaming activity that
same day. The analysis above was looking for specific mention of the LTBI transaction in question. If
there was no mention in the related UFT of the LTBI then it was treated as "no UFT incident".

Conclusions from the data:
•

A greater percentage of LTBl's are being reported as Unusual Financial Transactions then was noted
in the review conducted on data for the first six months of 2015.

•

96% of those LTBI UFT's were deemed substantiated by the BCLC Investigators for River Rock and
therefore reportable as an STR to FINTRAC. It is interesting to note that this percentage is
considerably higher than the 85% noted fo r all UFT's deemed substantiated at River Rock (as noted
in Component I). The overall number contains numerous unsubstantiated lower dollar transactions
for which an LTBI was not created.

•

Few UFT's are being created for LTBl's consisting primarily of $100 bills. This reaffirms previous work
we have done that indicates that buy-ins of $100 bills are generally not considered suspicious based
solely on volume. The reason behind this may be that the funds used in the buy-ins were sourced
from previous disbursements and therefore not considered suspicious.
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•

The dollar value of the buy-in appear to strongly determine whether a UFT was created for those
LTBl's consisting of large volumes of $20 bills. The overwhelming majority of the large value $20
LTBl's {2=: $50,000) did have a UFT created while those under that value tended not to be reported as
a UFT as often.

CONCLUSIONS
More than 85% of all UFT's are being treated as substantiated and sent to FINTRAC. While this number is
lower than the 95% identified in the first phase of this work {July 2014 to July 2015), it still indicates that
there does not appear to be an intent on the part of BCLC to avoid reporting to FINTRAC those incidents
which service provider staff deemed suspicious.
Based on the analysis of the River Rock data it was noted that a greater percentage of LTBl's are being
reported as UFT's than what was noted in the first phase of this analysis. LTBl's consisting of primarily $100
bills continue to be deemed largely non-suspicious but the number reported as UFT's has more than tripled
since phase I. As was also noted in the Phase I analysis, transactions containing $50,000 or more in $20's
are reported as UFT's with a greater frequency than those that had less than $50,000 in $20's. Overall the
number of large volume $20 LTBl's reported as suspicious has increased.
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INTERNAL MEMO
BRITISH
COLUMBIA

To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From:

Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

April 29, 2016

Subject:

COMM-8669 Review of Provincially Banned Cash Facilitators

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards, Policies and Procedures prohibit loan sharking or
cash facilitation (passing someone cash to gamble). Those engaged in such activity, may be provincially
banned from attending gaming facilities with the length of the prohibition dependent on the circumstances
of specific incidents. The objective of our review was to quantify the dollar amount of buy-ins conducted
from cash that sites acknowledged was obtained from or connected to individuals provincially banned for
cash facilitation. The period of our review was January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015.

KEY OBSERVATIONS
•

Eight provincially banned individuals in 46 incidents facilitated a total of $6.7 million to patrons that
led to a buy-in at the cage. Despite their provincial banning, they facilitated cash to patrons in close
proximity to the gaming facility, in areas visible to casino surveillance. The eight individuals were
banned because of their extensive history of passing cash to patrons.

•

From the total $6. 7 million facilitated by banned individuals to patrons, 79% of the cash was accepted
as buy-ins at the River Rock Casino, 11% at Edgewater and 10% at Starlight.
- - - -·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

•

FINTRAC

•

Paul King Jin was the most prolific cash facilitator. Despite receiving a five year provincial banning for
activities 'consistent with loan sharking', the sites observed and documented Jin facilitate $4.2 million
to patrons over the course of 24 different incidents during the year.
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•

From the total $6.7 million cash facilitated to patrons: 70% was with $20 bills; 17% with $100 bills;
12% with $50 bills and the remaining 1% with $10s and $5s. In most cases, the cash passed to patrons
was documented in iTrak by the site as being 'wrapped with elastics' and 'bundled in bricks.' The large
volume of small denomination bills and their presentation suggest that the funds did not come from a
financial institution but rather questionable sources.

•

A total of 25 different patrons accepted the $6.7 million cash facilitated to them by banned cash
facilitators. 13 of the 25 patrons, including seven of the top 10 that accepted this cash, have since
been issued a directive by BCLC which prohibits them from buying in with un-sourced cash.

CONCLUSION
Our review of cash facilitated by provincially banned individuals to patrons for the period January 1, 2015 December 31, 2015, highlighted the following concerns:
•

Provincially banned individuals openly facilitated cash to patrons in areas of close proximity to the
site, such as parking lots, nearby restaurants, the attached hotel, and other areas visible by site
surveillance or staff.

•

Despite site surveillance monitoring the activities of banned individuals and documenting in iTrak that
a patron obtained cash from them, the cage still accepted the funds as buy-ins. This indicates the sites
knowingly accepted cash that they acknowledged was obtained from a banned individual and
appeared of questionable source.

•

Industry indicators of suspicious activity were present in all incidents in which the cage accepted the
cash. For example: acknowledgment that the cash was obtained from a banned cash facilitator; the
presentation of the cash suggesting that it may be from questionable sources; the patron's stated
occupation did not reasonably explain where they may have access to such large volumes of cash
(particularly small denomination bills); and associations with known cash facilitators and BCLC
undesirables.

Overall, the gaming facilities are doing an effective job monitoring and documenting the activities of
banned cash facilitators (including submitting suspicious transaction reports to FINTRAC}. However, prior to
the BCLC 'un-sourced' cash directive being issued to patrons, very little was being done to prevent buy-ins
with questionable cash from being accepted. Issuing a provincial banning to an individual with a history of
cash facilitation is a good deterrent; however, the meaningfulness of the deterrent is negated when the
cash they facilitate, particularly in clear view of site surveillance, is accepted by the gaming facility as a buyin.
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INTRODUCTION
~----------------~-----~~~~------

BACKGROUND
Gaming facilities in BC are a cash intensive business, often operating 24 hours a day. As such, they are
vulnerable to attracting individuals that try to lend money to patrons to gamble. BCLC Casino and
Community Gaming Centre Standards, Policies and Procedures prohibit loan sharking or cash facilitation
(passing someone cash to gamble). BCLC may initiate provincial prohibitions to patrons engaged in such
activity, with the length of the ban dependent on the circumstances of specific incidents.

OBJECTIVE
The objective of our review was to quantify the dollar amount of buy-ins conducted at gaming facilities
from cash that sites acknowledged was obtained from or connected to individuals provincially banned for
cash facilitation (passing someone cash to gamble).

SCOPE
The scope was limited to a review of buy-ins conducted at gaming facilities during the period January 1,
2015 - December 31, 2015, from cash obtained from or connected to individuals provincially banned for
cash facilitation.
The review only focused on provincially banned cash facilitators because BCLC and sites are familiar with
their undesirables. The review did not focus on any active (i.e. not banned) patrons, because these
individuals are not deemed by BCLC as high risk and are welcome to gamble.

APPROACH
The GPEB audit team engaged in discussions with GPEB Investigations to gather information on individuals
facilitating cash at gaming facilities. The discussions resulted in Investigations providing a list of individuals
they had identified as being cash facilitators based on their ongoing monitoring of reporting from service
providers. The list provided was narrowed down to only those individual's that were:
•

Under a current BCLC prohibition; and

•

Facilitated cash to a patron that directly led to a buy-in during the period reviewed.

Each incident report related to our persons of interest was evaluated as an isolated event. A correlation was
deemed established if the buy-in occurred due to the following circumstances:
•

Cash was obtained from the banned cash facilitator;

•

Cash was obtained from an associate/ runner connected to the banned cash facilitator; or

•

Cash was dropped off or obtained from a vehicle connected to the banned cash facilitator.
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ANALYSIS OF FUNDS FACILITATED BY PROVINCIALLY BANNED CASH
FACILIJATORS IN AREAS VISIBLE BY SURVEILLANCE
Individuals that have been prohibited from attending gaming facilities will at times still appear in close
proximity to the site where their activities can be monitored by surveillance. During the period January 1,
2015 - December 31, 2015, eight provincially banned individuals in 46 incidents facilitated a total of
$6,763,740 to patrons in areas visible by surveillance as shown in the table below. These funds were all
facilitated by individuals whom were banned from attending gaming facilities for cash facilitation . The
facilitated funds all led to cash buy-ins at the cage.
....'·,.
CASH FACILITATED TO PATRONS BY PROVINCIALLY BANNED INDIVIDUALS

A12,12,endix 1 contains a profile sheet on each provincially banned individual listed below.
# Of Cash
Name of
Facilitated
iTrak
Reason for
Provincially
Incidents
Subject Period of Provincial Ban
Receiving
Banned Cash
ID
Provincial Ban
Facilitator

Total Cash
Facilitated
Resulting in
Cage Buy-In

January 1 - December 31, 2015

Paul King Jin

5 Years:
118418

39905

November 5, 2012 - 2017

'Activity consistent
with loan sharking.'

5 Years:
May 5, 2010 - 2015
May 5, 2015 - 2020

'Activity consistent
with loan sharking.'

$1,011,000

'Inappropriate
transfers of cash.'

3

$380,100

153740

104999

5 Years:
August 13, 2014- 2019

'Inappropriate
transfers of cash.'

3

$350,050

73465

5 Years:
August 13, 2014- 2019

'Activity consistent
with loan sharking.'

4

$330,000

'Facilitating cash
for high level
gamblers.'

3

'Inappropriate
transfers of cash.'

4

$70,000

'Inappropriate
transfers of cash
and a history of
similar incidents.'

1

$70,000

46

$6,763,740

66423

Xu

4

3 Years:
April 28, 2014 - 2017

I

Chen

$4,252,590

~

~

Qin

24

89530

102258

5 Years:
November 22, 2012 - 2017

5 Years:
March 24, 2014 - 2019
5 Years:
September 22, 2015 - 2020

Total
Compliance Division
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From the total $6,763,740 facilitated by provincially banned individuals to patrons, 7(% .of_the cash .wa,s
,...accepted .as .buy-ins_at_the .River _Rock Casino •.11%_at_E_d_gewater.and .10%.~t Sta rlightt_ ______FINTRAC,____ _..]

ii--·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·--·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-··
FINTRAC
I
Total Cash Accepted by BC Casinos from Funds Obtained by Patrons from Provincially
Banned Cash Facilitators

For the Period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
Total: $6,763,740

Starlight Casino: 10%

$690,050

Edgewater Casino: 11%

$700,000
River Rock Casino: 79%

$5,373,690

Bill Denomination Breakdown of Funds Facilitated
The table below provides a breakdown of bill denominations. From the total $6,763,740 facilitated to
patrons, 70% of the dollar amount was with $20 bills; 17% with $100 bills; 12% with $SO bills and the
remaining 1% with $10s and $Ss. The immense volume of small denomination bills suggests that the cash
did not come from a financial institution. In most cases, the cash passed to patrons was documented in
iTrak by the site as being 'wrapped with elastics' and 'bundled in bricks.' The presentation of the cash
further hints that the cash may be of questionable sources,
Volume of Bills

Total Dollar Amount

Percentage

11,388

$1,138,800

17%

16,406

$820,300

12%

$20

238,275

$4,765,500

70%

$10

3,408

$34,080

<1%

$5

1,012

$5,060

<1%

Bill Denomination

("

$100

·,

\.

~

$SO

)

-

Total
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REVIEW OF PATRONS THAT ACCEPTED FUNDS FROM PROVINCIALLY
BANNED CASH FACILITATORS
During the period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015, a total of 25 different patrons accepted the
$6,763,740 cash facilitated to them by provincially bc1nned cash facilitators and subsequently conducted a
buy-in at the cage, as shown in the table below.

Name of Patron
Accepting the
Cash

iTrak
Subject
ID

Occupation

BCLC
'Unsourced
Cash' Directive
Date
(All Dates 2015}

Number of iTrak
Incidents in which
Patron Conducted
Buy-Ins from
Funds Obtained
from Provincially
Banned Cash
Facilitators

Total Buy-Ins
Conducted
from Funds
Obtained
from
Provincially
Banned Cash
Facilitators

January 1 - December 31, 2015

Jia Gui Gao

100893

Property
Developer

September 24

99395

Realtor

142378

President Real
Estate
Development
Export/Import
Paper Material

25566

26303
90767

Real Estate
Developer
Owner Steel
Company

6

$1,440,020

September 11

10

$1,040,030

October 8

2

$600,000

1

$590,000

1

$450,000

September 11

2

$370,000

September 11

2

$369,990

1

$250,000

'

)I

85666

Owner Real Estate
Company

86709

Restaurant Owner

58336

Physician

September 11

2

$240,000

663

Chairman Board
Real Estate

September 11

1

$220,000

10241

Telecom Company
Owner

September 11

1

$200,120
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67404

Owner Restaurant

139536

Real Estate
Investor
Construction
Company Owner

140770

Jian Qiu Rong

16985

Hotel Owner

10226

Real Estate
Manager

109940
18354

September 11

1

$145,060

December 9

1

$140,000

October 30

3

$130,000

2

$119,920

1

$100,000

September 11

.,

Logistics
Import/Export
Manager Food
Company

134459

Pharmaceutical
Company Owner

20027

Real Estate
Company Owner

129352

Owner
Construction
Company

8278
171624

Owner Detail
Business
Housewife

61552

Student

142054

Environmental
Technician

,

October 19

\

'"'I.

1
)

'

1
1

'

$80,000

..,

'

$70,000
$50,000

1

$50,000

1

$37,600

1

$21,000

1

$20,000

1

$20,000

1

$10,000

46

$6,763,740

,·

....

\.

)

Total

The table above highlights the following key points:
•

In the latter part of 2015, BCLC started issuing 'un-sourced' cash (cash without an ATM or bank slip)
directives to patrons who were buying in with cash that did not appear to have come from a
recognized financial institution. This directive was issued to 13 of the 25 patrons, including seven of
the top 10 during the period reviewed that accepted cash from the provincially banned individuals.
The directive was impactful in that our analysis determined that none of the 13 individuals that
received the directive conducted buy-ins with un-sourced cash from the identified cash facilitators
post directive date.
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•

In most part (with the exception of the student and housewife) the occupations of the patrons listed
above do suggest that they may have access to large sums of money. However, their occupations do not
support their need to obtain funds from banned cash facilitators. Furthermore, with the exception of the
detail business, restaurant and construction industries, all other occupations do not appear to be
primarily cash based.

CONCLUSION
Our review of cash facilitated by provincially banned individuals to patrons for the period January 1, 2015 December 31, 2015, highlighted the following concerns:
•

Provincially banned individuals openly facilitated cash to patrons in areas of close proximity to the
site, such as parking lots, nearby restaurants, the attached hotel, and other areas visible by site
surveillance or staff.

•

Despite site surveillance monitoring the activities of banned individuals and documenting in iTrak that
a patron obtained cash from them, the cage still accepted the funds as buy-ins. This indicates that the
sites knowingly accepted cash that they acknowledged was obtained from a banned individual and
appeared of questionable source.

•

Industry indicators of suspicious activity were present in all incidents in which the cage accepted the
cash. For example: acknowledgment that the cash was obtained from a banned cash facilitator; the
presentation of the cash suggesting that it may be from questionable sources; the patron's stated
occupation did not reasonably explain where they may have access to such large volumes of cash
(particularly small denomination bills); and associations with known cash facilitators and BCLC
undesirables.

Overall, the gaming facilities are doing an effective job with monitoring and documenting the activities of
banned cash facilitators (including submitting suspicious transaction reports to FINTRAC). However, prior to
the BCLC 'un-sourced' cash directive being issued to patrons, very little was being done to prevent buy-ins
with questionable cash from being accepted. Issuing a provincial banning to an individual with a history of
cash facilitation is a good deterrent; however, the meaningfulness of the deterrent is negated when the
cash they facilitate, particularly in clear view of site surveillance, is accepted by the gaming facility as a buyin.
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APPENDIX 1: PROFILE SHEETS
The appendix consists of profile sheets on each individual listed below. These individuals have been
provincially banned from attending gaming facilities in BC. Profile sheets were created on these individuals
because despite their banning, they continued to facilitate cash to patrons which led to buy-ins at the cage
during the period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015.

Name af Provincially Banned
Cash Facllltator

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting In Buy-In at Cage
Period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015

Paul King Jin

$4,252,590

Page Number
.....

Page 10

........

,

•,

,

'

'

"

$380,100
('.._

'

$350,050
Qin

·,

,,,

$330,000

,, ',,

$300,000

",,

'
/

'

',.

Chen

$70,000
Xu

Total

BRITISH
C OLUMBI A

$70,000

$6,763,740

"·

\

$1,011,000

'

\,.
'

)

·• '"

....

'

,,

·"

\'

Page 16
Page 18

V

"',

Page 20

' '

Page 22
Page 24
Page 26
Page 28

'
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Provincially Banned Individual: Paul King Jin

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
Company Name
iTrak Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address
Type of Ban
Ban Duration
Reason for Ban

Spa Owner
Water Cube
118418

BCLC Prohibition
5 Years
November 5, 2012- November 5, 2017
"Activities consistent with loan sharking"

\
\

....

•..

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
iTrak Incident # Date
Patron that
Casino
(A/12015
Conducted Buy-In
Dates)
at Cage
IN20150002509 January 13
River Rock

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$30,000

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed
r -·-·-·-·-1

$20 X 1,500

SID: 140770

I I
PU flNmAC

•-·-·-·-·-·-·-

Abstract from IN20150002509 Supplemental Report: "At 10:49PM

is seen to take the elevator
is not carrying anything in his hands.
downstairs and exits the site via the north exit. It is noted that
Once outside he briefly enters an awaiting Bentley BCLP AD333G at 10:50PM. This vehicle is associated on
iTrak with JIN.
exits vehicle carrying a white bag less than 30 seconds later. ... At 10:53PM
takes the
bag to Phoenix Cage Area, where he empties the bag of three bundles of $20 bills, held together with elastic
bands. Cage completes its count for a total of $30,000 CON".

c·-------·-1
IN20150004645

January 25

River Rock

$150,000
SID: 100893

$20 X 7,499
$10x2

P l f .. TRAC

-·-·-·-·-·-

Abstract from IN20150004645 Supplemental Report: "On the evening of 2015-JAN-25 a male casino patron
identified as
produced $150K for play in River Rocks VIP room.
had the cash delivered
to him by two Asian males, one of them a POI/Banned individual visually identified as JIN, Paul King."
. ·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·
'

IN20150005342

January 30

River Rock

$37,600

$20 X 1,880

PIIFINTRAC I

SID: 129352

Abstract from IN20150005342 Supplemental Report: "An unknown Asian male (resembles Paul JIN (SID:
118418), exited the vehicle holding a black shopping bag; At 00:SShrs. The black shopping bag was handed
to
.... At 00:58hrs.
presented Cash on CD13, taken out from the black shopping bag.
Cash Count started and finished at 01:14hrs - 1,880 x $20 for a total of $37,600."
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iTrak Incident #

IN20150005596

Date
(A/12015
Dates)
January 31

Casino

Patron that
Conducted BuyIn at Cage

River Rock

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$190,000

SID: 100893

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed

t

I

$100x 100
$20 X 9,000

lPIIANTRACI

...........J

Abstract from IN20150005596 Supplemental Report: "

bought in $190,000. At 11:32 white
TOYOTA SIENA makes stop on drive way by main hotel entrance. (SIENA was similar car that was usually
used by BCLC barred JIN, Paul King but surveillance cannot confirmed LP and driver identity). At 11:33
who is at this time empty handed, approached to SIENA, driver open trunk door and
was on
enters cage and emptied black bag."
his way back to casino carrying black bag. At 11:33
r

IN20150007168

February 8

River Rock

$100,020

$20 xS,001

PIIFINTRAC

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

SID: 100893

Abstract from IN20150007168 Supplemental Report: "On the evening of 2015-FEB-08 a male casino patron
produced $100,020 (all in CON $20 bills) for play in River Rocks VIP room.
identified as
had the cash delivered to him by at least two Asian males, one of them believed to be a POI/Banned
).
approached the van; spoke with
individual visually identified as JIN, Paul King (DOB
the male believed to be JIN and retrieved a white shopping bag from the open side door."
,1·•············ II

IN20150007446

February 10 River Rock

$500,000
SID: 100893

$20 X 24,995
$10x4
$Sx 12

i

PII FINTRAC

I

l............. J

Abstract from IN20150007446 Supplemental Report: "

received $500,000 in funds via vehicle
deliveries. Each of the deliveries was conducted by what appeared to be the same white Toyota Sienna.
This vehicle has been linked to BCLC barred patron Paul King JIN. Paul JIN was confirmed as the driver
during one of the deliveries."

·-·-·-·-·-·-·--·-

IN20150008232

February 14

River Rock

$300,000

$20 X 15,000

PIIFINTRAC

SID: 100893
·-·-·-·-·-·-·- ...

Abstract from IN20150008232 Supplemental Report: "At 13:46hrs. A white Toyota Sienna with BCLP: 603
MMK. Paul JIN (SID: 118418) exited the vehicle and retrieved a black luggage from the back of the vehicle.
The luggage was then handed over to
. Paul JIN then re-entered the vehicle and drove offsite.
proceeded back to Salon Prive. At 13:47hrs.,
presented Cash on CD19,
taken out from the black luggage. Total buy-in of $300K in $20's."
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

IN20150013008

March 10

River Rock

$300,000
SID:90767

$100x 906
$50 X 1,000
$20 X 7,970

PII FINTRAC

I

i ......................

Abstract from IN20150013008 Supplemental Report: "A vehicle registered to BCLC Barred Patron Paul King
JIN delivered $300,000 to

BRITISH
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Gaming Policy and Enforcement Brllllch
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iTrak Incident #

IN20150013549

Date
(A/12015
Dates)
March 13

Casino

Patron that
Conducted BuyIn at Cage
Jian Qiu Rong
SID: 16985

River Rock

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$99,920

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed
···-·-·-·- ·- ·- 7

$20 X 4,996

!

PII FINTRAC

I

·-·-·-·-·-·-· i

Abstract from IN20150013549 Supplemental Report: "A vehicle associated to BCLC Barred Patron Paul King
JIN delivered $99,920 to RONG. JIN is barred for 5 years for loan sharking activity."
IN20150015487

March 23

River Rock

$50,000

$20 X 2,500

SID: 140770

i,,,a,m,c]
L.. ....-·

Abstract from IN20150015487 Supplemental Report: "On the evening of 2015-MAR-23 a male patron
produced $SOK in cash (all in $20 bills) for buying in at one of River Rocks VIP rooms.
identified as
had the cash delivered to him by unknown occupant(s) of a vehicle described as a white Toyota van
outside of the resort. This vehicle is believed to be the same Sienna van (BCLP 603MMK) associated to a
banned individual, JIN, Paul King."
-·-·-·-·-·-·-·
IN20150015651

March 24

River Rock

$250,000

SID:86709

$100x 50
$20 X 12,250

PIIFINTRAC

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Abstract from IN20150015651 Supplemental Report: "
second buy in ($250K} was delivered to him
by a vehicle described as a white Toyota Sienna. The driver exited the vehicle and appeared to be a wellknown cash facilitator identified previously as JIN, Paul King (presently banned from all BC Casinos for a 5
year term)."
-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·
~

IN20150016861

March 27

Edgewater
Casino

$50,000

$20 xS,000

SID: 134459

PII FINTRAC

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·
$50,000

SID:20027
Abstract from IN20150016861 Supplemental Report: "On gaming date 2015-MAR-27 at approximately
19:27hrs, surveillance observed patrons
(SID#134459) and
(SID#20027) walking toward
the taxi loop together and meeting up with a white Toyota van, which resembled the one driven by BCLC
barred patron Paul JIN (SID#118418}. The male driver, possibly Paul JIN, opened up the trunk where
&
each grabbed a bag. They walked back to the salon cage and proceeded to conduct LTBls with
money in those bags.
bought in for $50,000 ...
bought in for $50,000 all in $20 bills."

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· ·-

IN20150017636

April 3

River Rock

$70,000

SID:90767

Abstract from IN20150017636 Supplemental Report: "

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

$100x 449
$SO x42
$10 X 1,800
$5 X 1,000

PII FINTRAC

r·-·-··-· -·

produced a total of $70K in CDN
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currency for buying in at River Rocks VIP Salon (majority in small denomination bills).
appeared to
have had the money delivered to him by the driver of a vehicle described as a white Bentley sedan with
BCLP AD3 33G driven by an unknown Asian male. This vehicle has been previously linked to a banned POI
identified as JIN, Paul King."
iTrak Incident#

Date
(A/12015

Casino

Dates)
IN20150018549

April8

River Rock

Patron that
Conducted BuyIn at Cage
Jia Gui Gao
SID: 142378

Total
Amount of
Buy-In

Denomination
Breakdown

$300,0000

$100x 600
$20 X 12,000

STR
Flied
r·-·-·-·-·-·-·•
!PIIFINTRACI
L_,_,_, ___,_,1

Abstract from IN20150018549 Supplemental Report: "GAO was dropped off with the first $300K by the
unconfirmed driver of a vehicle of interest described as a Toyota Sienna van with BCLP 603MMK (associated
to JIN)."

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

IN20150020601

Aprll 18

Edgewater

$450,000
SID:26303

$100x 1,500
$20 X 14,800
$10x400

PII FINTRAC

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

Abstract from IN20150020601 Supplemental Report: "On the above date at approximately 22:29
surveillance received an iLPR alert stating that BCLC prohibited S10#118418 Paul JIN (prohibited until 2017NOV-OS) was on site. Surveillance immediately attained a visual and noticed SID#26303
exiting JIN's vehicle. At approximately 22:30 cage supervisor Janet HANSEN notified surveillance that
had dropped off a large quantity of $20 bills at CD9 for a large table buy in. At approximately 22:42
received $200,000 in chips at MDB19. At approximately 22:38
received another $250,000 at
MDB19."

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

IN20150023818

Mays

River Rock

$100,000

$20 X 5,000

SID: 10226

PIIFINTRAC

........................

Abstract from IN20150023818 Supplemental Report: "On May 5, 2015
had $100,000 in $20 bills
delivered to him at the River Rock casino, outside of regular banking hours. The funds were delivered by a
white Bentley sedan, BCL AD333G. This vehicle has previously been linked to BCLC Barred patron Paul King
JIN; the vehicle has also been operated by an associate of JI N's."

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

IN20150024818

Mayll

River Rock

$220,000
SID: 663

$20 X 10,500
$10 X 1,000

PII FINTRAC

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Abstract from IN20150024818 Supplemental Report: "At 13:52 is dropped off by white Sienna driven by
JIN Paul. JIN exits driver-side accesses the trunk and provides a large duffel-type bag to (who exited front
passenger side).
drags the duffel-bag to Hotel-Resort. JIN drives off site via Charles Street.. .. At 13:57
enters Salon and empties the duffel-bag at CD19-VIP revealing numerous bundles of $20CDN and $10CDN,
held together with elastic bands. The Cage conducts the buy-in into two transactions."

BRITISH
COLUMI3IA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Brnnch
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iTrak Incident #

Date
{A/12015

Casino

Dates)

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Total
Amount of
Buy-In

Denomination
Breakdown

$50,000

$20x 2,500

STR
Filed
,...............

1----------+------''----l-----------,1-----=-----------,e----<-----I---------II

IN20150024899

May 11

River Rock

I

IPII FINTRAC

[...............

SID: 140770

Abstract from IN20150024899 Supplemental Report: "On the evening of 2015-MAR-23 a male patron
identified as
produced $SOK in cash (all in $20 bills) for buying in at one of River Rocks VIP rooms.
had the cash delivered to him by unknown occupant(s) of a vehicle described as a white Toyota van
outside of the resort. This vehicle is believed to be the same Sienna van (BCLP 603MMK) associated to a
banned individual, JIN, Paul King {DOB
). There have been recent incidents (this one included)
whereby another Asian male has been seen operating the Sienna linked to JIN but it's highly probable that
JIN was involved on some level in providing
with the money this date."
IN20150029238

June 4

River Rock

$150,000
SID:58336

$100x 20
$20 X 7,300
$10x200

PII FINTRAC

r ··---·-·---· .

Abstract from IN20150029238 Supplemental Report: "On the evening of 2015-JUN-04 a male casino patron
identified as
Qun Ying produced $1S0K, majority in small bills, for purchase of chips in one of River
Rocks VIP rooms. Review of available footage including a related incident suggests a prohibited male
identified previously as JIN, Paul was involved and likely dropped
off with the cash."

1•-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .

i
IN20150030694

June 13

River Rock

$145,060
SID: 67404

$50 X 1,500
$20 X 3,503

1

1PII FIN TRAC
I

I'-·-·-·-·-·-·-·- -

Abstract from IN20150030694 Supplemental Report: "On the afternoon of 2015-JUN-13 a male casino
patron identified as
produced $145,060 in CON cash for buying in at River Rocks VIP Salon.
Surveillance footage confirms that
was dropped off at the casino by a vehicle described as a white
Toyota Sienna van (with 2 tinted sun-roofs) along with another male identified as
Although
the vehicle driver and license plate were not confirmed on video this date it is suspected this vehicle is
associated to a banned individual: JIN, Paul King."
1 - - - - -- •- ~-

IN20150034358

- --

July 3

~ - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - ~-

River Rock

Qun Ying Han
SID:58336

- - - ~ --

$90,000

~

-----.il

$20 X 4,500

PIIFINTRAC i

············.l

Abstract from IN20150034358 Supplemental Report: "On the afternoon of 2015-JUL-03 a male casino
patron identified as
produced $90K (all in $20 bills) for purchase of chips in one of River
Rocks VIP rooms.
was dropped off along the resorts driveway with the cash inside a shopping bag by
the unknown occupants of a vehicle described as a white Cadillac SUV EXT (truck bed). Although the vehicle
license plate and/or occupants could not be verified on the footage a vehicle matching this one's
description w/BCLP HA 9213 has been previously linked to a high profile POI/Banned individual (and his
associates); JIN, Paul King."

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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iTrak Incident #

IN20150035266

Date
(A/12015
Dates)
Julys

Casino

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$100,000

River Rock

STR

Denomination
Breakdown

Filed

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

$20 X 5,000

PU FINTRACJ

S/D:85666

Abstract from IN20150035266 Supplemental Report: "On July 8, 2015

was dropped off at the
River Rock casino by a white Bentley Sedan, BCL: AD333G.
was dropped off with the funds he used to
conduct a buy-in for $100,000. The white Bentley has been associated to BCLC Barred patron Paul King JIN."
,......•.......
i

IN20150035886

July 11

River Rock

$269,990
S/D:85666

$100x 250
$20 X 12,249
$10x 1

I

PU FINTRAC

i ...................

Abstract from IN20150035886 Supplemental Report: "

received a cash delivery for $199,990 from a
white Cadillac Escalade pickup.
received a cash delivery for $70,000 from a white Toyota Sienna. Both
vehicles are the same make and model of vehicles that have been associated to BCLC Barred patron Paul
King JIN ."

IN20150040195

August 2

""'

River Rock

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· ...

$200,000

$20 X 10,000

SID: 100893

PII FINTRAC

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· -·

Abstract from IN20150040195 Supplemental Report: "On 2015AUG02 at approx. 22:06hrs patron
was observed speaking on his cell phone until approx. 22:13hrs.
then leaves the Salon gaming area
and at approx. 22:15hrs meets with a white Cadillac Escalade that is parked on River Road. Upon
arrival to the vehicle, the passenger (unknown male) exits the Cadillac and greets
The driver also
while carrying a large white
exits the vehicle and attends the trunk area. The driver then walks up to
shopping bag and is passes it to
Once
receives the bag he heacls directly back to the Salon
Prive where at approx. 22:18hrs he produces $200,000 all in $20 CAD bills for cash buy in. All funds were
bricked, bundled and wrapped in elastic bands ... Although it cannot be confirmed, the above noted Cadillac
Escalade that attended to meet with
is very similar to the associated vehicle of: JIN, Paul King"

$4,252,590

Total Amount of Cash Facilitated ~o Patror:i_s
Bill Denomination
$100
$50
$20
$10
$5
Total

BRITISH
COLUM BIA

.,) J
.....

Volume of Bills
3,875
2,542
184,943
3,407
1,012

Total Dollar Amount
$387,500
$127,100
$3,698,860
$34,070
$5,060
$4,252,590

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

-~

Percentage
9%
3%
87%
<1%
<1%
100%
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Provincially Banned Individual:

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
Company Name
iTrak Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address
Type of Ban
Ban Duration

Not stated.
Not stated.
39905

BCLC Prohibition
5 Years
May 5, 2010 - May 5, 2015
May 5, 2015- May 5, 2020

,.
\

•
•

I

The second BCLC Provincial Barring commenced
consecutive to the previous five year barring.
Reason for Ban

"Involved in an incident of activity consistent with
loan sharking. "
,..
-..

"

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
ITrak Incident #

Date
{A/12015
Dates)

Casino

IN20150012936

March 10

River Rock

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Total
Amount of
Buy-In

Denomination
Breakdown

$590,000

$100 X 2,676
$50 X 2,448
$20 X 10,000

SID:25566

STR
Filed
r-·-·-•-·-·-···

I

PII FINTRAC

i

1•.•.•.•.•.•.•.

Abstract from IN20150012936 Supplemental Report: "A vehicle registered to BCLC Barred Patron
delivered $590,000 to
is barred for 5 years for loan sharking activity."

,-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .
IN20150017034

March 31

River Rock

Jla Gui Gao
SID: 142378

$300,000

$100x500
$50 X 3,000
$20 X 5,000

PIIFINTRAC

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

Abstract from IN20150017034 Supplemental Report: "An Asian male, appearing to be
(BCLC Provincially Prohibited for 5 Years due to Loan Sharking Activity) gets out of the driver side and opens
the rear tail gate. GAO and
are viewed at the trunk of the vehicle and
removes a black cloth
shopping bag and hands it to GAO. GAO then immediately leaves the area and heads directly to the Salon
Prive cash cag ... At approx. 18:44hrs GAO removes $300,000 from inside the black bag. The funds were all
bricked and bundled with elastic bands. GAO receives his gaming chips on MOB #71 and games without
incident."

BRITISH

COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Brllllch
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iTrak Incident#

Date

Casino

(A/12015
Dates)

IN20150025535

May 15

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Starlight

Total
Amount of
Buy-In

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·--

$100,000

$50 x 2,000

PII FINTRAc

SID: 99395

Abstract from IN20150025535 Supplemental Report: "
exited from vehicle carrying a paper bag in hand
while heading into the casino. (It is noted that the silver colored Acura BCLP#272MXV is associated to a
BCLC prohibited subject
) ... At 1507:35 hrs
arrived at the VIP cage,
was seen
removing bundles from the bag and placing them on the cage counter. Each bundles were wrapped with
elastic bands,
produced 2000 in $SO bills for total of $100,000 buy-in."
IN20150065886

December 19

River Rock

$21,000

$20 X 1,050

PIIFINTRAC

S/D:8278

Abstract from IN20150065886 Supplemental Report: "
(m) SID: 8278 who bought in for $21K
with bundles of $20 bills just after the cash was delivered by BCLC barred patron
(m) SID:
39905."

Total Amount of Cash Facllitated to Patrons
Bill Denomination
$100
$50
$20
Total

Volume of Bills
3,176
7,448
16,050

~

jl,011,000

Total Dollar Amount
$317,600
$372,400
$321,000
$1,011,000

Percentage
31%
37%
32%
100%

(

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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Provincially Banned Individual:

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
College Name
iTrak Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address
Type of Ban
Ban Duration
Reason for Ban

College Student
Sprott Shaw College
153740

.

BCLC Prohibition
..
3 Years
\
April 28, 2014 -April 28, 2017
'
"On April 28, 2014 while you were at the
Edgewater Casino you were involved in an incident
of inappropriate transfers of cash. As a result of
this incident and other incidents of similar nature,
you have been prohibited from entering all casinos,
community gaming centres and commercial bingo
halls in British Columbia."
•

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
iTrak Incident #

IN20150026251

Date
(A/12015
Dates)
May19

Casino

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

River Rock

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$99,980

SID:99395

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed
-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .

$50 X 1,000
$20 X 2,499

!

i PIIFINTRAC

I

L •• , . ,..... . . . .

•

Abstract from IN20150026251 Supplemental Report: "As a result of information sharing between RRCR
and STAR investigators the writer has learnt that the Mini-Cooper that dropped of the $99,980 in relation to
second buy in is likely BCLC banned individual
(SID 153740) ...
is a known associate
of a high profile banned individual: JIN, Paul King."

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

IN20150026673

May21

River Rock

$80,000
SID: 109940

$100x30
$50 x200
$20 X 3,350

PII FINTRA

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

Abstract from IN20150026673 Supplemental Report: "As a result of information sharing between River
Rock and Starlight (STAR) BCLC investigators the writer has learnt that the Mini-Cooper that dropped off the
$SOK to
is likely being operated by a BCLC banned individual
SID 153740)."

BRITISH
COLUM BIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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iTrak Incident #

IN20150038787

Date
(A/12015
Dates)
July 26

Casino

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

River Rock

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$200,120

SID: 10241

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed
r •-•••- •• •- •- •

$100 X 100
$50 X 1,302
$20 X 6,251

!!

PII FINTRAC

i.-.. .............

Abstract from IN20150038787 Supplemental Report: "Footage begins on 2015-JUL-26 at approximately
1752hrs as a black Cadillac Escalade with possible BCLP: JD3578 (The owner of the Cadillac is BCLC
Prohibited patron
) pulled into the South Hotel loop. At approx. 1756hrs patron
(SID#10241} was seen exiting from the South Hotel Entrance as he walked towards the Cadillac,
which was parked just out-front of the Sea Harbor Restaurant.
opened one of the passenger
was observed walking away from the
side doors to speak with the driver. At approx. 1757hrs
Cadillac carrying a large red bag in his right hand ...
was escorted into the private cash cage CD#19 by
two Guest Services staff members ... Following the count it was confirmed that
presented
(100x$100.00, 1302x$50.00 and 6251x$20.00 bills) for a total value of $200,120.00."

I $380,JO0

Total Amounfof t_ash Facilitated to Patrons
Bill Denomination
$100
$50
$20
Total

Volume of Bills
130
,,.
2,502
(
12,100

.

'·,,"~

""
',.

-.,

Total Dollar Amount
$13,000
$125,100
$242,000
$380,100

Percentage
3%
33%
64%
100%

...,.

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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Provincially Banned Individual:

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
Company Name
iTrak Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address
Type of Ban
Ban Duration
Reason for Ban

Cook
Not Stated.
104999

BCLC Prohibition
5 Years
August 13, 2014 - August 13, 2019
"BCLC Provincially barred. 5 years for inappropriate
transfer of cash."

\

'
Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015- December 31, 2015
iTrak Incident #

IN20150025535

Date
(A/12015
Dates)
MaylS

Casino

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Starlight

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$100,000

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

$100 X 1,000

SID: 99395

IPII FINTRAC

L-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Abstract from IN20150025535 Supplemental Report: "At 2136:03 hrs a white Acura MDX BCLP#AM256V
was seen entering the front passenger door and the vehicle proceeded
arrived at the casino driveway,
heading to the lower parking lot. (It is noted that the wh ite Acura MDX BCLP#AM256V is associated to a
BCLC prohibited subject
... At 2137:02 hrs the vehicle stopped at the lower parking lot, the
unidentified driver was seen passing some paper documents and a pen to
the driver pointed on a spot
of the document and
was observed signing it. At 2137:53 hrs the driver takes back the document from
and was seen picking up a white shopping bag from the passenger seat area and placed back down by
. At 2140:06 hrs
exited the vehicle carrying the white shopping bag in hand while heading into the
casino. At 21:41 hrs
arrived at the cash cage,
was seen removing bundles from the bag and placing
them on the cage counter. Each bundles were wrapped with elastic bands,
produced 1000 in $100 bills
for total of $100,000 buy-in."

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

IN20150027159

May24

Starlight

$100,050

SID: 99395

$100 X 1
$50 X 1,599
$20 X 1,000

PIIFINTRAC

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .

Abstract from IN20150027159 Supplemental Report: "At 1916:55 hrs a white Acura MDX BCLP#AM256V
arrived at the casino driveway,
was seen opening the front passenger door and removed a white/black
shopping bag before returning to the casino. (It is noted that the white Acura MDX BCLP#AM256V is
associated to a BCLC prohibited subject
) At 19:19 hs the vehicle was seen stopping at the

BRITISH
COLUM BI A

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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lower parking lot, the female driver whom strongly resemble
exited the drivers door and
entered the passenger side while an unidentified male enters the driver seat and drove off site shortly
was seen removing bundles of bills from the bag
after. At 1918:25 hrs
arrived at the cage window,
and placing them on the cage counter. Each bundles were wrapped with elastic bands,
produced 1000
in $20 bills, 1599 in $SO bills and 1 in $100 bill for total of $100,050 buy-in."

iTrak Incident #

Date

Casino

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

{A/12015
Dates)

IN20150028352

May30

Edgewater

Total
Amount of
Buy-hi
$150,000

SID:99395

Denomination
Breakdown
$100 X 1,090
$50 x820

STR
Filed
,-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .
Ii
'-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .

Abstract from IN20150028352 Supplemental Report: "On gaming date 2015-MAY-30 at approximately
00:23hrs, surveillance observed patron
{SI0#99395) obtaining a bag of cash from an Asian
female at taxi loop at approximately 00:23hrs. He then proceeded to the salon cage for a large table buy-in
of $150,000 with that money, including $41,000 in $SO bills and $109,000 in $100 bills ... Although not
confirmed, the Asian female resembled
(SI0#104999) and the vehicle resembled one of the Acura
SUVs registered to her.
/ ..

1iotal ArQou_nt of C@sb F..,aciJiJm;erHo P~~rgns
Bill Denomination
$100
$50
$20

Total

BRITISH
COLUM BI A

Volume of Bills
2,091
........
2,419
'·
1,000

'-.:"'

"-~
'·,

....

'

......

' ·, -

I $3so,oso

Total Dollar Amount
$209,100
$120,950
$20,000
$350,050

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

--

-

Percentage
60%
34%
6%
100%
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Provincially Banned Individual:

Qin

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
Company Name
iTrak Patron Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address
Type of Ban
Ban Duration
Reason for Ban

Trading Company Owner (Stocks)
Not stated.
73465

BCLC Prohibition
5 Years
August 13, 2014 - August 13, 2019
"Banned by BCLC from all casinos for his
involvement in facilitating cash for players (activity
consistent with loan sharking)."

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
iTrak Incident #

Date

Casino

{A/12015
Dates)
IN20150012045

March 5

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Starlight

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$90,000

Denomination
Breakdown
$20 x4,500

SID: 99395

STR
Filed
,·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·
;
j PIIFINTRAC

!'·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Abstract from IN20150012045 Supplemental Report: "A few minutes later, an Asian male resembling BCLC
Prohibited
QIN {SID 73465) who was prohibited due to loan sharking activities can be seen exiting
Shang's noodle house. When he exits it appears that he greets 2 former Starlight VIP managers (Mandy LI &
Claudia YEUNG) who just recently exited Kirin restaurant. QIN appears to catch the attention of VIP host
can be see walking
Linda WANG who appears to give QIN a complementary taxi voucher. 22:30 hrs
from where the Mercedes was parked, he was carrying a full backpack that appeared to be the same one
that was used for the first buy in.
walks into the casino without interruption and hands the bag to a VIP
host in the VIP room near CD 11. Contents of the backpack were 4500 x 20 dollar bills."
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·
IN20150029525

June 6

River Rock

$100,000

SID:99395

$100x300
$50 X 1,400

PII FINTRAC

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

Abstract from IN20150029525 Supplemental Report: "At 12:06
was outside hotel lobby; dark p/u
Toyota truck, BC plates: AU 2018 (associated to SID# 73465 - BCLC barred QIN,
pulled next to
and
appeared to get something from the truck. Truck was driven by unidentified A/M, not QIN.
proceeded to Salon and presented 1400x$S0 and 300x$100 bills for $100,000 buy in."

BRlTJSH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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iTrak Incident #

IN20150062349

Date
Casino
{A/12015
Dates)
December 1 River Rock

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$140,000

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·- .
$20 X 7,000
PII FINTRAC

SID: 139536

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· -

Abstract from IN20150062349 Supplemental Report: "On December 1, 2015

conducted a
arrived at the River Rock casino as the driver
suspicious buy-in for $140,000 at the River Rock casino.
and sole occupant of a white Range Rover.
went to a hotel room on the 8th floor where Jia Gui GAO
and BCLC barred patron
QIN were already inside. GAO had carried a large black backpack into this hotel
room.
exited the room carrying a large bag which contained the funds that
used to conduct
the suspicious buy-in."

I $330,000

Total Amount of Cash Facilitated to Patfpqs

-- "\

/

---

~

Bill Denomination
$100
$50
$20
Total

Volume of Bills
300
1,400
11,500

Total Dollar Amount
$30,000
...
$70,000
..... .._.
$230,000
$330,000

'

"'

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

'

Percentage
10%
21%
69%

~
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Provincially Banned Individual:

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
Company Name
iTrak Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address
Type of Ban
Ban Duration
Reason for Ban

Restaurant Waiter
Not Stated.
66423

BCLC Prohibition
5 Years
"
has a documented history of facilitating
cash for high level gamblers in BC Casinos and is
currently prohibited from all BC Casinos by BCLC."

.

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
iTrak Incident#

Date

Casino

(A/12015
Dates)
IN20150025204

May 13

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Starlight

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$100,000

Denomination
Breakdown
$20 X 5,000

SID:99395

STR
Filed

ii

PII FINTRAC

L. ............

Abstract from IN20150025204 Supplemental Report: "At 18:31 hrs a dark colored BMW XS BCLP#238XRC
arrived at the casino driveway,
was seen entering the passenger door and the vehicle proceeded to drive
off site. (it is noted that this vehicle is associated with a BCLC prohibited subject identified as
SID#66423, surveillance footage also showed the driver of the vehicle strongly resembles
. At
1836:05 hrs the dark colored BMW XS BCLP#238XRC returned to the casino driveway,
was seen exiting
from the passenger door carrying a green color bag in hand while heading into the casino. At 1837:21 hrs
arrived at the cage window,
was seen removing bundles of bills from the bag and placing them on
the cage counter. Each bundles were wrapped with elastic bands,
produced 5000 in $20 bills for total of
$100,000 buy-in."
IN20150026071

May 18

$100,000

Starlight

$20 X 5,000

PII FINTRAC

SID: 99395
Abstract from IN20150026071 Supplemental Report: "A grey coloured BMW BCP#238XRC belonging to BC
Prohib patron
(SID#66423) pulls up to the casino entrance.
gets in the passenger door of the
vehicle and the driver and
leave the property. The vehicle returns approximately 6 minutes later at
11:42 hrs.
exits the vehicle carrying a black bag and enters the casino.
goes directly to the VIP cage
where he hands over several bundles of twenty dollar bills wrapped in rubber bands. The breakdown was
as follows: 5000 x $20 = $100,000."

-

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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iTrak Incident #

Date

Casino

{A/12015
Dates)

IN20150026933

May23

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

Starlight

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$100,000

Denomination
Breakdown

STR
Filed
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

$100 X 1,000

S/D:99395

PIIFINTRAC

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Abstract from IN20150026933 Supplemental Report: "On the date of May 23 2015 at approximately 13:40
hrs
(SID 99395) bought in for $100,000 all in $100 dollar bills wrapped in elastic bands playing at
MDB 17. Upon review Footage shows the following at approximate times: 13:40 hrs
gets
dropped of by a Grey BMW BCLP 238 XRC driven by BCLC prohibited
(SID 66423).
enters into
the casino and proceeds directly to the VIP. 13:41
removes two bundles of $100's bills (wrapped in
elastic bands) from a black plastic bag and places the bundles on the cash counter.
proceeds to the
smoking patio."
~,
/ .....

.

Total Amount of Cash Facilitated to Patrons
Bill Denomination
$100
$20
Total

Volume of Bills
1,000
10,000

I $300,000

Total Dollar Amount
$100,000
$200,000
'$300,000

Percentage
33%
67%

100%

,'

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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Provincially Banned Individual:

CHEN

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
Company Name
iTrak Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address

Housewife
N/A
89530

BCLC Prohibition
\
5 Years
March 24, 2014 - March 24, 2019
"While you were on the gaming floor of River Rock
Casino Resort on March 24, 2014, you were
involved in an incident of inappropriate transfer of
cash/chips. As a result of this incident, a history of
similar incidents, and a repeat of similar incidents
while prohibited, your ban prohibiting you from
entering all casinos, community gaming centers
and commercial bingo halls in British Columbia has
been extended."
..._,
' \

Type of Ban
Ban Duration
Reason for Ban

I

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015- December 31, 2015
Patron that
iTrak Incident # Date
Casino
(A/12015
Conducted Buy-In
Dates)
at Cage
IN20150015273 March 22
River Rock
Jian Qiu Rong

Total
Amount of
Buy-In
$20,000

Denomination
Breakdown
$20 X 1,000

SID: 16985

STR
Filed
-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .
PII FINTRA

:1

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·--

Abstract from IN20150015273 Supplemental Report: "Jian RONG conducted a buy-in for $20,000 that will
be the subject of this report.
and RONG met with
CHEN, a patron who is BCLC Barred for
loan-sharking activities, outside the south tower of The Hotel. RONG then conducted her buy-in for
$20,000."

-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·- .

IN20150022804

April 30

River Rock

$20,000

$20 X 1,000
PIIFINTRA C

SID: 171624

-,-·-···-·-·-·-·-· .
Abstract from IN20150022804 Supplemental Report: "On the afternoon of 2015-APR-30 a female patron
was suspected of receiving delivery of $20K in CON $20 bills by a prohibited
identified as
.
was gambling with another female identified as
female identified previously as CHEN,
who helped herself to the cash from
purse and initiated the buy in."

~
BRITISH
COLUMBI A

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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iTrak Incident#

IN20150059643

Date
(A/12015

Casino

Dates}
November 11

Patron that
Conducted Buy-In
at Cage

River Rock

Total
Amount of
Buy-In

Denomination
Breakdown

$20,000

$100 x 155
$SO x 20
$20 X 175

SID: 61552

STR
Filed
i ·-·-···· ···-·-· -·-

PII FINTRAC

Abstract from IN20150059643 Supplemental Report: "At 20:08
leaves Salon and Casino-East Lobby,
walking to 'The HOTEL' valet parking, where he enters a white BMW X6 (1/p AB186G). Vehicle is associated
with current BCLC Prohibited patron CHEN
(sid#89530); Howeve r, driver could not be identified.
According to iTrak, CHEN is currently BCLC Prohibited until 2019-MAR-24 for multiple incidents of
inappropriate transfer of cash/chips. At 20:37 a Toyota Venza pulls up to the BMW and stops in front of the
BMW.
meets the driver of the Venza and appears something may have been passed between the
driver and
is observed to be carrying, what appears to be, a white plastic bag. At 20 :53
.............
.
places bundle of various denominations at CD19-VIP Cage for a total of $20,000CDN."
I
I

·i

IN20150063176

December 5

River Rock

$10,000

$20 xSOO

!
IPII FINTRAC

I

I'-·-·-·-·-·-·-

SID: 142054

Abstract from IN20150059643 Supplemental Report: "On the evening of 2015-DEC-05 a male patron
produced $10K in CON $20 bills for purchase of chips in River Rocks VIP Salon.
identified as
Review of
past casino t ransactions confirms $10K is not out of the ordinary for him. Shortly after
receiving the chips was seen meeting with a vehicle associated to a banned individual (CHEN,
where he may have acquired a bag (possibly with more cash inside but it was not seen this date). The
license plate of the vehicle was confirmed on c~mera (as above) and an unknown Asian male was operating
CHEN did not appear to be inside the vehicle). In addition to the above indicators there is
the X6 (
no reasonable explanation as to where may have come into possession of $10K in $20 bills. "

Total Amount of Cash Facilitated to Patrons
Bill Denomination
$100
'•
\_'(,
$SO
$20
\\
Total

Volume of Bills
155
20
2,675

$70,000

Total Dollar Amount
$15,500
$1,000
$53,500

Percentage
22%
2%
76%

$70,000

100%

'

BRITISH
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Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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Provincially Banned Individual:

XU

Profile Sheet

Personal Details
Date of Birth
iTrak Occupation
Company Name
iTrak Subject ID
BC Driver's Licence#
Home Address
Type of Ban
Ban Duration
Reason for Ban

Import/ Export Agent
Cowry Cabinets
102258

BCLC Prohibition
/ "·,_
5 Years
September 22, 2015 - September 22, 2020
"Inappropriate transfer cash/chips and a history of
similar incidents."

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
iTrak Incident# Date
Patron that
Casino
(A/12015
Conducted Buy-In
Dates)
at Cage
River Rock
IN20150068083 December30

Total
Amount of
Buy-In

Denomination
Breakdown

$70,000

$100 X 661
$Sox 75
$20x7
$10x l

SID: 18354

STR
Filed

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·
PIIFINTRA C

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-· .

Abstract from IN20150068083 Supplemental Report: "At 0057 hrs,
exits resort with
and both get
picked up by the same gray color Mercedes Benz bearing BC L/P AF635M. Vehicle is associated with a BCLC
barred XU
SID 102258. 2nd buy in: At 0117 hrs,
returns with
in a white BMW Sedan
bearing BC L/P CA588N. They enter west and take Dogwood elevator up to 3/F. Both sit at MOB 20 and
leaves MOB 20 and removes few bundles of various denominations of
watch the game. At 0127 hrs,
bills from his jacket's pockets onto CD 19 totaling 70K."
f

Total Amounfof

Castl Facilitated to P.atrons.

I $10,000

-

Bill Denomination

Volume of Bills

Total Dollar Amount

Percentage

$100
$50
$20
$10

661
75
7
1

$66,100
$3,750
$140
$10

94%
5%
<1
<1

$70,000

100%

Total

BRITISH
COLU M BIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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This is Exhibit "T" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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A.:C~~~.i~sioner for the Province of
British Columbia

DOC-00000962

ADVICE TO MINISTER
ESTIMATES NOTE
MAY 10, 2016
ISSUE: GAMING AUDITS AND RESULTS
ADVICE AND RECOMMENDED RESPONSE:

•

The Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch's compliance division
conducts audits, investigations, and inspections to ensure compliance to
program policies and standards.

• In fiscal year 2015/16, auditors focused efforts on casino oversight, anti-

money laundering related work, charitable organizations that filed
incomplete reports or reports indicating potential non-compliance,
licensees using electronic raffle systems, and organizations that had not
previously been audited.
•

As of March 31, 212 charitable audits, 26 commercial audits and 543
lottery retailer inspections were completed in 2015/16. Auditors identified
serious non-compliance In 30 charitable organizations. This is higher
than the "average" random audit.

CURRENT STATUS:

•

The Audit function within the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch's (GPEB) compliance
division is undergoing a significant transition, shifting focus to risk-based priorities.

KEY FACTS REGARDING THE ISSUE:

•

GPEB's compliance division is in phase one of its transition plan, with the objective of
streamlining services and enhancing divisional capacities. As the audit function is based on
forecasting and responding to risk, there is no prescribed number of charitable or
commercial audits. Audits include consultation with BCLC to avoid duplication and are based
on risks identified through partnership and dialogue with other divisions in GPEB. Future
resource allocation will change on an annual basis based on risk and shifting priorities.

•

During fiscal year {FY) 2015/16, anti-money laundering (AML) work, anonymous slot play
and cross-training staff have been the audit team's priorities.

•

Of the 212 total number of charitable audit files completed in FY 2015/16, 102 were
requested by other GPEB divisions due to concerns such as financial reporting, use of funds,
and event conduct. The remaining 11 O were selected using a combination of risk factors.
75% of all audits completed revealed some level of non-compliance, 27% considered serious
non-compliance.

•

GPEB's compliance division regularly conducts compliance presentations, and is considering
additional initiatives to further educate and enhance compliance by charitable organizations.
The Compliance Division has included outreach as an objective in its 2016/17 Business
Page 62 of 203 FIN-2017-71581 P1
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Plan.
CHARITABLE AUDIT BREAKDOWN

Total II of Flies
Completed

Less If of
Request for Assistance
IRFA), Special Projects,
Complaints, etc

Vancouver Island

39

Prince George

II of Serious

%of Serious

Completed

Non•Compllant
Audits Completed

Non-Compliant
Audits Completed

14

25

6

24%

17

8

9

1

11%

Kelowna

79

35

44

17

39%

Burnaby

77

45

32

6

19%

212

102

110

30

27%

Office

Totals:

•

llof Files

GPEB's compliance division also completed 26 commercial gaming facility site audits, and
re-allocated resources to AML related audits and special project audits. Seven AML related
projects have been completed in FY 2015/16 and one additional AML related project started
in late FY 2015/16 will be completed in May 2016. Projects include analysis of
denominations used at high limit rooms, reviews of suspicious transaction reports and
reviews of existing cash alternatives.

COMMERCIAL AUDIT BREAKDOWN
Audit Type
Commercial Site Audits
(Casino, CGC, Bingo, Race Trak)

AML Related Audits

Total# of Finalized
Flies

26

7

Notes
All site audits have been
training audits for regional
and lottery auditors.
UFT/STR Reviews
Cash Flow Analysis at RRCR
Bitcoin Review
PGF Account Analysis

Special Project Audits

Lottery Retailer Inspections

Contact:

File Created:
File Updated:
File Location:

7

543

Len Meilleur, Executive Director,
Compliance Division
March 23, 2016
MAY 10, 2016
O10686016A

Debit and Cheques at the
Cage Review
Registered Raffle Project
Conducted by our
Inspector

Phone number:
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Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
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INTERNAL MEMO
To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From:

Bojan Nikolic, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB
Terry Jacob, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

June 21, 2016

Subject:

Compliance with BCLC Directive related to Unsourced Cash and Chips

Background
With a goal of reinforcing the ongoing efforts to curb suspected money laundering at casinos in British
Columbia, BCLC introduced a new program directed primarily toward high limit players with a history
of suspicious activities. These activities generally involved the use of substantial amounts of cash,
often in small denominations, chip passing and facilitating access to, or delivery of, cash and chips.
On September 11, 2015, BCLC sent a letter to service providers instructing them of the directive
issued to high risk patrons. Casinos were also notified through the iTrak reporting system with the
following message:

"2015-Sep-11 ***BCLC DIRECTIVE*** Effective immediately {as per Jetter sent to SP
management this date) patron is not a/lawed to buy-in at any BCLC site with "unsourced" cash (all cash without a bank or ATM withdrawal slip) or "un-sourced or
borrowed" chips until further notice. Please advise patron ta contact Consumer Services
at 1-866-815-0222 or via email through BCLC.com and provide contact details for BCLC
Investigations to schedule an interview to discuss further."
Each applicable player's subject profile was updated in iTrak with the content of the above directive
in such a way that it would be obvious to anyone who opens the profile.
Although the unsourced cash is defined as "all cash without a bank or ATM withdrawal slip", BCLC
allowed players with the directive to buy-in with cash they received as winnings from the previous
five days of gambling.

..L

BHITISH
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Gaming Policy and Enforcement Brunch
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Purpose
The purpose of this review was to determine if the casinos complied with the directive issued to the
players and if BCLC conducted appropriate oversight of gambling activities of the players under the
directive.

Approach
A total of 47 individuals who were issued directives between August Sand November 10, 2015 were
reviewed. Their gambling activities were examined using the iTrak reporting system; specifically all
incident reports and large cash transaction reports for each player from the date of their directive
until January 18, 2016- the date of data collection. The emphasis was on the following activities:
•
•
•

Buy-ins with unsourced cash and/or use of unsourced or borrowed chips after the directive
was issued;
Action taken by the casino; and
BCLC's investigation of each incident.

Analysis
In the majority of cases the players that were issued the BCLC directive were prevented from playing
with unsourced cash and chips by the casino sites.s.15
s.15

Highlights from the analysis found:
•

Of the 47 players reviewed, 32 returned to play with sourced cash, while 15 did not gamble
after they were issued their directive.

•

Multiple attempts to buy in with unsourced cash were made, however, in the majority of
instances the sites identified that the patron had been issued the directive, and they did not
process the attempted buy-in.

•

iTrak reports showed two players that were issued the directive were able to buy-in with
unsourced cash on two occasions and were able to play undetected. In each case, the players
gambled at levels below the LCT reporting threshold.

•

Fourteen players were recorded in iTrak to have been observed betting or attempting to bet
with potentially unsourced chips. Chips were either brought into the casino or received from
other players while inside the casino. In some cases, players attempted to gamble with
unsourced chips by combining them with sourced chips. In one such case, casino staff
confirmed this activity by reconciling the chip tray balances after the player left the table.

.....
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•

On several occasions throughout the review period, players not included in the directive
bought in and made verbal bets for players who were under the directive. Essentially,
sanctioned players used non-sanctioned players to gamble on their behalf. When such activity
was noticed, the play was stopped in all cases, players involved were spoken to and an
incident report opened in iTrak.

The review of iTrak showed the casinos appeared to adequately document the verification of gaming
funds for all players issued the Directive including:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

The status of the players is verified;
The source of cash/chips was checked. The players who continued gambling at casinos after
the Directive used mainly PGF accounts, Global and ATM credit card cash advances and debit
1
cards as the source of funds;l l
The players' activities at the casino property was monitored;
Incident reports were completed in iTrak; when needed a review of surveillance footage was
conducted;
Suspicious activities were investigated;
Buy-in with unsourced cash or placing bets with unsourced chips were denied or the play was
stopped; and
In case of violation of the Directive, Table Games Managers spoke to the players to remind
them of the imposed conditions on use of cash and chips.

BCLC Investigators added their supplemental reports to all but two incident reports in iTrak involving
the players under the Directive.
Ill The tracking of cash from previous winnings, now deemed as sourced cash, was a cause of initial

uncertainty with the casinos since it is not included in the definition of the sourced money. Once
clarified by BCLC, the casinos started recording a running balance of unused winnings for all players
under the Directive. The accuracy of tracking is essential for this process.

Conclusion
Overall, the review found the casinos appropriately enforced the use of "sourced cash" with all
players issued the Directive during our review period. However, there were some instances
documented in iTrak where players were able to play with unsourced chips and where players issued
the Directive were found to have been using proxy bettors on their behalf.

....
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Example of No Unsourced Cash Directive:
2015-Sep-11 ... BCLC DIRECTIVE ... Effective Immediately (as per letter sent to SP management this date) patron Is no·
allowed to buy-In al any BCLC site with "un-sourced" cash (all cash without a bank or ATM withdrawal slip) or
"un-sourced or borrowed" chips until further notice. Please advise patron to contact Consumer Services at
1-866-815-0222 or via email through BCLC.com and provide contact details for BCLC I nvesligations to schedule an
Interview lo discuss further. Ross ALDERSON, Director AML & Operational Analysis, BCLC AML Unit

Example of Source of Funds Interview Directive:
2016-May-12 BCLC Directive- Patron requires SOF (source of funds) interview for un-sourced cash buy-ins. Please
document in an ltrak incident file, scan copy of interview into media file and advise the AML unit by email at
aml@bclc.com of the Incident file. Daryl Tottenham, Manager AML Programs, BCLC.

Examples of High Profile Patron - Questionnaire

s.22
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INTERNAL MEMO
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COLUMBIA

To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB
Chris Knight, Regional Director, Northern Region, GPEB

From:

Karen Roberts, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

August 16, 2016

Subject:

COMM- 8604- River Rock "High Roller" Occupational Analysis

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A review was conducted to understand the occupational breakdown of the top "High Roller" patrons at
River Rock Casino and the correlation of their stated occupation with the amounts of their buy-ins over the
one year period of January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015. The analysis consisted of three parts: a
breakdown of high roller buy-ins and their stated occupations, analysis of Unusual Financial Transaction
(UFT} reporting linked to occupation as a factor, and a check on the legitimacy of companies provided by
high rollers to gaming facilities.

KEY OBSERVATIONS
The top occupations ranked by buy-in were:
• #1 was Real Estate with 135 patrons and $53.1 Min buy-ins
• #2 was Business Owners with 86 patrons and $38.SM total buy-ins for the year
• #3 Construction with 56 patrons and $33.8M in buy-ins
• #4 Finance with 30 patrons and $19.6M in buy-ins
• #5 Management with 54 patrons and $18M in buy-ins
• #6 Housewife with 75 patrons, with $14.3 M in buy-ins
• #7 Importer with 18 patrons and $12.2M in buy-ins
• #8 Petroleum with 6 patrons and $6.lM in buy-ins
• #9 Restaurant {Owners and Management} with 21 patrons and $5.8M in buy-ins
• #l0Mining with 8 patrons and $4.8 M in buy-ins
Also of note, Student was #17 with 36 patrons and $2.3M in buy-ins.

•••
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Incident reports were reviewed to determine if occupation was a factor in the UFT reporting:
• 42 Housewives with buy-ins of $SOK or more had 495 transactions, and were directly
involved in 87 Unusual Financial Transactions (UFTs), and indirectly associated in 39 UFTs (ie.
they weren't the primary individual conducting the buy-in). Who the Housewives associated
with was a prominent reason for being indirectly named in a UFT, in some cases it was the
only reason.
• 9 Students with buy-ins of $SOK or more had 62 transactions, and were directly involved in
11 UFTs.
• There were 62 patrons with buy-ins of $1M or more that had 1915 transactions, and were
directly involved in 611 UFTs and indirectly in an additional 156 UFTs.
These patrons do not always work alone. It is not unusual for multiple patrons from different
occupational categories to be involved in a single suspicious transaction. When a transaction is
reported as an UFT In iTrak, one incident report is created and is associated with all the patrons
involved in the suspicious transaction.
The legitimacy of the 52 companies listed by the top 62 patrons in their iTrak profiles were reviewed
and testing was found to be inconclusive. There were 43 companies with Chinese names. The names
of the companies given were the English approximations of the Chinese characters (names} and are
inexact. We were unable to conclusively determine whether the companies exist or are large
enough to support the patrons' buy-ins amounts.

CONCLUSION
Real Estate was the largest occupational group both in terms of number of patrons and Total Buy-ins. The
most active of the high rollers did not try to avoid stating their occupation. Housewives and Students were
more significant than anticipated with 75 patrons with total buy-ins of $14.3 million identified as
Housewives, and 36 patrons and $2.3 million in buy-in identified as Students.
The most common reason for UFTs were for large cash buy-ins and buy-ins with a large number of small
denomination bills. Patrons had UFTs attached to their SID# not only from direct suspicious activity on their
part but also to being associated with other patrons engaged in suspicious activity. Occupation played a
secondary role in that the occupations listed could either not support the level of play or could not explain
the amount of small bills used.
Determining the legitimacy of companies listed by the top 62 patrons proved inconclusive due to not having
the exact Chinese characters. Obtaining the characters of the companies given by the high rollers would
help enable the determination of a company's legitimacy and determine whether the positions given could
support the level of play.
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND
GPEB has the regulatory mandate and authority to ensure the overall integrity of gaming. Through its audit
and investigative functions, GPEB monitors anti-money laundering (AML) strategies and other efforts to
protect gaming from organized crime.
In 2015 a review was conducted to examine the volume of cash flowing through the high limit rooms at
River Rock Casino. This information was used to determine to what extent patrons are buying in with
smaller denomination bills and the associated risk of refining (colouring up). A second review was
conducted in 2015 that analyzed BCLC's process for identifying and reporting unusual or suspicious
currency transactions. Its objective was to further GPEB's understanding of what BCLC is deeming a
reportable transaction and to quantify the number of reportable vs non-reportable transactions in the
review period.
Through these two reviews data was obtained on patrons buying in at the River Rock high limit rooms. The
data consists of information related to these individuals' occupations, related companies, gaming
frequency, buy-in amounts, and unusual or suspicious transactions. From this we are able to perform an
occupational based analysis of the patrons conducting large buy-ins at the River Rock Casino.

OBJECTIVE
The objective of this review is to understand the occupational breakdown of the "High Rollers" at River
Rock Casino and the correlation of their stated occupation with the amounts of their buy-ins and the
denominations used in cash buy-ins. This information will assist GPEB in identifying to what extent patrons
are buying-in with amounts more than what their stated occupations could reasonably support and could
indicate possible money laundering activities. The report will comment on the following:
•

Occupations of the high rollers and the plausibility of their stated occupation generating sufficient
income to cover buy-ins.

•

How many UFTs were reported involving the subject group and whether occupation was considered
in the reporting criteria of UFTs.

•

Extracts from unusual financial transactions connected to high rollers, which may provide insight
into their behaviors or provide additional information for GPEB to consider going forward.

•

The legitimacy of the companies listed in the high roller subject id profiles. Many of the subjects in
this group are Chinese nationals listing employment by Chinese companies, so it was unknown
whether or not it will be possible to confirm the legitimacy of the organizations.

...
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SCOPE and APPROACH
The scope of the report is limited to a review of the occupations stated by the "High Roller" patrons at River
Rock Casino. The period of the review was January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015.
The review will be conducted by:
•

Reviewing cash buy-in information and stratify according to occupation to identify significant
occupational groups and any correlation with buy-in amounts.

•

Analyzing iTrak incident reports related to unusual or suspicious financial transactions, and
determining if any relationships between UFT reports and occupation exist.

•

Researching companies online using various search methods to determine their legitimacy and the
probable income levels.

•

Engaging in discussions {preliminary and throughout) with GPEB Manager of Intelligence Program
for additional insight and feedback.

•

Evaluating patterns or trends that emerge and discussing those internally where appropriate.

ANALYSIS (3 PARTS)
PART ONE - BASIC OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSIS
Information on the "High Rollers" buy-ins from the Player tracking sheets was compiled. The information
included patron name, date of birth, position, company and buy-in information, The information was sorted
and ranked by total annual buy-in amount. The occupations were standardized into groups. For example
anyone in the real estate industry was grouped into "Real Estate''; anyone affiliated with the construction
industry was put into "Construction". Managers of various random companies that did not fall into a main
industry was put into "Management", general business owners were grouped together as "Business Owner"
and other lower level employees and one off occupations were classified as "Other". A significant number
of patrons did not indicate their company or position so they were put into the "Not Stated" group.
"Housewife" and "Student" were classified into their own groups as their buy-in habits were of particular
interest. There were a few single occupations that were significant enough that grouping them with other
groups would have skewed the result and were thus left on their own. From all the classifications we were
able to get an overall picture of the occupational composition of the subject group. Unique Subject ID
numbers (SID#) assigned to each patron were used to identify patrons and to count the number of patrons
in each occupational group. The Not Stated group included patrons did not have a subject 10 # assigned to
them or couldn't be positively identified as a patron with a SID# due to illegible handwriting on the Player
Tracking Sheets, therefore not all transaction information about these patrons were available.

....

A total of 800 patrons were included in this analysis with Total~ Buy~ins of $243 Million.
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Top 10 Occupations by Total Cash Buy-in
- ·- - . -- - - - -- -

Total Cash Buy-In at Cage
$6,174,84S\ $S,i37.4'=$4,881,740
$12,248,635 ....._
$14,389,085"

$53,103,515

•
•

Real Estate
Business Owner

: . Construction

•

Finance

Ii~

Management

$38,512,945

$19,636,420

.. : House Wife
Importer
Petroleum
Restaurant
Mining

Top 10 Occupations by iTrak Subject ID#

Top 10 by Number of Subject IDs
6

• Real Estate
• Business Owner
Construction

•

Finance

~

Management

: Housewife
Importer

Petroleum
Restaurant
Mining

Notable findings include:
• 36 Students had total Buy-ins of $2.3Million.
• 75 House Wives had total buy-ins of $14.3 million.
• The highest annual buy-in by one patron in the "Not Stated" group was $7DK.
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•

The "Not Stated" group of 77 patrons included patrons who did not have a SID# assigned to them

For the complete listing see Appendix 1-AII High Rollers
Top 10 Occupational Groups- $100K+
Standardized
Occupation

Number of
Subject IDs

Sum of Total
Cash Buy-In at

Sum of Total #
Transactions

Cage
Real Estate
Business Owner
Construction
Finance
Management
House Wife
Importer
Petroleum
Restaurant

Mining

s.22

$50,781,005.00
$37,165,385.00
$32,817,690.00
$19,346,220.00
$18,136,805.00
$12,895,035.00
$11,981,275.00
$6,089,455.00
$5,674,000.00
$4,868,740.00

698
530
432
279
267
439
137
77
134
68

Patrons with individual Cash Buy-Ins of a minimum of $100K were reviewed. This group includes 288
patrons with Total Cash Buy-ins of $231 M. Notable findings are:
• A total of 26 House Wives with total buy-ins of $12.89 M.
• A total of 5 Students with total buy-ins of $1.66 M.
• 2 Servers with total buy-ins of $367K.
• 2 Office Clerks in the Other category has total buy-ins of $410K.
• 1 Food Service Worker in the Other Category has total buy-ins of $164K.
For the complete breakdown of this group see Appendix 2- $100K Breakdown

....
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$SOOK Buy-ins
Standardized
Occupation

Number of
Subject IDs

Real Estate
s.22
Business Owner
Construction
Finance
Management
Importer
House Wife
Petroleum
Restaurant
Mining
Mine Owner
Factory Owner
Ship Builder
Doctor/Dentist
Pharmaceuticals
Sales
Farmer
Student
Chef/Cook
Engineer
CEO
Truck Driver
Accountant
Teacher
Other
Grand Total

108

Sum of Total
Cash Buy-In at
Cage

Total#
Transactions

$44,319,015.00
$32,568,345.00
$30,025,005.00
$17,733,055.00
$14,931,065.00
$10,729,265.00
$8,759,165.00
$5,181,615.00
$4,679,680.00
$4,538,300.00
$2,526,990.00
$2,214,175.00
$1,843,510.00
$1,825,520.00
$1,759,840.00
$1,108,130.00
$942,450.00
$819,530.00
$785,940.00
$767,020.00
$750,000.00
$710,430.00
$563,025.00
$506,000.00
$72,886.00
$190,659,956.00

530
402
351
224
177
115
255
58
93
59
40
33
13

24
7
18
19
19
24
8
21
14
22
18
9
2553

The next level looked at was patrons who had minimum buy-ins of $SOOK. This level included 108 patrons
with total buy-ins of $191M. Notable Findings are:

•

•
•

9 House Wives with total buy-ins of $8.75M.
1 Student with a total buy-in of $819K.
1 Chef with total buy-ins of $785K.
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$1 Million Plus Buy-Ins
Standardized

Number of

Sum of Total

Total#

Occupation

Subject IDs

Cash Buy-In at

Transactions

Cage
Real Estate

s.22

$35,631,270.00
$30,621,305.00

Business Owner

$26,626,905.00
$15,940,010.00
$14,271,075.00

Construction
Finance
Management

$10,069,265.00
$5,181,615.00
$4, 794,460.00
$3,483,280.00

Importer
Petroleum
House Wife
Mining

$3,352,560.00
$2,526,990.00
$2,214,175.00

Restaurant
Mine Owner
Factory Owner
Ship Builder
Doctor/Dentist
Pharmaceuticals

Grand Total

62

$1,843,510.00
$1,825,520.00
$1,759,840.00
$160,141,780.00

413

373

279

197
166
107

58
102

26
77
40
33

13
24
7
1915

Finally, the $1Million level of play was analyzed. 62 Patrons were in this group. Each patron had a minimum
of $1 M annual buy-in. The $1M group had total buy-ins of $160 Million which is 65% of the total buy-ins of
the entire subject group reviewed. At this level the total numbers of substantiated Unusual Financial
Transactions were also analyzed.
Notable Findings include:
• 3 House Wives with Total Buy-ins of $4.79M.
In general, across all buy-in levels, several significant occupation groups such as Real Estate, Construction,
and Mining reflect the general economy and could possibly support the levels of buy-ins made by the
patrons. There are occupations, such as House Wife, Student and Server that are not typically able to
support the level of cash buy-ins made by those patrons.
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PART TWO - UFT /STR OCCUPATION ANALYSIS
Patrons who have cumulative buy-ins of $1 million or more were the base of information for
analyzing the substantiated direct and indirect Unusual Financial Transactions (UFT's) reported in
iTrak. Our analysis breaks out two categories of UFTs: ''Direct UFT" is the occupation of the primary
individual conducting the buy-in, and "Indirect UFTs" are the occupation of the individuals listed in
the UFT as associated with the transaction, but not the primary buy-in individual.
The total number of UFTs are as follows:
Standardized
Total Cash BuySubject
Total#
Occupation
Ins at Cage
10#
Transactions

Real Estate
Business Owner
Construction
Finance
Management
Importer
Petroleum
House Wife
Mining
Restaurant
Mine Owner
Factory Owner

Ship Builder
Doctor/Dentist
Pharmaceuticals

Grand Total

$35,631,210.00 s.22
$30,621,305.00
$26,626,905.00
$15,940,010.00
$14,271,075 .oo
$10,069,265.00
$5,181,615.00
$4,794,460.00
$3,483,280.00
$3,352,560.00
$2,526,990.00
$2,214,175.00
$1,843,510.00
$1,825,520.00
$1,759,840.00
62
$160,141,780.00

Total Direct
Substantiated
UFT

Total Indirect
UFT

Direct
UFT/Total
transactions

413
373
279
197
166
107
58
102
26
77
40
33

118
110
83
43
70
41
40
28
11
19

55
50
18
7

29%
29%

13

5

24
7
1915

13

17
12

1

611

3

1
7
7
0
4
0
0
0
4
0
156

30%

22%
42%
38%
69%
27%
42%
25%
43%
36%
38%
54%
14%
32%

Notable findings include:
• 32% of all transactions in this group were deemed substantiated unusual transactions.
• The highest reported occupation was Petroleum at 69%. This is probably more a result of the
individual in the group than the actual occupation.
• The lowest reported occupation was Pharmaceuticals.
Testing the reasons for UFTs based on occupation proved to be inconclusive. Many of the UFTs reported in
iTrak involved more than one patron in diverse occupational groups. After randomly testing the main
occupation groups, it appears that specific occupations do not have an effect on whether a UFT /STR is
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reported. The only occupational factor is whether the occupation can support the level of play and/or
explain the denominational composition of the cash buy-ins.

Reasons for UFTs
The chart below breaks down the reason for the UFT's in relation to each occupation. Specifically, the
orange section identifies the number of UFT's for each occupation where the cause is "Occupation does not
support buy-in/ small bills".
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The UFTs for particularly suspicious occupations were also reviewed. Information on patrons with buy-ins of
$SOK or more were included in this analysis.
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Standardized
Occupations

Number
of
Subject

Totat Cash Buy-Ins
at Cage

Total
Transactions

Total
Direct UFT
Reports

Total
Indirect
UFT reports

IDs
Chef/Cook

s.22

House Wife
Other (susp)
Server

Student
Teacher
Unemployed

Grand Total

71

$1,108,630.00
$13,849,275.00
$2,351,645.00
$395,020.00
$1,934,870.00
$506,000.00
$58,000.00
$20,203,440.00

39

11

495
90
15

87

6
39

13

10

1

62

11

18
3
722

5

4
9
1
1
70

2

130

A notable finding is that UFTs arising from associations with other known patrons were more prevalent with
Housewives than any other occupation reviewed. There were multiple incidences where a housewife
patron had an UFT associated with their subject ID# due solely to whom they were associated with. This
may be due to spousal relationships though that cannot be confirmed.
There were some incidents that highlight some of the overall concerns with particular occupations. The
following are examples of such incident reports (names have been substituted with their SID#):

s.15,s.22

s.15,s.22
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.

s.15,s.22

s.15,s.22

PART THREE - COMPANY ANALYSIS
A search of the 52 companies provided by the $1 million patrons was conducted to determine the
legitimacy of the business and its ability to generate income (if an owner) or pay enough in salary to
support these levels of buy-ins. The overall results were inconclusive. Most of the companies are Chinese
based and the names provided to the gaming facility were the English approximations, not the actual
Chinese name in proper characters. This made finding the exact company extremely difficult.
An Auditor familiar with Chinese language and characters assisted in the search.
The patron's full name, occupation and company name were used in the online search of "Baidu.com", a
Chinese search engine similar to Google. Unfortunately, because the conversion of Pinyin (the
pronunciation of Chinese characters) to English at the gaming facilities, the searches were ineffective. The
gaming facilities do not capture the Chinese characters necessary to conduct accurate searches as the
"Baidu" search engine is more useful when searching information in Chinese characters. The challenge in
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converting Pinyin back to actual Chinese characters is that a same pronunciation can have many Chinese
Characters.
Illustration of one Pinyin and the list of Chinese Characters that we can select from:
For example: Beijing Chang Pharmaceutical

s.15,s.22

When the company name has two or more Chinese characters, the combination of Pinyin can be more than
tripled.
As the name of the patron and the name of the company cannot be accurately converted to Chinese
characters, the search on "Baidu" was not effective. Some possible matches were found, however we
cannot determine if those companies are the ones that we are looking for without additional information
such as address, city or location, which is not provided to the gaming facilities.

CONCLUSIONS
Real Estate was the largest occupational group both in terms of number of patrons and Total Buy-ins. The
most active of the high rollers did not try to avoid stating their occupation. Housewives and Students were
more significant than anticipated with 75 patrons with total buy-ins of $14.3 million identified as
Housewives, and 36 patrons and $2.3 million in buy-in identified as Students.
Reasons for UFTs did not differ significantly across occupation lines. The most common reasons for UFTs
were large cash buy-ins, buy-in with large number of small denomination bills, not bundled in a manner
that would come from a recognized bank and chip passing- similar to what has been previously report in
past reviews. Patrons had UFTs attached to their SID# not only from direct suspicious activity on their part
but also to being associated with other patrons engaged in suspicious activity. Occupation played a
secondary role in that the occupations listed could either not support the level of play or could not explain
the amount of small bills used. This reasoning was consistent across occupational lines.
Associations with other patrons resulted in UFTs being linked to other patrons and seemed most prevalent
with the House Wives group, possibly due to spousal connections.
Determining the legitimacy of companies listed by the top 62 patrons proved inconclusive due to not have
the exact Chinese characters. Obtaining the characters of the companies given by the high rollers would
help enable the determination of a company's legitimacy and determine whether the positions given could
support the level of play.

APPENDICIES:

....
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Appendix 1 - All Patrons
Standardized
Occupation

Number

of

Total Cash BuyIn at Cage

Average$

Total#
Transactions

$53,103,515.00
$38,512,945.00
$33,858,550.00
$19,636,420.00
$19,235,995.00
$14,389,085.00
$12,248,635.00
$6,174,845.00
$5,875,680.00
$4,881,740.00
$3,200,985.00
$3,000,155.00
$2,582,990.00
$2,511,085.00
$2,454,240.00
$2,400,046.00
$2,351,645.00
$2,300,085.00
$1,843,510.00
$1,769,840.00
$1,420,400.00
$1,283,860.00
$1,120,750.00
$1,108,630.00
$731,000.00
$718,930.00
$659,025.00
$635,055.00
$494,330.00
$395,020.00

$393,359.37
$447,824.94
$604,616.96
$654,547.33
$356,222.13
$191,854.47
$680,479.72
$1,029,140.83
$279,794.29
$610,217.50

834
631
493
297
329
557
152

Subject
ID
Real Estate

s.22

Business Owner
Construction
Finance
Management
House Wife
Importer
Petroleum
Restaurant
Mining
Sales
Factory Owner
Mine Owner
Manufacturing
Doctor/Dentist
Other
Other (susp)
Student
Ship Builder
Pharmaceuticals

CEO
Engineer
Farmer
Chef/Cook
Teacher
Truck Driver
Accountant
Not Stated
Shipping
Server
Banking
Contractor
Advertising

....
BRITISH

Marketing

s.22

$380,060.00
$341,700.00
$333,075.00
$314,350.00

$118,555.00
$600,031.00
$860,996.67
$109,836.88
$409,040.00
$72,728.67
$235,164.50
$63,891.25
$1,843,510.00
$884,920.00
$177,550.00
$183,408.57
$186,791.67
$184,771.67
$182,750.00
$239,643.33
$164,756.25
$8,247.47
$494,330.00
$98,755.00
$190,030.00
$56,950.00
$166,537.50
$104,783.33

Compliance Division
Gaming Polil-y and Eoforcemenl Branch

80
151
70
85
48
56
86
51
157
90
104
13

8
48
28
33
41
22
16
31
6

12
15

11
18
7
15
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Architect
Pro Player
Retired
Beauty
Casino Dealer
Fisherman
Server
Unemployed

s.22

IT

Consultant
Travel Agent
Steel
Grand Total

I

800

$245,540.00
$186,485.00
$151,000.00
$124,000.00
$117,800.00
$66,600.00
$61,800.00
$61,000.00
$53,000.00
$46,000.00
$41,000.00
$5,000.00
I $243,421,401.00

$61,385.00
$62,161.67
$50,333.33
$15,500.00
$58,900.00
$33,300.00
$61,800.00
$30,500.00
$26,500.00
$46,000.00
$20,500.00
$5,000.00
$304,440.50

Total Cash BuyIn at Cage

Average$

Total#
Transactions

$50,781,005.00
$37,165,385.00
$32,817,690.00
$19,346,220.00
$18,136,805.00
$12,895,035.00
$11,981,275.00
$6,089,455.00
$5,674,000.00
$4,868,740.00
$4,084,371.00
$2,960,155.00
$2,899,270.00
$2,S26,990.00
$2,423,240.00
$2,003,110.00
$1,843,510.00
$1,759,840.00
$1,661,170.00
$1,178,720.00
$1,156,300.00
$1,041,530.00

$923,291.00
$1,032,371.81

714
476

$1,367,403.75
$1,074,790.00
$755,700.21
$495,962.88
$1,198,127.50
$1,217,891.00
$709,250.00
$811,456.67
$226,909.50
$986,718.33
$322,141.11
$2,526,990.00
$807,746.67

85
29
121
260
183
41

6

15
5
15
4
10

4
4
4

6
4

1
4673

Appendix 2- $100K Breakdown
Standardized
Occupation

Real Estate
Business owner

IConstruction

i

Finance
· Management
House Wife
Importer
Petroleum
Restaurant
Mining

IOther

I Factory Owner

...
IlRITlSH

Sales
Mine Owner
Doctor/Dentist
I Manufacturing
Ship Builder
Pharmaceuticals
Student
Engineer
CEO
Chef/Cook

Number
of
Subject
ID

s.22

$236,456.67
$1,843,510.00
$1,759,840.00
$332,234.00
$392,906.67
$289,075.00
$347,176.67

Compliance Division
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so
9
100
7
42

1
7
15
3
9
11

3
23
28
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Farmer
$942,450.00
$942,450.00
2
s.22
Truck Driver
Teacher
Accountant
Shipping
Server
Advertising

! Banking
Contractor
Marketing
Retired
Casino Dealer

Grand Total

....
BRITISH

I

287

$710,430.00
$706,000.00
$563,025.00
$494,330.00
$367,780.00
$333,075.00
$315,060.00
$249,000.00
$245,160.00
$136,020.00
$107,000.00
$230,463,146.00

$710,430.00
$353,000.00
$563,025.00
$494,330.00
$183,890.00
$166,537.50
$315,060.00
$249,000.00
$245,160.00
$136,020.00
$107,000.00
$803,443.02
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2
4
4

3
10

26
3

2
1
9
5
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•

The dollar value of the buy-in appear to strongly determine whether a UFT was created for those
LTBl's consisting of large volumes of $20 bills. The overwhelming majority of the large value $20
LTBl's (:?: $50,000) did have a UFT created while those under that value tended not to be reported as
a UFT as often.

CONCLUSIONS
More than 85% of all UFT's are being treated as substantiated and sent to FINTRAC. While this number is
lower than the 95% identified in the first phase of this work (July 2014 to July 2015), it still indicates that
there does not appear to be an intent on the part of BCLC to avoid reporting to FINTRAC those incidents
which service provider staff deemed suspicious.
Based on the analysis of the River Rock data it was noted that a greater percentage of LTBl's are being
reported as UFT's than what was noted in the first phase of this analysis. LTBl's consisting of primarily $100
bills continue to be deemed largely non-suspicious but the number reported as UFT's has more than tripled
since phase I. As was also noted in the Phase I analysis, transactions containing $50,000 or more in $20's
are reported as UFT's with a greater frequency than those that had less than $50,000 in $20's. Overall the
number of large volume $20 LTBl's reported as suspicious has increased.

•••
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INTERNAL MEMO
To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From:

Tim Storms, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB
Sue Whittred, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

December 19, 2016

Subject:

High Volume Slot Play Analysis COMM -8687

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This review was intended to look at the potential for money laundering through slot machine play at BC
gaming facilities. While anti-money laundering analysis has typically focused on table game play, as this is
where the established risks were deemed the greatest, less information was available on the risks
associated with slots.
The overall objectives of the review were to:
• Develop an understanding of the types of indicators that exist for suspicious slot play.
• Identify and evaluate the controls in place to mitigate the risk of money laundering through
slot and IVS machines.
• Build a profile and identify patterns of play for the top ten slot machine patrons.
The results of the review found:
• While BCLC has automated controls in place to detect suspicious slot play, they may not be
utilized to their full potential.
• Reviews of data from the BCLC Gaming Management (GMS) System and the iTrak Incident
Reporting system did not find any material indicators of suspicious activity.
• No significant indicators of suspicious activity were identified during the review of the play of
the top ten slot players.

• s.15
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND
The focus of anti-money laundering activity at BC gaming facilities has traditionally been centered on
table games play. Historically, slot machine play has been viewed as a lower risk area to laundering
money.
GPEB Compliance had recently conducted a review of the slot play of a patron being investigated for
possible criminal activity related to a civil forfeiture case that had been in the media. Through this review
concerns were raised as to the effectiveness and/or existence of controls to monitor slots for money
laundering or the use of proceeds of crime. s.15

s.15
OBJECTIVE
The objectives of this review were as follows:
1. Develop an understanding of the types of indicators that exist for suspicious slot play.
2. Identify and evaluate controls put in place to mitigate the risk of money laundering through slot
machines.
3. Conduct a review of the IVS Ticket Redemption process.
4. Build a profile and identify patterns of play for the top ten slot machine patrons.

SCOPE AND APPROACH
The scope of the review primarily focused on data generated during the first six months of 2016, which
included:
1.

Analyzing reporting out of the GMS Slot Data System (SOS) module and the Casino Marketplace
(CMP} module to quantify the amounts wagered by the top tier slot players during the review
period.

2. Reviewing GMS SOS and other BCLC systems to identify the controls in place to reduce the risk of
slot machines being used to launder money.
3. Reviewing Ticket Redemption Machine (TRM) reporting to identify any potential for tracking
patrons redeeming IVS/TITO tickets. This included documenting what types of controls/reporting

....
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are in place with the TRM machines - i.e. alerts/reporting generated upon suspicious patterns of
redemption. Review reporting to identify any suspicious patterns of redemption.

4. Reviewing iTrak Incident Reporting data to quantify incidents of suspicious slot machine activity
and evaluate BCLC's response.

ANALYSIS
The analysis was broken down into two components:
•
•

Component I - BCLC Control Environment: Automated and Procedural Controls
Component II - Top Ten Slot Patron Activity Review - LCT Activity and Slot Machine Transactional
Analysis

COMPONENT I - BCLC Control Environment: Automated and Procedural Controls
Discussions were held with BCLC technical staff regarding system controls that were in place to detect
and/or deter money laundering through the use of slot machines. One of the primary money laundering
risks associated with slot machines is the use of the machines for refining (colouring up} lower
denomination bills into higher ones, i.e. changing $20's into $100's.
Identified controls were:

s.15

1) s.15
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....
BRITISH

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Page 4of II

COI..U:\IBIA

Page 175 of 203 FIN-2017-71581 P1

DOC-00000962

This document is the property of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (Compliance Division). It is confidential and shall not be
released or disclosed in whole or part without the pennission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.

s.15

s.15

s.15

....
BRITISH

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Page 5 of 11

COI..U:\IHIA

Page 176 of 203 FIN-2017-71581 P1

DOC-00000962

This document is the property of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (Compliance Division). It is confidential and shall not be
released or disclosed in whole or part without the pennission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.

s.15

3)

s.15

4) BCLC AML Team monitoring:
Discussions were held with the BCLC AML team around what processes they have in place to monitor
slot play. s. 15
s.15

The BCLC AML team also indicated that the risk of money laundering is reduced with

s.15

s.15
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COMPONENT II -Top 10 Slot Patron Activity Review - LCT Activity and Slot Machine Transactional
Analysis
Analysis was conducted on the playing activity of the top 10 slot players, which we've broken down into
the following three sections:

1. lCT's - cheques vs cash, IVS tickets, playing activity,
The Large Cash Transaction Record (LCTR) history of the top ten slot players, based on their total LCTR
disbursement value between April 12015 to March 31, 2016, was reviewed. Fifty of their most current
LCTR's, as of June 2016, were then selected for each of these patrons to develop a profile of their
play. The following table shows the highlights of this analysis:
LCT Analysis - Details of Last 50 LCT's 2015/16 - rounded to nearest $000's

Disbursements •

Subject
ID

Jackpots Paid By
Cheque

Nature of
Disbursement

(Jackpots & IVS
RedempUons)

#of
Jackpots

I#of/VS
Tickets

$Amount

s.15,s.22

I

I

I

I

I

Remainder of
Disbursements Paid By
Cash
$Amount

%

I

I

I

96

I

99%
7,500
545
1%
$33,146,000
$472,000
$32,674,000
Total
* It is important to note that the disbursement number does not Ind/cote the patron's net win, or how much they were "up at the end of the period reviewed.
This number includes the dchurning" of winnin9s back into the machine ond the cashing of IVS tickets redeemed for any credits not played.
0

•••
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Two key take a ways from the table above:
•

The overwhelming majority of disbursements are slot jackpots, not the cashing out of IVS tickets.

s.15

•

99% of all disbursements are being made in cash.

s.15

s.15

The next table contains further details about the top ten slot patrons.

Subject

ID

Occupation

Frequency of Play:
# of days in Jan to Jun
2016 where an LCT was
Generated

Primary
STR's

PGF?

Gambling Site

s.15,s.22
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2. s.15

The following table shows some of the key statistics for the top ten slot players:

Subject ID

-

Encore Play Tracked Through Casino Marketplace
January 1 thru September 15, 2016
January 1 to December 31, 2015
Total Bet
Totat Paid
Win/loss
Average
Total Bet
Total Paid
Win/(Loss)
Average
Bet($)
($)
($)
($)
Bet{$)
($)
($)
($)

s.22

>->->--

>->-i--

~

* Patron did not use her Encore card during the period reviewed.
3. Review of Patron Data Captured In the GMS SOS System.
Validator Transaction Reports from the GMS SDS svstem were reQuested from BCLC. These reports

show activity on s.15
s.15
Activity for nine of
the top ten patrons was reviewed, for the period March 1 to June 30, 2016. s.15,s.22
s.15,s.22
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The reports were first reviewed to determine what denominations the patron was inserting into the
slot machine. There is a risk that slot machines could be used for refining or "colouring up" i.e.
converting $20's into $100's. The review noted that overwhelmingly these patrons were using $100
bills when buying in. It was also identified that these players are predominantly playing $1.00
machines.
Secondly, the reports were reviewed for suspicious activity, such as:
s.15

This table shows the results of the analysis:

Subject ID#

Main Denomination

Used

$100's as a%
of all bills

Suspicious
Activity

s.15.s.22

s.15,s.22
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CONCLUSIONS
It appears that while controls are in place within BCLC systems to detect suspicious slot play, they may
not be utilized to their full potential. s.15

s.15

No significant issues were found during the review of IVS ticket redemptions. No material evidence of
suspicious redemptions was found.
No significant issues were noted with the review of the slot play of the top ten patrons. While their
wagering is significant, there is nothing that appears materially suspicious. Patrons overwhelming
gambled with $1001 s so there was no indication of significant colouring up taking place. Patrons are
predominantly requesting cash for payouts as opposed to cheques. The extremely frequent and large
volume play of the patrons may be an indication of problem gambling but that is outside of the scope of
this review.

s.15
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BACKGROUND
The focus of anti-money laundering activity at BC gaming facilities has traditionally been
centered on table games play. Historically, slot machine play has been viewed as a lower risk
area to laundering money.
GPEB Compliance had recently conducted a review of the slot play of a patron being
investigated for possible criminal activity related to a civil forfeiture case that had been in the
media. Through this review concerns were raised as to the effectiveness and/or existence of
controls to monitor slots for money laundering or the use of proceeds of crime. One area of
concern is the "anonymous" play where it is difficult to track the play of players for AML
purposes.

OBJECTIVE
The objectives of this review were as follows:
1. Develop an understanding of the types of indicators that exist for suspicious slot play.
2. Identify and evaluate controls put in place to mitigate the risk of money laundering
through slot machines.
3. Conduct a review of the IVS Ticket Redemption process.
4. Build a profile and identify patterns of play for the top ten slot machine patrons.

SCOPE
The scope of the review primarily focused on data generated during the first six months of
2016, which included:
1. Reviewing reporting out of the GMS Slot Data System (SOS) module and the Casino
Marketplace {CMP) module to quantify the amounts wagered by the top tier slot players
during the review period.
2. Reviewing GMS SOS and other BCLC systems to identify the controls in place to reduce
the risk of slot machines being used to launder money.
3. Reviewing Ticket Redemption Machine (TRM) reporting to identify any potential for
tracking patrons redeeming IVS/TITO tickets. This included documenting what types of
controls/reporting are in place with the TRM machines - i.e. alerts/reporting generated
Ministry of Finance
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upon suspicious patterns of redemption. Review reporting to identify any suspicious
patterns of redemption.

REVIEW SYNOPSIS
COMPONENT I - Review of BCLC Control Environment: Automated and Procedural Controls
Discussions were held with BCLC technical staff regarding system controls that were in place to
detect and/or deter money laundering through the use of slot machines. One of the primary
money laundering risks associated with slot machines is the use of the machines for refining
(colouring up) lower denomination bills into higher ones, i.e. changing $20's Into $100's.
Identified controls were:

1)

s.15

s.15
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3) s.15

s.15

4) BCLC AML Team monitoring:
Discussions were held with the BCLC AML team around what processes they have In place to
monitor slot play. ·s.15
s.15

s.15

The BCLC AML team also indicated that

the risk of money laundering is reduced with

s.15

s.15

COMPONENT II -Top 10 Slot Patron Activity Review - LCT Activity and Slot Machine
Transactional Data
A review was conducted on the playing activity of the top 10 slot players, which we've broken
down into the following three sections:

1. LCT's - cheques vs cash, IVS tickets, playing activity,
The Large Cash Transaction Record (LCTR) history of the top ten slot players, based on their
total LCTR disbursement value between April 1 2015 to March 31, 2016, was reviewed. Fifty of
their most current LCTR's, as of June 2016, were then selected for each of these patrons to
develop a profile of their play.
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The following table shows the highlights of this review:
LCT Review- Details of Last SO LCT's 201S/16 • rounded to nearest $000's

s.15,s.22

$33,146,000

Total

7,500

545

$4n,ooo

1%

$32,674,000

99%

"' It Is Important to note that the disbursement number does not Indicate the patron's net win, or how much they were Hup • at the end of the

period reviewed. This number Includes the llchurnlng" of winnings back Into the machine and the cashing of IVS tickets redeemed for any
credits not played.

Two key take a ways from the table above:
•

The overwhelming majority of disbursements are slot jackpots, not the cashing out of
IVS tickets. s.15

s.15

•

99% of all disbursements are being made in cash. s.15

s.15
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The next table contains further details about the top ten slot patrons.
Primary
Gambling Site

Frequency of Play:

Subject
ID

If of days in Jan to Jun
2016 where an LCT was
Generated

Occupation

STR's

PGf?

s.15.s.22

I

s.15,s.22

2. s.15,s.22

s.15,s.
22
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Encore Play Tracked Through Casino Marketplace

Subject ID

January 1 thru September 15, 2016
Total Paid
Win/Loss
Average
($)
($)
Bet ($)

Total Bet
($)

January 1 to December 31, 2015
Total Paid Win/(loss)
Average
($)
($)
Bet($)

Total Bet
($)

s.15,s.22

"' Patran did nat use her Encore cord during the period reviewed.

3. Review of Patron Data Captured In the GMS SOS System.

Validator Transaction Reports from the GMS SDS system were requested from BCLC. These
reports show activity on s.15

s.15
s.15
Activity for nine of the top ten patrons was reviewed, for the period March 1 to June
30, 2016. s.15,s.22
s.15,s.22
The reports were first reviewed to determine what denominations the patron was inserting into
the slot machine. There is a risk that slot machines could be used for refining or "colouring up"
i.e. converting $20's into $100's. The review noted that overwhelmingly these patrons were
using $100 bills when buying in. It was also identified that these players are predominantly
playing $1.00 machines.
Secondly, the reports were reviewed for suspicious activity, such as:

s.15
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This table shows the results of the review:

Subject ID#

Main Denomination

$100's as a%

Used

of all bills

Suspicious
Activity

s.15,s.22

s.15,s.22

s.15,s.22

This makes it virtually impossible to determine a true value of their spend
during the time period or to get a complete picture of their play.

CONCLUSION
It appears that while controls are in place within BCLC systems to detect suspicious slot play,
they may not be utilized to their full potential. s.15
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s.15

No significant issues were found during the review of IVS ticket redemptions. No material
evidence of suspicious redemptions was found.
No significant issues were noted with the review of the slot play of the top ten patrons. While
their wagering is significant, there is nothing that appears materially suspicious. Patrons
overwhelming gambled with $100's so there was no indication of significant colouring up taking
place. Patrons are predominantly requesting cash for payouts as opposed to cheques. The
extremely frequent and large volume play of the patrons may be an indication of problem
gambling but that is outside of the scope of this review.

s.15
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INTERNAL MEMO
BRITISH
COLUMBIA
To:

Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC:

Anna Fitzgerald, Senior Director, Lower Mainland Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB
Bob Stewart, Manager, Intelligence Unit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From:

Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date:

December 30, 2016

Subject:

COMM-8838 Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Account Deposit Analysis

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In August 2016, GPEB Compliance (Investigations) raised concern around the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF)
program, specifically the possibility of cash being deposited into accounts; the issuing source of bank drafts;
and the potential of introducing unsourced chips for deposit.
BCLC policy permits a patron to deposit funds into their PGF account via means of bank draft or certified
cheque from a regulated financial institution, cheque from a Canadian casino, wire transfer, electronic
funds transfer (EFT), debit card transaction, internet banking transfer from an authorized personal bank
account, or cash or chips from a 'verified win' issued at the same casino opening the account. Based on
previous audit work, we had not encountered cash deposited into PGF accounts because patrons either
deposited chips from the documented table win or the site has issued a 'verified win' cheque.
The scope of the audit included an examination of 100% of all deposits made to PGF accounts at River Rock,
Hard Rock, Starlight, Grand Villa and Edgewater Casino for the period June 1, 2016 to the last date of
fieldwork, November 8, 2016. In total, 291 PGF accounts were audited over 11 fieldwork days, by a team of
two and three auditors.
The purpose of this audit was to conduct an in-depth review of PGF files and account transactions to
provide GPEB Compliance (Investigations) and Executive with results on the following four objectives:

Objective # 1: Determine if cash was deposited into PGF accounts and if so, was it in accordance with
BCLC policy.
Result: Of the 291 PGF accounts audited, cash was deposited into only one account, as detailed in the
following paragraph. There was no other evidence of cash deposited into PGF accounts.

....

On two occasions, a total of $770,000 was deposited into PGF Account# 572 at River Rock, which belongs
to
the most active PGF player in the Province at this time, in terms of dollar volume
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activity. We have identified the following issues with the circumstances under which the cash was
accepted for deposit:
•

The time frame for sourcing the cash does not seem to reflect the same criteria applied to chip
deposits. Although, BCLC policy does not detail the duration to which cash shall be sourced, it does
provide guidance in relation to chip deposits, which states, "chips can only be accepted for deposit
in the same gaming day or, if the gaming time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same
gaming session as the verified win." The guidance provided for chip deposits should rationally apply
to cash, but such was not the case for
:

•

•

On August 8, 2016,
deposited $700,000 cash into his PGF account. Through GPEB
Compliance (Investigations} follow-up, BCLC indicated that the deposit was sourced to cash
payouts made to him over the previous seven months and 22 Large Cash Transaction Reports;
and on October 81 2016,
deposited $70,000 cash into his PGF account, which was
sourced to his gaming sessions on August 8 - 10, 2016.

In relation to the $700,000 cash deposit on August 8, 2016, BCLC informed GPEB Compliance
(Investigations} that
ha(J called Great Canadian Gaming Corporation (GCGC) on August 3,
2016, to inform them he would be bringing in the cash. BCLC advised GCGC in an email dated
August 3, 2016, the "cash is previous winnings and no UFT or section 86 required."

Objective # 2: Determine if patrons introduced new chips to top up their PGF re-deposits.
Result: New chips were not introduced to top up re-deposits. Chips deposited to PGF accounts were from
funds withdrawn from the account and substantiated with table play or sourced to a documented table
win. This was confirmed through a review of table tracking cards corresponding to each chip deposit.

Objective# 3: Confirm if bank draft deposits were from Canadian or US regulated financial institutions.
Result: We manually verified 100% of the all bank drafts deposited into PGF accounts for the period June
1, 2016 to the last date of fieldwork, November 8, 2016 . During this period, all bank drafts were from
regulated Canadian financiaJ institutions· and one was from a US financial institution. An area of concern
with bank drafts is they are not required to state the individual's name; therefore, the casino cannot
always confirm it is coming from the patron's personal bank account. CIBC is the only financial institution
that imprints the individual' s name on the bank draft, c1nd based on our review of CIBC bank drafts we did
not identify any material concerns.

Objective# 4: Assess adequate supporting documentation was on file for each account deposit.
Result: PGF account files Were well administrated at the site level and adequate supporting
documentation was on file to support all transactions reviewed.

RECOMMENDATION
BCLC should be encouraged to establish policy to define the criteria around cash deposits to PGF accounts.
Similar criteria currently applied to chips could be applied to cash, whereby it is only accepted for deposit in
the same gaming day or, if the time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same session as the verified
win.
Complinncc Division
Gaming Policy and Enfon:emcnt Branch

l>age 2 of6

42 of 425

GPEB0973.0001
GPEB0973.0003

his document is the property of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (CompJiauce Division). It is confidential and shall not be released or
disclosed 111 whole or ~art without the ~ermls~ion of'thc General Manager or a delegated authority.

INtRODl:JCTION

BACKGROUND
In August 2016, GPEB Compliance (Investigations) raised concern around the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF)
program, specifically the possibility of cash l:>eing deposited into accounts; the issuing source of bank drafts;
and the potential of introducing unsourced chips for deposit. The information provided specified the period
as June 2016 onwards.
BCLC policy permits a patron to deposit funds into their PGF account via means of bank draft or certified
cheque from a regulated financial institution, cheque from a Canadian c;asino, wire transfer, electronic
funds transfer (EFT), debit card transaction, internet banking transfer from an authorized J)'ersonal bank
account, or cash or chips from a 'verified win' issued at the same casino opening the account.
Based on previous audit work, we had not encountered cash deposited into PGF accounts because patrons
either deposited chips from the documented table win or the site has issued a 'verified win' cheque. This
audit was undertaken with the information provided by GPEB Compliance (Investigations) and the results of
our past work in mind.

OBJECTIVE
The purpose of this audit was to conduct an in-depth review of PGF files and account transactions to
provide GPEB Compliance (Investigations) and Executive with results on the following four objectives:

l,. To determine if cash was deposited into PGF accounts. If so, was cash deposited in accordance to
BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards, Policies and Procedures, which require it to
be sourced to a verified win disbursed to the patron at the same casino .
2. To determine that patrons did not introduce new chips to top up their re-deposits. Only chips from ·
funds withdrawn from the account and substantiated with table play or acquired through a
documented table win at the same casino are permitted to be deposited.
3. To confirm that ba

k drafts were from Canadian or US regulated financial institutions.

4. To assess whether supporting documentation was on file for each account deposit.

SCOPE
The scope of the audit included an examination of 100% of all deposits made to PGF a~counts at Rjver Rock,
Hard Rock, Starlight, Grand Villa and Edgewater Casino for the period June 1, 2016 to the last date of
fieldwork, November 8, 2016. In total, 291 PGF accounts were audited over 11 fieldwork days, by a team of
two and three auditors. PGF accounts at Elements Casino were not audited due to low risk.
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APPROACH
The audit approach included the following steps:
•

Coordinate with service provider management to obtain working spaces in their facilities to conduct
reviews of PGF account files.

•

Prior to the commencement of fieldwork, request from service provider management PGF trust
ledgers, which are used by the sites to document e~ch account transaction.

•

Prepare a list of all PGF account files with activity during the audit period .

•

Perform the following specific audit procedures:

•
•
•
•

Ensure adequate supporting document ation was on file for each account deposit.
Analyze table tracking cards to confirm chip deposits were substantiated.
Ensure the name on the bank draft was of the PGF account holder (where possible).
Confirm information entered by the sites on PGF trus,t ledgers for accuracy and completeness.

AUDIT RESUliTS
RE: OBJECTIVE# 1- Determine if cash was deposited Into PGF accounts and if so, was it in
accordance with BCLC policy.
Of the 291 PGF accounts audited, cash was d~posited into only one account, as detailed below. There was
no other evidence of cash aeposited into PGF accounts.
On two occasions, a total of $.770,000 wc1s deposited into PGF Account# 572 at River Rock, which belongs
to
, the most active PGF player in the Provirn;e at this time, in terms of dollar volume
activity. We have the following concerns with the circumstances under which the cash was accepted for
deposit:
•

The time frame for sourcing the cash does not seem to reflect the same criteria applied to chip
deposits. Although, BCLC policy does not detail the duration to which cash shall be sourced, it does
provide guidance in relation to chip deposits, which states, "chips can only be accepted for deposit in
the same gaming day or, if the gaming time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same gaming
session as-the verified win." The guidance provided for chip deposits should rationally apply to cash,
but such was not the case for
:

•

On August 8, 2016,
deposited $700,000 cash into his PGF account. Through GPEB
Compliance (Investigations) follow-up, BCLC indicated that the deposit was sourced to cash
payouts made to him overthe previous seven months and 22 Large Cash Transaction Reports;
and on October 8, 2016,
deposited $70,000 cash into his PGF account, which was sourced
to his gaming sessions on August 8 - 10, 2016.
Compliance Division
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•

In relation to the $700,000 cash deposit on August 8, 2016, BCLC informed GPEB Compliance
(Investigations) that
had called Great Canadian Gaming Corporation (GCGC) on August 3, 2016,
to inform them he would be bringing in the cash. BCLC advised GCGC in an email dated August 3,
2016, the "cash is previous winnings and no UFT or section 86 required."

RE: OBJECTIVE #2 - Determine if patrons introduced new chips to top up their PGF redeposits.
New chips were not introduced to top up re-deposits. Chips deposited to PGF accounts were from funds
withdrawn from the account and substantiated with table play or sourced to a documented table win. This
was confirmed through a review of 100% of the table tracking cards corresponding to eaah chip deposit for
the 291 PGF accounts audited.

RE: OBJECTIVE# 3 - Confirm if bank draft deposits were from Canadian or US regulated
financial institutions.
We manually verified 100% of the all bank drafts deposited into PGF accounts for the period June 1, 2016 to
the last date of fieldwork, November 8, 2016. During this period, all bank drafts were from regulated
Canadian financial institutions and one was from a US financial institution {CITI Bank).
We also reviewed the bank draft deposit information stated on PGF trust ledgers, for the period January 1September 14, 2016. The stub period is reflective of the cut-off date for the trust ledger reports received
prior to commencement of field work. The table below provides a breakdown of PGF bank draft deposits,
by financial institution.
Bank Draft Institution Summary for the Period January 1- September 14, 2016

BMO

--~··,,\,

...~--.

""-\...

Total

Percentage

$35,209,116

26%

$28,025,618

21%

$25,247,027

18%

Gateway Casino Bank Drafts from Major Financial Institutions. Note 1

$22,548,000

17%

CIBC

$19,604,450

14%

$4,037,000

3%

TD

,.

RBC

---

.cw

'

HSBC

~

-

~ ~

"·

-

'\ \

-,~/

$1,150,800

1%

$246,000

0%

$163,500

0%

Coast Capital

$155,000

0%

G&F Financial

$79,800

0%

Tangerine

$36,000

National Bank of Canada

$35,000

Scotia Bank

CITI Bank
Vancity

...,,//
'

-

0%

-

0%
100%

$136,537,311

Total

·-

Note l -The PGF trust ledgers for Gateway Cos/no sites (Grand VIiia and Starlight} do not I/st the name a/ the bank draft /Inane/al Institution.

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enfon:ement Branch

Page 5 of6

45 of 425

GPEB0973.0001
GPEB0973.0006

his document is the pro_peey of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Brar1ch (CompJiance Divjsion). lt is cohfidential and shall not oe released or
tliMcloscd irJ ruiolc or P-Prl without the petmis ·ion oflhc General Manager ot u delegated authority.

An area of concern With b~rnk drafts is they are not required to state the individual's name; therefore, the
casino cannot always confirm it is coming from the patron's personal bank account. CIBC is the only
financial institution that imprints the individual's name on the bank draft, and based on our review of CIBC
bank drafts we did not identify any material concerns.

RE: OBJECTIVE# 4 - Assess adequate supporting documentation was on file for each
account deposit.
PGF account files were well administrat~d at the site level and adequate supporting documentation to
s~pport current policy was on file for each account deposit, specifically:
•

A 'Declaration of Source of Funds' form was completed as required, and signed by the.patron
attesting to the source of funds, and site staff as acknowledgement for receipt. Where applicable, a
dealer supervisor or floor manager signed off attesting to table action for any chip deposits.

•

Negotiable instruments presented for deposit were bank drafts and casino cheques, for which copies
were on file. In addition, table tracking cards were on file to substantiate table play and verified wins
for chips deposits and jackpot slips were on file to support slot wins deposited.

•

The information documented by the sites on PGF trust ledgers for each account transaction was
corroborated with source documents on file. The information stated on the trust ledgers was
accurate and complete.

CLOSING REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATION
Overall, funds deposited into PGF accounts were from sourced deposits; bank drafts were from regulated
and recognized North American financial institutions, and where verifiable, the names on bank drafts were
of the PGF account holder. The sites did c1n effective job administering PGF accounts, particularly with
retention of supporting documentation and accounting for transactions in the trust ledgers.
However a large deposit to one patron's account with cash from winnings from several months prior
highlighted that there is c4rrently no policy that speaks directly to the reasonable time frame for sourcing
cash deposits made to the PGF account. As a result, we recommend that BCLC define policy and to
strengthen controls around cash deposits to PGF accounts. Specifically cash, similar to chips, should only be
accepted for deposit In the same gaming day or, if the time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same
session as the verified win.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) is responsible for regulating and ensuring
the overall integrity of the gaming industry in British Columbia, including the British Columbia
Lottery Corporation (BCLC), casinos, lotteries, online gambling, charitable gaming, and
horseracing. Over the last decade there have been significant changes to the gaming industry in
the province and also various issues and challenges for the GPEB to overcome. Due to these
changes, the branch underwent a comprehensive business review to improve effectiveness and
efficiency of branch operations and continue to be successful at ensuring the integrity of gaming
and horse racing within the context of an evolving industry.
As a result of the business review, the Branch's newly formed Compliance Division is tasked
with delivering services that are:
•
•
•
•

Risk-based- focusing on areas of opportunity and greatest risk;
Integrated through collaborative partnerships with police, BCLC and stakeholders;
Intelligence-led - effectively using technology, intelligence and risk databases; and
Results-focused - measuring and assessing compliance.

To assist the GPEB Compliance Division in its strategic and operational decision making and to
become a more intelligence-led, risk-based organization, this report combines information from:
•
•
•

A review of literature on being an intelligence-led and risk-based organization;
Overviews of other intelligence units within the British Columbia Public Sector; and
A cross-jurisdictional scan of intelligence practices and audit, inspection and
investigation practices from gaming regulators in other Canadian provinces and
territories.

To be truly intelligence-led, organizations collect, analyse, integrate, and disseminate vast
amounts of structured and unstructured data to assist decision making and to develop and
effectively implement successful strategies, projects, and programs. Furthermore, intelligenceled organizations need to have analysts that have the appropriate and necessary hardware and
software to perform their functions and an organization-wide commitment to data collection,
analysis and integration. This typically involves a dedicated intelligence unit with: (a) adequate
sources of information; (b) appropriately organized people, including an intelligence manager of
appropriate status and experience and sufficient number analysts to handle the workload; and c)
shared tools and systems to infonn collection and analysis of infonnation.
To be risk-based, organizations should employ a decision making process that organizes
information about the possibility for one or more unwanted outcomes to occur into a broad,
orderly structure that helps decision makers make more informed management choices. This can
involve asking the following series of questions, the answers to which will guide the decision
making process: (a) What can go wrong? (b) How likely are the potential problems to occur?
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(c) How severe might the potential problems be? (d) Is the risk of potential problems tolerable?
(e) What can/should be done to lessen the risk?
More simply, risk-based decision making should at least be based on the combination of two
factors: (a) the probability or likelihood of a hannful event happening; and (b) the severity of the
potential consequences/harms of the non-compliance/offence or doing nothing.
The overview of four different provincial intelligence units/sections provides some
commonalities or themes:
•

•

•

The respective intelligence units act as the liaison for information and intelligence
sharing with related enforcement agencies, including the RCMP, municipal police,
Criminal Intelligence Service for British Columbia and the Yukon Territory and any
other relevant stakeholders;
Aside from the BC Sheriff Services' Integrated Threat Assessment Unit, the other
dedicated provincial intelligence teams are relatively small and only staffed by about two
or fewer staff; and
The intelligence units also serve a crucial function in identifying and addressing any
potential threats to the safety of their organizations' staff.

The key findings of the cross-jurisdictional review of provincial and territorial gaming
regulators' intelligence practices include the following:
•

•
•

The gaming regulators' employees in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ontario
collect, process, and intelligence data as part of their compliance and enforcement work
and reporting, whereas the gaming regulators in Yukon, Quebec and the Atlantic
provinces did not report any gaming-related intelligence practices;
The Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario is the only provincial gaming regulator
in Canada with a standalone gaming intelligence unit; and
No jurisdiction reported using any formal intelligence analysis model(s); however,
intelligence is generally shared with the police and their province's respective Criminal
Intelligence Service.

Similar to the GPEB, gaming regulators in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ontario
conduct compliance audits of casino gaming and charitable gaming organizations' licensed
gaming events and raffles and also the expenditure of charitable gaming revenues. Many of these
audits are risk-based and are planned depending on past audit results, referrals or complaints and
random selection processes. The Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario again is a unique
example in that they employ a formal risk-profile for gaming providers and organizations based
on 28 identified regulatory risks. Moreover, the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario
uses audit reports from external finns to help with their audit activities. Gaming regulators in
Quebec, Yukon and the Atlantic Provinces do not conduct formal compliance audits, but rather
review and assess financial reports of licensed charitable gaming events that are submitted,
typically within a month or two after the completion of the event.
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Similarly, gaming regulators in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ontario conduct annual or
more frequent security reviews/inspections of casino and larger charitable gaming operations,
with investigators in Saskatchewan and Ontario regularly attending casinos to ensure
compliance. The Gaming regulators in Quebec, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia also conduct
compliance inspections on licensed casinos, video lottery terminal operations and charitable
gaming operations
All gaming regulators reviewed in this report conduct due diligence investigations of registrants
and licensed gaming operators and suppliers. Gaming regulators in the Yukon, Atlantic
Provinces and Quebec rely on police to conduct gaming related investigations, such as
unlicensed and illegal gaming. Gaming regulators in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and
Ontario have their own investigators looking at allegations of offences under their respective
gaming laws and regulations and Criminal Code. Investigations uncovering any criminal activity
are typically handed off to the local or provincial police force, with some exceptions. For
example, the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario's Casino Enforcement Unit is staffed
by Ontario Provincial Police members. Also, the Alberta Liquor and Gaming Commission's
investigators work closely with police on investigating gaming-related crimes and offences under
formal working agreements.
Based on all the findings of this review, some key considerations for the GPEB Compliance
Division to become more intelligence-led, risk-based and results orientated include:
I . Establish a small intelligence unit of initially two members. The unit should consist of
an Intelligence Manager and Intelligence Analyst that can develop intelligence products,
conduct risk assessments and update risk profiles to inform audit and investigation
planning decision.
2. Implement a standardised regulatory risk model based on the offences in the Gaming
Control Act and Criminal Code. This risk framework will help the GPEB develop more
complete risk assessments and profiles of the gaming operators, licensees and
registrants under the Branch's purview.
3. Explore the development of a formal agreement similar to the one signed by the Alberta
Gaming and Liquor Conunission and its partner agencies, to establish a joint gaining
investigation team to proactively address various issues, such as money laundering and
the involvement of organized crime, in the gaming industry.
4. Establish collaborative working partnerships with BCLC and share both resources and
tools as appropriate.
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INTRODUCTION
ISSUE
The Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) is the office under British Columbia's
Gaming Control Act responsible for regulating and ensuring the overall integrity of the gaming
industry in British Columbia (BC), including regulation of the British Columbia Lottery
Corporation (BCLC), casinos, lotteries, online gambling, charitable gaming, and horseracing.
Over the last decade there have been significant changes to the gaming industry in BC and also
various issues and challenges for the GPEB to overcome. Consequently, in 2014 the Assistant
Deputy Minister for the GPEB identified a need for a comprehensive business review in order to:
• Improve effectiveness and efficiency of branch operations; and
• Continue to be successful at ensuring the integrity of gaming and horse racing within
the context of an evolving industry.
Stemming from the comprehensive business review, the BC Gaming Policy and Enforcement
Branch (2015a) developed a strategic plan that includes the following three goals:
I. Align our people, tools, and resources;
2. Anticipate and adapt to the evolving gambling industry; and
3. Modernize our policy framework.
One of the immediate steps taken to align people, tools and resources was the formation of a new
Compliance Division within the branch, which combines most of the staff and responsibilities of
the fonner Investigations and Regional Operations, Horse Racing, Audit and Compliance and
Internal Risk and Compliance Divisions. The Executive Director of the Compliance Division is
tasked with delivering services that, among other factors, are (BC Gaming Policy and
Enforcement Branch, 2015b):
•
•
•
•

Risk-based - focusing on areas of opportunity and greatest risk;
Integrated through collaborative partnerships with police, BCLC and stakeholders;
Intelligence-led- effectively using technology, intelligence and risk databases; and
Results-focused- measuring and assessing compliance.

This report combines information from a variety of sources to assist the GPEB Compliance
Division in strategic and operational decision making to become an intelligence-led, risk-based
organization.

SCOPE
Included in this this report is a cross-jurisdictional scan of intelligence practices and audit,
inspection and investigation practices from gaming regulators in other Canadian provinces and
territories in order to identify any particular practices that may assist in the modernization of the
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GPEB and the achievement of the strategic goals listed above - in particular any practices
around risk-based decision making for compliance and enforcement efforts.
In addition to practices from gaming regulators in other Canadian provinces and territories, this
report also discusses literature on being an intelligence-led and risk-based organization. Also
included in the discussion below are overviews of other intelligence units within the British
Columbia Public Sector.
Not included in this discussion are the practices of non-Canadian gaming regulators. Information
from gaming regulators in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut are also not included as no
replies were received to a number of requests for information.

BACKGROUND
The GPEB "regulates gaming in British Columbia including the operations of the British
Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC), which conducts and manages commercial gaming in the
province." The proceeds of the gaming revenues provide benefits to British Columbians and their
communities through Community Gaming Grants, government disbursements and, where
eligible, through gaming licenses (BC Ministry of Finance, 2015).
Gaming proceeds can be a considerable source of revenue for the provincial and municipal
governments, and profits for licensed gaming service providers. However, with the potential for
significant profit also comes the risk of the misuse of gaming activities to generate more
proceeds. As such, all gaming activities in BC are subject to federal (Criminal Code) and
provincial legislation (Gaming Control Act and Gaming Control Regulation) and GPEB policies
(BC Ministry of Finance, 2015).
According to the Ministry of Finance (2015), the GPEB strives to maintain the high standards of
honesty, integrity and financial responsibility of gaming in British Columbia. The Branch
achieves this mandate through its Compliance Division and Licensing, Registration and
Certification Division. The Licensing, Registration and Certification Division "conducts
mandatory background checks to ensure potential employees and service providers are suitable
for participation in the gaming industry," and "approves and certifies [through technical
inspections] all gaming equipment." The newly consolidated Compliance Division conducts
audits of "the commercial and charitable gaming sectors to monitor compliance with all
applicable legislation, regulation, policies and directives" and investigations of "allegations of
wrongdoing in legal gaming." The Division is also responsible to ensure that horse racing is
conducted with integrity and guided by the defined rules. When necessary, penalties are issued
for instances of non-compliance. The Compliance Division also assists in identifying and
prosecuting operators of illegal gaming events.
Part 9, Division 2 of the BC Gaming Control Act (2002), contains the gaming related
prohibitions, offences and penalties in BC. The Gaming Control Act (2002) s. 97 states that a
person commits an offence by contravening a list of certain sections of the Act. For convenience
and easy reference, the complete listing of S. 97 offences under the Gaming Control Act is
reproduced in Appendix A. The prohibitions and offences form a key element on the discussion
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of risk for gaming regulators, as they are a focus of the regulators' compliance and enforcement
activities.
Canada's Criminal Code (1985) Part VII, Sections 201 - 209 also contains a series of gaming
related criminal offences applicable to all provinces and territories. The GPEB Compliance
Division is also involved in enforcing these offences. For convenience, these sections can be
viewed at the following link: http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/C-46/page-106.html#docCont

GPEB AUDITS
The Compliance Division conducts "compliance audits and inspections of the gaming industry,
including the operation of gaming activities by BCLC, the conduct of licensed gaming events,
[inspections of lottery retailers], and the use of gaming grants by charitable organizations."
Moreover, the Compliance Division audits "distribution of government's gaming proceeds, such
as payments to host local governments and grants for local economic development" (Ministry of
Finance, 2015).
According to Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB (personal communication,
March 23, 2015) the Compliance Division does employ risk-based compliance and auditing
practices. For examples:
•

•

•

Charitable organizations receiving over $250,000 in annual community gaming grants
have a higher risk rating and are audited annually. Organizations receiving less in grant
funding are audited less frequently;
New licensed service providers or charitable organizations that have never been audited,
and existing service providers or charitable organizations that have had recent changes to
key personnel and/or technology pose a greater risk and are therefore considered a
priority in the audit plan; and
Charitable organizations with previous issues of non-compliance and commercial
gaming operators with previous exceptions to the Gaming Control Act and Regulation
requirements also pose a higher-risk for non-compliance and are therefore considered a
priority in the audit plan.

It is important to note that GPEB auditors and inspectors cannot issue sanctions directly. Rather,
unsatisfactory audits and inspections can result in administrative sanctions, such as licence
suspension or refusal, through the General Manager who delegates responsibility to the Registrar
of Licensing, Registration and Certification or his/her designate.
David Pyatt, fonner Director Commercial Gaming Audit, GPEB (personal communication,
March 23, 2015) describes some of the sources of intelligence for planning auditing activities.
These include:
•

•

Other areas in GPEB, such as the Licensing, Registration and Certification Division and
the investigations function which receives information on non-compliance through S.86
reporting requirements;
The results of previous audits and investigations;
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•
•
•
•

Contact with stakeholders, such as complaints from the public, BCLC staff or licensed
operator staff;
BCLC reports on exceptions;
The news media through stories related to gaming; and
Special projects, such as the one monitoring cash flow at a BC casino.

Anna Fitzgerald (personal communication, March 23, 2015) explains that there is a desire to
develop and implement compliance enhancements, including, but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

Online training and certification for Charity Gaming Licensees similar to the what is
conducted in other industries like Serving it Right or Food Safe tests and certifications;
Utilizing available open-source data where applicable;
Disseminating policy alerts to relevant stakeholders through push technologies such as
Facebook and Twitter;
Developing a compliance guidebook and providing a key contacts for policy advice and
interpretation; and
Analysing, compiling and disseminating key compliance performance indicators in a
dash board for GPEB executives to assist in decision-making.

GPEB INVESTIGATIONS
Formerly known as the Investigations and Regional Operations Division, this Jnvestigations unit
has been consolidated into the newly formed Compliance Division, and investigates allegations
of wrongdoing in legal gaming. The Investigation unit also helps conduct due diligence
investigations for registrants. The investigators all have the Special Provincial Constable status
and operate out of four regional offices across the province (Ministry of Finance, 2015).
Historically, GPEB investigations have been predominantly complaint-based. The Gaming
Control Acts. 86 (2) requires the BCLC, registrants and licensees (casinos, community gaming
centres, bingo halls, lottery kiosks, retail stores and locations that sell lottery products, horse
racing venues, and online lottery schemes) to notify without delay the General Manager, and
thereby the Compliance Division "about any conduct, activity, or incident that may be
considered contrary to the Criminal Code of Canada, the Gaming Control Act or Gaming Control
Regulations, or that may affect the integrity of gaming or horse racing." Moreover, complaints
can also come in through a hotline or GPEB staff interactions with stakeholders (Ministry of
Finance, 2015).
Complaints and S.86 reports were assigned to an investigator. A review by Pritchard and Airey
(2015) on GPEB's investigative statistics from "April 1, 2014 to February 12, 2015, revealed a
total of 9,872 files were opened by the [former] Investigation and Regional Operations unit. This
statistical data collected reflects all of the files assigned to investigators in the Compliance
Division's Investigation function. Each file has an investigator's name attached" (p. 10). These
files are broken down as follows:
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File Type

Number

Pile Type

Number

Internal Source

The majority of opened files are S. 86 reports with well over 9000 files created in less than one
year. The S. 86 report files were categorized into 17 offences: assaults, common gaming (CG)
house, cheat at play, countel'feit, fraud, Gaming Control Act (GCA), illegal lotte1·y, loan
sharking, minors, suspicious cul'l'ency transactions (SCT) /money laundering, other·,
pl'Ohibited, prohibited Voluntary Self-Exclusion (VSE), theft, threats, Video Gaming
Machine (VGM), and blank (Pritchart and Airey, 2015, p . 10).
According to Pritchard and Airey (2015), the vast majority of these S. 86 reports, such as those
relating to assaults, theft, threats, counterfeit, fraud, minors, blank, etc. did not meet the legal
requirement of the criteria described in S. 86 (2) of the Gaming Control Act. Only the following
numbers of specific offences met the reporting requirement as they have to do with maintaining
the integrity of legal gaming or horse racing and/or an offence under the Gaming Control Act or
Criminal Code:
•
•
•
•

GCA-94;
Cheat at play- 153;
Illegal lottery - 16; and
Loan sharking - 27.

Pritchard and Airey (2015) also note that some files, such as those related to investigating a
common gaming house or an illegal lottery scheme, should not necessarily be opened as S. 86
report, but can still involve the GPEB Investigations unit as they assist the jurisdictional police
force conduct their investigation, or with the police's endorsement GPEB may lead their own
investigation into such criminal activity.
According to Derek Dickson, Director of Compliance, GPEB (personal conununication, March
17, 2015) this incredibly massive case load of files, most of which do not require GPEB
investigation unit involvement, has led to poor job satisfaction and staff burnout. Moreover,
creating, investigating, managing and storing all these investigative files require a considerable
amount of resources. Consequently, as previously noted, the Compliance Division, including the
Investigations unit is moving to a model that is:
•
•
•
•

Risk-based;
Collaborative;
Intelligence led; and
Results-focused.

Derek Dickson, (personal communication, March 17, 2015) explains the workflow of section 86
reports going forward is as follows:
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1. Support staff receive the email containing the s. 86 report or complaint;
2. A file is created in the GOS records management system;
3. A decision is made on whether the s. 86 report requires a full investigation and can be
assigned to an investigator or can simply be filed as bulk file information ;
4. If assigned, the investigator conducts an investigation and submits a report to the
Director;
5. The Director reviews all completed investigation files and decisions on filing information
bulk;
6. If the Director:
a) Approves of the outcome of the investigation file or the decision to file as information
bulk, the file is returned to the support staff to be retained in accordance with government
records management policies and practices;
b) Disagrees with the outcome of an investigation file, the investigator continues the
investigation as directed until the Director approves closing the file; or
c) Disagrees with the decision to file as information bulk, the file is assigned to an
investigator.
Below is a chart summarizing this process:
1) S. 86 email

2) Support Staff

n

3) Decisio11:
~ Assign
Records
Management

Investigator
3) Decisio11:
Bulk
111/ormation

4) File
Completed

5) Director
6 a) Decision:
Agree/Approve
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The Investigations unit has two useful sources for matters of criminal intelligence: (a) access to a
Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC) terminal, which it can use to conduct police
background checks on individuals subject to an investigation; and (b) membership with the
Criminal Intelligence Service- BC (Derek Dickson, personal communication, March 17, 2015).
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Before the overview of other intelligence units within the British Columbia Public Sector, and
the discussion on intelligence and audit, inspection and investigation practices from gaming
regulators in other Canadian jurisdictions, the discussion begins with a brief overview on
definitions and leading practices for being an intelligence-led and risk-based organization.

BEING "INTELLIGENCE-LED"
According to the US Department of Justice (2009) explains that there can be misconceptions
about the meaning and application of the tenn intelligence. Colloquial uses of the term
intelligence can provide an intuitive understanding, but "lack precision and unable to account for
the diverse applications and rules associated with the intelligence function" (p 10).
While the literature is focused on intelligence-led police agencies, most of the guidance and bestpractices are also relevant and applicable to any organization, particularly public sector
regulators, wishing to be intelligence-led.

"Intelligence" Defined
US Department of Justice (2009) defines intelligence in general tenns as: "the analysis of raw
information to provide synergistic knowledge about a threat;" whereas the discipline of
intelligence is the "concepts, rules, processes and law(s) of the intelligence function" and
includes the knowledge of related to a specific type of activity (i.e. use of improvised explosive
devises, trafficking of narcotics in a specific region, money-laundering in a casino) (p 10).
Similarly, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (2010) defines intelligence as
information (knowledge in raw fonn) with added value in that the information is capable of
being understood and has its source and reliability evaluated. More simply:
Information + Evaluation = Intelligence

There are many categories or classes of intelligence that can serve as indicators or predict
motives and methods of those prosing threats or committing offences. Within the context of the
GPEB and this report, criminal intelligence and business intelligence are the two intelligence
categories discussed. Other categories of intelligence, such as all-hazards/homeland security
intelligence, geospatial intelligence or national security intelligence are not relevant to
regulating and maintaining the integrity of gaming and therefore are not covered.
Criminal intelligence then is the evaluated information about crime and criminals (United
Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2010). More specifically, the US Department of Justice
defines criminal intelligence as "information compiled, analyzed, and/or disseminated in an
effort to anticipate, prevent, or monitor criminal activity" (p. 54). Many of the S. 86 reports and
other complaints submitted to GPEB may be viable sources of criminal intelligence.
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As a regulator with an investigative unit involved in criminal investigations and enforcement,
GPEB is producer and consumer of criminal intelligence. However, the branch leaders also need
to make business decisions for planning and the most effective and efficient distribution of
branch resources, not just for investigations, but also for compliance audits, inspections,
investigations, racing, registrations, staffing, etc.
For GPEB to be an intelligence-led
organization the branch must also use, analyse and disseminate all forms information related to
the different business streams.
Gartner (2013) defines business intelligence as the "umbrella term that includes the
applications, infrastructure and tools, and best practices that enable access to and analysis of
information to improve and optimize decisions and performance."
Mulcahy (2007) elaborates on this definition in stating that business intelligence is a "discipline
made up of several related activities, including data mining, online analytical processing,
querying and reporting."

In the context of GPEB's Compliance Division, business intelligence can include but is not
limited to trends in charitable gaming, audit report summaries, inspection outcomes, cash flows
at casinos, registrant and licensee analytics and the number and types of investigations completed
and in progress. One of the key benefits of improved business intelligence capacity is to provide
timely and accurate reports to decision makers and enable greater capacity for dashboards.

Leading Practices
Cohen, Plecas, McCormick and Peters (2014) provide guidance and best practices on what it
means to be an intelligence-led organization. They explain that to be truly intelligence-led,
"organizations must collect, analyse, integrate, and disseminate vast amounts of structured and
unstructured data" to make the best strategic and business decisions and to develop and
effectively implement strategies, projects, and programs that are most likely to succeed in
preventing and reducing crime. Moreover, organizations must also have a culture of using data
and analysts and incorporate a number of different types of related analytics into their business
streams (p.24).
The US Department of Justice (2005, p.vii) further explains that for law-enforcement agencies to
become intelligence-led, organizations need to make a number of strategic changes, including:
•
•
•
•

Writing intelligence policies and procedures,
Participating in information and intelligence sharing with appropriate stakeholders,
Establishing appropriate physical and IT security, and
Adopting legal safeguards to protect the public's privacy and civil liberties.

Moreover, intelligence functions or units in the organization need to be cooperative, with
increased collaboration in information gathering and intelligence sharing, and have fluid
structures that "can collect infonnation and move intelligence to end users more quickly."
However, one cannot stress the overall importance on the quality of the data analysis and
information evaluation. Consequently, intelligence-led organizations must foster the
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development of analytical techniques and ongoing support of training and technical assistance
for the intelligence unit to function (US Department of Justice, 2005).
Central to truly being intelligence-led organization is that the analysts have the appropriate and
necessary hardware and software to perfonn their functions and an organization-wide
commitment to data collection, analysis and integration. This can and should also include the use
of open source data available on the internet and unstructured data, such as historical paperbased investigative reports and legal documents, not already entered into a searchable database
(Cohen et al., 2014).
The Gambling C01mnission (2015), the United Kingdom's gaming regulator, has an Intelligence
department to support the commission's regulatory compliance and enforcement functions and
provides a practical example of some leading practices for an intelligence-led gaming regulator.
The Intelligence department gathers information from a number of sources and collates,
evaluates, analysis, develops and manages the information to discover links, associations and
trends and subsequently help senior management make more effective business and enforcement
decisions. The Intelligence department is also compliant with the National Intelligence Model, a
nationally recognised business model and best practices for intelligence-led law enforcement
agencies.
The National Intelligence Model, developed by the United Kingdom's National Criminal
Intelligence Service (2000, p. 20), provides guidance to law-enforcement agencies establishing
the structure to develop intelligence products. Primarily, effective intelligence products are best
achieved through a dedicated intelligence unit. A dedicated intelligence unit requires:
•
•

Adequate sources of information, including a wide range of data and capacity to
proactively engage new sources of infonnation; and
Appropriately organized people, including an intelligence manager of appropriate status
and experience and sufficient number analysts to handle the workload.

When chartering a new intelligence unit, the US Department of Justice (2013) stresses the
importance of first clearly defining the unit's mission and goals and detennining the unit's
structural priority and placement. Moreover, establishing the intelligence unit's authority and
responsibility and allocating sufficient resources for the unit are also essential to successful
implementation.

BEING "RISK-BASED"
As previously noted, GPEB's Compliance Division does employ risk-based compliance and
auditing practices based on past performance, the value of the lottery scheme and the knowledge
and experience of the operators. Nevertheless, there can be further opportunity to expand and
update the risk-based decision making approach.
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"Risk-based" Defined
Being risk-based can have many meanings depending on the context and industry. In the context
of government regulators, the term risk generally refers to harms. While many public agencies
deliver services, regulatory agencies are usually more involved in containing and mitigating
harms associated with crime, pollution, occupational hazards, transportation hazards, diseases,
and food-poisoning to name some examples. How best to contain and mitigate these potential
hanns involves risk-based decision making (Sparrow and Pakalnis, 2007).
GPEB is a regulator charged with maintaining the high standards of honesty, integrity and
financial responsibility of gaming in British Columbia. This involves making decisions to best
manage and mitigate the potential harms associated with gambling, such as gambling addiction,
cheating at play, money laundering, generating additional profits through charitable gaming,
illegal or unlicensed gambling and the various other Gaming Control Act offences (See
Appendix) to name a few examples.
Macesker, Myers, Guthrie, Walker and Schoolcraft (n.d.) define risk-based decision making as a
"process that organizes information about the possibility for one or more unwanted outcomes to
occur into a broad, orderly structure that helps decision makers make more infonned
management choices" (p.1). To elaborate, they add that risk-based decision making involves
asking the following questions, the answers to which will guide the decision making process:
•
•
•
•
•

What can go wrong?
How likely are the potential problems to occur?
How severe might the potential problems be?
Is the risk of potential problems tolerable?
What can/should be done to lessen the risk?

This definition and the associated questions are reflected in the leading practices described
below.

Leading Practices
In a cross-jurisdictional scan of regulatory agencies, Deloitte (2014) determined that being riskbased in itself is a growing trend and the leading practice for compliance and enforcement
agencies. Using a risk-based decision making methodology, leaders can more efficiently and
effectively deploy limited resources to ensure compliance and enforce laws by identifying,
weighing and targeting higher risk entities (organizations/clients/offenders). The level of risk is
determined through a variety of measures, and can be industry-specific. These risk measures
must be dynamic to react to changing conditions with the industry or region in order to continue
focus limited resources on the activities, clients and/or offenders posing the highest risk.

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (2014) explains that the riskbased decision making should be based on the combination of two factors:
•

Probability (the likelihood of a harmful event happening), and
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•

Potential harm (the severity of the consequences of non-compliance/offending cause.

A practical example of employing this risk-based leading practice in the context of being a
gaming regulator is the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario's 28 regulatory risk factors
and how these risk factors are applied to conducting risk assessments and developing risk
profiles. For details, please refer to page 25 (below).
The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (2014) also stresses the
importance of consistently using the same definitions of risk factors across an agency's risk
model.
Macesker et al. (n.d.) operationalize the risk-based decision making process using the following
model and steps (pp. 3-7):

Risk-based Decision Making

1 Decision
Structure

1

2 Risk
Assessment

3 Risk
Management

l

1

4 Impact
Assessment

1

5 Risk Communication

1. Establish the decision structure
a. Define the decision- What decision(s) must be made?
b. Determine who needs to be involved in the decision
c. Identify the options available to the decision maker
d. Identify the factors (including risks) that will influence the decision
e. Gather information about the factors that influence the stakeholders
2. Perform the risk assessment
a. Establish the risk-related questions that need answers (see definition above)
b. Determine what information is necessary to answer the question
c. Select the appropriate risk analysis tool(s)
d. Establish the scope for the risk analysis tool(s)
e. Generate the risk-based infonnation using the analysis tool(s)
3. Apply the results of the analysis to risk management decision making
a. Assess possible risk management and mitigation options
b. Use the risk-based information and analysis in decision making
4. Monitor the effectiveness of the decision through evaluation and impact assessment
5. Facilitate two-way risk communication with the stakeholders throughout the process
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Gordon Graham, a lawyer, former police officer and expert on risk management (personal
communication, April 14, 2015) provides similar yet more streamlined guidance for risk-based
decision making and management:

I. First the risk(s) need to be recognized. In the context of a provincial gaming regulator,
these risks will be generally be legal and regulatory risks and ensuring that gaming
operators, licensees and registrants understand are compliant with the legal, regulatory
and policy requirements and are not conunitting the offences as detailed in the
Appendix.
2. Secondly, the organization must use the available infonnation to prioritize risks in tenns
of their potential harm/severity, frequency and available time and resources to plan on
how to act on addressing the risk.
3. Finally, the organization must mobilize their system(s) to address and mitigate the risks.
This requires designing and properly implementing the necessary processes and
procedures for each identified and prioritized risk. Moreover, the system designed to
manage any particular risk needs to be continually evaluated, assessed and updated to
remain effective in managing the dynamic nature of risks.
Consistent to both models for risk-based decision making and management is the importance of
using information and data analysis to infonn the process and to continually evaluate and assess
the effectiveness of the decisions in mitigating and managing the risk.
In addition to recognizing and prioritizing risks and mobilizing systems to manage risks, Gordon
Graham (personal communication, April 14, 2015) also provides the following themes or
principles essential for successful risk management organizations. These organizations need to
have:
•
•
•

Customer service - treating clients and stakeholders with dignity and respect;
Accountability - making sure that everyone understands and actively participates in their
role(s) in the risk management system; and
Integrity - maintain the public trust in the organization and its systems.

Gaming Sector Intelligence and Enforcement Practices

13

GPEB0754.0001
GPEB0754.0019

INTELLIGENCE SECTIONS/UNITS IN THE BCPS
Before discussing the review of intelligence practices of gaming regulators in other provinces
and territories, this section provides a brief overview of the practices of intelligence units in other
compliance and enforcement agencies/bodies in the British Columbia Public Sector. The
information for this section is predominantly based on interviews with personnel assigned to the
respective intelligence unit and provides answers to the following questions:
•
•
•
•
•

What are the roles, responsibilities and scope of work for the intel section?
Who does the intel section regularly and actively share intel with?
How does the intel section interact with the police, other investigative units and other
intelligence units?
How is the intel section organized?
Do you employ any particular models for assessing risk?

BC SHERIFF SERVICES'"". INTEGRATED THREAT ASSESSMENT
UNIT
The BC Sheriff Services (BCSS) provide for the safety and security of the courts of British
Columbia and the participants in the judicial system. This involves providing court security
services to the Provincial, Supreme and Appeal Courts of British Columbia, as well as planning
for and staffing high-security trials at all levels of court. In addition, BCSS offers security
services to various other agencies that may require its expertise, including Coroners inquests,
public commissions or public hearings that require the protection of attendees due to security
concerns. The BCSS also oversees the jury administration and selection process for criminal and
civil trials and Coroners inquests.
BCSS responsibilities also include escorting accused persons, convicted persons and persons
confined under the Mental Health Act between courts and holding facilities such as provincial
and federal correctional institutions and police cells throughout the province. BCSS personnel
can also be called upon to escort material witnesses, persons under hospital guard, individuals
whose federal parole has been revoked and persons arrested in civil matters. Additional duties
include returning accused persons from out-of-province on outstanding warrants back to the
province in which they stand charged under the Fugitive Return Program.
The BCSS's intelligence unit is called the Integrated Threat Assessment Unit's (ITAU). John
White, Superintendent for IT AU (personal communication, March 3, 2015) reveals that the
scope of ITAU's work is to operate in a province-wide network providing Threat Risk
Assessment and Management services, which includes oversight and support for all threats and
inappropriate communication directed to the Judiciary and Criminal Justice Branch and site
vulnerability assessments and planning for major high-profile and high-security events, such as
the Olympics. ITAU also offers threat management education.
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ITAU also works with the BC Public Service Agency and Government Security Office, Risk
Management Branch, as a protective service for the assessment and management of cases
involving moderate to high risk to Provincial Government employees. Through the Provincial
Intelligence Program, ITAU also collects and gathers intelligence and infonnation for Organized
Crime Court matters and all major high security, high profile court related events (J. White,
personal communication, March 3, 2015).
ITAU regularly and actively shares intelligence with police agencies and other provincial
criminal justice partners throughout BC. This intelligence is primarily shared through
secondments. IT AU has unit members seconded to, or placed with the RCMP "E" Division
Behavioural Analysis Unit (BAU), RCMP "E" Division Real Time Intelligence Centre (RTIC)
and the Island District Combined Forces Special Enforcement Unit (CFSEU). Members of the
unit in these placements are active participants in intelligence gathering, sharing, and
dissemination (J. White, personal communication, March 3, 2015).
All BCSS members are designated as Special Provincial Constables (SPCs), which enables
sharing of personal infonnation for law enforcement purposes. ITAU is led by the
Superintendent and the following 11 unit members:
•
•
•
•
•

1 Inspector - Officer in Charge of ITAU Operations;
2 Inspectors - Provincial Intelligence Analysts, Certified Threat Specialists;
6 Sergeants - Senior Intelligence Officers located across the province;
1 Sergeant - Organized Crime Senior Intelligence Officer for RTIC; and
1 Deputy Sheriff - Intelligence Case Manager.

In addition to the unit members, ITAU also mentors, trains and has functional supervision of 11
Provincial Intelligence Officers (PIO) at major court locations and approximately 10 information
officers throughout the Province (J. White, personal communication, March 3, 2015).
BCSS members have access to a number of law enforcement and justice databases, including:
•
•
•
•

Canadian Police Infonnation Centre (CPIC);
Police Records Information Management Environment (PRIME);
Corrections case management system (CORNET)
Justice information system (JUSTIN).

ITAU utilizes a number of risk models when conducting threat and risk assessments. These
models are confidential and sensitive and cannot be described, but are consistent with threat and
risk assessment models utilized in other jurisdictions across North America.
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BC CONSERVATION OFFICER SERVICE- INTELLIGENCE
ANALYSIS UNIT
The Conservation Officer Service (COS) in the BC Ministry of Environment (2015) "is a public
safety provider focussed on natural resource law enforcement and human wildlife conflicts
prevention and response."
According to David S. Hall, Detective Sergeant, Intelligence Analysis, COS (personal
communication, March 3, 2015), the COS Intelligence Analysis Unit (IAU) collects, collates,
evaluates and analyzes intelligence data collected from Ministry of Environment staff, other
provincial and federal enforcement agencies, informants, and community members. The IAU is
predominantly reactive rather than proactive and does not use any particular risk model(s). The
unit conducts tactical crime analysis and identifies emerging non-compliance trends/issues and
makes recommendations to support and improve COS enforcement activities through annual
trend reports and issue bulletins that are disseminated on an as-and-when needed basis. The IAU
maintains intelligence on:
•
•
•
•
•

Fish and wildlife organizations,
Pollution and illegal waste hauling and forest Crimes, such as arson and timber theft,
Controlled Alien Species (CAS),
Convention International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), and
Species at Risk (SARA).

The IAU assists COS investigations however possible. The IAU develops and maintains
relationships with other Natural Resource Law Enforcement Agencies and also acts as a conduit
to provide intelligence to and receive intelligence from these and other law enforcement agencies
on behalf of the COS . The IAU regularly shares intelligence with Environment Canada,
Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Canada Border Services Agency, other natural resource law
enforcement agencies, such as the Ministry of Forest, Lands and Natural Resource Operations,
Compliance and Enforcement Branch, and counterparts in other provinces and states, Criminal
Intelligence Service BC and Yukon Territ01y, and occasionally with the RCMP and municipal
police (D.S. Hall, personal conununication, March 3, 2015).
Currently, the IAU consists of two Detective Sergeants who report to the Inspector, Intelligence
and Special Investigations Unit. All conservation officers have SPC designation and the IAU is
accredited with the Criminal Intelligence Service for British Columbia and Yukon (CISBC&YT). Moreover, the two IAU members are physically located on the Island Combined
Special Enforcement Unit (CFSEU) alongside intelligence officers from ITAU, RCMP and
municipal police forces. While there is a fee for working out of the CFSEU, this arrangement
affords the IAU a number of benefits, including:
•
•
•

Convenient participation in regional crime meetings;
Existing secure office infrastmcture, required for CPIC and PRIME (light) access; and
Easy access to firearms specialist.
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These benefits are especially important as officer safety is the biggest priority for the COS. CPIC
access allows IAU members to check stopped individuals for knowledge of previous violent
and/or gun-related offences. Conveniently speaking with a firearms specialist has also been
useful in addressing gun-related offences (D.S. Hall, personal communication, March 3, 2015).

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY PROTECTIVE SERVICES - SERGEANTAT-ARMS INTEL & INVESTIGATIONS
The Legislative Assembly of British Columbia (2015) includes the Office of the Sergeant-atAnns. "The Sergeant-at-Arms is a permanent officer of the House, responsible for the security of
the Parliament Buildings and legislative grounds to ensure the House, its committees, and
Members are able to conduct their business without disturbance or interruption. The Office
provides Chamber services, as well as protective and facility maintenance services."
The Office of the Sergeant-at-Anns employs 43 sworn officers, one of which is responsible for
intelligence and investigations. This role is currently filled by Greg Nelson, a Sergeant in the
Legislative Assembly Protectiv~ Services (LAPS). Sgt. Nelson explains that in this role he works
with specialized personnel in the law enforcement and intelligence communities to provide
intelligence infom1ation that will facilitate ongoing investigations and/or to prepare strategic
intelligence on an activity that poses a threat to Members or staff of the Legislative Assembly.
Sgt. Nelson also conducts Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED)
evaluations (G. Nelson, personal communication, March 3, 2015).
A key aspect of this role is to directly assess all threats to the Members of the Legislative
Assembly (MLAs) and the staff of the Legislative Precinct and constituency offices. He also
briefs the Deputy Sergeant-at-Amls, LAPS members; and Ministry and Constituency staff
regarding such threats. When deemed necessary, he plans and conducts fonnal investigations
related to various types of threats such as inappropriate co1mnunication to MLAs, and/or staff.
No specific risk-management model is utilized. He also identifies training and education needs
by working closely with management and LAPS staff to ensure training is meeting the
organization's needs and expectations. He also develops training strategies, plans, policies,
standards, and procedures and manages their implementation (G. Nelson, personal
c01mnunication, March 3, 2015).
Sgt. G. Nelson (personal communication, March 3, 2015) works closely with the RCMP,
municipal police and any other relevant law enforcement and security agencies to develop
appropriate responses to threats. This liaison work is conducted through intelligence meetings,
special event meetings and phone, fax and email. The LAPS does not have access to CPIC,
PRIME. Consequently, the liaison work with law enforcement agencies that have such access is
a critical source of evidence and intelligence on individuals that pose threats.
As the member responsible for training, Sgt. G. Nelson (personal c01mnunication, March 3,
2015) supervises the Training Officer. He reports to the operational Staff Sergeant and the
Deputy Sergeant-at-Arms.
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE INVESTIGATIONS UNIT~ CRIMINAL
INTELLIGENCE SECTION
The Ministry of Finance Revenue Division contains a Criminal Investigations Department, also
referred to as the Investigations Unit that investigates criminal tax fraud at the provincial level
and the illegal importation, distribution and sale of tobacco.
Alison Hemmings-Cook, the former Operations Manager for the Investigations Unit (personal
communication, March 2, 2015) reveals that the Investigations Unit contains a Criminal
Intelligence Section (CIS). The intent of the CIS is to implement the intelligence model. This
model is a business process that takes an intelligence-led approach to investigating crime and
thereby enables a clear operational focus, in order to achieve a disproportionately greater impact
from the resources applied to any problem. This model is dependent on a framework of analysis
of information and intelligence, allowing a problem solving approach to law enforcement
techniques. The CIS also strives to do due background checks/analysis on subjects of
investigations to assess the level of risk of subjects of an investigation and thereby mitigate any
potential harm that may come to filed staff.
The CIS is currently staffed by one dedicated Senior Investigator and one hybrid Senior
Investigator that does intelligence work and also conducts investigations when necessary. Both
individuals complete surveillance with the team as Field Intelligence Officers. The CIS is
supported by an office manager that assists with police checks, tracking device intelligence on
live surveillance and analytical work. All of these members report to the Operations Manager of
the Investigations Unit. There is intent to transition the CIS to have one Senior Investigator and
one dedicated analyst (A. Hemmings-Cook, personal communication, March 2, 2015).
The CIS regularly and actively shares information with all enforcement agencies. This process is
centralised through the Criminal Intelligence Service for BC and Yukon, of which the
Investigations Unit is an accredited member. All Investigation Unit Investigators have SPC
designation, which is essential for the protection of the information provided by informants, law
enforcement agencies and other sources and the effective exchange of information and
intelligence (A. Hemmings-Cook, personal communication, March 2, 2015).
The Investigation Unit Investigators do have access to a CPIC terminal, which they can access
directly. All other law enforcement databases can be queried through the CIS-BC&YT. At the
time of writing, the CIS stored and processed all intelligence data through Excel spreadsheets.
The Investigations Unit had submitted a business plan to acquire a license for iBase, part of the
IBM i2 suite of products. If iBase was purchased and placed on the appropriate server, then the
Investigations Unit CIS could directly integrate with the infonnation and intelligence systems of
CIS-BC&YT they also use iBase (A. Hemmings-Cook, personal communication, March 2,
2015).
The Business Plan - Management of J1?formation (2015) states that "IBM i2 is the de facto
standard of intelligence and investigation management software for law enforcement, defense,
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national security and government organizations" (p. 24). Examples of other government agencies
that utilize i2 software include, but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Canada Revenue Agency;
Canada Border Services Agency;
RCMP;
Vancouver Police;
Victoria Police
BC Securities Commission;
FINTRAC; and
BCLC.

A discussion with Satish Perhar, Executive Director, Consumer Taxation Branch (personal
communication, April 14, 2015) revealed that the Investigations Unit will no longer have a
dedicated, segregated CIS due to a shortage of investigators. Moreover, the procurement ofiBase
is put on hold until further notice as this software due to the concerns over ongoing costs.
According to the Business Plan - Management of Information (2015) for the CIS's IM model,
the five year implementation, infrastructure, and ongoing support costs are estimated at over $1.5
million.

SUMMARY
The overview of these four unique and distinct provincial intelligence units does provide some
commonalities or themes to consider when establishing a new intelligence unit within the GPEB:
1) The respective intelligence units act as the liaison for infonnation and intelligence
sharing with related enforcement agencies, including the RCMP, municipal police, CISBC&YT and any other relevant stakeholders;
2) Aside from ITAU, the other three units are relatively small and only staffed by about two
or fewer staff; and
3) Aside from assisting with investigations conducted by their respective agencies, the
intelligence units serve a crucial function in identifying and addressing any potential
threats to their program and the safety of their organizations' staff.
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CROSS JURISDICTIONAL SCAN
This portion of the report provides an overview of the intelligence, audit, inspection and
investigation, and field staff safety practices of the other provincial and territorial gaming
regulators in Canada, with the exception of Nunavut and Northwest Territories. Multiple
attempts were made to contact regulators in Nunavut and Northwest Territories without reply.
The information provided herein is based on responses provided to a series of questions that
include, but are not limited:
1. How is intelligence data collected, analysed and disseminated for information purposes?
2. Do you use any intelligence data analysis model(s) for decision making, resource
allocation and/or priority setting?
3. What is the scope of audits, inspections and investigations?
4. What practices are used to ensure safety of field staff (inspectors and investigators)?

ALBERTA
The Alberta Gaming and Liquor Commission (AGLC, n.d.) is the crown commercial enterprise
that acts as an agent of the Government of Alberta to regulate gaming in that province. The
AGLC strives to ensure that "gaming and liquor activities in Alberta are conducted honestly,
openly and with integrity, and to maximiz[e] the economic benefits of gaming and liquor
activities in the province to benefit all Albertans." As the provincial regulator, the AGLC
(Homepage of the Alberta Gaming and Liquor Co1mnission, n.d.):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Licences and regulates all charitable gaming,
Registers gaming workers,
Inspects licensed gaming establishments,
Manages financial audits
Investigates criminal activity,
Supplies and manages all electronic gaming equipment, and
Collects licensing and registration fees.

The responses for the AGLC intelligence practices and the scope of their audits, inspections and
investigations were provided by Leanne McGrath, Senior Manager, Due Diligence, Audit
Services, Compliance and Social Responsibility (personal communication, April 7, 2015).

Intelligence Practices
The ALGC does not have a specific, standalone intelligence unit. Rather, ALGC Gaming
Investigation Team (GIT) members, excluding those in the in the Tobacco Investigations Unit
and Internet Gaming Unit, gather intelligence through their own efforts during investigative
interviews of suspects, complainants and witnesses and from previously prepared investigative
and intelligence reports and any other documentation such as legal documents, court briefs,
briefing notes, incident and board reports, letters and memorandums. GIT investigators are also
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involved in conducting a moving, stationary and/or electronic surveillance on suspects to gather
criminal intelligence.
Investigators can also gather criminal intelligence and necessary personal infonnation through
searches of indices including, but not limited to Criminal Intelligence Service - Alberta, the
Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC), memorandums of understanding (Mo Us) with other
law enforcement agencies and EQUIFAX. One such MoU between the AGLC and partner
agencies "was signed in 2002-2003 to establish a joint gaming investigation team to proactively
address security issues in the gaming industry." Team members of this joint operation team
include: the AGLC; the police services of Edmonton, Calgary, Lethbridge and Medicine Hat; the
RCMP; Alberta Solicitor General; Alberta Justice; and the Criminal Intelligence Service Alberta
(CISA) (Alberta Gaming, 2003, p. 21).
The ALGC GIT utilizes an IBM i2 based solution to manage investigation and intelligence files .
There is no specific model used to analyse intelligence data and thereby make investigative of
resource decisions. Any use of intelligence in the ALGC is governed by the three following best
practice principles:
•
•
•

Consider the quality of the source of the information/intelligence;
Validate infonnation from multiple sources; and
Only disseminate intelligence on a need to know basis.

Some gaming related intelligence data is disseminated through the Gaming Intelligence Network
(GIN), which is a system utilized by the ALGC and licensed casinos to share intelligence
through photos and bulletins.

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
Audits: ALGC auditors conduct compliance audits of charities that are in receipt of gaming
funds either through conducting licensed casino or bingo events or holding raffles and then the
subsequent expenditures of those proceeds. In Alberta, the expenditure of funds gained from the
five host First Nation Charities operate separately from the other, traditional charities in that they
directly receive a percentage of the funds from the on-reserve casinos. The expenditure of these
funds is subject to regular audits. ALGC also reviews and audits the disbursement of funds
through grant programs administered by Alberta's Ministry of Culture and Tourism, including
but are not limited to:

•
•
•

Alberta Foundation for the Arts (AFA) Organizational Operational Grants,
Alberta Media Fund, and
Community Initiatives Program

Planning compliance audits are mainly based on risk factors, including, but not limited to:
•
•
•

Past audit results and status of annual fillings of financial reports,
Referrals received from AGLC staff or the public, and
Random selection.
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Non-Host First Nation Charities are required to provide an annual accounting of how gaming
funds are spent. There are approximately 8,000 such charities submitting annual financial
reports. Host First Nation Charities are also audited on the above risk factors. At the beginning of
each fiscal year, these charities submit details on the programs they plan on funding. Any
irregularities with these annual submissions can prompt an audit. Additionally, the AGLC has
access to the monthly bank statements of these charities. Depending on the nature of the
expenditures, both planned and actual, referrals to audit will arise.
Depending upon the size of the number of transactions and dollar value involved in auditing a
charitable organization, Host First Nation, or grant recipient, the AGLC will either audit 100% of
the transactions or employ sampling techniques. If sampling is used, the samples are typically
based upon risk and then a numerical sample of the remaining population.
AGLC does not require charities to have audited financial statements; typically because such
private auditors do not always audit for compliance with the applicable AGLC policies.
Consequently, AGLC does not rely on the audited financial statements of accounting service
providers; however, such statements can be used to assist AGLC identify revenue streams and/or
assessing risk on the nature of expenditures.
Inspections: AGLC investigators are assigned to conduct annual security reviews and
inspections of the casinos, bingo halls and gaming centres throughout Alberta to ensure
compliance with the AGLC casino Terms and Conditions and Operating Guidelines, the
Criminal Code of Canada, proper implementation and use of security cameras and procedures
and also ensure compliance with the Gaming and Liquor Act and Regulation.
Investigations: In addition to conducting the annual reviews the AGLC gaming investigators
perform a wide variety of functions in Alberta, including:

•

•
•

•

Investigate potential criminal activities affecting licensed gaming; for examples: fraud,
theft, forgery, cheat at play, conspiracy, illegal gambling, loan sharking, bookmaking,
money laundering and passing counterfeit currency;
Collect, disseminate and exchange criminal intelligence between law enforcement
agencies across the province and Canada;
Collaborate with other law enforcement units to pursue strategies to detect, combat and
control organized crime affecting the gaming industry, including any additional duties
outlined in any secondment and/or working agreements; and
Collect information and conduct confidential due diligence investigations to make
recommendations on the registration and/or licensing in the gaming industry for
companies, individuals, key employees and/or associates. These due diligence
investigations apply to casino facilities, racing entertaimnent centres and Class B bingo
halls and the following positions and suppliers involved with their operation:
o Casino Facility Licensees,
o Gaming Terminal Dealers,
o Gaming Suppliers,
o Gaming Service Providers,
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o
o
o
o
o
o

Gaming Terminal Parts Suppliers,
Gaming Worker Suppliers,
Raffie Ticket Managers,
Bingo Facility Licensees (Class B),
Casino Cash Cage/Count Room Advisors and Dual Advisors, and
Bingo Hall Managers and Pull Ticket Managers.

AGLC gaming investigators accomplish these functions through a variety of the following
activities:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Conducting interviews with complainants, witnesses and suspects, as well as gaming
facility owners, officers, shareholders, directors, and key employees;
Executing search warrants and production orders and subsequently seizing and
processing exhibits for court;
Preparing investigation and intelligence reports, legal documents, court briefs, briefing
notes, incident reports, letters memorandums, etc.;
Conducting moving, stationary and electronic surveillance on suspects;
Liaising with crown prosecutors, stakeholders, other law enforcement agencies and
AGLC staff;
Reviewing applicant /personal disclosure fonns, organizational charts, legal contracts and
all related legal documents for completeness and to determine the depth of due diligence
investigation required;
Conducting investigational searches of internal and external law enforcement, justice and
financial databases; and
Performing other duties as approved or assigned by the Director.

Field Staff Safety
When it comes to keeping their investigators in the field safe, ALGC issues body armor to field
staff as required and strives to meet regularly to discuss and address any potential safety relate
risk, issues or challenges, such as driving and working alone, driving at night and entering high
risk environments. Furthermore, all ALGC managers must complete an Occupational Health and
Safety course.

SASKATCHEWAN
The Saskatchewan Liquor and Gaming Authority (SLGA) is the "Treasury Board Crown
Corporation responsible for the distribution, control and regulation of liquor and most gaming
across the province." More specifically, the SLGA controls and regulates gaming throughout
Saskatchewan by (Homepage of the Saskatchewan Liquor and Gaming Authority, 2011):
•
•

Owning and managing all video lottery terminals (VLTs), including all the slot machines
at the six casinos operated by the Saskatchewan Indian Gaming Authority {SIGA);
Licensing and regulating most forms of commercial and charitable gaming, for examples:
raffles, casinos, bingo, break-open tickets and horse racing; and
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•

Registering all provincial gaming employees and gaming suppliers.

The following information is based on a conversation with Donna Brewer (personal
communication, March 9, 2015), Director - Gaming Integrity, with the SLGA.

Intelligence Practices
The SLGA does not have a specific unit that conducts intelligence work for gaming control.
Rather, SLGA investigators collect, analyse and disseminate related intelligence infonnation
through their contacts in gaming establishments and law enforcement agencies - particularly the
police and Criminal Intelligence Services Saskatchewan (CISS). Similar to its other provincial
counterparts, CISS is an intelligence body created to network and share criminal intelligence
among enforcement agencies. Depending on the circumstances, investigators may work on a
team on larger files. Any relevant intelligence data is shared with other investigators when
appropriate.
The SLGA does not employ any fom1al intelligence data analysis model(s). Any intelligence
information is mostly used to assess risk and may be referenced in a report; however, intelligence
data is not retained in any formal database. Generally, intelligence information is shared verbally
among SLGA investigators and other relevant stakeholders.

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
Audits and Inspections: The SLGA regularly audits and inspects all aspects of charitable
gaming and casino operations. Major charities are audited annually while smaller charities are
audited at least once every three years. Casinos are inspected and audited at least 6 times a year.
Investigators visit the casinos on a weekly basis to ensure proper operations.
Investigations: Investigations into issues or concerns related to VLTs, charitable gaming and/or
casino operations are launched on an "as and when needed basis" if noticed by an investigator. If
an investigation into gaming operations uncovers any criminal activity, the file is referred to the
municipal police and/or the RCMP.
SLGA investigators also conduct background/due diligence investigations into gaming employee
registrants, gaming and non-gaming suppliers, liquor pennittees and charitable gaming licencees.

Field Staff Safety
Three significant risk factors for staff safety at the SLGA are: investigators working alone in
remote areas, driving in poor weather conditions and working with high-risk individuals. SLGA
strives to address these challenges and risks by:
•
•
•
•

Providing sufficient training for investigators,
Allowing investigators to work in pairs where applicable,
Equipping SPOT GPS tracking devices on SLGA investigator vehicles, and
Leveraging their seat on CISS to have awareness of any potential high-risk individuals.
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MANITOBA
The Liquor and Gaming Authority of Manitoba (LGA, 2015) was fonned on April 1, 2014
through a merger of the Manitoba Gaming Control Co1mnission and the Manitoba Liquor
Control Commission's Regulatory Division. The LGA combines "liquor and gaming regulatory
services under one roof to deliver integrated, single-window services for licensing and
compliance." Specifically, the LGA licenses gaming employees, products and operations.
The following information on intelligence; audit, inspection and investigation; and staff safety
practices is based on details provided by Conine Scott, Director, Compliance at the LGA
(personal communication, March 11, 2015).

Intelligence Practices
Similar to the AGLC and SLGA (above), the LGA gathers intelligence data themselves, through
their regular audit, inspection and investigative functions, and through regular interaction with
law enforcement partners, specifically the Winnipeg Police Service, Brandon Police Service and
the RCMP, who provide information on licensed premises as needed. There is; however,
currently no standalone intelligence unit that collects, analyses and disse1ninates intelligence data
- this is something that is done by all investigators. Furthermore, LGA does not currently have
any formal models for intelligence data analysis, or any particular software solution.

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
Audits: The scope of LGA compliance audits is charitable gaming schemes and First Nations
VLT site holders. These audits test the financial information provided by the charitable gaining
organizations and VLT operators, as well as the effectiveness of the charitable gaming scheme
by comparing the actual and expected results. LGA strives to conduct such compliance audits at
least annual for both client groups.

The financial tests are perfonned during such audits seek "to determine the accuracy of data
reported for revenues earned and prizes offered and paid. The LGA subjects each financial report
to one or both levels of audit review. Each level of audit review tests specific data for accuracy
and compliance with the LGA Terms and Conditions." The LGA is looking to move to a riskbased model for compliance audits in the coining year, but no infonnation is available on this
model at the time of writing.
Independent audits of charitable organizations conducted by an accredited audit finn on are
insufficient for an LGA compliance audit as they do not test efficiency of the efficiency of the
gaming scheme, only money spent.
Inspections: The scope of LGA gaming compliance inspections is relatively broad. Subject to
complaints and referrals, the LGA inspects the following gaming related activities at least once
per year:

•

Bingo halls and media bingo;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Breakopen tickets;
Calcutta Auction and Sports Draft gaming schemes;
Monte Carlo and Midway gaming events;
Raffles;
Texas Hold 'em tournaments;
Lottery ticket retailers and lottery ticket retailer redemptions;
Video Lottery Terminals, including First Nations VLTs;
Local municipal gaming authorities.

First Nations Gaming and Casinos are inspected generally at least once per quarter, but
promoting responsible gaming is inspected annually. Casino compliance inspections review the
following:
•
•
•
•
•

Consequential reporting;
Electronic gaming machines;
Security policies and procedures;
Surveillance; and
Table games.

The LGA does not inspect any charitable lottery schemes licensed by the LGA with less than
$10,000 in revenue, social occasion raffles issued by the LGA, online gaming at PlayNow.com,
non-lottery commercial breakopen tickets, the Western Canadian Lottery Corporation, and horse
racing pari mun.tel betting. Any raffle licenses issues to charitable/religious organizations by
municipalities or the First Nations Gaming Authority are also not subject to inspection by the
LGA.
Investigations: LGA investigators generally conduct due diligence/background investigations to
ensure the honesty and integrity of prospective gaming suppliers applying to supply a gaming
product in Manitoba for prospective gaming employees. The employee investigations are
conducted if there are concerns about an applicant's criminal past and/or there was a failure to
disclose a criminal record and/or financial concerns. Investigators also conduct investigations
into existing gaming employees who fail to disclose an arrest or criminal charge.

Any complaints regarding prize disputes, theft and/or fraud are also investigated by the LGA. If
the preliminary investigation reveals an actual occurrence of theft and/fraud, the LGA will
engage the local law enforcement agency to become involved in the investigation.
Field Staff Safety

The field staff safety practices of the LGA are generally more focused on inspectors that visit
liquor primary establishments. Higher risk premises are visited by two inspectors. Inspectors are
also call in at the end of their shifts to report that they are safe and sound and headed home.
Inspectors and investigators working in northern and remote areas of Manitoba are provided a
satellite phone to check in at the end of shift and also call for assistance when needed.
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ONTARIO
The Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario (AGCO) "regulates the sale, service, and
consumption of beverage alcohol and ensures that casino gaming, charitable gaming and lotteries
are conducted in the public interest, by people who are socially and financially responsible." The
AGCO is unique in that it is the only Canadian gaming regulator discussed in this review that has
an investigations and enforcement section, known as the Investigations and Enforcement Bureau
(JEB), under the direction of the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) (Homepage of the Alcohol and
Gaming Commission of Ontario, 2015).
The AGCO (2014a) Casino Enforcement Unit (CEU) "is composed of members of the OPP
assigned to provide 24/7 police presence at all casinos" and serve as the first responders to any
incidents that occur at a casino (p.45). The CEU also collaborates with local police service on
non-gaming-related occurrences. The CEU members police slot machine facilities as well,
although do not maintain an active presence there at all times.
The mandate of the CEU is to (AGCO, 2014a, p.45):
•
•
•
•
•

Protect Crown assets;
Investigate Cheat at Play offences;
Ensure the honesty and integrity of the games is maintained;
Maintain public safety at casinos facilities is maintained; and
Conduct regulatory investigations for the Registrar on prospective gaming employees.

According to OPP Sergeant Brad Price, a Gaming Specialist at the Toronto-based in the AGCO
Gaming Lab and member of the IEB Gaming Enforcement Branch, OPP CEU members are
trained through an accredited OPP Academy Casino Investigations Course. Members attending
this course learn about (Ontario Ministry of Community Safety and Corrections Service, 2015):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Table games rules of play and procedures;
How to deal the games;
Cheating techniques and schemes and signs and behaviors of cheating;
Card marking,
Slot cheating,
Case law; and
Proceeds of crime and anti-money laundering.

Responses to the standard review questions are provided by Jeff Longhurst, Director Licensing
and Registration Branch, Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario (personal communication,
April 7, 2015)

Intelligence Practices
The IEB has an intelligence unit headed by a full-time Intelligence Sergeant and supported by
two Constable positions (currently being filled). Moreover, each casino site and all the
investigative teams in the IEB (lottery, liquor, charitable and iGaming) have a CEU member
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designated to act as a liaison officer for the Intelligence Sergeant. A dedicated intelligence unit is
highly desirable and regarded as a leading practice in that the unit can comply with the
requirements of and liaise with provincial intelligence bureaus, such as the Criminal Intelligence
Service Ontario (CISO).
The Intelligence Sergeant and liaison officers do not use a specific software solution to manage
intelligence reports. All intelligence reports are entered into the same Niche records management
system used by all OPP members for police reports. Criminal intelligence reports meeting the
designated criteria of Criminal Intelligence Service Canada (CISC) are also captured into the
CISC's Automated Criminal Intelligence Infonnation System (ACIIS).
Strategic direction and resource allocation for the IEB intelligence unit are driven by the tactical
priority setting and situational assessments by the CISC and the Canadian Integrated Response to
Organized Crime (CIROC).

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
The AGCO has adopted a risk-based approach to regulating gaming in Ontario. This risk-based
approach is grounded on the Registrar's Standards for Gaming. These gaming standards were
developed to infonn gaming operators and gaming related suppliers of the regulatory outcomes
they are required to achieve and still retain the latitude to make business decisions on how they
will achieve the outcomes. These standards are based on 28 regulatory risks which were
identified through exhaustive and rigorous consultation and analysis with a broad stakeholder
group and can be found on the AGCO website at the following link:
http://www.agco.on.ca/pdfs/en/guides/4345 g.pdf
For convenience, the 28 regulatory risks are found in Appendix A of the AGCO's (2014b)
Registrar's Standards for Gaming are reproduced below:

Risk Theme
Entity Level

Responsible
Gambling

J

Regulatory Risk
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lack of appreciation and understanding of critical elements of a risk-based
control environment
Lack of defined Board mandate and independent oversight of management
No mechanism for reporting wrong doing
Inadequately documented management policies and procedures to
define and align accountability skills and competence
Lack of understanding about expected ethical behavior
Lack of transparency in decision making
Individual knowingly fails to comply

•
•
•
•
•

Inappropriate advertising practices targets minors
Advertising is false and misleadingly deceptive to attract the public
Advertising deemed to promote excessive play
Players allowed to play excessively
Responsible gaming controls not designed into environment and product
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Prohibiting
Access to
Designated
Groups
Ensuring Game
Integrity and
Player
Awareness

Public Safety and
Protection of
Assets
Minimizing
Unlawful Activity
Related to
Gaming

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

Players are unaware of risks to problem gambling and options to self-control
Individuals prohibited from games of chance have access
Selling product outside jurisdiction

Inability to regulate all components
Related parties winning at a higher relative percentage than the public
Players have insufficient information to make an informed choice
Game and system design lack integrity
Game procedures are not followed
Game and systems fail
People are not safe
Assets and customer information are not safe-guarded
Unauthorized individuals have access to prohibited areas
Gaming used as a vehicle for money laundering
Gaming used as a vehicle for fraud or theft
Internal theft is occurring
Cheat at play materializes within the gaming environment

Audit and Inspection: The AGCO Audit and Compliance Branch auditors assess compliance
with legislation, gaming Internal Control Manuals, and the Registrar's Standards for Gaming. In
some cases, investigative audits are conducted, usually in instances of significant noncompliance, integrity issues and/or significant break-down in the operator's control environment.
Where possible, AGCO does rely on audits/reviews by accredited external parties as this may
reduce the scope of work for an audit and/or inform areas of focus and risk-based audit plans.
The scope of AGCO audits includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land-based casinos;
The Ontario Lottery and Gaming Corporation (OLG) lotteries and charitable lotteries;
Charitable gaming;
Electronic raffles (50/50);
iGaming (Ontario's internet gaming business); and
Gaming and non-gaming related suppliers.

Depending on risk exposure, operational maturity, and the confidence in the gaming operator's
control environment, the AGCO auditors may elect to conduct reviews and process
walkthroughs/inspections in place of an audit.
The Registrar's Standards and the AGCO's risk-based approach guide the allocation of
regulatory compliance monitoring resources, for example: the number of auditors and inspectors,
across AGCO's charitable gaming, casino gaming, iGaming and lottery gaming lines of business
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and the associated gaming operators. Through this standardised risk-based approach, the AGCO
makes consistent application of compliance monitoring decisions, such as who to inspect and/or
audit and the breadth, detail and frequency of such audits/inspections.
A risk assessment and subsequent risk profile, based on the 28 regulatory risks detailed above, is
completed each year for all gaming operators, suppliers and sites to identify the areas of priority
risks. The risk profile, which documents the risk rating, helps determine the degree and focus for
inspections and audits and includes an assessment via a two dimension risk matrix on: (a) the
likelihood a regulatory risk will occur; and (b) the impact if the risk were to occur.
In order to detennine the likelihood of a risk occurring, the AGCO considers and assesses the
following factors:
•
•
•
•

Strength of operator's control environment;
Previous compliance performance;
Site characteristics, geographic parameters, and demographic parameters; and
Operator's culture or attitude towards compliance.

When determining the impact of the risk occurring, the AGCO utilizes the assessment of the
strength of the operator's control environment and consideration of the impacts along the
dimensions of:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Industry governance;
Gaming integrity and operations;
Security of game & player infonnation;
Responsible gambling;
Unlawful activity;
Public image and reputation; and
Public confidence in game integrity and fairness.

Consequently, the audit and inspection teams formulate compliance monitoring plans using the
annual risk profiles to guide the allocation of resources and thereby target the priority risk
operators and priority risk areas within those operators. Moreover, by employing the standard
risk-based approach to gaming compliance, AGCO auditors and inspectors provide consistent
regulatory guidance and direction to the operators and industry.
This risk-based approach to gaming regulation and compliance monitoring is driven by the
AGCO's Regulatory Assurance Team. This team combines and allocates the required resources
to maintain and improve the risk model, conducts the annual risk assessments on the operators
and supports the auditors and inspectors in understanding where and how to employ the risk
model in their day to day decisions.
Investigations: In addition to the criminal investigations conducted related to casino and slot
machine facilities, licensed gaming events and OLF lotteries, the IEB also conducts due
diligence background and financial investigations on as part of eligibility assessments for gaming
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licenses or registrations, and allegations of fraud and misuse of funds . The level of due diligence
is based on AGCO's risk-based registration process. Depending of various risk factors of the
registrant position, an applicant may be subjected to a financial investigation which may review
the applicant's finances, governance and control activities, current events and history (integrity,
financial, litigation and public profile), as well as the applicant's internal and external audit
reports.

Field Staff Safety
IEB investigators are OPP members fully trained in keeping the peace and use of force
techniques. Any threats and safety-related alerts and bulletins are received through the nonnal
police reporting channels, which may or may not, be directly related to their assignments within
the IEB. Any information received via police channels that may be relevant to the safety of the
AGCO investigators which can be disclosed is provided to them via their direct supervisors (OPP
Sergeants) or via the Intelligence Sergeant.

QUEBEC
The provincial gaming Registrar in Quebec is the Regie des alcools, ces courses et des jeux
(Regie), which is responsible, in whole or in part, monitoring and regulating the activities in the
following gaming business lines (Homepage of the Regie des alcools, ces courses et des jeux,
2013):
•
•
•
•
•
•

Crown casino gaming;
Slot machines and VL Ts;
Bingo;
Promotional Contests (charitable gaming lotteries);
Horse Racing; and
Combat Sports.

The website for the Regie des alcools, ces courses et des jeux is available only in French and no
clear infonnation on intelligence, audit, inspection, investigation and field staff safety practices
was discerned.
Answers to the discussion questions are provided by Kathryn-Anne Dawson, Direction des
affairs juridiques, at the Regie des alcools, ces courses et des jeux (personal communication
March 9, 2015) .

Intelligence Practices
The Regie does not have a fonnal intelligence unit and has not implemented any intelligence
models.

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
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The Regie does not conduct audit or inspections and only conducts investigations following
complaints. Gaming related complaint-based investigations are infrequent. The Regie does
conduct due diligence investigations when registering applicant licensees and suppliers in the
gaming business lines described above.
Audits of gaming activities are conducted by Lato-Quebec, the provincial crown corporation that
operates casinos, gaming facilities, VLTs and lotteries (games of skill and chance). The Regie
also has a role in verifying the payout rates of certain casino games based on data collected and
provided by Lota-Quebec.
Gaming-related criminal investigations, such as illegal gaming, fraud and money-laundering, are
conducted by the local or provincial police in the applicable jurisdictions. In some instances, the
results of these investigations are shared with the Regie.

Field Staff Safety
The Regie has no field staff and therefore no formal field staff safety practices.

NEW BRUNSWICK
In New Brunswick, the Gaming Control Branch of the Department of Public Safety is the entity
"responsible for the regulation and control of provincial gaming as well as the regulation, control
and licensing of charitable gaming in the province." The scope of available legal, licensed
gaming activities in New Brunswick includes (New Brunswick Department of Finance, 2015):
•
•
•
•
•

Casinos,
VLTs,
Lotteries,
Charitable gaming, and
Harness racing.

The details provided below are based on a conversation with Keith Bull, an Investigator for the
Gaming Control Branch, Inspection and Investigations Unit, Department of Public Safety
(personal communication, March 10, 2015). While the information provided is current at the
time of writing, Mr. Bull cautions that there are measures being taken to modernize and improve
New Brunswick's Gaming Control Act. Please note, the following information may be subject to
change shortly after the release of this report.

Intelligence Practices
The New Brunswick Gaming Control Branch does not have a formal intelligence section or unit.
The Gaming Control Branch investigators work closely with the (typically) liquor inspectors in
the Department of Public Safety's Inspections and Investigations Unit, who at times can provide
gaming-related intelligence, such as organized criminal involvement in illegal,
unsanctioned/unlicensed gaming.
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Investigators under the Gaming Control Act routinely collaborate and share intelligence with the
Criminal Intelligence Service - New Brunswick (CIS-NB) to learn and disseminate information
about criminal involvement in gaming. The investigators also strive to build professional
relationships and rapport to collaborate with municipal police and the RCMP. For example, Mr.
Bull recently presented on gaming control to regional police intelligence units.
Since the New Brunswick Gaming Control Branch does not have a specific gaming control
intelligence unit, they also have not implemented any formal intelligence data analysis model(s).

Audit, Ins pection and Investigation Practices
The Gaming Control Branch does not conduct financial audits of any gaming activities. If there
are grounds to believe an audit of gaming operations is required, historically the Finance and
Administration Branch has provided audit support.
Similarly, the Gaming Control Branch does not conduct inspections. There are, however, two
inspectors Department of Justice's Inspection and Investigation Unit that specifically inspect the
operations and machines at New Brunswick's two casinos. Moreover, these inspectors inspect
VLTs at licenced liquor establishments in addition to their other roles which include, but are not
limited to liquor licensing, tobacco sales, commercial vehicle enforcement, driver licensing
schools and coroners' investigations.
The Gaming Control Act investigators mainly conduct due diligence investigations for licensed
gaming staff (casino and lottery sales) and registered gaming operators. Although less frequent,
investigators are also involved on regulatory enforcement matters, such as a recent example
wherein 13 separate licensed drinking establishments were operating unlicensed and unregulated
VLTs (also known as "grey machines"). Another example of infrequent but serious regulatory
investigation matter was licensed drinking establishments holding illegal, unlicensed Texas Hold
'em poker tournaments.
Any investigatory matters involving criminal activity are forwarded to and enforced at the
discretion of municipal police and/or the RCMP.

Field Staff Safety
Field staff safety is not a major issue for the Gaming Control Branch since their investigators
rarely go out into the field. Wearing any form of government issued uniform is considered a risk
in New Brunswick given the anti-government sentiment being spread by radical groups, such as
ISIS, and also the recent shooting spree in Moncton leading to the deaths of three uniformed
RCMP officers.
The Inspections and Investigation Unit that do go into the field are unarmed. Consequently, they
try to take an anned police escort along to conduct higher-risk inspections.
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NOVA SCOTIA
The Alcohol, Gaming, Fuel and Tobacco Division of Service Nova Scotia is the regulatory body
responsible for licensing and regulating gaming activities and "ensuring these activities are
conducted with honesty and integrity and in the best interest of the general public." The
Licensing and Registration Section of the Division registers and/or issues licences for the
following gaming activities (Service Nova Scotia, 2015):
•
•
•
•
•

Bingo and bingo suppliers;
Breakopen tickets;
Ticket lotteries (charitable and religious organizations);
Casino operators, staff and suppliers; and
VLT.

Responses to the questions are provided by Jonpaul Landry, Director of Licensing and
Registration, Alcohol, Gaming, Fuel and Tobacco Division (personal communication, March 25,
2015).

Intelligence Practices
The Alcohol, Gaming, Fuel and Tobacco Division does not have a formal criminal intelligence
unit; however, members of the Division's Investigation and Enforcement Section provide
surveillance at the Halifax and Sydney Casinos (Service Nova Scotia, 2015).

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
Auditors assess the validity of gaming operators' annual reports (i.e. charitable gaming and
bingo, Atlantic Gaming). The Investigation and Enforcement Section conducts inspections at
licensed gaming facilities and also "special assignments" to ensure compliance with liquor and
gaming acts and regulations (Service Nova Scotia, 2015).
The Division also conducts risk-based due diligence investigations on registrants involved in
gaming businesses. These investigations involve a review of criminal history and financial
background. Non-sensitive suppliers at gaming facilities, such as SYSCO food deliveries are not
registered, just reviewed. Sensitive service providers, such as locksmiths installing cage locks,
are registered. Applicants looking to make over $100,000 are subject to more detailed
investigation.

Field Staff Safety
There are no fonnal field staff safety practices to report. Inspectors and investigators typically
conduct daytime work and stay in touch with the office to check-in.
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PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND
The Consumer Services Office in Prince Edward Island's (PEI) Department of Justice and Public
Safety {2013) licenses charitable gaming and bingo and administers consumer protection
legislation for a number of industries, including but not limited to, auctioneers, funeral services,
pay day loans, and retailers. As part of its duties, the Consumer Services Office provides
consumer education and information and hears, mediates and investigates consumer-related
complaints. For matters not covered by legislation, the Office offers voluntary dispute
resolution/mediation process.
Answers to the review questions come from Adam Peters, Compliance Officer, Consumer
Services Office (personal co1mnunication, March 25, 2015).

Intelligence Practices
The Consumer Services Office has no formal intelligence unit, data or practices as their focus is
on consumer complaints and discussions.

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
As the issuer of charitable gaming and bingo licenses, the Consumer Services Office
audits/assess the validity of the annual reports submitted by the licensees. The Office does not
conduct inspections or investigations but would help to resolve any consumer complaints relating
to charitable gaming. When a deemed necessary, the Office will bring in the police to investigate
offences.

Field Staff Safety
Consumer Services Office staff work during the daytime and generally do not deal with high-risk
situations and have no formal field staff safety practices.

NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR
In Newfoundland and Labrador, Service NL is the agency responsible for regulating and
licensing "charitable and non-profit organizations' lottery fundraising activities." These lottery
fundraising activities include (Service NL, 2014):
•
•
•
•
•
•

Bingo;
Ticket lotteries;
Games of chance;
Card games;
Monte Carlo events; and
Breakopen tickets that are sold at bingos and other fundraising events.

The Atlantic Lottery Corporation is the entity that operates and regulates the commercial
lotteries on behalf of the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador. These include 6/49, Super
7, scratch tickets, breakopen tickets sold in convenience stores and VLTs (Service NL, 2014).
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The responses to the review questions are provided by Gerry Burke, Director of Consumer
Affairs (personal communication, March 9, 2015).

Intelligence Practices
Service NL does not have an intelligence unit, nor does the department collect, analyze or
disseminate intelligence data, and therefore use any intelligence data analysis models.

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
Similar to the Consumer Affairs Office in PEI, Service NL (2014) does not conduct fonnal
audits or investigations. Most licensed charitable gaming events are required to submit a
financial report (typically within 60 days) after completing their event. Service NL reviews the
validity of the submissions.
Service NL conducts a limited number of inspections every year of charitable lottery events.
Service NL will also hear consumer complaints about charitable gaming if the charitable
organization running the gaming scheme was not able to sufficiently address the complaint.
Any complaints about or allegations of illegal gaming are differed to the Royal Newfoundland
Constabulary or the RCMP.

Field Staff Safety
Considering limited work in gaming inspection by Service NL staff, field staff safety is not a risk
factor and there are no fonnal policies or practices to address field staff safety.

YUKON
The Yukon Department of Community Services' (2015) Professional Licensing & Regulatory
Affairs Branch (Branch) provides licences to charitable organizations for:
•
•
•
•
•

Bingos;
50/50 draws;
Pokerrun;
Raffles; and
Three-day event casinos (blackjack and wheel of fortune).

Responses to the review questions are provided by Roberta Prilusky, Regulatory Affairs Officer,
Deputy Registrar (personal communication, March 9, 2015).

Intelligence Practices
The Professional Licensing & Regulatory Affairs Branch does not engage in any formal
intelligence work and does not collect, analyse or disseminate intelligence data.

Audit, Inspection and Investigation Practices
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The Branch reviews and assesses (audits) the financial reports as required by legislation 30 days
after a licensed charitable gaming event is held. The Branch will also hear consumer complaints
not resolved by the licensee; however, the Branch has yet to be involved in gaming related
investigations.

Field Staff Safety
Since the Branch's work is primarily audit based, field staff safety is not an issue and no formal
field staff safety practices are established.

SUMMARY
Through the cross jurisdictional review of Canadian gaming regulator practices it is apparent that
most gaming regulatory agencies, especially in the larger provinces, are amalgamated or
integrated with alcohol regulators as well. British Columbia is a clear standout in this regard as
the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch is currently part of a completely separate ministry
than the Liquor Control and, Licensing Branch (LCLB). Exploring the potential for
amalgamating B.C.'s liquor and gaming regulatory branches is not part of the scope of this
review; however, given this apparent trend, future research into the prospect may reveal an
opportunity to create cost savings, through economies of scale, streamlining, cross training staff,
and other potential benefits.
The gaming regulators in Yukon, Quebec and the Atlantic provinces did not report any gamingrelated criminal intelligence units, models or practices. The Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba
and Ontario gaming regulators' staff do collect intelligence data as part of their compliance and
enforcement work and reporting. The gaming regulators' investigators in the Prairie Provinces
regularly share criminal intelligence with various police forces and their respective provincial
Criminal Intelligence Service; however, Ontario is the only provincial gaming regulator in
Canada with a standalone gaming intelligence unit. No jurisdiction reported using any formal
intelligence analysis model(s).
Ontario's gaming regulator, the AGCO, is also unique in that it is the only regulator that has their
IEB and CEU staffed by members of the OPP and therefore have full integration into the
provincial police force's criminal intelligence reporting channels for the collection, analysis and
dissemination of criminal intelligence. The AGCO regards having this standalone wholly
integrated intelligence unit (with liaison officers at casino sites) as a leading or "best" practice
because the intelligence unit enables greater and consistent collection, analysis and dissemination
of intelligence data and helps achieve ongoing compliance with information and records
management policies required for sharing with provincial and federal criminal intelligence
partners.
Another unique and noteworthy example of a gaming regulator's intelligence practices is the
Gaming Intelligence Network established by the ALGC to share intelligence bulletins and
security photos among the casino operators.
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There are some common themes regarding the audit, inspection and investigation practices of
Canadian gaming regulators. Similar to the GPEB in BC, gaming regulators in Alberta,
Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ontario conduct compliance audits of casino gaming and charitable
gaming organizations' licensed gaming events and raffles and also the expenditure of charitable
gaming revenues. For the most part, these audits are risk-based and are planned depending on
past audit results, referrals or complaints and random selection processes. The AGCO in Ontario
is a unique example in that they employ a formal risk-profile for gaming providers and
organizations based on 28 identified regulatory risks. Manitoba's LGA is currently developing a
risk-based model for planning and conducting audits and will make the details of this model
available when complete. Ontario is also unique in that the AGCO does also use audit reports
from external firms to help with their audit activities.
Gaming regulators in Quebec, Yukon and the Atlantic Provinces, however, do not conduct
formal compliance audits, but rather review and assess financial reports of licensed charitable
gaming events that are submitted, typically within a month or two after the completion of the
event.
Similarly, gaming regulators in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ontario conduct annual or
more frequent security reviews/inspections of casino and larger charitable gaming operations,
with investigators in Saskatchewan and Ontario regularly attending casinos to ensure
compliance. The Gaming regulators in Quebec, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia also conduct
compliance inspections on licensed casinos, VLT operators and charitable gaming operations.
Where appropriate, these inspections are often conducted in conjunction with compliance
inspections ofliquor licensees.
All gaming regulators reviewed in this report conduct due diligence investigations of registrants
and licensed gaming operators and suppliers. Gaming regulators in the Yukon, Atlantic
Provinces and Quebec rely on police to conduct gaming related investigations, such as
unlicensed and illegal gaming. Gaming regulators in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and
Ontario have their own investigators looking at allegations of offences under their respective
gaming laws and regulations and Criminal Code. Investigations uncovering any criminal activity
are typically handed off to the local or provincial police force, except in Ontario, where the
AGCO's IEB is staffed by and investigations are conducted by OPP members. Also, ALGC
investigators at tin1es work closely with police on investigating gaming-related crimes and
offences under formal working agreements.
Many provincial and territorial gaming regulators do not have formal field staff safety policies,
procedures and/or practices. Of the field staff safety practices shared and discussed above, no
practices are unique or new and not already implemented within the current framework of the
GPEB.
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KEY CONSIDERATIONS
This paper includes a review of leading practices for being an intelligence-led and risk-based
organization, the overview of other BC Public Sector Intelligence Sections and Units and the
intelligence, audit, inspection and investigation practices of other Canadian provincial and
territorial gaming regulators. BC is a very active and innovative gaming jurisdiction. There are
several initiatives which are implemented by the GPEB and BCLC which would be well served
by a collaborative, intelligence-led and risk-based approach to business. Based on this review,
the following are some key considerations for the GPEB Compliance Division in its efforts to
become a more collaborative, intelligence-led, risk-based and results orientated organization:
I. GPEB should continue with the ongoing plan to establish a small intelligence unit of
initially two members. The unit should consist of an Intelligence Manager and
Intelligence Analyst that can develop intelligence products, conduct risk assessments
and update risk profiles to inform audit and investigation planning decisions. More
specifically:
a. The intelligence unit needs a clear mission and mandate, as well as formal
policies and procedures for the collection, use, storing, disclosure and
dissemination of information and intelligence products;
b. The Intelligence Manager needs to have an appropriate status (Business
Leadership) and experience;
c. The intelligence unit needs to be able to openly consult with and exchange
information with stakeholders such as police, CIS-BC, gaming stakeholders (i.e.
BCLC and other provincial gaming regulators) and, when necessary, other
provincial regulatory investigation teams. This may require the creation of new
and/or amendment of existing MoUs or agreements;
d. The intelligence unit needs to be provided Special Provincial Constable (SPC)
status;
e. The intelligence unit needs to have access to sufficient sources of infonnation
including, but not limited to infonnation from various GPEB and BCLC
business areas (Licensing, Registration and Certification Division, Charitable
and Commercial Gaming Audit functions and the Investigation function). This
will require access to all the areas' infonnation/records/case management
systems, and perhaps even an integration of these systems; and
f. The intelligence unit requires sufficient funding and resources to achieve its
mission and mandate, and grow when necessary. This may require investment or
access to powerful IT solution (IBM's 12 suite, for example) that can conduct
the various forms of analysis and receive information input from a variety of
sources.
2. Implement a standardised regulatory risk model based on the offences in the Gaming
Control Act and Criminal Code. This risk framework will help the GPEB develop more
complete risk assessments and profiles of the gaming operators, licensees and
registrants under the Branch's purview. This risk framework can be adapted from the
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Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario's Registrar 's Standards for Gaming
(please see page 27) and the Liquor and Gaming Authority of Manitoba's formal risk
model once completed later this year.
3. Develop a fonnal agreement, similar to the MoU signed by the Alberta Gaming and
Liquor Commission and its partner agencies, to establish a joint gaming investigation
team to proactively address various issues, such as money laundering and the
involvement of organized crime, in the gaming industry. Members of this team can
include the GPEB Investigation function, local police departments, the RCMP, CIS-BC
and other relevant stakeholders.
4. Establish collaborative working partnerships with BCLC and share both resources and
tools as appropriate.
Further, ongoing research into the intelligence, audit, inspection and investigation practices of
other gaming regulators in commonwealth jurisdictions, for examples the United Kingdom,
Australian States and New Zealand, should also be considered.
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APPENDIX - GAMING CONTROL ACT

S.97 OFFENCES

Section 97 ofBC's Gaming Control Act (2002) states:
97 (1) Section 5 of the Offence Act does not apply to this Act or to the regulations.
(2) A person commits an offence who
(a) contravenes section 88 or 88.1,
(b) contravenes section 45 (1), 50 (3), 79 (2), 87, 90, 94 or 95,
(c) makes a statement in a record filed or provided under this Act that is false or
misleading with respect to a material fact or that omits to state a material fact the
omission of which makes the statement false or misleading,
(d) contravenes section 45 (2), 77 (1) or (2), 89 (1), (2) or (3), 93 (1) or 96 (1) or (2), or
(e) does not comply with a condition of a licence or registration.
(2.1) A registrant, a licensee or an eligible organization who contravenes section 86 (1) or
(2) commits an offence.
(3) A person does not commit an offence under subsection (2) (c) if at the time of the
statement the person did not know that the statement was false or misleading and, exercising
due diligence, could not have known that the statement was false or misleading.
(4) If a corporation commits an offence under this Act, an employee, officer, director or
agent of the corporation who authorizes, permits or acquiesces in the offence commits the
same offence whether or not the corporation is convicted of the offence.
Consequently, the contravention of the following specific subsections of the Gaming Control Act
(listed ins. 97 (2) and (2.1) above) is an offence. These include (in order):
Prohibition -

unlicensed horse racing

45 ( 1) A person must not hold a race meeting or manage or operate a race track, horse racing
teletheatre or designated race horse training centre unless the person
(a) is licensed to do so under a horse racing licence, and
(b) does so in accordance with this Part, the regulations, the rules under this Part and the
licence.
(2) A person must not aid in, enter in, judge, start, race in, drive in or ride in a horse race or
do any other act in any way related to horse racing unless the person
(a) is licensed to do so under a horse racing licence, and
(b) does so in accordance with this Part, the regulations, the rules under this Part and the
licence.
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Tests and analyses
50 ( 1) For the purposes of ensuring compliance with this Part, the regulations and rules under
this Part and the tenns and conditions of a horse racing licence, but subject to subsection (2),
a person employed in the branch who

(a) is a judge or steward, or
(b) is designated by the general manager for the purposes of this section
to attend at race meetings, race tracks or designated race horse training centres on behalf of
the general manager may require a licensee
(c) to submit to a search of the licensee's person, and
(d) to provide samples of the licensee's blood, saliva, urine, breath or other materials for
testing or analysis.

(3) A licensee must comply with a demand made under subsection (1).
Financial reporting requirements

77 (1) Every registered gaming services provider must submit annually to the general manager,
within 6 months after the end of each financial year of the registrant,
(a) a financial statement, in the fonn and with the content required by the general
manager, covering the registrant's activities during that financial year in relation to the
registration,
(b) if required by the general manager, a financial statement audited by an auditor
approved by the general manager, and
(c) any other information required by the general manager that he or she considers
relevant.
(2) Every gaming event licensee or eligible organization, if required by the general manager,
must submit, at the time or times detennined by the general manager,
(a) a financial statement, in the form and with the content required by the general
manager, covering the licensee's or eligible organization's activities during that financial
year in relation to the licence or grant,
(b) ifrequired by the general manager, a financial statement audited by an auditor
approved by the general manager, and
(c) any other information required by the general manager that he or she considers
relevant.
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Inspection and audit powers
79 (2) A person who has custody or control of records or things that an inspector considers
necessary for the inspection must produce all the records and things that the inspector may
require for the purposes of this section.
Information to be provided to the general manager

86 (1) On request of the general manager and within the time period specified by the general
manager in the request, the lottery corporation, a registrant, a licensee and an eligible
organization must provide to the general manager any infonnation, records or things that the
general manager considers relevant to an investigation or an investigative audit under this
Act.
(2) The lottery corporation, a registrant and a licensee must notify the general manager
immediately about any conduct, activity or incident occurring in connection with a lottery
scheme or horse racing, if the conduct, activity or incident involves or involved
(a) the commission of an offence under a provision of the Criminal Code that is relevant
to a lottery scheme or horse racing, or
(b) the commission of an offence under this Act.
Requirement to submit to audit, inspection or investigation

87 A person must not
(a) obstruct or interfere with a person acting under the authority
(i) of this Part in conducting an audit, inspection or investigation, or
(ii) of section 50 in conducting a test or analysis,
(b) withhold, destroy, tamper with, alter, conceal or refuse to produce any information,
record, substance, sample or thing that is required by a person conducting an audit,
inspection, investigation, test or analysis,
(c) refuse to provide to a person conducting a test or analysis under section 50 samples
of the licensee's blood, saliva, urine, breath or other materials for testing or analysis, or
(d) refuse, in relation to a test or analysis under section 50, to submit to a search of the
licensee's person by or under the direction of the person conducting the test or analysis.
Prohibition -

unauthorized lottery schemes

88 A person, other than the government or a person authorized under this Act, must not
(a) conduct, manage or operate a lottery scheme,
(b) promote or hold himself or herself out as someone authorized under this Act to
conduct, manage or operate a lottery scheme, or
(c) negotiate with a municipality, regional district, first nation or any other person
respecting the conduct, management or operation of a lottery scheme.
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Prohibition -

unautho1·ized activities relating to gaming facilities

88.1 A person, other than the government or a person authorized under this Act, must not
(a) do, or promote or hold himself or herself out as someone authorized to do, or

(b) negotiate with a municipality, regional district, first nation or any other person
respecting
anything referred to in section 18 (I) (a) to (c).

Prohibition -

unauthorized gaming by minors

89 ( 1) A gaming services provider must ensure that minors are not permitted to be present on
the gaming facility premises unless allowed to be present under the regulations.
(2) A gaming services provider operating a gaming facility must ensure that minors are not
permitted to participate in gaming that takes place at that gaming facility.
(3) A person must not sell, offer for sale, purchase for resale, or do anything in furtherance
of selling, offering for sale or purchasing for resale, any lottery ticket to a minor, unless the
person is a licensee acting under conditions of the licence that are prescribed under section
105 (1) (b).

Unauthorized sale of lottery tickets prohibited
90 A person must not sell, offer for sale, purchase for resale, or do anything in furtherance of
selling, offering for sale or purchasing for resale, any lottery ticket, whether it originates
inside or outside of British Columbia, unless the person is
(a) the lottery corporation,
(b) a person authorized by the lottery corporation, or
(c) a licensee acting under conditions of the licence that are prescribed under section
105 (1) (b).

Prohibition -

unlawfully entering or remaining on premises

93 (1) A person must not
(a) remain on the premises of a gaming facility after he or she is requested to leave by a
gaming services provider in a gaming facility, the lottery corporation or a person acting
on behalf of either of them,
(b) enter the premises of a gaming facility within 24 hours after he or she is requested to
leave, or
(c) enter the premises of the gaming facility at any time during the period specified in a
written notice referred to in section 92 (b) that has been delivered to the person in
accordance with section 92 (b ).
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Prohibition -

unregistered gaming services providers

94 A person, other than the lottery corporation, must not provide gaming services unless the
person is

(a) a registered gaming services provider and acts in accordance with the conditions of
registration,
(b) a registered gaming worker and acts in accordance with the conditions of
registration, or
(c) a person who is excluded by regulation from the definition of "gaming services
provider" or of" gaming worker" and acts in accordance with the conditions, if any, of
the exemption.
Prohibition -

unregistered gaming supplies

95 A person, other than the lottery corporation, must not

(a) possess or keep for any purpose other than private or personal use, or
(b) make, sell, advertise or distribute
any gaming supplies unless
(c) the gaming supplies have been approved, individually or according to type, by the
general manager and are identifiable under regulations prescribed by the Lieutenant
Governor in Council as gaming supplies that have received that approval, and
(d) the person is
(i) a registrant or licensee and is acting in accordance with the conditions of
registration or of the licence, or
(ii) excluded by regulation from the definition of "gaming services provider" and
acts in accordance with the conditions, if any, of the exemption.
Prohibition -

unregiste1·ed gaming workers

96 ( 1) A person must not work as a gaming worker unless that person

(a) is a registered gaming worker, or
(b) is excluded by regulation from the definition of "gaming worker" and acts in
accordance with the conditions, if any, of the exemption.
(2) A person must not employ or engage another person as a gaming worker unless the other
person
(a) is a registered gaming worker, or
(b) is excluded by regulation from the definition of "gaming worker" and acts in
accordance with the conditions, if any, of the exemption.
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D. Ministry of Finance Report on Anti-Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing, 2015 1
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(U) This Current Intelligence Report (CIR) has been created as directed by Gaming Policy
Enforcement Branch (GPEB) Intelligence Unit Manager and in accordance with GPEB Priority
Intelligence Requirements (PIR) regarding the integrity of gambling in the GPEB Area of
Responsibility (AOR)/Area of Intelligence Interest (AOII).
(U) This report is specifically for the Situational Awareness (SA) of gambling industry stakeholders
in accordance with the vision, mission and mandate of the Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch .

3.1 (U) MEDIA. Media reporting over the last 12 months has indicated that there is significant illicit
activity occurring in and around BC casinos, namely the River Rock Casino Resort4. The public and
private sector have taken notice of these reports and engaged Law Enforcement (LE) stakeholders
to investigate the potential scope and depth of criminality. Subsequently, a specialized team 5,
operated by the RCMP's Combined Forces Special Enforcement Unit (CFSEU), was created to
address the concerns of illegal gambling.
3.2 (U) JIGIT. The Joint Illegal Gambling Investigative Team (JIGIT) was formed and at this time is
in the process of expanding the team and conducting initial operations. GPEB Intelligence supports
the JIGIT and assists by providing insight into the threats facing the gambling industry in BC. This
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sharing is done in accordance with the legal frameworks that permit LE entities to share information
that pertains to crimir,al investigations, which include Intelligence.
3.3 (U) STRs vs SCTs. Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) are produced by the British
Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC). Suspicious Cash Transactions (SCTs) are forwarded from
Service Providers to GPEB. Open source reporting, citing government reports, indicate that SCTs
reached a staggering $119 million last year. Kevin Hackett, Chief Operating Officer of CFSEU of
B.C. stated the new illegal gaming unit is to diminish, "people walking in [to a casino] with hockey
bags full of money." 6
Suspicious Currency Transactions (SCT) by Month for 201.5/ 2016
i:25..000,000

$20,000,

,

10,000.000

S5,0

,000

3.4 (U} TNOC. Transnational Organized Crime (TNOC) is evolving in ways that challenge our
understanding of the criminal enterprise. Globalization encourages regional and ethnic based
criminal groups to expand into international markets, provides them with access to global
transportation modes and finance, which subsequently forces them to adopt more flexible
organizational structures.
3.4.1 (UFUO) Technology. This globalization is evident in the Lower Mainland region as we
continue to find TNOC operating sophisticated communications devices (hardware) that uses
encrypted financial software; USB encryption is one example. This is one step in a process of
moving illicit funds through an illegitimate financial entity. These types of technological tools are
used to facilitate funds which are subsequently provided to patrons of BC casinos with and without
their knowledge of the source of said funds.
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3.4.2 (U) Air Travel. Advances in information technology and access to air travel accelerate these
trends which open new illicit markets, and offers greater options for collaboration among TNOC
groups. Furthermore, criminal organizations continuously modify the way they operate to adjust to
global anti-crime efforts.

·----
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4.1 (U) China. Chinese aspirations
ADMINISTRATIVE REG IONS
of global dominance 7 are grounded in
ON CHINA'S PERIPHERY
the nation's long term strategic
planning. Working in thirty year
cycles the People's Republic of
China (PRC) uses "soft power", a
persuasive approach to international
relations that typically involves the
use of economic or cultural influence,
to slowly gain leverage in key areas
around the world. President Xi
Jinping declared a national goal to
"build our country into a socialist
cultural
superpower."
With
a
population expanding exponentially
• spee1a1 Ac1n11n1s1nd.. Rt,gloll$
Autonomou> ftegloos
c/; ·
and limited natural resources, the
·
PRC has little choice but to find ways to meet the needs of the state. Establishing foot holds in areas
where the Chinese diaspora are strongest enables Beijing to conduct soft power operations on a
global scale. Economic subversion, corporate and state sponsored espionage as well as state
sponsored ___criminal._.activity ..have_.d_irect connections Jo__the Chinese __cvber .th.reat 8.Jhat___has ___been __

Public interest immunity
4.2 (U) Pearl River Delta. The region that
holds a special relationship includes Macau,
Hong Kong and Guangdong, China. The
connection between these areas is such that
gambling with illicit funds or proceeds of crime
obtained through flight of capital, drugs and
counterfeit goods are globally connected to
other TNOC groups including the Mexican
controlled Cartels. Vancouver is a known soft
target by these organizations and therefore is a
destination of choice. The methods employed
in the Pearl River delta are mimicked in the
LMD and are deeply established in the
communities that support them.

Lower Xi
Basin

i"- ~t1m 1l11e11Good1
GUANGZHOU ,,.-

A'J!lf,11
HuU.hou

Co nlllct.lont-

4.3 (U) Markets - White, Grey And Black. The connectivity between criminal entities is not always
apparent and is often further distorted by legitimate corporate business activity. For instance, the
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owner of a spa 10 provides access to prostitution, money laundering (ML) and drugs. The "clients"
are from a variety of sources including but not limited to: local organized crime figures, wealthy
businessmen or investors, and foreign national crime figures. There are three forms of market that
provide goods and services globally.

A. The white market is considered legitimate, or licit, and

Fleeing Funds
'China has seen a sharp increase in the

involves legal entities (corporations) conducting business ·outflow of illicit money, which experts
in accordance with the laws of the nation(s), international 'say includes transfers frotn corrupt
'officials and businesspeople.
treaties and agreements.
·countries with largest illlclt money
'outflows In 2012•

B. The black market conducts illicit business. This may
include but is not limited to counterfeit goods, stolen
goods, services that breach health and safety regulations,
tax avoidance, and other methods of undermining rules
and regulations set out to ensure safety and market
fairness.
C. Lastly, the Grey market which involves a mixture of
legitimate business and illicit activity used to increase profit
margins, reduce costs and undermine constraints set out
to regulate the flow of goods and services.

'$250blllion
200
150

'04

'06

'08

'10

'12

''•M9st recent available data.
,Source: Global Financial Integrity
l'IIE WALL STREET ,IOUltNAL.

4.3.1 (U)
upply Chain. In order for the markets to work efficiently there must be a cohesive
supply chain operation for all levels ot trade and commerce. The movement of goods or product
determines the scalability of businesses in each market. The White market is restricted to operating
within the rules. The Black market is mostly constrained by regulation and active Law Enforcement
(LE). As such, it is the grey market that grows with increasing efficiency by the exploitation of the
black and white markets.

4.".2 (U) TNO Lever ge. TNOC exists in the LMD and has a centre of gravity in Vancouver 11 • It
is important to note that TNOC includes connections between criminal entities operating in the three
markets: white, grey and black. LE has awareness on the presence of TNOC and is actively
investigating identified threats. These entities are known to use gambling venues to launder
proceeds of crime, entertain high value assets related to organized crime, recruit influential patrons,
conduct junket operations and so.licit Foreign National (FN) VIPs identified as corruptible. Thro.ugh
the enabling of services such as cash facilitation, narcotics, prostitution, illegal gambling and black
safari, criminal entities are able to gain favor with "clients". This provides criminal elements with
leverage over these clients. Applying this leverage opens up extortion opportunities which are made
even more viable with loan sharking services,
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4.3.3
(U)
Industry lnfiltratio
Through the incorporation of white
market operations criminal entities
infiltrate real estate, finance , energy,
and communications industries in
Vancouver. The level of sophistication
transcends low level criminal operations
and is realized in the larger scope of
Stc\te sponsored and TNOC activity. 12
When
looking
at
the
Tactics,
Techniques and Procedures (TTPs) of
these groups there are indications
suggesting that the intent to gain
political leverage and influence has
manifested in the region.
4.4 (U) Hybrid Threats 13 . Hybrid threats seek to use the media, technology, and a position within
a state's political , military, and social infrastructures to their advantage. Hybrid threats are
innovative, adaptive, globally connected, networked, and embedded in local populations. They can
possess a wide range of old, adapted and advanced technologies. They can operate conventionally
and unconventionally, employing adaptive and asymmetric combinations of traditional, irregular, and
criminal tactics and using traditional military capabilities in old and new ways. Hybrid Threat strategy
is sophisticated, comprehensive, and multi-dimensional. In pursuit of its strategic goals, the threat is
prepared to conduct four basic types of strategic-level courses of action. It calls these strategic
operations, regional operations, transition operations, and adaptive operations. Each involves the
use of all four instruments of power but to different degrees and in different ways.

4.4.1 (U) Transnational Money Mo vemen t. The way money is moved from China to Vancouver
has been described as mimicking the methods used by Colombian drug lords.14 This movement
involves structuring schemes that have the sole intent of evading banking laws with no legal
rationale. They show intent to hide the identity of the remitter and circumvent suspicious transaction
reporting policies. An example of this would be an individual that owns a Money Service Business
and who conducts money transfers without reporting cash transactions over $10,000 to financial
regulators. A patron can then use the receipt from a transaction to represent legal source of funds
even though the money transferred was not from a legitimate source.
4.4.2 (U) TNOC Infiltrates Multip le Sectors. At a first glance the concerns facing the integrity of
the gambling industry appeared manageable. Deeper investigation, however, revealed much more
intricate, connected and dangerous threats operating in the gambling environment. Although the
gambling industry is but one sector utilized in local, regional and international criminal operations it
is important to note that criminally minded groups and associates persist through multiple sectors
and in multiple levels of criminal networks. 15 Extensive open source reporting sites numerous real
UFOUO - Law Enforcement Sensitive
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Public interest immunity
-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

4.4.3 (U) AOC Connection to TNOC. Asian Organized Crime (AOC) and Chinese state
sponsored activity 16 are associated to the global threat of TNOC. AOC operations include the
dynamic creation of hybrid groups that interconnect other TNOC groups, including those conducting
operations in the Lower Mainland (LMD) and throughout British Columbia (BC). These relationships

·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Public interest immunity
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·- - -·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

4.4.4 (U) Illicit Global Corporation. Much of the illicit market involves the life cycle of narcotics.
Marketing, sales, operations management, business intelligence and supply chain security are all
part of an illicit global corporation 19 • The interconnectivity between markets and sharing of resources
by TNOC groups makes the flow of goods and money very fluid. Issues are dealt with much the
same as they would be in any corporate environment - mergers, acquisitions and hostile take-overs
are routine components of TNOC.
Institutions and Levels Targeted by TNOC
"-Ork
lnii rl'i,. I It I •~

i, ndpr:,11

Examining the Links between Organised Crime & Corruption, Center for the Study of Democracy, 2015
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5.1 (U) TNOC Concerns. As cited in a 2007 report by the United States National Institute of
Justice on Asian TNOC 20 and according to the Criminal Investigation Division, Ministry of Public
Security in China, the main concerns are that: organizations with an underworld nature will
penetrate into the legitimate business sector, gangsters will get involved in politics and run for public
office, and they will eventually hook up with foreign-based organized crime groups.

Public interest immunity
1······-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-···-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-···-·-·-·-·-···-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-i
1

Public interest immunity

.. _ ··wmcn does··not meanthey··are·· unat5Ie· 10 ·use· ttie.. casino · - · ratherthat they··must use··sourcea·--·
money. Even if they are banned from the casino it is for a limited time and during that time
individuals have been able to use nominees to gamble on their behalf. The question of illicit funds
finding their way into the casinos remains a concern even with baseline anti-money laundering
protocols being implemented. Criminal intent and the capability to undermine safe-guards through
the use of nominees allow AOC and associates to bypass security measures.
5.2.2 (U) Threat to Global Stability. It is widely reported in open sources that the leading threat to
global stability lies in China's involvement with ML22 • This threat is evidenced in the Panama
Papers 23 which identify key leadership as being tied to corruption and association to known TNOC
criminal entities.

Public interest immunity
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····································--·····················································································································································································--

Public interest immunity

········································--------

- - ·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·----·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

5.6 (U) Canadian Cooperation. According to open source reporting, the Government of Canada
has said it "will continue to work on a deal with China to return corrupt officials in exchange for a
share of the assets seized, which would be considered proceeds of the individual's crimes. While
Canada does not have an extradition treaty with China, if an individual is found to have lied on a
visa application - as in falsely stating that money brought into the country was obtained legally when
it was not- residency can be revoked."30
UFOUO - Law Enforcement Sensitive
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6.1 (U) Proceeds of Crime. Money movement is currently less about physical money and more
about the agreement between entities. An agreement to exchange funds often involves the physical
currency being transferred in the country of origin from the entity borrowing the money to an account
in China and Canadian currency being made available once the borrower is in Canada. It is
important to note that LE is aware proceeds of crime have been used by known AOC entities to
facilitate cash to patrons at BC casinos and illegal gambling dens.
6.1.1 (U) Flying Money and Chit a d Chop. Over RMB 200 billion (CDN$39.5 billion) was
channelled out of Guangdong Province last year in illegal transfers. 31 • There are several ML
methods employed by criminal entities. The Chinese historical system relates back to British
involvement in China and the use of the old Silk Road 32 • 'Flying moneya3 and 'Chit and Chop' are
the age old methods developed in China to prevent theft when paying tor goods or services. In order
to prevent merchants, servants or foreign workers from being robbed, a system of using paper notes
that only held value for certain people was employed. These notes allowed specific individuals to
take them to specific vendors to receive goods or services. Initially this was a lawful form of
currency; however, the model was soon adopted for black market use which continues to this day.
This model undermines the efforts of the Chinese government to control money leaving the country
and also the financial controls in Canada to identify suspicious transactions 34 •

6.1.2 (U) Tacti cs, Techniques and Procedures
(TTPs). A classic example of this occurs when an
individual visits Canada with the intent to gamble at
a casino. The traveler connects with a facilitator in
China and transfers the money to a named account
in China. The traveler makes their way to
Vancouver and is contacted by the Canadian
facilitator. The money, Canadian currency, is
delivered to the Chinese traveler by AOC linked
cash facilitators at BC casinos. At this point the
transaction is complete and the fee for this service
is collected on both sides. The same services have
been provided to local patrons who are either
connected to or recruited by TNOC groups.

How Money Laundering Works

· , ,, •

-

ti .. -

Accoun-t Balanco
$30,000

=

6.1 .3 (U) Large Cash Buy-ins . The influx of large cash buy-ins at casinos in the GPEB Area of
Responsibility (AOR) is suspicious and cause for concern due to several factors:

A. Inefficient background of patron's ability to acquire the amount of the buy-in ;
B. Viability of obtaining several hundreds of thousands of dollars in $20 denominations; and
C. Occupation does not identify an ability to possess large quantities of cash.
UFOUO - Law Enforcement Sensitive
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6.1.4 (U) FlNTRAC. Indicators of illicit activity include suspicious transaction reporting relating to
money laundering in BC. This information is managed by the Financial Transactions and Reports
Analysis Centre (FINTRAC) 35 •

6.2 (U) Money Service Businesses (MSBs) 36 , (See Annex A for FINTRAC information) A new
policy being adopted by major Canadian banks to mitigate the risk of money laundering activity is
driving money service businesses into the hands of unregistered and unregulated operators. There
are more than 800 registered money services businesses in Canada. Their operations include
foreign exchange, money transfers, and cashing or selling money orders and travellers' cheques,
among other services.
r·---···-·-·-··--·--·- -·-·--·- ------ -.---.---·-·--·-·--·---·-·--·-·--·-·-·--·--·--·--·- ·---- -·-·-·---·-·-·--·---·-·- -··- -·-- ·- --·-·---·-·----·----·-·--·-·--·--·---·-

Pub Ii c interest immunity
;

;
;
;

!

•-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·- - ---·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

identified as players at these illegal gambling dens are recruited from BC casinos by AOC members
and thei'r associates. The method of operating is comparable to junket operations in Macau where
VIPs and wealthy individuals are targeted.

New Game in Town
Revenue from baccarat, popular
with Chinese high rollers, has
skyrocketed on the Las Vegas
Strip. Cumulative change In
revenue since 2007:
60 ,u••·•··- •·•···•'·

1

• · · · · • .. . • • - • - . . . . . . .

·••·· · • ····

B ccarat

40 .................................... .
20 ........................... .

o-.~~ ----::31~
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6.4 (U) Junket Operations. The marketing and
recruitment of wealthy Chinese individuals, for play in
Vancouver, can occur in China, Macau , Hong Kong or
in the LMD proper (including but not limited to
INTERPOL Red Notice Most Wanted individuals) .
Once identified these potential clients are offered, or
leveraged, services to meet their needs. This includes
cash facilitation, prostitution, drugs, VIP treatment,
black safari hunting of black bear, access to high -end
_vehicles, _____multi-million _____dollar ____accommodations ·-·-and __

Public interest immunity
figures. A British Journal of Criminology report 37
suggests that some casinos would seek out the most
powerful triads as managers of VIP activities.
-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-
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6.4.2 (U) Lack of Vi sibility, One of the largest
issues facing LE is that casinos transfer junket
deposits across international borders for patron
gambling, without the same scrutiny banks provide,
such fund movements carry a high risk of money
laundering. 39 While these transactions are occurring in
the United States between Macau and Las Vegas, it is
plausible that a Canadian nexus may exist.
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7.1 (U) Root Cause. According to government advisor and founder of gambling regulation advisory
company Newpage Consulting , David Green , the tightening of regulations and increased restrictions
in Macau can be attributed to the shrinking junket market and high-rollers. A reduction in the the
number of legal junkets has forced hostile takeovers, mergers and acquisitions of the smaller,
funding limited businesses. The constraint placed on the junkets, which supply the VIP high-rollers
and majority of revenue for casinos and VIP rooms, has created a volatile environment. Competition
is high for the decreasing mainland VIPs. President Xi Ping's graft campaign has drastically reduced
the number of patrons which subsequently impacts Macau and Hong Kong profitability 40 •
7.2 (U) Current Situation. The current conflict in Macau involves the two largest gambling
empires (Stanley Ho and Sheldon Adelson) , VIP room magnate Alvin Chau, the four main Triad
groups, and junket operators. The traditional model introduced by the pioneer of Macau gambling,
Stanley Ho, involved a model known as the 70/30. This model provided the casino owner 70% of the
profit and left 30% to the VIP Room management companies. The VIP rooms accounted for a
significant portion of total casino profit - this year to date they account for 50%. However, the main
contributor or drivers of this revenue stream are the junket operators. Junket operators bring in high rollers from mainland China and control the main source of income to the gambling industry. In the
70/30 model junket operators receive a 0.7% commission.

~

KNOWN
~ AOCFlgure(s)

0.7% Commission

~

0.7% Commission
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~ AOCFlgure(s) ~

,·.

VIP Rooms {Alvin CHAU) 30 %
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... 111
···
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• I

' ,

' I
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VIP Rooms (Alvin CHAU) 40.25%

7.2.1 (U) S anley Ho and Sheldon Adelson . Recently, Stanley HO's protege, Sheldon Adelson ,
has implemented a controversial payment model that sees the casino taking 59.75% of the profit;
VIP rooms receive 40.25% and junket operators 1.1-1 .3% . This undercutting of Stanley Ho's model
has caused junket operators to leave and join the Adelson empire. Competing over the declining
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high-roller patrons is extremely significant as it will determine the survival of more than just the
casinos - it will impact all markets that have a connection to the corporate sphere of influence
associated to the Ho and Adelson empires. To further drive this competition the junket operators
must bring in a defined amount of gambling revenue or face a penalty of 20% which goes into the
central fund.
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Public interest immunity
7.2.3 (U) Bank Backers. A significant factor
when viewing the inter-connectivity of AOC entities
involves "bank backers". A two chip system is
utilized in illegal gambling dens in the LMD. One
chip is for cash used during a gambling session.
The second chip represents 'credit' that has been
provided to a patron. Bank backers provide credit
to patrons and offer interest rates that mimic loan
sharking. The collection of debts can be done
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locally - liens against property for instance - or externally. External debt collection can include
debtors signing over companies, rights or licenses to mining, c.ontract for goods or illicit
arrangements. A debtor may pay back a debt by providing a service. This leverage may include
bribery, embezzlement, black mail, political favours , or anything else that is needed by the criminal
group.
7.2.4 (U) GI bal Money M vement. While there are other major players in this arena, none
compare to the power bases attributed to the Ho and Adelson empires. Backing by nation states
_and. global .. coqJorations. are .. a. piece .. of .. what _transpires .. in. the ,_gambling ___industry ...Geopolitical__ and ....

Public interest immunity
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8.

(U) ASSESSMENT:

Public interest immunity
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th rough the proceeds of crime by using complicit remittance style MSBs. These MSBs also
facilitate cash to real estate purchases and illicit investment. The illicit money is moved in
many ways - electronically, in various currencies , and through a variety of means and
institutions.
B. Patrons partake in these junket operations and provide the network connections to conduct
illicit and licit business. The use of illicit funds is often used to create and operate legal
busine.sses and corporations. The activity of thes~ legal front c.ompanies include_s nefarious
transactions and illegal operations. De-regulated Money Service Businesses (MSBs) or illicit
currency exchanges that use cash obtained from criminal activity to provide clients with cash
to gamble with locally which is in turn collected off-shore in places like mainland China. Illicit
cash can also be used as a bartering tool or for acquiring a service, contract or donation. IE.
A local legal company has a need for a product that is produced in China, the producer's
CEO visits and instead of being limited to $50k to gamble with, the local company arranges a
junket operator to provide illicit funds in exchange for a shipment of product. The bill of lading
is marked as paid, yet no money is ever transferred between companies.

Public interest immunity
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0. TNOC entities conduct junket style operations and are connected to operations in Macau and
Las Vegas.
8,2 (U) Triad Groups Present in Vancouver. The graphic below identifies the four main Triad
groups operating in Canada which have a known presence in the GPEB Intelligence area of
responsibility. The threat posed by these groups is transnational in nature and involves illicit goods,
narcotics, prostitution , loan sharking, and money laundering.

8.1.1 (U) 4K Triad. 14K Triad was formed in 1945 to fight the Communists. Gradually, 14K aligned
with the government to exploit mutual financial and economic opportunities. The group engages in
drug trafficking, prostitution, extortion and pirated goods. Alvin Chau is known as the king of junket
operations and controls the majority of Macau junkets. He is also the successor to "Broken Tooth"
Wa.n. Kuok-koi _as_leader.of.the .Macao .14K .triad ...Broken. Tooth.was .released. from orison .in .2012 .but ..

Public interest immunity
-·-·--·-···-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-- - 8.1. (U) Sun Vee n. The Sun Yee On is probably Hong Kong's biggest triad society in terms of
membership and being the most influential, best organized and wealthiest. It was founded decades
ago by immigrants from Guangdong who speak the Fujian dialect. Its activities include drug
trafficking, loan sharking, extortion and smuggling.
8. 1.2 .1 (U) Charles Heung's father, Heung Chin, founded the Sun Yee On in 1919. In 1992, The

United States Senate Permanent Subcommittee of Investigations identified Charles as one of the
top office-bearers in the Sun Yee On. Subsequently, the Royal Commission of Canada sent Charles
a letter rejecting his application for a Visa, citing evidence placing him s·quarely on the ruling council
of the Sun Yee On. The Sun Yee On have a strong presence in Toronto and are connected to AOC
in the LMD .
.1. (U) Big Ci c le B y . Big Circle Boys is the designation given to the soldier members of the
group. The highest ranks, considered equivalent to Commanding Officer, are generally involved in
legitimate business, gambling, and in the position of managing or controlling lawyer's clerk.
8.1.4 (U) Wo Oh Lok41 • Indigenous to HK, Wo triad groups involve extortion, loan sharking, drug
trafficking and the control of nightclubs, gambling dens and massage parlours. According to a CBSA
report cited in the Globe and Mail, a litany of sources identifies Dongxing Lai as the head of Wo On
Lok triad. 42 Mr. Lai was also cited in an affidavit from a former Hong Kong Immigration Control
_Officer,__ as __ invo_lved __in __ loansharking_,__ extortion, __assault, __gang. fighting_. __and. iUegal .gambling. __Lai__was ____
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Public interest immunity

8.2 (U) Considerations. Geopolitics, the influence of political and economic geography on the
politics, national power, foreign policy, and trade of a state, plays a significant role in how TNOC
groups conduct operations. To achieve the current level of leverage and infiltration of critical
infrastructure there is most often a focus on political power in relation to geographic space.43
8.2.1 (U)
u mary. Understanding how TNOC conducts global operations is critical to the
situational awareness of those entrusted with safeguarding the gambling industry in British
Columbia. Additionally, it is vital that this awareness embrace the internal and external factors which
play a role in the geopolitical and socioeconomic aspects of threat finance and the illicit
marketplace. These factors pull together tactical, operational and strategic inputs which, when
looked at as a whole, make up the global threat environment. Individual belligerent entities, clusters
of networks and overarching threat streams are the main characteristics of the global threat
environment. When associated to state sponsored activity, corporate bureaucracy and political
leveraging it is possible to gain insight into the fluidity of the global illicit marketplace. The licit and
illicit markets operate in harmony. They fluctuate and adapt to influences that are both man-made
and natural. Money and power provide influence to nations, organisations, corporations and
networks. Controlling the money and power is a constant and unrelenting battle between cultures,
values, and political wills. As such, there are locations around the world that are so significant and
sought after that all of the players in the global marketplace routinely fight to gain leverage. To put
this in context, Canada has the greatest amount of resources with the least population and softest
legislative constraints making it a primary target for threat nations and associated criminally
operated corporate entities. In fact, B.C. is known as a soft landing spot for international criminals
due to the mild climate, strong real estate values, established teGhnology industry, and for the
Chinese - a majority Chinese population which fosters language and cultural requirements.

UFOUO - Law Enforcement Sensitive

Page 24 of 56
of 425

GPEB0911.0001
GPEB0911 .0026

UFOUO- Law Enforcement Sensitive
8.2. (lJ) Pot n iat Revenue loss. My final comment relates to the potent.ial loss of revenue that
criminal organizations are having on the gambling industry in SC. Illegal gambling dens take
legitimate patrons away from the casinos. These entities undermine the financial restrictions set in
place to ensure safe and legal gambling. They manipulate, leverage and threaten patrons who may
have a legitimate means of gambling - meaning they could source their funds if the proper support
was provided. Unfortunately, more often than not, these patrons are recruited illicitly and upon entry
into Canada they are exploited. Criminal activity, in this case, would occur on both sides, before
leaving China and once in Canada.
8 .. 3 (U) lmpac . It is important to note that there are also criminals with intent to move illicit
money out of China, these funds can be proceeds of crime (drug money or illicit goods), embezzled
money from the Chinese government, stolen money from corporate entities or other criminal
organizations, fraudulently obtained from financial institutions to name just a few possibilities. The
flight of capital from China is impacting the Canadian economy and the nexus of TNOC using the
gambling industry in BC is highly evident. Mitigation of this threat is being pursued by LE arid will be
enhanced through GPEB Intelligence Unit's situational awareness, information sharing and insight
into the common operating picture of the TNOC environment.
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omments can be submitted to the originator.

Scott A. McGregor, CD, BCom
Special Provincial Constable
Senior Intelligence Field Officer, GPEB Intelligence Unit
B.C. Ministry of Finance

Additional information requests can be submitted to the release authority:
Release approved by:

Bo Stewart, MOM
Special Provincial Constable
Manager, GPEB Intelligence Unit
B.C. Ministry of Finance
Distribution List
Action
GPEB Compliance Executive Director, Len Meilleur
Info
ADM, BC Ministry of Finance - Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
E-Division RCMP HQ I Federal and Serious Organized Crime
CFSEU Joint Illegal Gambling Investigation Team
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Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Ca_nada (FINTRAC) is Canada's financial intelligence unit.
Its mandate is to facilitate the detection, prevention and deterrence of money launderingand the financing of terrorist
activities, while ensuring the protection of personal information under its control.
http://www.flntrac-canafe.gc.ca/publications/brochure/2011-02/1-eng.asp#Who
Who must report:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Financial entities (including banks, credit unions, caisses populaires, trust and loan companies);
Life insurance companies, brokers or agents;
Provincially authorized securities dealers, portfolio managers and investment counselors ;
Money services businesses (including currency exchanges and alternative remittance systems, such as Hawala,
Hundl, Chitti, and others):
Agents of the Crown accepting deposit liabilities or selling money orders;
Accountants and/or accounting firms (when carrying out certain activities on behalf of their clients):
Real estate brokers, sales representatives, developers;
Casinos;
Dealers in precious metals and stones; and
B.C. notaries.

What is reported
•
Suspicious transactions (including attempted transactions) related to money laundering or terrorist activity
financing;
•
Possession or control of terrorist property;
•
International electronic funds transfers of $10,000 or more j
•
Large cash transactions of $10,000 or more;
• Casino disbursements of $10,000 or more ;
•
Cross-border seizures of $10,000 or more in currency or monetary instruments ; and
•
Cross-border movements of $10,000 or more in currency or monetary instruments
Threats to the security of Canada are defined in the Cdn Security Intelligence Service Act as:
•

espionage or sabotage that is against Canada or is detrimental to the interests of Canada or activities directed
toward or in support of such espionage or sabotage;

•

foreign influenced activities within or relating to Canada that are detrimental to the interests of Canada and are
clandestine or deceptive, or involve a threat to any person;

•

activities within or relating to Canada directed toward or in support of the threat or use of acts of serious
violence against persons or property for the purpose of achieving a political, religious or ideological objective
within Canada or a foreign state ; and,

•

activities directed toward undermining by covert unlawful acts, or directed toward or intended ultimately to lead
to the de~truction or overthrow by violence of the constitutionally established system of government in Canada,

•

but does not include lawful advocacy, protest or dissent, unless carried on in conjunction with any of the
activities referred to In paragraphs (a) to (d).
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Photos - Political Influence and Infiltration

Public interest immunity
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THE LEGALIZATION OF GAMBLING IN CANADA, The Law Commission Canada, "What is a Crime?" Colin S.
Campbell, Ph.D., Timothy F. Hartnagel, Ph.D.. Garry J. Smith, Ph·. D.
6 JULY 2005

2. Gambling-Related Crime Categories
(a) Illegal gambling -- gambling activity that breaches Criminal Code of Canada provisions, (e.g. bookmaking, keeping a
common house or providing unauthorized electronic gambling machines).
(b) Crimes committed to finance gambling activities (e.g. forgery, embezzlement, fraud and other forms of property
crime) .
(c) Crimes associated with legal gambling expansion (e .g. street crime such as robbery or property crime such as theft
and break and enter),
(d) Crimes that are spatially or situationally co-incidental or co-symptomatic with gambling expansion or particular
gambling venues (e.g., loan sharking, money laundering, profit skimming , passing counterfeit currency, prostitution, drug
trafficking and theft) .
(e) Crimes that occur in the course of legal gambling operations (e.g. cheating at play, employee theft , and player
overpayment).
(f) Crimes that are behaviourally co-incidental or co-symptomatic with an individual's gambling involvement (e.g.,
domestic violence, child neglect, suicide).
(g) Graft and corruption designed to expedite permits and licences, relax the enforcement of gaming laws/regulations,
inappropriate use of gaming funds , and influence peddling (e.g. , kickbacks, bribes, or extortion) .
The Legalization of Gambling in Canada 06 July, 2005
40
Illegal Gambling
The Criminal Code of Canada explicitly forbids certain gambling formats or operations such as three -card monte and
keeping a common gaming house. As well, any gambling format not exempted from Criminal Code prohibitions is illegal.
The Criminal Intelligence Service Canada (1999 ; 2000) identified the following trends concerning illegal gambling in
Canada: (1) tremendou~ profits for organized crime groups with few significant deterrents; (2) rapid growth in online
gamblin_g; and (3) significant untaxed profits produced from illegal electronic gambling machines. Subsequently,
undeclared income is used by criminals to support drug trafficking and other enterprise crime operations.
Morton (2003) noted how illegal gambling flourished in Canada's largest cities prior to, during, and after the Second
World War; with horse race bookmaking and unauthorized casinos being the primary forms . Public concerns about
illegal gambling at that time were reflected in (1) an Ontario police agency establishing a permanent anti-gambling
squad ; (2) judicial inquiries establishing links between illegal gambling operations and organized crime; (3) collusion
between criminals, police and politicians; and (4) a lack of police, judicial and political will to enforce laws directed al
illegal gambling, particularly in Vancouver and Montreal. In Morton's (2003) view, the public objection to illegal gambling
was not so much due to the moral consequences of engaging in the activity, put "the way it could contaminate the police
force and municipal government and support organized crime"
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The White House, Office of 1he Press Secretary I For Immediate Release, July 25, 2011
FACT SHEET: Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crfme
"This Strategy is organized around a single, unifying principle: to build, balance, and integrate the tools of
American power to combat transnational organized crime and related threats to our national security-and to
urge our partners to do the same .:. While this Strategy is intended to assist the United States Government in
combating transnational crime, it also serves as an invitation for enhanced international cooperation. We
encourage our partners and allies to echo the commitment we have made here and join in building a new
.framework for international cooperation to protect all our citizens from the violence, harm, and exploitation
wrought by transnational organized crime."
~President Barack Obama
In the U.S. National Security Strategy, the President committed his Administration to the pursuit of four
enduring national interests: security, prosperity, respect for universal values, and the shaping of an
international order that can meet the challenges of the 21st century. The expanding size, scope, and
influence of Transnational Organized Crime (TNOC) and its impact on U.S. and international security and
governance represent one of the most significant of those challenges.
1. Transnational Organized Crime Threatens U.S. and International Security
In January 2010, the United States completed a comprehensive assessment of transnational organized crime
- the first such assessment since 1995. The assessment concluded that networks are proliferating, striking
new and powerful alliances, and engaging in a range of illicit activities as never before. The result is a
convergence of threats that have evolved to become more complex, volatile, and destabilizing.
•

TNOC penetration of states is deepening, leading to co-option in some states and weakening of
governance in many others. TNOC networks insinuate themselves into the political process through
bribery and in some cases have become alternate providers of governance, security, and livelihoods
to win popular support. The nexus in some states among TNOC groups and elements of government
- including intelligence services personnel - and big business figures threatens the rule of law.

•

TNOC threatens U.S. economic interests and can cause significant damage to world financial system
by subverting legitimate markets. The World Bank estimates that about $1 trillion is spent each year
to bribe public officials. TNOC groups, through their state relationships, could gain influence over
strategic markets.

•

Terrorists and insurgents increasingly are turning to crime and criminal networks tor funding and
logistics. In FY 2010, 29 of the 63 top drug trafficking organizations identified by the Department of
Justice had links to terrorist organizations. While many terrorist links to TNOC are opportunistic, this
nexus is dangerous, especially if it leads a TNOC network to facilitate the transfer of weapons of mass
destruction material to terrorists.

•

Some well-established organized criminal groups that have not previously been involved in producing
narcotics are now seeking to develop their own distribution and trafficking networks.
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•

Human smuggling and trafficking-in~person networks are growing more violent and lucrative_. and
exploiting the most vulnerable, especially women and children.

•

TNOC networks are stealing U.S. intellectual property. Between FY 2003 and FY 201 0, the yearly
domestic value of customs seizures at U.S. port and mail facilities related to intellectual property right
violations leaped from $94 million to $188 million

•

TNOC networks are increasingly involved in cybercrime, which costs consumers billions of dollars
annually, threatens corporate and government computer networks, and undermines worldwide
confidence in the global financial system.

•

Often connecting these transnational threats are "facilitators," who operate in both the licit and illicit
worlds and provide services to criminals and terrorists.

2. Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crime

The Strategy has five strategic objectives:
1 , Protect Americans and our partners from the harm, violence, and exploitation of transnational criminal
networks.
2. Help partner countries strengthen governance and transparency, break the corruptive power of
transnational criminal networks, and sever state-crime alliances.
3. Break the economic power of transnational criminal networks and protect strategic markets and the U.S.
financial system from TNOC penetration and abuse.
4. Defeat transnational criminal networks that pose the greatest threat to national security by targeting their
infrastructures, depriving them of their enabling means, and preventing the criminal facilitation of terrorist
activities.
5. Build international consensus, multilateral cooperation, and public-private partnerships to defeat
transnational organized crime.
•

There are 56 priority actions in the Strategy under the tallowing chapters:

Start at Home: Taking Shared Responsibility for Transnational Organized Crime;
Enhance Intelligence and Information Sharing;
Protect the Financial System and Strategic Markets against Transnational Organized Crime;
Strengthen Interdiction, Investigations, and Prosecutions;
5. Disrupt Drug Trafficking and its Facilitation of Other Transnational Threats; and
6. Build International Capacity, Cooperation, and Partnerships.

1.
2.
3.
4.

•

By prioritizing existing resources, the Strategy also introduces the following new and innovative
capabilities and tools:

1. A new Executive Order will establish a sanctions program to block the property of significant transnational
criminal organizations that threaten the national security, foreign policy, or economy of the United States.
2. A series of legislative proposals to enhance the authorities available to investigate, interdict, and
prosecute the activities of top transnational criminal networks. Collectively, the Administration's proposals
reinvigorate the statutory landscape to be more responsive to extraterritorial threats and the increasingly
global reach of criminal syndicates.
3. A new Presidential Proclamation under the U.S. Immigration and Nationality Act will bar admission to the
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United States of persons designated under the Executive Order and other comparable sanctions
programs. The Proclamation also provides additional legal authority for barring admission to the United
States of persons subject to United Nations Security Council travel bans.
4. A new rewards grogram will supplement the success of existing narcotics rewards programs in obtaining
information that leads to the arrest and conviction of the leaders of transnational criminal organizations that
pose the greatest threats to national security.
•

The lnteragency Policy Committee on Illicit Drugs and Transnational Criminal Threats, led by the
National Security Staff and the Office of National Drug Control Policy, will oversee implementation of
the Strategy.
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UNDERSTANDING THE THREAT TO NORTH AMERICA
Canada
In recent years (2000-2003), Canadian authorities have recognized that Chinese criminal groups are
expanding their activities and presenting a serious law enforcement problem in most parts of the country. An
important part of that activity is in Vancouver and Toronto, cities very close to the United States border that
provide access to U.S. markets. Vanco!,Jver and other Pacific ports in British Columbia are key entry points
for illegal trafficking of narcotics, arms, and migrants from Asia 1 •
The Big Circle group was founded by Red Guard militiamen who were purged or imprisoned in the late 1960s
(Chinese prisons were indicclted on maps by large circles, hence the name). Based in Toronto and
Vancouver, Big Circle controls a very lucrative illicit credit card enterprise that has flourished only in the past
ten years. The loosely structured group uses its connections in many countries and with other types of crime,
such as trafficking in heroin and luxury automobiles, to maintain a large amount of working capital. Big Circle
also is known to cooperate with other ethnic criminal groups , predominantly but not exclusively Asian.
Complete credit-card forging operations are known to exist in Canada as well as on the U.S. West Coast; the
most sophisticated operations do authentic reproductions of credit-card holograms, using equipment imported
from Asia2 •
Major Chinese crime groups also are present in Calgary, Edmonton, and Montreal; some activity also is
present in Halifax, Ottawa, and Winnipeg. In the late 1990s, economic expansion and growth of the Asian
population in the province of Alberta brought an increase in Chinese participation in financial crime in Calgary
and Winnipeg 3 •
The two most active triads in Canada have been the 14K and the Luen Kung Lok. Others present in some
Canadian cities are the Sun Yee On, Wo Hop To, and Wo On Lok (the last two of which are branches of the
Hong Kong-based Wo group)4.
In the past six years, groups from Fujian Province have grown rapidly. Chinese groups often employ the
Cambodian, Laotian, and Vietnamese street gangs that also are present in these cities as enforcers when
violence is necessary. Chinese groups also are known to be involved in money laundering , burglary,
extortion , counterfeiting checks, illegal gambling, telecommunications fraud, and the pirclting of computer
software. Profits from criminal activities also are invested in legitimate businesses 5 •

1 Criminal Intelligence Service of Canada, "Annual Report 2002," http://www.cisc.gc.ca.
2

Royal Canadian Mounted Police, "Asian-Based Card Crime in Canada ," January 18, 1999,
http://www.rcmpgrc.gc.ca/crim_int/cardcrimeeng.htm.
3
Criminal Intelligence Service of Canada, j'Annual Report 1998," http://www.cisc.gc.ca .
4
Royal Canadian Mounted Police, "Beneath the Dragon's Shadow: Canadian Investigators Face Off
with Hong Kong Triads," http://www.rcmp-learning.org/docs/ecdd0062.htm.
5
Criminal Intelligence Service of Canada, "Annual Report 2001," http://www.cisc.gc.ca.
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Chinese groups are involved in all levels of Canada's growing heroin trade. even reaching remote urban
centers such as Yellowknife in the Northwest Territories. Heroin moves from the source in Southeast Asia
through China's Guangdong Province to Vancouver. which is a central distribution point for North American
sales. Big Circle and Hong Kong-based triads regularly have used commercial transport to move large
shipments of heroin into Canada6 •
In 2000 authorities confiscated a shipment of 57 kilograms (about 125 pounds) of heroin and 17 kilograms
(37 pounds) of designer drugs that had passed through Vancouver. The cultivation and trafficking of

marijuana has increased during the past ten years, especially in British Columbia, the Calgary area. and
southern Ontario. Much of the marijuana produced in British Columbia moves via Vancouver into the more
profitable markets of the United States. In 2001 Canadian officials estimated that i 0,000 illegal marijuana
cultivation operations existed in Vancouver alone. Chinese participation in large-scale cocaine trafficking also
has been identified in western Canada 7 .
Most of the illegal Chinese migrants who enter Canada move along into the United States, either overland or
in container ships. The Akwesasne Mohawk Territory in northern New York, Walpole Island, Ontario at the
west end of Lake Erie, and the Niagara frontier region at the east end of Lake Erie have been transit points
into the United States from Canada for trafficking migrants and goods. Most of the illegal migrants coming
into Canada from China originate in Fujian Province8 •

6
7
8

Criminal Intelligence Service of Canada, "Annual Report 1998."
Criminal Intelligence Service of Canada, "Annual Report 2001 ...

1bit
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Chapter 7: Threat Finance: A Critical Enabler for Illicit Networks

~ Danielle Camner Lindholm and Celina B. Realuyo
Through globalization, the free flow of goods, services, capital, ideas, and technology has positively
transformed our lives in an increasingly interconnected world. Simultaneously, these same catalysts have
allowed bad actors to enrich themselves at the expense of the prosperity, security, and integrity of the global
community. These actors, and the illicit networks in which they typically function , actively seek out
governance g~ps, socioeconomic vulnerabilities, and character weaknesses a,s openings to conduct their
nefarious activities and expand their power and influence throughout the world. No region, country, or
community is immune.
While we know that illicit networks are enabled by multiple factors , financing is essential for anything they do
and enhances their power. Money is the o>eygen that brings the activities to life of any licit or illicit
organization. Finances sustain these entities and provide a window-and perhaps a vulnerable entry pointinto these shadowy organizations. ''Following the money trail" has become a critical crosscutting component
for counter-crime, counter-narcotics, and counterterrorism efforts against illicit networks. We define the
financing of all these illicit activities as threat finance. In combating threat finance and associated networks,
the international community must collaborate and employ all the instruments of national power to dismantle,
degrade, disrupt, and deter illicit networks. These instruments include diplomatic, military, intelligence,
Information, law enforcement, economic, and financial tools that can be applied alone or In combination to
counter national secutity threats including transnational crime, terrorism , and the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction. Such countermeasures have been successfully leveraged at the local, national, and
international levels to combat and degrade illicit networks around the globe ; however, these must be
continually revamped to keep up with the resourcefulness of illicit actors as they adapt to and circumvent
countermeasures.
This chapter focuses on financing as an enabler of all things illicit a• d the financial front of efforts to combat
illicit networks. We will begin with an overview of the threat posed by illicit finance and how illicit actors raise,
move, and hide their money. Subsequently, national and international strategies to combat threat finance
through law enforcement and intelligence operations, public designations, international cooperation, and
capacity-building programs will be examined. We will demonstrate how "following the money trail" enhances
law enforcement investigations and Intelligence analyses to root out illicit actors and their financiers. Finally,
we will underscore the importance of recognizing threat finance as a key enabler of illicit networks and the
critical need to combat illicit finance .

The Nature of Threat Finance
Threat finance encompasses money laundering and terrorist financing by illicit networks and endangers the
integrity of financial systems around the world. Threat finance is employed by rogue nations , terrorist
facilitators, weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferators, money launderers, drug kingpins, and oth!;?rs
who endanger national security.
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As the July 2011 Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crime (SCTNOC) states, the political reach
and financial power of transnational organized crime groups allow them to corrupt governments, undermine
state stability and sovereignty, subvert and degrade democratic and financial institutions, and threaten
strategic markets and the global financial system. The participation of organized criminals in licit markets
undermines legitimate competition and market reliability and transparency. Their laundering activities and use
of violence, fraud, and corruption create an unfair competitive advantage that drives out honest
businesspeople while distorting and possibly destabilizing strategic markets. This is particularly threatening
because of the entry of transnatronal organized crime (TNOC)-linked businesses into sensitive markets such
as energy, telecommunications, and precious metals.1 Furthermore, terrorists and insurgents are
increasingly turning to criminal networks or engaging in traditional criminal activities to generate funding and
acquire logistical support. This relationship is frequently referred to as the growing "crime-terror nexus with
groups like Hezbollah, Al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb, and the FARC [Revolutionary Armed Forces of
Colombia] in Colombia."
Transnational organized crime also undermines the integrity of the interconnected trading, transportation, and
transactional systems that move people and commerce throughout the global economy and across our
borders.2

Money Laundering. According to the U.S. Department of the Treasury, money laundering generally refers to
financial transactions by which criminals, including terrorist organizations, disguise their identities and the
proceeds. sources, and nature of their illicit activities. Money laundering facilitates a broad range of serious
underlying criminal offenses and Threat Finance ultimately threatens the trustworthiness of the financial
system.3 It is the process of making financial proceeds from illicit activities appear legal through the followtng
three stages:
In the initial stage of money laundering-placement-the launderer introduces his "dirty" illegal profits into the
legitimate financial system. This might be done by breaking up large amounts of cash into less conspicuous
sums that are then deposited directly into bank accounts, or by purchasing a series of monetary instruments
(checks, money orders, etc.) that are then collected and deposited into accounts at other locations. After the
funds have entered the financial system, the second stage-layering-takes place. The launderer engages ln
a series of conversions or movements of the funds to distance them from their sources. The funds might be
channeled through the purchase and sales of investment instruments. or the launderer might simply wire the
funds through a series of accounts at various banks across the globe. This use of widely scattered accounts
for laundering is especially prevalent in jurisdictions that do not cooperate in money-laundering investigations.

In some instances, the launderer disguises the transfers as payments for goods or services, giving them a
legitimate appearance.
Having successfully processed his criminal profits through the first two phases, the launderer then moves
them to the third stage-integration-in which the now "clean" funds re-enter the legitimate economy. The
launderer might choose to invest the funds into real estate, luxury assets, or business ventures.4

Terrorist Financing.
Terrorist financing refers to the processing of funds to sponsor or facilitate terrorist activity. A terrorist group,
like any other criminal organization, builds and maintains an infrastructure to facilitate the development of
sources of funding, channel those funds to the providers of materials and services to the organization, and
possibly launder the funds used in financing the terrorist activity or resulting from that same activity,
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Terrorist organizations derive income from a variety of sources, often combining both lawful and unlawful
funding. The agents involved do not always know the illegitimate end of that income. The forms of financing
can be grouped in two types:

•

Financial support comes in the form of donations, community solicitation, and other fundraising
initiatives. It may originate with states and large organizations or individuals.

•

Revenue-generating activities provide income derrved from criminal activities such as kidnapping,
extortion, smuggling, and fraud. Income may also be derived from legitimate economic activities such
as diamond trading or real estate investment.5

As demonstrated, criminal and terrorist financing are similar in that "they often exploit the same vulnerabilities
in financial systems that allow tor anonymity and non-transparency in the execution of financial
transactions."6 For the purposes of studying the financial activities of illicit networks, these similarities (and
crossover via the crime-terror nexus) outweigh the differences.
Common Modes of Threat Finance
Financing is essential for any organization and its activities, and this axiom applies equally to illicit networks.
Their activities can be categorized into operational and support activities.
Operational activities include surveillance and reconnaissance, rehearsal, final preparations, and execution of
the actual illicit activity (for example, a terrorist attack, cybercrime, or drug deal). Support activities entail
security, propaganda/marketing, recruitment and retention of personnel, fundraising, procurement,
transportation and travel, safe havens, multiple identities, communications, money services, and training. All
of these activities require financing. In the case of terrorism, while the actual cost of a terrorist attack can be
merely in the thousands of dollars, developing and sustaining a terrorist network requires millions of dollars.
So how do illicit networks raise, move, and hide their money?
Over the years, illicit networks have relied on a broad spectrum of methods to fund their networks and
operations. While money laundering entails disguising identities and funds obtained through illicit activities,
terrorist financing does not always involve "dirty money," which complicates the challenges for the intelligence
and law enforcement communities.
The attacks of September 11 , 2001 , brought to light how al Qaeda and its affiliated groups exploited the
international financial system to finance its preparations for and execution of the attacks. In the decade since,
we have observed how terrorist groups have turned to a range of funding sources and mechanisms to move
or conceal these funds to circumvent heightened government and private sector vigilance and the oversight
of traditional banking. While these methods are frequently black-market opportunities tailored to meet illicit
needs, they are more often adaptations of legitimate commercial tools (such as technologies designed to
ease access to consumers) that are diverted or abused for nefarious purposes. With the good comes the
bad, and as the following examples demonstrate, every innovation or convenience for the public provides a
new opportunity for enterprising criminals. This list is not exhaustive by any means. The alternatives available
to criminal organizations are limited only by their ingenuity.
Nongovernmental Organizations (NGOs) and Charities
Most charitable organizations and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are legitimate groups dedicated to
their stated altruistic goals. However, due to this same generous mission and the often-opaque nature of their
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organizational structures and finances, they make attractive targets for illicit actors including terrorists,
criminals, and corrupt politicians looking to move their assets. According to the Financial Action Task Force
report Money Laundering Typologies 2002-2003, charities may have served as a cover for moving funds to
support terrorist activities, usually on an international basis, in addition to serving as a direct source of
income.
For example, according to court documents, the Global Relief Foundation. an Illinois-based charity, sent
more than 90 percent of its donations abroad, and, according to the Department of Justice (DOJ) the
foundation has connections to and has provided support and assistance to individuals associated with
Osama bin Laden, the al Qaeda network, and other known terrorist groups. 7 The Global Relief Foundation
has also been linked to financial transactions with the Holy Land Foundation, another charity that has been
accused of supporting terrorism. Similarly. the DOJ asserts that the lllinois~based Benevolence International
Foundation moved charitable contributions fraudulently solicited from donors in the United States to locations
abroad to support terrorist activities since the foundation had offices worldwide through which it could
facilitate the global movement of its funds.a These activities occur with or without the donors' knowledge. The
charities and NGOs can serve as "fronts" for the illicit purpose, or the donations that were intended by donors
for legitimate activities may be diverted by charity executives for criminal uses.

Cash Couriers/Bulk Cash Smuggling
Cash is king! Despite newer methods to move and hide money, the exchange of paper currency is still
regarded as the dominant and preferred mode of payment across the globe, especially for transnational
criminal organizations like drug cartels. Cash couriers and bulk cash smuggling are an attractive mode of
moving money and facilitating money laundering and terrorist financing. It usually occurs in U.S. dollars and
euros, which are widely accepted as international currency and can always be converted. There is often no
traceable paper trail and no third party such as a bank official to become suspicious of the transaction, and
the terrorist or criminal can control the movement of that money. However, the costs of couriers and
equipment, the risk of the courier stealing the money, the risk of informants within the network, and losses
due to border searches or government inquiries that could compromise the network or mission are
omnipresent vulnerabilities in the transnational organized crime supply chain. Physically, too, cash can be
large, heavy, and difficult to conceal: 1 million dollar bills weigh just over 1 ton and $1 million in $100 bills
weighs about 22 pounds.9 In the United States. bulk cash smuggling is a money-laundering and terrorismfinancing facilitation technique that is designed to bypass financial transparency reporting requirements.1 O
Often, the currency is smuggled into or out of the United States concealed in personal effects, secreted in
shipping containers, or transported in bulk across the border via vehicle, vessel, or aircraft. According to the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), some of the 9/11 hijackers allegedly used bulk cash as one method to
transfer funds. Furthermore, in response to the 9/11 events, U.S. Customs initiated an outbound~currency
operation, Operation Oasis, to refocus its efforts to target 23 identified nations involved in money laundering.
According to the Department of Homeland Security's (OHS) Immigration and Customs Enforcement, between
October 1, 2001, and August 8, 2003, Operation Oasis seized more than $28 million in bulk cash. However,
while some of the cases involved were linked to terrorism, Homeland Security officials were unable to
determine the precise number and the extent to which these cases involved terrorist financing. Bulk cash
smuggling across the porous borders of Iraq has been used by al Qaeda in Iraq to finance foreign fighters.11
According to the U.S. National Drug Intelligence Center (NDIC), bulk cash seizures in the United States alone
totalled $798 million from January 2008 through August 201 o. These seizures were mostly related to drug-
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trafficking cases involving Mexican-based transnational criminal organizations. Demonstrating the size and
significance of the bulk cash operations related to the illicit drug trade, however. is the negligible effect that
these seemingly large seizures have had on stemming transnational criminal operations. NDIC stated in its
National Drug Assessment Report 2011 that "bulk cash interdiction efforts have not impacted overall TCO
operations to a significant extent."12 While U.S. counternarcotics strategies focus on drug interdiction efforts,
they now track proceeds from narcotics trafficking that empower transnational criminal organizations to
control global supply routes and corrupt government authorities. As a result, U.S. agencies including the Drug
Enforcement Administration (DEA) and the DHS continue to aggressively pursue the detection and disruption
of bulk cash smuggling operations.

Alternative Remittance Systems
Illicit networks including terrorist groups use an informal banking system known as hawala to move their
assets in some regions, owing to the system's nontransparent and liquid nature. A remittance is a transfer of
money by a foreign worker to his or her home country. An informal banking system is one in which money is
received for the purpose of making it, or an equivalent value, payable to a thrrd party in another geographic
location whether or not in the same form. Such transfers generally take place outside the conventional
banking system through nonbank money services businesses or other, often unregulated and
undocumented, business entities whose primary activity may not be the transmission of money. Traditionally,
expatriates-traders and immigrant laborers-used informal banking systems to send money home from or to
countries lacking formal and secure banking systems. Informal systems are still used by immigrant ethnic
populations in the United States and elsewhere today. Such systems are based on trust and the extensive
use of connections such as family relationships or regional affiliations. These systems also often involve
transactions to remote areas with no formal banking system or to countries with weak financial regulations,
such as in Somalia, where the Al Barakaat informal banking system moved funds for al Qaeda. Figure 1
provides an example of how a simple hawala transaction can occur.13 It is believed that the perpetrators of
the Mumbai attacks of November 2008 relied on hawala transactions to fund their operations.14

Trade-Based Money Laundering
Trade-based money laundering is the movement of illicit funds through commercial transactions and
organizations that are or appear to be legitimate. This might involve practices such as padding or
underreporting of the amounts of invoiced goods or services (for example, shipping more items than
documented to allow the recipient to profit from resale): repeating invoices (for example. delivering one set of
items but receiving payment for two sets); falsification of receipts (for example, the goods shipped are
described as a less expensive item when they're really something more costly); and sales of commodities
above or below market. The transactions can be simple (two parties colluding to use a commercial
transaction to deflate the value of an exchange to benefit from the difference between the resulting
understatement in cost and the value of the goods on the open market) or complex (involving multiple parties
in numerous nations knowingly or unknowingly involved in the fraudulent aspects of the transactions). They
may also involve trade that is hard to detect or accurately price, such as artwork or unusual services. The key
is that these practices take advantage of commercial opportunities to hide their intended purpose and to mix
illegally obtained funds into the legitimate financial system.
A well-known version of this mode is the ,;black market peso exchange" (BMPE) popular with South American
transnational organized crime. BMPE is regarded as the "most commonly used money laundering method
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among Colombian transnational criminal organizations" and plays a major role in the movement of funds for
Mexican criminal organizations as well.15
To transfer drug proceeds back to a cartel's home country, the funds earned internationally must be
converted back to the preferred domestic currency. Nonbank institutions conduct legal currency exchanges
for their customers, but through a series of both licit and illicit transactions, they can also move funds from
"bad" to "good" for the benefit of the criminal client or owner. There are variations, but typically the BMPE
involves the foreign-based money house matching traffickers selling drug dollars for pesos with Colombian
merchants who are selling pesos for dollars to buy U.S. merchandise. As the middleman, the exchange
house buys and sells the drug dollars at a profit. The string of transactions provides the cartel with the ability
to move its proceeds without having to engage in the risky transnational transport of large quantities of bulk
cash.16
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Law enforcement agencies are cognizant of many of these methods, but given the total volume of
international trade, legal and otherwise, it is impossible to screen and detect fraud in every transaction. In
addition, the variations and opportunities for the fraud of over- and under-invoicing goods and services used
to mask the illegitimately gained money on behalf of the illicit networks are ever-changing; once detected, the
"whack-a-mole" game simply moves to another method or vehicle. Regulations demanding reporting as well
as education and outreach to private-sector staff who might encounter such fraud are helpful but are neither
foolproof nor a deterrent against this mode.
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Prepaid Instruments
Prepaid cards have become fixtures in our daily lives, from the retail gift cards we receive during the holiday
season, to the reloadable expense cards college students are given by their parents, to wages distributed via
stored-value card to employees and soldiers. The total market for these cards was projected to reach nearly
$550 billion by 2012.17 Consumers appreciate prepaid cards as a convenient means of transferring and
carrying funds without the hassles of the paperwork and background checks that are required for debit and
credit cards. Issuers and retailers love them because they attract customers, particularly from the hard-toreach unbanked segment18 (that is, those without bank accounts often due to their lack of legal
identification).
Criminals find them similarly appealing, especially due to the fact that many can be loaded and reloaded with
minimal oversight and maximum anonymity. They can be carried legally across the border without being
declared or seized as well.19 According to the NDIC, for example, in 2009. Colombian drug traffickers in the
Philadelphia area were found to be using prepaid cards to launder and carry their illicit proceeds. The cartels
preferred the cards to the Black Market Peso Exchange because of the ease of movement and the more
favorable rates once they exchanged the dollars for Colombian pesos.20 Hackers from Eastern Europe also
found prepaid payroll cards useful when they stole money from a Royal Bank of Scotland payment
processing division. In only 12 hours, the criminals loaded the stolen account information onto cloned ATM
cards; through their network, they withdrew money from 2,100 ATMs in 280 cities worldwide.21
Some of these cards' vulnerabilities may be limited soon due to new U.S. Federal regulations. One recently
finalized rule requires reporting from some of the vendors within the prepaid instruments supply chain.22
According to James H. Freis, Jr., Director of the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN), an agency
of the Treasury Department, the regulation is designed to "provide a balance to empower law enforcement
with the information needed to attack money laundering, terrorist financing, and other illicit transactions
through the financial system while preserving innovation and the many legitimate uses and societal benefits
offered by prepaid access."23 There are plans in place to begin regulating the international transport of
prepaid access products, as well, per a notice of proposed rule making issued on October 11, 2011.24

Mobile Payments
For many years, consumers worldwide have been using their mobile phones to make basic monetary
exchanges through simple transactions such as trading phone minutes and downloading ringtones. The
availability and variety of payment options and services are proliferating as smart phone usage with Web
access increases (especially in developed countries with disposable income). Studies suggest that 35
percent of Americans currently own smart phones,25 an increase from 17 percent of adults in 2009.26
Whether one uses a phone as a mobile wallet that is preloaded with currency, or as a tool to access bank or
phone accounts for payments, or as a vehicle for financial transactions via texVSMS, Web browsers, or
applications ("apps"), the phone may become the consumer's financial settlement method of choice. Long
available in countries like India, Mexico, Kenya, and Afghanistan (with varying models and degrees of use),
the explosion of mobile services in the United States and globally is imminent. One projection sets the mobile
payments market at U.S. $630 billion globally by 2014.27 The extent of criminal abuse of mobile payments is
unknown at this time. What is certain is that where there is money, there are criminals. Phone-based
transactions can be more secure than other means of financial transfer (for example, credit cards, which
often leave the account holder for use and are widely targeted by criminals who copy or steal the account
access). Nonetheless, the same malware that infects a desktop computer can and increasingly will affect
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smart phones, making transactions vulnerable to abuse. "Apps" can be infected, passwords can be stolen,
and "phishing" emails and "smishing" texts can solicit personal information. (Antivirus software is not widely
used on smart phones because, at this stage in product history, to run it constantly would drain the phone
battery and limit the device's convenience.) A new study found that mobile malware for Android phones alone
increased by 400 percent in the 18 months between the summer of 201 O and the report's release in May
2011.28 The biggest vulnerability, however, may be the user who is unaware of the threat or is typically more
relaxed with connections made via social-networking tools. For example, a SANS Technology Institute poll
determined that 85 percent of smart phone users do not scan their devices to search for malware from
downloads and other sources.29 There is a concern, too, that monetary sums aside, some mobile
transactions are not traceable or recordable to the extent needed by law enforcement or intelligence to
disrupt or prosecute those committing illicit activities. Simply put, mobile payment systems can be considered
the "Wild West" for savvy criminal organizations.

Virtual Payments
It may sound odd that virtual currency in a cartoon-like Internet space could have real-world monetary value.
This is the case, however, with Linden Dollars, the monetary unit within the "Second Life" online community.
Players in these worlds can earn or pass virtual dollars through activities online (for example, by creating a
virtual bar at which your virtual customers pay you virtual dollars for your virtual food, drink, and
entertainment) and can cash out for real-world currency. (As of October 29, 2011, for example, one online
site was exchanging 286

Second Life Lindens [SLL] per U.S. dollar and 392 per euro.30) There are dozens of similar online-based
financial transaction services available, many of which use the Open Metaverse Currency-OM¢-and which
trade through online currency exchanges or even virtual ATMs within their multiuser virtual worlds. Other
Web-based sources of currency exchange such as bitcoin ("no prerequisites or arbitrary limits''31) and pay
safe card ("personal details not required"32) can be a concern for law enforcement and intelligence agencies.
These exchanges cater to those whose goal is to remain anonymous in their financial transactions, typically
consumers who want to avoid the compliance checks common to traditional banking systems. These
activities can be hard to trace, are unregulated or less regulated, and are thus popular with lnternet-sawy
criminals. (A Twitter post on July 27, 2011, from LulzSec, a hacker group, recommended to like-minded
colleagues: "Get yourself a slice of MyBitCoin, Liberty Reserve, WebMoney, Neteller, Moneybookers, and
start using prepaid credit and gift cards" to avoid detection.) In the case of E-Gold, a digital currency firm, the
U.S. Government alleged that the company's untraceable exchanges had become ''a preferred means of
payment for child pornography distributors, identity thieves, online scammers, and other criminals around the
world to launder their illegal income anonymousty."33 In 2008. its directors pleaded guilty to charges of
money laundering and running an unregistered money service business.34 Assistant Director James E.
Finch, of the FBl's Cyber Division, summed up the original charges by observing that, "the advent of new
electronic currency systems increases the risk that criminals, and possibly terrorists, will exploit these
systems to launder money and transfer funds globally to avoid law enforcement scrutiny and circumvent
banking regulations and reporting."35

Combating Threat Finance
Recognizing financing as the lifeblood of illicit networks, the United States and its international allies have
developed multidimensional strategies and measures to combat threat financing. International cooperation,
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institutional capacity·building, public-private partnerships, and intelligence and law enforcement operations
are key components of these counter-threat financing strategies.
The Use of Financial Intelligence At the Treasury Department, the Office of Terrorism and Financial
Intelligence marshals the department's intelligence and enforcement functions to protect the financial system
against illicit use and combat rogue nations, terrorist facilitators, WMD proliferators, money launderers, drug
kingpins. and other national security threats.36 After the 9/11 attacks, the Treasury Department established
the Terrorist Finance Tracking Program (TFTP) to identify, track, and pursue terrorists such as al Qaeda and
their networks. The Treasury Department is uniquely positioned to track terrorist money flows and assist in
broader U.S. Government efforts to uncover terrorist cells and map terrorist networks at home and around the
world.37
Since the start of the program, the TFTP has provided thousands of valuable leads to U.S. Government
agencies and other governments that have aided in the prevention or investigation of many of the most
visible and violent terrorist attacks and attempted attacks of the past decade.
As part of its vital national security mission, the Treasury Department issues subpoenas to the Society for
Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunication (SWIFT), a Belgium- based company with U.S. offices
that operates a worldwide messaging system used to transmit financial transaction information and seek
information on suspected international terrorists and their networks. Under the terms of the subpoenas, the
U.S. Government may only review information as part of specific terrorism investigations. SWIFT information
greatly enhances our ability to map out terrorist networks, often filling in missing links in an investigative
chain. The U.S. Government acts on this information and, tor counterterrorism purposes only. shares leads
generated by the TFTP with relevant governments' counterterrorism authorities in order to target and disrupt
the activities of terrorists and their supporters.
By following the money trail, the TFTP has allowed the United States and its allies to identify and locate
operatives and their financiers, chart terrorist networks, and help keep money out of their hands.38
A successful case of following the money trail and leveraging financial intelligence uncovered the terror-crime
nexus between Lebanese Hizballah and drug-trafficking rings. In February 2011. the United States accused
one of Lebanon's famously secretive banks, Beirut Bank, of laundering money for an international cocaine
ring with ties to Hizballah, the Shi'ite militant group. In the wake of the bank's exposure and arranged sale, its
ledgers offer evidence of an intricate global money-laundering apparatus that, with the bank as its hub,
appeared to let Hizballah move huge sums into the legitimate financial system despite sanctions aimed at
cutting off its economic lifeblood.39

For the United States, taking down the bank was part of a long-running strategy of deploying financial
weapons to fight terrorism. The account of the serpentine 6-year inquiry and what has since been revealed is
based on interviews with government, law enforcement, and banking officials across three continents as well
as intelligence reports and police and corporate records.40 From the Treasury Department's perspective, the
case is a victory in the battle against terrorism financing. Lebanon's Central Bank showed that it was willing to
shut down the Lebanese Canadian Bank and sell it to a "responsible owner," said Daniel L. Glaser, assistant
Treasury secretary for terrorism financing. An important avenue to Hizballah has been btocked.41
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The Afghan Threat Finance Cell
This use of financial intelligence reaches across the interagency and across borders. As an example, threat
financing is one of 1he focus areas in U.S. and coalition counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations in
Afghanistan. It is believed that the drug trade, ancillary crimes, and extortion, as well as foreign donations,
are funding the insurgency. Tracking illicit funding has been challenging as the Taliban and its affilia1es have
diversified theirfundraising activities and modes of moving money.42 Richard Barrett, Director of the United
Nations
Taliban and al Qaeda monitoring team, explained that "The Taliban and related groups should be seen as
opportunistic when it comes to finances; they are involved on the local level in anything that makes
money."43 One of the more innovative interdisciplinary approaches to "following the money trail" to combat
illicit financing has been the establishment by the Departments of Defense and Treasury of threat finance
cells in Iraq and Afghanistan. In 2009, the United States stood up the Afghan Threat Finance Cell (ATFC). a
multiagency organization with specialists from the Departments of Defense, Justice, and Treasury, Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA), FBI, and DEA to gather intelligence on how the insurgency finances its operations
and how to disrupt its funding.44 More specifically, the ATFC seeks to identify and disrupt financial networks
related to terrorism, the Taliban, narcotics trafficking, and corruption. Led by the DEA. with Treasury serving
as co-deputy, nearly 60 ATFC personnel are embedded with military commands across Afghanistan to
improve the targeting of the insurgents' financial structure. Specially vetted Afghan authorities have also
partnered with the ATFC on raids of hawalas suspected of illicit financial activities, including insurgent
finance, narcotics trafficking, and corruption. This cooperation has resulted in the collection and analysis of
tens of thousands of financial documents.45
Since Afghanistan does not have a traditional banking system or a well-developed financial system, the
ATFC has been scrutinizing the hawala networks in Afghanistan and greater South Asia and investigating
donations from abroad and international transfers. The ATFC has constructively complemented the fight
against the Taliban and related insurgents on the financial front. The threat finance cell has also uncovered
cases of graft and corruption and contributed 10 increased transparency and oversight of foreign assistance
to Afghanistan. For example, on February 18, 2011, 1he Department of the Treasury designated the New
Ansari Money Exchange as a major money-laundering vehicle for Afghan narcotics-trafficking organizations,
along with 15 affiliated individuals and entities under the Foreign Narcotics Kingpin Designation Act (Kingpin
Act). The sanctions were issued after an investigation by Treasury Department officials, the DEA, and the
ATFC traced money movements from Afghanistan to Dubai. As DEA Administrator Michele Leonhart
remarked, The New Ansari network is yet another example of money launderers exploiting legitimate financial
systems to launder their ill-gotten gains, including illicit drug proceeds, as part of their criminal enterprise;
cash is the ultimate commodity for these criminal networks, and these proceeds often fuel insurgent activity
and corruption, while undermining the authority of developing governments.
Stuart Levey, Under Secretary for Terrorism and Financial Intelligence, noted that ''Today's designation is
another important step in our ongoing efforts to target money laundering and narcotics trafficking activity in
Afghanistan. We will continue to work to expose the funding and support mechanisms for such illicit activity,
and to take actions to safeguard the U.S. and Afghan financial sectors from abuse."46 This case is illustrative
of the successful interagency and international efforts to combat illicit financing in Afghanistan to curb support
for the insurgency. While they may not put the insurgents out of business, these efforts have played a key
role in degrading their networks and disrupting their activities and have provided AFTC members with
exploitable vulnerabilities for future pursuit.
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Law Enforcement Investigations
In its efforts to challenge drug-trafficking organizations (DTOs) and other illicit networks, the DEA considers
illicit finance as a critical enabler of the drug trade. It has identified major money-laundering threats relating to
movement of drug proceeds to Mexico as follows:
• Bulk currency smuggling to include the transportation organizations that service the Mexican DTOs
• Mexican currency exchange houses, referred to as Casas de Cambio and Centros Cambiario
• The remission of drug proceeds through U.S.-based money remitters.
DEA has formulated a strategy that includes intelligence-based enforcement. as well as domestic and
international collaborative efforts, to target the movement of bulk currency and ultimately attack the command
and control targets in the United States and Mexico. By working closely with Federal, state, and local law
enforcement counterparts in the United States and Mexico, DEA exploits the intelligence from bulk currency
interdictions to identify, target. and ultimately prosecute the command and control targets on either side of the
border.
To carry out the strategy, DEA, through the Office of Financial Operations, has established a number of
national initiatives that target bulk currency smuggling and the remittance of drug money through U.S. wire
remitters. In October 2004, DEA instituted the Bulk Currency Initiative, an information-sharing vehicle through
which state and local counterparts can share the information they obtain from making a currency seizure,
whether along the Nation's highways or in operation at an airport. Information obtained by DEA in this
manner can often be tied to other investigations throughout the world. The currency seizure itself then
becomes an overt act in the drug conspiracy investigation and can help to identify other co-conspirators
within a DTO who were previously unknown. This initiative resulted in an increase in DEA's currency seizures
tor FY2005 of over $80 million, from $259 million to $339.6 million, an increase of 31 percent
To coordinate multijurisdictional bulk currency investigations, DEA's Special Operations Division (SOD}
instituted the Money Trail Initiative. In the first year and a half, the initiative was responsible for the
dismantlement of six national organizations involved in the transportation of bulk currency drug proceeds
from various points in the United States to Mexico. As of July 2006, this initiative resulted in the arrest of 418
defendants and the seizure of $65.4 million in U.S. currency, $14.5 million in assets, 59.6 metric tons of
marijuana, 9.7 metric tons of cocaine, 126.7 kilograms of methamphetamine, 9 kilograms of heroin. 249
vehicles, and 77 weapons. One of these SOD investigations, Operation Ghoque, resulted in the identification
and arrest of Mexican cartel leaders Oscar, Miguel, and Luis Arriola-Marquez and the dismantlement of their
organization, which, based on ledgers seized by Mexican authorities, was responsible for smuggling at least
14,000 kilos of cocaine into the United States and smuggling $240 million back. Based on information
supplied by DEA, Mexican authorities have seized over $18 million of the Arriola-Marquez organization's
assets.47
More recently, "DEA has been working with Mexican authorities to gather and use information about these
criminal organizations to counter the threats they pose to both of our countries," according to DEA
spokesman Lawrence Payne. "As a result of this cooperation DEA has seized illicit transnational criminal
organization money all around the world."48 In FY2010, DEA maintained 21 money-laundering investigative
groups to support its Financial Attack Strategy. Through several national initiatives focused on targeting the
bulk cash derived from drug proceeds, DEA seized $736.7 million in FY2010. Further, DEA denied total
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revenue of nearly $3 billion from drug~trafficking and money-laundering organizations through asset and drug
seizures that fiscal year.49
Following the bulk cash smuggling trail has been an effective tool in combating transnational organized crime
and other illicit actors complementing intelligence and law enforcement operations.
International Cooperation Through the Financial Action Task Force One of the most effective efforts to
combat money laundering and terrorist financing has been shepherded by the Financial Action Task Force
(FATF) over the past 30 years. The task force was established by the G-7 Summit in 1989 and charged with
the mission to develop and promote policies to combat money laundering at first and then terrorist financing
in the wake of the 9/11 attacks. FATF is therefore a "policy-making body" that works to generate the political
will to bring about national legislative and regulatory reforms in these areas.50 Its primary role is to set
standards for global anti-money-laundering efforts and for combating the financing of terrorism and to ensure
the effective implementation of these standards in all jurisdictions. Enhanced global compliance with the
standards reduces the money-laundering/financing-of-terrorism risks to the international financial system and
increases transparency and effective international cooperation.51
The FATF monitors members' progress in implementing necessary measures, reviews money-laundering and
terrorist-financing techniques and countermeasures, and promotes the adoption and implementation of
appropriate measures globally. In performing these activities, the FATF collaborates with other international
bodies involved in combating money laundering and the financing of terrorism. FATF is best known for its ''40
Recommendations on Money Laundering" and the "Nine Special Recommendations on Terrorist
Financing."52
The success of the FATF can be attributed to the Non-Cooperating Countries and Territories {NCCT)
Initiative from 2000-2006, aimed at reducing the vulnerability of the financial system to money laundering by
ensuring that all financial centers adopt and implement measures for the prevention. detection, and
punishment of money laundering according to internationally recognized standards. Countries that were
examined and failed to meet international standards were placed on the NCCT list and deemed jurisdictions
of money-laundering concern.53 This "name and shame" process underscored the threat of money
laundering and terrorist financing and encouraged countries to respect and uphold FATF's international
standards. FATF's NCCT sanctions impede a country's ability to do business in the international financial
system and discourage investors from engaging in a country of money-laundering concern. This was the
case for Indonesia and Burma, which had to reinforce their anti-money-laundering measures. To get delisted,
countries must take remedial steps to address their deficiencies ranging from amending anti-moneylaundering legislation to reinforcing their bank regulatory regime.
The FATF "Nine Special Recommendations on Terrorist Financing" are:54
• ratification and implementation of UN instruments
• criminalizing the financing of terrorism and associated money laundering
• freezing and confiscating terrorist assets
• reporting suspicious transactions related to terrorism
• international cooperation
• alternative remittance
• wire transfers
• nonprofit organizations
• cash couriers.
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Public-Private Sector Partnerships
In addition to interagency cooperation, law enforcement, military, intelligence, and other government
authorities benefit greatly from collaboration with the private sector. By facilitating information-sharing among
these groups, these relationships provide both public and private sector participants with knowledge that
limits the access illicit networks have to legitimate financial systems. The private sector benefits from
receiving timely and relevant information that protects its internal business interests from threats posed by
terrorists and criminal groups. This may include information about bad actors, identified trends, red flags to
detect criminal acts, and tips on when to contact regulatory or law enforcement authorities regarding dubious
customers or transactions. They also have the enhanced opportunity to participate in the protection of their
industries, the free-enterprise ecosystem, and the Nation as a whole-a patriotic and rational choice that
most organizations and their leaders strive to embrace. Conversely, businesses, nonprofit organizations, and
academia share information and perspectives with public sector entities that are vital to the protection of
national security and critical infrastructure. This assistance can come through mandatory or voluntary
regulatory relationships including the reporting of suspicious activities surrounding business transactions.
When fully pursued by government agencies, it also includes knowledge about industry practices and trends
that can aid in the detection of illicit networks, the identification of vulnerabilities, and the prediction of future
attempts to circumvent the systems' protections. Further, the private sector shares best and worst practices
in managing business operations, including human capital, finance and accounting, and program
management, which helps public sector entities to improve the management of their own resources and to
better understand the parallel operational structures used by the illicit networks. Where applicable, the private
sector can impart an understanding of, and sense of preparedness regarding, promising technologies and
services on the horizon that have the potential to be exploited by illicit networks. Finally, these groups are
forums where interested parties can forge trust and partnerships prior to a crisis-a resource- and timeconserving opportunity that can speed reaction to new threats.
In recognition or these advantages, the U.S. Government-sponsored Financial Intelligence and Information
Sharing (FIi$) Working Group regularly brings together executives from financial institutions, intelligence
agencies, academic institutions, law enforcement agencies, and the military. Members of the forum informally
discuss relevant topics, including protection of critical financial infrastructure, prevention of fraud, and
obstruction of terror finance and money laundering. FIIS meetings and the relationships formed therein
facilitate information flow from government to industry and vice versa, and help bridge the cultural gaps often
found between the private and public sectors. The FIIS is an outgrowth of the Financial Industry Committee of
the Analyst/Private Sector Pilot Project, a project of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence's Office
of Private Sector Partnerships. The 6-month pilot project united intelligence analysts with members of
industry to facilitate better information-sharing and protection of this facet of American critical
intrastructure.55
U.S. Special Operations Command's (USSOCOM) Counter Threat Finance (CTF) Working Group is another
successful example of partnership both among agencies and between the public and private sectors. In
September 2001, USSOCOM was delegated the responsibility to synchronize U.S. agencies focused on
operations within the bounds of the "War on Terror." To achieve this goal, several interagency working groups
were founded to bring together action officers and policy leaders from U.S. agencies engaged in a select
group of activities. In 2005, USSOCOM recognized that Department of Defense (DOD) support aimed at
attacking the financial networks of terrorists and associated criminal support networks represented a tangible
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opportunity to diminish the adversaries' power and influence, and incorporated CTF as one of these working
groups. Meeting twice annually, the DOD CTF
Working Group creates personal connections and coordinates the planning and resource capabilities resident
within DOD that are lacking within other agencies and departments. Finding that expertise from the financial
and technology communities would benefit the discussion, this particular segment of the synchronization
mission took what was an unusual step and declassified many of their meetings to allow experts from
industry, think tanks, universities, nonprofit organizations, and other relevant sectors to join the
conversation .56
On August 19, 2010, DOD Directive 5205.14, "DoD Counter Threat Finance Policy,''57 formally designated
the commander of USSOCOM as the Defense Department Lead Component for synchronizing counterthreat
finance activities across DOD in support of the broader whole-of-government effort to tackle illicit funding
activities. Furthermore, DOD Directive 5205.14 charged the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) with providing
a critical intelligence component-the Joint Threat Finance Intelligence (JTFI} Office-dedicated to the DOD
CTF mission. In October 2011, the JTFI office within DIA joined USSOCOM's CTF effort. The command
continues to proactively pursue private-sector partners to contribute to additional facets of its mission of
providing dlrect support to a global whole-of-government effort. Overall. these private-sector individuals and
the organizations they represent have supported DOD efforts to identify immediate threats and aid the
working group members in planning for imminent vulnerabilities from foreseeable technological trends in the
financial community. Over the last 4 years alone, the USSOCOM CTF Working Group has supported over
300 Executive Orders and UN Security Council Resolution designations, provided critical leads that led to
over 50 CTF-related arrests and warrants, and been instrumental in the seizure of over $500 million. Since no
sector and no community is immune from threat finance, public-private sector partnerships that detect new
methods of money laundering and threat finance and devise effective and timely countermeasures are a
critical component of strategies to combat the financing of illicit networks.

Conclusion
Financing is the lifeblood of any organization, licit or illicit. While globalization and financial innovation have
provided consumers unprecedented conveniences to finance their daily activities, illicit actors have
capitalized on these very developments to expand their criminal enterprises. Illicit networks through their
terrorist. insurgent. and criminal activities undermine democratic institutions, governments. and international
markets and present national security threats to nations around the world. For all of these activities, financing
is the engine of growth and is therefore a critical enabler of illicit networks.
To finance themselves, illicit actors engage in a broad spectrum of activities to raise, move, and disguise
money that are difficult to detect and disrupt. They include cash couriers, bulk cash smuggling, alternative
remittance systems, charitable organizations, trade-based money laundering, and mobile and virtual
payments. These modes of finance are ever evolving, and illicit actors are the first to take advantage of gaps
in government regulation and oversight of these new methods. Since illicit networks use their capital to keep
score and wield influence to undermine, corrupt, and co-opt state actors, attacking their financing is a key
component of any strategy to fight illicit networks.
To combat threat finance, governments have developed complex interagency and international
counterterrorism and counter-crime strategies that struggle to keep up with all the financial innovation and
illicit actors' creativity-in other words, networks to fight the networks. These strategies include law
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enforcement and intelligence operations that "follow the money trail" to pursue and prosecute illicit actors.
Since September 11. 2001, financial intelligence has become a fundamental component of counterterrorism
and countercrime efforts to detect, disrupt, and deter illicit networks, as evidenced through the Treasury
Department's Terrorist Finance Tracking Program against al Qaeda, Hizballah, and their affiliates.
Further afield, the mission of the Afghan Threat Finance Cell against the Taliban and the insurgency in
Afghanistan has directly contributed to U.S. and coalition counterinsurgency and counterterrorism operations.
International initiatives such as those undertaken by the Financial Action Task Force have raised awareness
of the detrimental effects of illicit financing on international financial markets and promoted increased
regulation and oversight to safeguard the international financial system. Since illicit actors threaten all sectors
of society, the private sector must be aware of these threats and engage in combating transnational
organized crime and illicit networks. Through public-private sector partnerships. we can glean a better
understanding of financial innovation's advantages and disadvantages and of how illicit actors might be
financing themselves. While illicit finance will never be fully eliminated. it is a key enabler of illicit networks
that must be met head-on through comprehensive and collaborative strategies that engage a whole-of-nation
approach.
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Anti-Money Laundering Strategy
Government's Anti-Money Laundering (AML) strategy is focused on minimizing opportunities for money
laundering in B.C .'s gaming facilities. Using a three-phase approach, GPE;B is progressively implementing
tiers of control over the acceptance of funds into gaming facilities. In the first two phases of the strategy,
GPEB worked with BCLC and gaming service providers to develop, implement, and encourage casino
patrons to use cash alternatives.
As part of Phase 3 in 2014/15, GPEB continued to explore the options for regulatory action to prevent money
laundering in B.C.'s gaming facilities. Phase 3 of the AML strategy directs resources at the areas of the
highest risk to gaming integrity, with additional measures that enhance due diligence and regulator guidance
and intervention.
Progress on Phase 3 of the strategy in 2014/15 continued with:
•

Working with BCLC to develop and implement additional customer due diligence policies and
practices constructed around financial industry standards as well as robust know your customer
requirements. These requirements will focus on identifying source of wealth and funds and will be
triggered by suspicious currency transactions.

•

Working with BCLC to develop and implement additional cash alternatives, furthering the transition
from cash-based transactions.

http://www2.qov.bc.ca/assets/gov/sports-recreation-arts-and-culture/gamblinq/gamblinq-in-bc/reports/annualrpt-gpeb-2014-15.pdf
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Suspected laundering of the proceeds of drug trafficking
http://www.fintrac-canafe .gc.ca/publications/typolog ies/im ages/2013-04/Enqlish/Case3 Big ENG.png
Casino cheating nets Vancouver woman criminal charge, Feb 2016
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/casino-cheatinq-nets-vancouver-woman-criminal-charge-1.3466037
Former B.C. casino investigator calls suspicious transactions 'shocking' Despite the presence of dozens of cameras
recording the comings and goings and more than 500 reports noting the flow of suspicious cash , police were never
called .
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbla/former-b-c-casino-investigator-calls-suspiciolJs-transactions-shocking1.2804418
Police charge over 30 people in connection with illegal casinos and gaming houses, Oct 2015 Police shut down three
illegal casinos, nine illegal gaming houses in city's east-end.
http://www.cbc .ca/news/canada/toronto/gambling-dens- 1.3264344

Risky Business: The Global Threat Network and
the Politics of Contraband, Scott Heifstein with
John Solomon, The Combating Terrorism Center At
West Point, May 2014
The criminals and terrorists are largely subsumed
(98%) in a single network as opposed to operating in
numerous smaller networks. Connectivity among
actors within the illicit marketplace is relatively high .
This should not be construed to say that the network
is a cohesive organizational entity.

Convergence: Illicit Networks and National
Security In the Age of Globalization , Center for
Complex Operations, Institute for National Strategic
Studies, By National Defense University Press,
Washington, D.C., 2013

Money is often moved from the mainland by creating a
business in HK and then moving funds Into a business
account. A subsidiary company(s} can then be created In
Vancouver. This negates the $SOk limit and provides an
environment conducive to laundering money. The movement
of illicit funds out of China can be funneled through Macao as
the regulations permit this activity. There are over a hundred
thousand Triad member in HK. A large part of operations
involve money laundering and faci litation of money
movement.
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involving Canada are factors that can be exploited by criminals, money launderers and terrorist financiers that are active
domestically and internationally. They use a number of methods and schemes to hide their illicit financial transactions to make
them look legitimate so they can avoid detection by authorities.
16
From Cyber Scammers to Drug Lords, Why China has Become a Global Money-Laundering Hub, Associated Press via National
Post, Erika Kinetz, March 2016
17
How Mexican drug cartels have infiltrated Hong Kqng, South China Morning Post, April 2015
Multiple so1.1rces within international law enforcement confirmed the "expanding" and ''significant" presence of Mexican and other
Latin American drug cartels in the region.
18
Law enforcement sensitive reporting (past, present and ongoing investigations)
19
Warlqrds, Inc. E!lack Markets, Broken States and the Rise of the Warlord Entrepreneur, Noah Raford and Andrew Trabulsi, North
Atlantic Books, 2015.
20
https ://www.ncjrs.gov/ pdffilesl/nij/grants/213310.pdf
1.1 http://news.nationalpost.com/ news/canada/meet-the-mysterious-tycoon-at-the-centre-of-half-a-billion-in-b-c-prope rty-deals
22
Foreign criminals increasingly turn to China to launder money, Associated Press via CTV News, Erika Klnetz, Tia Goldenberg,
Daniel Estrin and Raphael Satter, March 2016
23
The Panama Papers Embarrass China's Leaders, The Economist, April 2016
1
~ http://www.amicusint.org/headlines/2015/10/12/the-courting-of-would-be-canadian-pm-justln-trudeau-by-chinese-corruptionsuspect-michael-ching-mo-yeung
25
Panama Papers expose secret offshore firms of Vancouver developer Michael Ching, wanted by China for graft, SCMP, May 2016
26
Liberal Fundraiser Draws Both Criticism And Praise As He Woos Chinese Voters, Globe and Mail, February 2016
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http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-china-18113026
28
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29
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36
37
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Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Collaborative Anti-Money Laundering Strategy
PROJECT PURPOSE:
The Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) within the Ministry of Finance is
seeking a contractor to assist in planning and facilitating a one to two-day meeting. This
meeting will be held with multiple stakeholders to discuss the issue of cash in gaming
facilities and to work with the BC Lottery Corporation (BCLC) to draft a report and
recommendations on a collaborative approach to address the use of cash in gaming
facilities with the intent of prevention in the area of money laundering.
BACKGROUND:
Casinos are one of many venues dealing in currency that may be targeted by moneylaunderers. BC has had anti-money laundering policies in place since 1998. In 2000 the
federal government created the Financial Transaction and Reporting Analysis Centre of
Canada (FINTRAC), which requires businesses that deal in large sums of cash - banks,
life insurance companies, real estate companies and gambling facilities - to report
large-cash transactions and disbursements over $10,000, foreign exchanges over
$3,000 and all "suspicious" transactions.
Reporting entities such as casinos are key contributors to anti-money laundering efforts
through the reports they provide to FINTRAC, which in turn create a data trail that is
shared with law enforcement to identify patterns and gather evidence of potential money
laundering. Additionally, the Gaming Control Act requires casinos to immediately notify
GPEB of any conduct, activity, or incident that involves the commission of an offence
under a provision of the Criminal Code of Canada that is relevant to a lottery scheme or
horse racing, or the commission of an offence under the Gaming Control Act.
Government launched an Anti-Money Laundering Strategy in 2011 focused on reducing
the use of cash to minimize the opportunity for money laundering to take place through
casinos. Since the introduction of the strategy there has been significant progress in
the use of traceable cash alternatives at gaming facilities in B.C., BCLC has made
significant investments in technology, training and certification with the intent of
ensuring that this area of risk is reduced.
GPEB and BCLC are planning to hold a meeting with key stakeholders such police,
FINTRAC, government officials, gaming service providers, and private sector financial
institutions to develop a collaborative approach to increasing awareness of this area of
risk and addressing money laundering in casinos.
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KEY DELIVERABLES:
GPEB is seeking a contractor to provide the following key deliverables:
• Plan all logistics of the meeting with stakeholders, including arranging a location
and venue, inviting and coordinating with stakeholders, and managing the
meeting budget;
• Work with GPEB and BCLC to plan content of the meeting and determine key
meeting activities/discussion topics and outcomes;
• Facilitate the meeting with stakeholders; and
• Using content collected from the meeting participants, work with BCLC to draft a
report and recommendations for a collaborative approach in addressing the
potential risk of money laundering in casinos based on the outcome of the
meeting with stakeholders (a BCLC contractor will lead drafting of the report and
the contractor vis a vis GPEB will oversee timelines and content).
TIMELINES:
The meeting with stakeholders will need to be held in May 2015, and the report should
be complete by July 2015.
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June 4 2015 Anti-Money Laundering Workshop
"Exploring Common Ground - Building Solutions"

ISSUE:

The Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch in (GPEB) in
cooperation with the BC Lottery Corporation (BCLC) is hosting a workshop with subject
matter experts and stakeholders on June 4, 2014, in Vancouver at the BCLC office.
The purpose of the workshop is to bring together individuals with expertise and
background in money-laundering prevention and compliance to identify and explore
collaborative strategies to enhance practices in BC gaming facilities.
This workshop is part of Phase 3 of the 2011 Anti-Money Laundering (AML) Strategy.
BACKGROUND:
•

In 2011, government implemented an AML Strategy that focuses on minimizing
the opportunity for money laundering. Phase 1 of the strategy involved the
development and implementation of cash alternatives (substantially complete)
and Phase 2 involved intervention by service providers to encourage use of cash
alternatives by patrons. Phase 3 involves regulator guidance and where necessary
intervention regarding customer due diligence.

•

As part of Phase 1 and 2 of that strategy a number of improvements have been
made including:
o

Patron gaming fund accounts allowing casino customers to transfer money from
regulated banks and credit unions or add funds to their account via certified
cheques, bank drafts, internet transfers, or verified win cheques;

o

The ability to electronically transfer money into patron gaming fund accounts
through Canadian and U.S. chartered banks;

o

Customer convenience cheques clearly marked as verified win or as a "return of
funds that are not gaming winnings";

o

A "cheque hold" system for high-volume players where players can secure play
against a personal cheque from an approved bank that will not be processed by
a casino until an agreed upon period of time and any winnings or remaining
funds are paid back to the player by casino cheque;

o

Debit withdrawals at the "cash cage"; and

o

ATM withdrawals inside gaming facilities.
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BCLC has also enhanced its AML policies and procedures, staff training and
investigation and security and surveillance capacity and is developing new business
intelligence software to identify and monitor high-risk patrons and activities.

DISCUSSION:
•

Under Phase 3 of the AML Strategy, GPEB is investigating options for AML
compliance, customer due diligence and regulatory intervention.

•

In 2014 GPEB commissioned Malysh Associates Ltd. to research customer due
diligence standards used by financial institutions and other businesses when
accepting cash deposits. The September 2014 report summarizes best practices
based on experiences of businesses required to maintain an AML compliance
regime and other AML compliance issues identified in the research.

•

On June 4, 2015, GPEB in cooperation with BCLC is hosting a workshop of
stakeholders and an invitation has been extended to interested parties including
representatives from the Financial Transaction and Reporting Analysis Centre of
Canada, law enforcement, financial institutions and financial intermediaries, service
providers, and provincial and federal government departments.

•

The goal of the workshop is to identify strength and weaknesses of the current AML
strategy and framework for gaming facilities, increase awareness, and identify and
develop possible options and approaches for enhancing AML policies, procedures
and practices.

•

The findings of the September 2014 Malysh study and the information obtained
from the workshop process will be used by the GPEB to complete Phase 3 of the
AML Strategy. GPEB will develop recommendations which will be brought forward
for the Minister's consideration in order to assist government's strategy in reducing
risk concerning money laundering in casinos. This will include collaborative
strategies intended to heighten awareness, increase compliance where necessary,
reduce risk to the industry and respond to public concern. The recommendations
will be provided to the Minister's office by fall 2015.
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Backgrounder - June 4, 2015 Anti-Money Laundering Workshop

Purpose of Workshop:
To ensure effective practices are in place and to combat the perception that casinos are vulnerable to
large-scale money laundering and other criminal activities, the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
(GPEB) and BC Lottery Corporation (BCLC) are developing strategies and new measures to strengthen
the prevention of money laundering in gaming facilities.
In 2011, the government undertook a review of anti-money laundering (AML) policies and practices for
B.C. gaming facilities. The Review found that "standard and appropriate AML strategies" were
employed but identified some further opportunities to strengthen AML efforts. Government
implemented a multi-phased AML Strategy focused on minimizing the opportunity for money
laundering at gaming facilities through development of cash alternatives and promotion of their use by
patrons and consideration of enhanced regulator intervention including measures relating to customer
due diligence.
This workshop is part of the final phase of the implementation of the AML Strategy. The goal is to

identify and explore collaborative strategies to enhance practices in BC gaming facilities with the goal
of preventing money laundering. Representatives from stakeholders, interested parties and
organizations subject to AML regimes are being brought together to share their experience, expertise,
perspective and knowledge of best practices to generate ideas and ways to:
•

Increase awareness in anti-money laundering trends;

•

strengthen the current anti-money laundering practices in BC casinos;

•

explore additional alternatives and mechanisms to reduce the reliance on cash; and

•

determine whether opportunities exist for developing partnerships or MOU's for the purpose
of information sharing.

The information, advice and insight provided by workshop representatives will be considered in making
recommendations to the Minister responsible on collaborative measures to be taken that will further
enhance the prevention of money laundering in B.C. gaming facilities.
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Backgrounder- June 4, 2015 Anti-Money Laundering Workshop

History:
BC has had anti-money laundering policies in place for its gaming facilities since 1998. In 1998 the
federal government passed the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act and
in 2000 created the Financial Transactions and Reporting Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC), the
federal body whose mandate is to facilitate the detection, prevention and deterrence of money
laundering and the financing of terrorist activities. Businesses such as banks, life insurance companies,
real estate companies and gambling facilities are required to report large financial transactions
including all cash transactions and other disbursements over $10,000, foreign exchanges over $3,000
and all "suspicious" transactions to FINTRAC.
In Fiscal Year 2014/15, BCLC filed 1,735 notifications of Suspicious Transactions to FINTRAC, compared
to 1,254 in Fiscal year 2013/14. One reason for the increased number of reports to FINTRAC is
enhanced due diligence exercised on high-risk players, as well as continued training within gaming
facilities to report unusual activities.
Money laundering in BC casinos is a repeated topic of media attention with a focus on suspicious
transactions, security reports or other items obtained via Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy requests. Media coverage often suggests that suspicious transactions are criminal acts and
police should be called or that transactions involving large amounts of cash indicate that money
laundering is taking place and criminals are in casinos.

Roles and Responsibilities:
GPEB is charged with ensuring the integrity of gaming in the province. The Gaming Control Act
establishes the mandate and authority of GPEB over gaming in the Province. GPEB's Licensing,
Certification and Registration Division, the first line of defence against money laundering, is responsible
for registering all companies and gaming workers. The Compliance Division is responsible for audits,
investigations and horse racing. This includes collecting information and intelligence, conducting
analysis, and taking action on reported matters relating to the commission of offences under the
Criminal Code that are relevant to a lottery scheme, horse racing or an offence under the Gaming
Control Act.
BCLC has been responsible for management of slot gaming since 1997 and all casinos since 1998.
Casinos identify financial transactions to BCLC, which in turn reports to FINTRAC. BCLC is also
responsible for reviewing suspicious currency transaction reports made by service providers (casinos)
and, if substantiated, filing a suspicious transaction report to FINTRAC within 30 days. Generally, a
"suspicious transaction" report is filed if a player buys in with a large amount of cash in small
denomination bills, or if there are any other indicators of potential or attempted money laundering or
other unusual financial activity involved. BCLC also ensures that the information is reported to GPEB by
filing a report as per Section 86 of the Gaming Control Act.
FINTRAC uses the information reported to it to identify patterns and gather evidence of potential
money laundering. It shares this data with law enforcement, which often requests data from both
GPEB and BCLC on individuals or companies.
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AML Program:

AML Strategy
The AML Strategy developed and implemented by government beginning in 2011, includes the
following three phases:
•

Phase 1: Develop and implement cash alternatives, to obtain funds inside the facilities, for gaming.

•

Phase 2: Operator intervention to more actively engage the use of the cash alternatives by patrons.

•

Phase 3: Regulator Intervention, which involves conducting research and considering potential
direct intervention regarding customer due diligence (COD) of cash entering gaming facilities.

Improvements implemented under Phase 1 and 2 of the AML Strategy, include:
•

Over-the-counter debit withdrawals at gaming facilities;

•

Access to ATMs inside and in close proximity to gaming facilities;

•

Casino chips may only be used at a single property. They cannot be redeemed at any facility other
than where they were initially purchased.

•

Discouraging chip passing on the casino floor;

•

Patron gaming fund (PGF) accounts allowing casino customers to hold an account at a Casino. The
PGF account can be funded via a bank draft, certified cheque, cheque from a Canadian casino, wiretransfer, electronic funds transfer (EFT), debit card transaction, or internet banking transfer from an
authorized personal bank account, cash or chips from a 'verified win' issued at the same casino
opening the account. (Note: An authorized bank account - means an account in the name of one
individual at a Canadian regulated financial institution or a United States regulated financial
institution);

•

If a player buys in with a large amount of cash, they receive cash back in the same denomination
and any cheque issued is clearly marked as a verified win or as a "return of funds that are not
gaming winnings". Cheques are more secure than cash and allow players to leave a casino with a
cheque up to a maximum of $10,000;

•

A "cheque hold" system for high-volume players where players can secure play against a personal
cheque from an approved bank that will not be processed by a casino until an agreed upon period
of time and any winnings or remaining funds are paid back to the player by casino cheque.

In addition, once the FINTRAC reporting threshold is met, play is no longer anonymous and photo ID
and other personal details are collected.
The 2015/16 Government's Letter of Expectations to BCLC, establishes specific accountabilities for BCLC
to further develop and promote the use of cash alternatives for gaming facility patrons, and deliver
enhanced due diligence as required by FINTRAC. (In February 2014, FINTRAC expanded its "Know Your
Customer'' monitoring requirements. As a result, transactions thought to be related to proceeds of
crime or money laundering require additional collection of data, increased monitoring, client risk
analysis and further examination of client's business relationships.)
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As part of Phase 3, GPEB has formed an AML Working Group to investigate options for AML
compliance, customer due diligence and regulatory intervention. In 2014 GPEB commissioned Malysh
Associates Ltd. to research customer due diligence standards used by financial institutions and other
businesses when accepting cash deposits. The September 2014 report summarizes best practices
based on experiences of businesses required to maintain an AML compliance regime and other AML
compliance issues identified in the research. The June 4, 2015 AML workshop with stakeholders and
interested parties is another input to Phase 3 of the strategy.

Compliance and Investigation:
BCLC Internal Audit Services conducts independent tri-weekly audits of all "Unusual Transaction
Reports 11 and 11 Large Cash Transaction Reports 11 in order to ensure timeliness and completeness of
reporting.
Every facility-based gaming worker must complete BCLC1s anti-money laundering training with a
refresher course every two years with additional management training. All BCLC Corporate Security
and Compliance staff involved in identifying potential money laundering have received training through
the Justice Institute of B.C. and are members of the Association of Certified Anti-Money Laundering
Specialists (ACAMS) - an internationally recognized organization. New investigators are hired using the
Justice Institute of B.C. Investigative Aptitude tool and existing staff are expected to be certified as a
11
Certified Anti-Money Laundering Specialist11 the industry-recognized gold standard training from
ACAMS.
BCLC has an information-sharing agreement with the RCMP, which provides information to initiate
proactive bans of individuals with organized crime/gang links, those identified as a threat to public
safety or who are involved in criminal conduct likely to generate proceeds of crime. BCLC has barring
procedures that include 14 day barring periods for investigating unusual activity such as very large-cash
buy-ins or suspicious chip swapping. This allows BCLC's investigators time to review cases and
determine if a further ban is appropriate. A cash ban may be imposed if there is suspicion that the
player is obtaining money from a suspect source. To date, approximately 88 people have been banned
from gambling facilities as a result of this initiative.
GPEB as the regulatory enforcement and compliance body for the provincial government liaises
regularly with law enforcement and other agencies to ensure there is awareness in the area of
suspicious currency transactions and the associated amount of cash entering gaming facilities. GPEB1 s
investigators are provincial special constables who have responsibility for ensuring the overall integrity
of gaming, however do not have the mandate or resources to investigate criminal offences in this area.
Therefore, where possible, GPEB relies upon and works with law enforcement and other regulatory
bodies to address identified concerns.

Technology
BCLC has purchased new business intelligence software from a leading provider to financial institutions,
including three of Canada 1 s five big banks. The software will support a 360 degree view of a customers
risk profile and/or analysis.
The software, currently being customized, will allow for a scalable and auditable case management
system (first phase of roll out expected in late 2015) that automatically monitors patrons by name, date
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of birth and business relationships against a variety of global watch lists and creates and sorts alerts by
risk priority. The majority of this work is currently being done manually by BCLC investigators.

Security & Surveillance
Gaming Security officers and surveillance personnel monitor activity on the gaming floor and at facility
entrances, and tools used include:
•

Comprehensive surveillance monitoring camera system;

•

Automated alerts to Security and Surveillance personnel for persons of interest;

•

iKiosks to screen anyone entering the facility appearing under the age of 25;

•

License Plate Recognition for self-excluded or other persons of interest.

BCLC is in the planning phase for Facial Recognition technology. Recent improvements (such as 3D
capabilities) now make this a viable option with an estimated 92-95% detection rate. This will assist in
promoting FINTRAC compliance by tracking individuals who may visit multiple casinos and conduct
transactions just under the reporting threshold while also helping in the identification of self-excluded,
banned and undesirable individuals.
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AGENDA
Exploring Common Ground, Building Solutions
Options for Enhancing Anti-Money Laundering Practices in Casinos
Date & Time:

June 4, 2015, 9:00 am to 4:00 pm

Location:

BCLC Offices, 2940 Virtual Way, Building #7, Vancouver, BC V5M 0A6

Participants:

Len Meilleur
David Pyatt
Michele Jaggi-Smith
Brad Desmarais
Ross Alderson
Kevin Sweeney
Murray Dugger
Kevin Hackett
[To be confirmed]
Pierre McConnell
Peter McLelan
Bernie Beck
Rob Kroeker
Glen Atchison
Ros Smith
Krista Ober
Caroline Darts
Phil Tawtel
Tom Steenvoordern
Luke Clark
[To be confirmed]

Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Community Supports, GPEB
Director, Strategic Policy and Projects Division, GPEB
VP Corporate Security and Compliance, BCLC
Director, AML and Operational Analysis, BCLC
Director, Compliance & Investigations, BCLC
FINTRAC
Chief Supt., Combined Forces Special Enforcement Unit
Criminal Operations Federal Policing
TD Bank
Western Union
Ascendant FX
Great Canadian Gaming Corporation
Gateway Casinos and Entertainment Limited
Edgewater Casino
Canada Border Services Agency
Criminal Investigations Division, Canada Revenue Agency
Civil Forfeiture Office, Ministry of Justice BC
Police Services Division, Ministry of Justice BC
Director, Centre for Gambling Research at UBC
Criminal Operations Federal Policing

Facilitation:

Kim Thorau
Rachel DeMott
Lisa Burke
Greg Tonn

Perrin, Thorau and Associates Ltd.
Strategic Policy and Projects Division, GPEB
Operations Division GPEB
Compliance and Enforcement Sec., Ministry of Justice

Logistics:

Dress:
Parking:

Business Casual
Visitor's spots are available and there is free street parking
as well as pay parking around complex - $8.25 per day
Provided by GPEB - one hour lunch break
A map of the BCLC office complex is attached
If accommodation is required, the Executive Suites Hotel
and Conference Centre Burnaby is close to the meeting
venue; http://www.executive hotels. net/bu rna by

Observer:

Lunch and Coffee:
Location:
Hotel:

BCLC0000126

BCLC0000126

Purpose of
Meeting:

To identify and explore collaborative strategies to enhance practices in BC gaming
facilities with the goal of preventing money laundering

Time

Agenda Item

Lead

9:00 am

Welcome and Introductions

L. Meilleur

9:15 am

The Current Environment:

•

Presentation -Journey to the West (The Asian
Perspective)

10:15 am

Break

10:30am

The Current Environment (continued):

•

Jonathan Manthorpe

Presentation - AML Practices in BC Gaming Facilities

B. Desmarais

Presentation - The Regulatory Perspective

L. Meilleur

11:30 am

Strengths & Weaknesses in Current Environment

Noon

Lunch

1:00 pm

Building Solutions - identifying Options for Enhancing
AML Practices

2:30 pm

Break

2:45 pm

Reviewing Options

Plenary Group

3:30 pm

Next Steps

L. Meilleur

Plenary Group

Small Groups

Closing Remarks

Background
Materials:

•

Backgrounder-June 4, 2015 Anti-Money Laundering Workshop

•

Factsheet: Anti-Money Laundering Strategies, December 16, 2014

•

Province of British Columbia, Summary Review: Anti-Money Laundering
Measures at BC Gaming Facilities, February 2011
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Meilleur, Len FIN:~X
,.,.......,_from:

Cal CHRUSTIE
Saturdi'!Y, June 9,2015 12:07 PM

.ient:
To:

Holly HOGG

Pyatt, Davld E FIN:EX; Tonn, Greg JAG:EX; Nagel, Kandice FIN:EX; Meilleur, Len .FIN:EX;
Burke, Lisa FIN:~X; Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX; DeMott, Rachel FIN:EX; Dennis Erickson;
Duncan Pound; !Kevin HACKETT; Lee BERGERMAN; Wayne 'RIDEOUT
Re: June4, 201~ Anti Mdney ~aundering Workshop

Cc:

Subj~ct:

Len.
Thanks for the Invite. I didn't reply "all", ·however!_ shared with our fed policing partners and prov policing partners, our
appreciation for the Invite and several comments.!
As noted, its a ·complex .issue we· acknowledge but as stated yesterday, while the flight of capltal Issue is a key
consideration, I think most stakeholders have an ~wareness there are as I said in the group and have shared ih other
discussions: ·
'
1) strong indicators of Ml rs activities are present.:
.

I

2) their appears to be a gap in structure/ processes jn the system thc1t requires enhancement to h;:lentifythe "source of
funds". Ascertaining the same wi'II pose challeng~ we didrj't have time to explore.

,,-.., 3) the large cash transactions continue to be conc~rnlng·and I-see that's where casino's are very vuinerable cu·rrently.
Tm not sure if everyone in the room understood t~at
yesterday.
!
.•

4) Lastly, the ·financial-elite as discussed by your duest speaker, have. close ties to organized crime. We also know the
cartels are close to chinese networks·.
·

a;

I didn't wish to amplify or minimise the Issues in forum yesterday that was your meeting, th.us sharing With our fed
and provincial pi:trtners for their awareness and yours. On the info-sharing/processing, deferto Dennis for any feedback.
I also cc'ed those you asked I cc. I hope our inpu~will be._considered due.to the presenc\3 of ML I mentioned,
Calvin.
Calvin Chnistie
Federal Serious and Organiz~d Crime Ops Officer - Group 6

>>> Kim Thora·u
05/06/2015 2:44:29. PM>>.>
On.behalf of Len Meilleur, I am sending ·the followlng njessage
[Calvin, can you please forwa'rd to A/Comm Rideout, Supt Erickson, and Sgt Lees.on• I do not have email addresses for these
individuals.]
!

..-....~opd morning:
On behalf of the ~amlng Policy and Enforcement Bran~h-and the British _Columbia Lottery Corporation I thank each and every-one
of you for giving up your day yesterday to attend the Explqrlng Common Ground session, I sat back and reflected last evening on
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what ~as acc1mipllshed in such a.short time frame and found myself comforted at knowing that we have made an effort to
increase awareness and collabor~te with partners and tMalarger.communitywho face.similar challenges. The input you provided
has·given us some food for thought and ideas on some possible mechanisms to help us enhance and/or Improve whafis currently
in place.,
'
\ .....,.i

Your commitment arid passion to helpIng others is evident and for that I am. t~ly grateful. If I can ever be of assistance, simply
call.
·
·
Regards,

J.E;L. (i..en) Mellleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Polley Enforcem11nt Branch
Ministry·of Finance
Location: 3rd Floo_r1 .910 GovernmentStreet, \ilctoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Pl'.Qv Govt, Victoria BC_V8.W 9N 1
E-mail:
Website: !fYi'<v,garning.gov.bc.ca
This torrinHii}iCc1tion (both the riwss~

and ,my~ttachments) Is !n~nded for.Lise QY.-the person or personstQ whom It is addressed

must nat .be ~hared or disser'ninated ~JI!f.g~.lll!~b.Qf.Ked by la't(.Q.f._without thec~P.f!i~g!.Q_authority: oHhe sender. This
communication may contain privileged or confidential inf6rnwtion. If you .havJ re~eived this message ln er-ror or at'e.not the- named
recipient, pleas-e \mm·edi:ately nntify tt.le sender ,mtj delete the-message from vour ril~ilbox cind tr~sh Without copyh]g,or c:tisdo!iHlg
Q!}Q

it.

· Kim Thorau
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CONFIDENTIAL

MEETING HIGHLIGHTS
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Date: June 25, 2015
Assistant Deputy Minister Responsible: John
Mazure

Anti-Money Laundering
Workshop:
Exploring Common Ground

DETAILS:

• Government launched an Anti-Money Laundering (AML) strategy in 2011
focused on reducing the use of cash in gaming facilities. Phases 1 and 2
have been completed.
• The third and final phase of this strategy involves regulator guidance
around the potential need for additional measures to be implemented to
address enhanced AML diligence.
• The Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) and the BC Lottery
Corporation (BCLC) co-hosted a one-day workshop, Exploring Common
Ground, at BCLC headquarters on June 4, 2015. The workshop included
representatives from:
o
o
o
o
o
o

Major B.C. gaming service providers;
Royal Canadian Mounted Police;
Financial Institutions;
Canadian Border Services Agency;
Canada Revenue Agency; and
Financial Transaction and Report Analysis Centre of Canada
(FINTRAC).

• This workshop represented the first time that there was a dialogue
around AML that included all of these participants.
• The intent of the meeting was to ensure effective practices are in place
and to combat the perception that casinos are vulnerable to large-scale
money laundering and related criminal activities. In addition, GPEB and
BCLC are continuing to develop strategies and new measures to
strengthen the prevention of money laundering in gaming facilities.
• A discussion paper is to be completed by the GPEB facilitator and will be
disseminated amongst the attendees for additional input. This document
will then be provided to the ADM of GPEB.
1
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MEETING OUTCOMES:

• The working group identified areas for further discussion and are ideas
for consideration by GPEB leadership:
o Enhanced Customer Due Diligence (CDD) focused on
Knowing Your Customer (KYC), used to address concerns
over the source of wealth and the source of funds. The
introduction of a source of funds questionnaire may reduce
the need for filing of a Suspicious Transaction Reports
(STR) for that individual to avoid over-reporting;
• Strengths:
• BCLC investment of millions of dollars into SAS
software;
• High risk players will be identified by service
providers through internal metrics and a process
of Know your Customer (KYC) and where
necessary a focus on the source of funds ;
• BCLC has a surveillance regime that is more
comprehensive and not as restricted by
legislation that governs financial institutions;
• Stronger audit trail and traceability; and
• Awareness of the difference between source of
wealth and source of funds.
• Opportunities:
• Key is a regime that includes the identification of
source of funds at the point each suspicious
currency transaction begins;
• Enhanced metrics that identify risks based on #
of Suspicious Currency Transactions (SCT's)
filed on an individual and an immediate
intervention action plan;
• Informs business and tactical intelligence;
• Enhancement of the current AML program that
reduces the difficulties of verifying the
information provided;
• Increased relationships by GPEB with the RCMP
and local police of jurisdiction;
• Mature customer segmentation process that
cascades into a series of CDD protocols that, as
required, may ultimately end in a face to face
interview; and
2
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• The interview can be used to market non-cash
alternatives and the risk of cash as an
instrument.
o BCLC to make a business case for enhancing non-cash
alternatives such as credit and unlimited convenience
cheques.
• Strengths for delimited convenience cheques:
• Enhanced public safety;
• Stronger audit trail and traceability;
• Source of funds is only identified once; and
• Decrease in the number of Suspicious
Transaction Reports (STR) filed; and
• Opportunities for delimiting convenience cheques:
• Relies upon strength of the CDD at the point of
the first interaction.
• Strengths for offering credit:
• A Hold Cheque is very similar to the purpose and
function of convenience cheques;
• Offered only to a select number of high limit
patrons;
• Enhanced public safety; and
• Increased accessibility on a 24 hour basis to
funds.
• Reduction of any underground banking
economy.
• Opportunities for offering credit:
• BCLC and Service Providers would need to
establish
o How the structure would work;
o How the process would work;
o Identifying risks; and
o Clarify any accounts payable and
collections issues.
o Develop a public education and information strategy that
would counter negative perception about the increasing
numbers of SCTs reported.
• Proactively frame the issue as one of increased
capacity to detect and report;
• This is an opportunity for transparency; and
• Investigate a role for third-party experts to provide
their perspective about increased number of STRs.
3
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o Develop a coordinated audit, compliance, intelligence and
enforcement capacity.
o Increase the working relationship and sharing of tools
between GPEB Compliance Division and BCLC Corporate
Security in the area of AML
•

•
•

Coordinated response between GPEB and BCLC to
ensure there is no duplication of process;
Use of BCLC tools, including SAS software, by GPEB
staff; and
Retain the Exploring Common Ground working group
as an advisory body.

o Continue ongoing dialogue with RCMP senior management
about the possibility of shared intelligence responsibility
and work on a tactical intelligence report on gaming in
British Columbia.
o Assess need for interdiction team as a final stage of
process. Details of this will be outlined in the report.
o Assess need for an internal AML oversight committee.
• The tone and direction provided by GPEB and BCLC was well-received.
•

Key partners were brought together for a cross-perspective discussion of
an issue that impacts all the organizations who attended.

•

There was a commitment by attendees to continue dialogue on this issue.

BACKGROUND:
•

BC has had anti-money laundering policies in place for its gaming facilities since 1998.

•

In 1998 the federal government passed the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and
Terrorist Financing Act and in 2000 created the Financial Transactions and Reporting
Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC), the federal body whose mandate is to facilitate
the detection, prevention and deterrence of money laundering and the financing of
terrorist activities.

•

In February 2014, FINTRAC expanded its "Know Your Customer" monitoring
requirements. As a result, transactions thought to be related to proceeds of crime or
money laundering require additional collection of data, increased monitoring, client risk
analysis and further examination of client's business relationships.

4
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•

BCLC's 2015/16 Government's Letter of Expectations, establishes specific
accountabilities for BCLC to further develop and promote the use of cash alternatives for
gaming facility patrons, and deliver enhanced due diligence as required by FINTRAC.

•

In 2011, government implemented an anti-money laundering (AML) strategy that focuses
on minimizing the opportunity for money laundering at gaming facilities.

•

Phase 1 and 2 of the strategy involved developing and implementing cash alternatives
and intervention by service providers to encourage the use of cash alternatives by
patrons.

•

As part of Phase 3, GPEB has formed an AML Working Group to investigate options for
AML compliance, customer due diligence and regulatory intervention.

•

In 2014 GPEB commissioned Malysh Associates Ltd. to research customer due diligence
(CDD) standards used by financial institutions and other businesses when accepting
cash deposits.

•

The September 2014 report summarizes best practices based on experiences of
businesses required to maintain an AML compliance regime and other AML compliance
issues identified in the research.

•

In Fiscal Year 2014/15, BCLC filed 1,735 notifications of Suspicious Transactions to
FINTRAC, compared to 1,254 in Fiscal year 2013/14. This number has increased as a
result of due diligence exercised on high-risk players, as well as continued training within
the facilities to report unusual activities.

Submitted by Len Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Assisted by Lisa Burke
Quality Assurance and Risk
Operations Division
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Appendix A

Date &
Time:

June 4, 2015, 9:00 am to 4:00 pm

Location:

BCLC Offices, 2940 Virtual Way, Building #7, Vancouver, BC V5M 0A6

Hosts:

Len Meilleur
Brad Desmarais

Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
VP Corporate Security and Compliance, BCLC

Participants:

David Pyatt

Director, Grants, Community Support Division,
GPEB
Director, Strategic Policy and Projects Division,
GPEB

Michele Jaggi-Smith

Ross Alderson
Kevin Sweeney
Murray Dugger
Chief Supt Kevin
Hackett
A/Comm, Wayne
Rideout
lnsp. Calvin Chrustie
Supt Dennis Erickson
Pierre McConnell
Peter McLelan
Bernie Beck
Rob Kroeker
Glen Atchison
Ros Smith
Krista Ober
Jim Talbot

Observers:

Facilitation:

Phil Tawtel
Tom Steenvoorden
Luke Clark
Laura Piva-Babcock
Sgt. Glen Lesson
Caroline Darts
Kim Thorau
Rachel DeMott
Lisa Burke
Greg Tonn

Director, AML and Operational Analysis, BCLC
Director, Compliance & Investigations, BCLC
FINTRAC
Combined Forces Special Enforcement Unit
Investigative Services and Organized Crime
(ISOC)
Federal Serious and Organized Crime (FSOC)
"E" Division Officer in Charge, Crim. Intelligence
Sec.
TD Bank
Western Union
Ascendant FX
Great Canadian Gaming Corporation
Gateway Casinos and Entertainment Limited
Edgewater Casino
Canada Border Services Agency
Criminal Investigations, Canada Revenue Agency
(CRA)
Civil Forfeiture Office, Ministry of Justice BC
Police Services Division, Ministry of Justice BC
Director, Centre for Gambling Research at UBC
Manager Media and Issues Management, BCLC
FSOC
Criminal Investigations, CRA
Perrin, Thorau and Associates Ltd.
Strategic Policy and Projects Division, GPEB
Operations Division GPEB
Compliance and Enforcement Sec., Ministry of
Justice
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Ministry of Finance
Gaming Policy and Enforcemer,t Branch

STRATEGY DOCUMENT

To:.

Honourable .Michael de Jong, Q.C,
Minister of Finance

Date Requested:
Dat_e Required:

August 311 2015
September 29,2015
.September 3; 2015

ll}ltlate(f by:

Cheryl Wenezenki-Yoliand, ADM
Ministry of Finance

Date Prepared:

Ministry

Len Meilleur, Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy & Enforcement Branch

Phone ~umber:
Email'
,

Contact:

Cliff #345702

TITLE:

Gaming Policy and Enforcefllent Brari~Jis'Antj-Money laundering Strategy: Phase 3

(X)

[FOR INFORMATION]
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DATE PREPARED: A\,igust31, 2015
TITLE: Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch's Anti-Money Laundering Strategy: Phase 3

INTRODUCTION
The Gaming f!olicy-and Enforcement Branch {GPEB) has the legal mandate and consequent authority to
ensure the overall1ntegrity of gaming. Through the Branch's aud.it and investigative functions, GPEB
monitors antf:money laundering (AML) strategies and other efforts to maintain the integrity ofgaming
With British Columbia. The Gaming Control Act requires the lottery corporation, a registrant, and
licensees to immediately notify GPEB of any condl!ct, activity, or incident that may be:co,ntraryto the
Cdminal Code of Canada, Gaming Control Act or Gaming Regulation. This includes suspected criminal
, activity which is associated to ttle filing of suspicious transactions repo(ts,
In early january 2011, a series of news stories emerged about cash transactions at B.C. gaming facilities.
The stories focused on a number of large cash transactions involving small denomination cam1dian
currency, typically .$20 bills, which occurred over the sumrnerof 2010. Ultimately, lhe Minister
responsible for gaming ordered a review of the anti-money launciering strategies employed at B.C.'s
gaming faciliti~s.
As'a result of the review, Government launched an AML strategy in 201i focused on reducing the use of
cash to minimize the opportuniW for mo9~y Ia·u11clering to take pface through gaming facilitjes. The
strategy included 3 phases: (1) the development and .implementation of cash alternatives, (2) the
promotion ofcash alte.rnatives to _gaming facility patrons;. and (3) regulatory guidance about potential
additio_nal measures for enhancing AML. d_ue diligenq:1,:Substantial progress has been made on phase 1
and 2 and phase 3 in currently onderWi:ly. GPEB h~s·shifted its focus to target its resources at analyzing
the areas of highest risk to the integrity of gaming, such as large and suspicious· currency transactions for
phase 3.
Oespite progress in phase 1 and i of.the' strategy, GPEB continues to be concerned about the
persistence of large c.ash transactions in gaming facilities in the lower mainland. These transactions have
continued to increase in recent y~ars and pose a public safety threat as·Well as increasing the perception
that money laundering is a significant problem in B.C. gaming facilities. Given the implementation of
phase
3, the Branch is seeking to address
these concerns through multiple approaches, including, but
.
.
not limited to, a Ministerial Directive, subinissions to the federal Department of Finance~ working with
law enforcement and FINTRAC, the potential introduction of cash alternatives such as credit for specific
patrons, .an assessment of curre·nt enforcement and i_nterdiction responsibilities, and an external review
ofBCLC customer due diligence (CDD) practices. GPEB and BCLC will continue to work together to
enhance existing policies and practices in or(:ler to strengthen the AML program and to manage risk in
accordance with stanclards adopted by financial institutions.
The purpose of this strategy document is to describe the current antismoney laundering str~tegy in B;C,
and show how GPEB; BCLC and the provincial gaming service providers have arrived _at impleme.nting
vadous AML strategies to date. The document also looks to the future and identifies ongoing threats
2
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and identifies possible so.iutiohs to mitigate the risk of money launderin_g and associated activities
occurring in B.C. gaming facilities.
ANTI-MONEY LAUNDERING STRATEGY PHASE 1 & 2

• In January 2011 Minister Coleman ordered a review, Anti~Money Laundering Measures at BC Gaming
Facilities; intended to determine what AML. policies, pn;1ctices .arid strategies are in place at B.C.'s
gaming facilities. The review was meant to identify any opportunities to strengthen the existingAML
regime.
• The review; released in August 2011, suggested that BCLCand its operator$, with oversight and
guidance from GPEB, employ standardized and appropriate anti-rnoneyfaU11derh:1g strategies.
Notwithstanding these measures, opportunities to further strengthen anti-rilQn~y lau.ndering efforts
were id.entitled.
• In 2012, ~PEB and BCLC began a multi~phased AMLstrategy based. on recommendations from the
2011 review led by an internal GPEB AML working group. The.strategyfocllses on moving the
industry away from cash transactions as quickly as possible, and scn.itinizin_g the remaining cash for
appropriate action in an effort to isolate money laundering from legitimate gaming, enabling
enhanced enforcement action,
• The AML strategy included three phases; ·
Phase 1: the development and impi~mentati6n of cash alternatives;
Phase 2: the promotion of cash· alter~atives by ~~ming facility patrons; anc!
Phase 3: regulatory guidcincJ about potenti~I ad~itionc;!I measures for enhancing AML due
diligence.
·•
·. , · "
• As part of Phase 1 and 2 of the strat~gy a number of improvements have been made including:
o Patron gaming fund accounts all9,wing casino customers to transfer money from reguiated
ban~s and:_c:r,edit unions or add funds to their ac~ount via. certified cheques, bank drafts,
internet transfers, or verified win cheques;
o The 'ability to electronicallytransfer money into patron gaming fund accounts through
Canadian. and u.s;.chartered banks;
o Customer c'onvenie.nce cheques clearly marked els verified win or as a "return offunds that are
non-verified wins";
o A "cheque hold" system for high-volume players where players can secure play against a
personal cheque from an approved bank that will not be processed by a casino until an agreed
upon period oftime and any winnings or remaining funds are paid back to the player by casino
cheque;
o Debit withdrawals at the "cash cage'1 as well as ATM .Withdrawals inside gaming facilities;
o Casino chips are only able to
used at a single facility and regulations .exist to mo hit.or how
those chips are used;
.o Tight restrictions on the ability of patrons W exchange. small bills for large currency
denomfnations;

~e
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o

o

A~y activities pn the gaming floor or elsewhere on the property that n~ise concerns can result
in a temporary, 14-day ban while the concerns are investigated; and
GPEB is an associate member of the BC Association of Chiefs of Police, which. continues to
lead to increi:lsed collaboration with law enforcement agencies on AML issues

• The focus of phase 1 arid 2 was ttie development of c;a.sh alternatives and the promotion of their use
by patrons to.minimize the opportunity for the. need to access c.ash outside ofgaming fi:lcil(ties whi.ch
may lead to money laundering or other unlawful activity. Further cash alternatives are being
explored to enhanc;e tne phase 1 ad. 2 strategies a.lready in place.
• Multiple independent reports ancl audits were conducted by both BCLC and.GPEB throughout the
strategy's implementation. ThOS!= reports include:
.
..
.
o Independent Review: Anti-Money laundering and Anti~Terrorist Financing cqn,:ipleted by
Deloitte & Touche LLP. Deloitte was engaged by GPEB tp conduct an independenfreview and
assessment of BCLC anti-money lat,1nderlng and anti-te~rorl~t financing prdgram. The report
was delivered in March 2011.
o Prc;,ceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Ad;(PCMLTFA) BCLC
Compliance Regime Review. Navigant conducted this reviewfor BCLC in February 2012.
o Report on the Results of Applying Agreea~upon Procedures to BCLC's Anti-Money Laundering
Compliance Program completed by PridJ'wate~liouseCoopers LLP (PwC). PwC was engaged tci
report upon protedures relating to compli~nt.~with policies and procedures, assessment of
risks and training program relating to BCLC's aritt-mph~y-laundering compliance program.. The
report was delivered November 2013.
o In 2014, GPEB commissioned Malysh Associates Inc. to complete a Customer Due Diligence
(CDD) study, regarding ttie due diligence pr.actjces carrie~ out by financial iflstitutions which
h.a.ndle large amounts of cash.
• Ea.ch of these indep~rident re'ports did not specificallylook into the issue of unsanctioned third-party
lending and financialtfansactioh{ancl therefor1: based on recent information there is a need to
address this gap in GPEB's independent r~view of BCLC practices.
Results of Phase 1 and 2 strategy initiqtfves
• Between 2010 and 2013 in B.C., 97 percent of large cash transaction reports were submitted by
financial entities; while less than t% were submitted by casinos {atcordingto FINTRAC data).
• In January 2014, an information-sharing agreementwas signed with law enforcement which allows
the RCMP to share lnformation with BCLC on individuals who may be undesirable pursuant to the
Gaming Control Act and who are knowffto frequent gaming .facilities. To date, it is known that 71
people have been banned from gaming facilities in B.C.
• In 2014; one-quarter of play in B.C. gaming facilities was generated through s!,!cure
cash alternatives.

anq traceable
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• In 2000 the federal government created Financial Transactions .and Reports Analysis Centre of
Canada (FINTRAC), which requires businesses that deal in large sums of cash - banks, casinos; life
insurance companies, real estate companies and gambling facilities - to report large~cash
transactions and dJsbursements over $10,000, foreign exchanges over $3,000 and all suspicious
currency transactions (SCT). Each of these transactions becomes a report.called a sus'picious
transaction report (STR) that is sent to FINTRAC. FINTRAC then creates a data trail that is used to
identify patter11s and gcither evidence of potential money laundering.
• FINTRAC'.s "Know Your Customer' program requires BCLC to collect photo identification and t~e
name, address, occupation and source of wealth of players Who complete tr.ansactlons of $10,000 or
more. The Program's monitoring requirements were expanded in February 2014 to engagement and
risk identification. As a result of the change, transactions thought to be related to proceeds of crime
or money launderfng require additional collection of data, increased ·monitoring, client risk analysis
and further examination ofclient's business relationships'.,.
• .GPEB and FINTRAC stafftommunicate regulatlyto ensµ}-e BC::liand gaming service providers are
meeting all reporting requirements under current legisl~tion~
~ntities are part of an intelligence
group hosted by the RCMP's Criminal Intelligence Service ~f13.C (CISBC).

I3oth

• In 2011, the federal agency fined BC4(:hea'hi/$7.00,000 for errors it made in more than 1,000 reports
arising from a 2009 review. BCLC has chc1!lengecft1:i,s decis_ion and the case is still before the courts.
• In 2013; a FINTRAC audit fo1,1od that for theth.ree previous years, BCLC Was not complying with
reporting ri.des for multiplci tr~.nsactions byth~iaihe person withina 24-hour period totaling more
than $l0,000.
''·.: .'
• In 2014 FJNTRAC conducted an audit of:BCLC's anti-money launderirig pr()gram. Over·l0,000
documents. were
reviewed. FINTRAC identified 3 minor deficiencies. There were rib administrative
.
penalties.All minor d¢ficiencies were corrected immediately.
.•

ANTI-MONEY LAUNDERING:STRATEGVPHASE 3
~:-\..
_-'.':.

• Under phase 3, the'iht~rnal GPEB.AML wprking group .has undertaken research and consulted with
stakeholders and indivldua.lswith expertise in AML practices about options for AML compliance,
Customer Due Diligence (CDD} and regulatory intervention.
• In order to add weight and urgency to phase 3 of the AML strategy, .the 2015/16 BCLCMandate
letter from the Ministry of Finance to BCLC established as a specific s.trategic priority that:
o "BCLC will use information provjded by law enforcement to create actions and solutions to
prevent money laundering in BC gaming facillties, GPEBwill develop anti-money laundering
standards, to which BCLC will respond. Additionally, BCLC will ider,tify and implement
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strategies to increase the use of cash alternatives and measure and demonstr.atethis
progress".
• In response to the Mandate Letter, in April 2015, BCLC submitted a written pro_posal recommending
chang~s to the current policy restrictions on various cash alternatives to address the safety concerns
associated with high limit patrons frequently transporting large_sun:is of cash in and 01,1t ofgaming
facilities changes. Three proposals were submitted for GPEB review:
1. To allow cash depcisitsinto PGF accounts at the Initial account opening and for subsequent
deposits for high-value players;
2. To allow high-value players to receive the full amount of cash outs via convenienc;e !=heque,
without a weekly cheque issuance limit; and
3_. To allow Patron Gaming Fund .(PGF) account overdraft privileges, at n~c_ost, to)1igh-value
players who meet specific criteria.
•

0

•

'-'"·

+

While GPEB has approved-in- principle BCLC's contlnued''Wt>rk on these chahg~s, the Branch will
hot fully approve these policy chaoges until the General Manager is_ satisfied i"hat BCLC develops
and implements additional CDD policies and practices Which are constructed around financial
and other casino industry standards. This lr:icludes robust Know Your Customer (KYC)
requirements With a focus on source of ).V~alth and funds as being integral to the overall risk
assessment process as well as robust ahalytic::s _o:fthe correlation between the ·number of
suspicious tr_ansactions filed on an individual a'~;~ the need fo sever a business relationship or
right to refuse the cash transaction,

• On June 2,io1s, GPEB anq l;lCLC co~~qsted an anti-money launderingworkshop, Exploring Common
Ground:... Bui/d;ng Solutions. The workshop participants included law enforcement agencies, gaming
service providers, private.sector, and finandal institutions. The intent of the workshop was to solicit
input from industry professionals on existing AML practices in place, review their effectiveness, and
consider possible measures to strengthen AML diligence and address the perception the gaming
facilities are vulnerable. to large•scale money laundering and related criminal activities. Four
recommenc:lations wer~ devised at the time;

1. Enhanced clientdue diligence; accomplished through a Ministerial Directive (Appendix I).
2. · Additional cash alternatives; a_ccomplished by BCLC unc:lertaking a concerted effort to explore
and develop ~dditiona-1 cash alternatives and ways to promote use of cash alternatives· by high
value.
3. Enhanced coordination and collaboration; acc::omplished pyGPEB and BCLC working together to
develop a coordinated intelligence and investigations, audit, compliance, and enforcements
responsibility.
4. Public education and awa_reness; ac_complished by GPEB and BCLC developing coordinated
information and education strategies to counter the negative public petception about inc"reasing
number of STRs and to clarify the AML framework for B;C. gaming facilities.
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• GPEB's General Manager wrote to the President and CEO of BCLC August 7, 2.015 outlining
expectation that.GP EB has for BCLC to enhance the existing AML regime in gaming facilities as related
to the 4Works~op rec:ommendatlons. The letter required that BCLC increase its efforts to develop
and promote the use of cash alternatives and implement enhancements to its·d.ue diligence and
compliance program, Specifically, BCLC was asked to pursue 4 activities:
1. Develop clncl implement ·additional Customer Due Diligence {COD) policies and practices
constructed around financial .Industry standards and robust Know Your Customer (KYC)
requirements, with a focus on identifying source of w.ealth and funds a.s integral components to
client risk assessment. This assessment should be based upon suspicious currency transaction
occurrences.
2. Develop and implement additional cash alternatives; focusing on furthering the transition.from
cash-based to electronic and other forms oftransactions, and ir:istruments, and explorJng new
. ways to promote existing and new cash alternatives. These alternatives should form Pilrt of a
broader strategy for increasing the us.e of cash altern<1tives in gamingf~cilities, including
implementing·a performance measurement framework and an evaluation plan to determine
service provider participation.
3. Work with GP~B to develop processes an.d approaches to claJify roles and responsibilities
around AML intelligence, analysis, audit i:1.n.ifcomp·1fa.nce attiyities. This includes considering
information sharing and access to systems].t,hat S'-lppriittbe AMlstrategy's elements.
4. Work with GPEB and other stakeholders sudh:~{FINTRAC'fo develop a BCLC public information
and education strategy. and action plan for go·~~mmerit'.s review and approval. The plan should
include coordinated messaging about anti-money laundering activities in gaming facilities, and
outline the requirements, ·roles'and responsibilities for ideritifi'cation, reporting, investigation
and enforcement.
o

BCLC will be providirig:a response to this letter on or before September 1&~ 2015.

-.-·
RECENT oevELOPM~Nfs'•'. .··-" ·:;_i:·:,

GPEB analysis of large cashlfansactions at Casinos in the Lower Mainland
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·. _i_,.: ·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Public Interest Immunity
·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·. ·-·-·-·-·-· . ···········-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-········· ...........................................................,........... ,..................................... ..
• Historically, and more so within the last five years, GPEB Compliance staff have analyzed suspicious
currency transaction (SCT) reports and recorded all data in a real-time tracking document. Most
recently, GPEB investigation and audit st13ff began analyzing aII information avajlable to GPEB;
specifically suspicious currency transaction (SCT) reports of amounts ov~r $50,000 occurring in the
lower mainland gaming facilitiesforthe month of July 2015. The conclusion from this analysis was
that whi.le gaming service providers were fulfilling their statutory FINTRAC reporting requirements,
there is an unacceptable amount of suspect behaviour occurring,. notably at the River Rock Casino
7
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Resort; The Lottery Corporation asserts that the large cash buy-ins is a cultural preference of wealthy
Asian gamblers ratherthan a form of money laundering.,r-······-·······-·······················-···························-·········-···-·-·····
Public Interest Immunity
!
1.., .. ,_,_,_ .................................................. - - - - · - · - · - · - · - · - · - · - · - · - · " " '

r·~.· - ~- ~- ~- ~- .-· .-~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -

Public_"lnteres(lm;~~:~:~lntereSI lmmun~~at access may iriclude··sourcing·their..J
funds from money lenders, known as loan sharks.

• The analysis found that for the single month of July, lower mainland casinos· reported $14,856,340.00
in suspicious transactions made In $20 bills, and a total of $20,729,130.00 in suspicious transactions:
Of that $20.7 million.; five pc1trons make up for nearly half of the dollar figure (9.8M), Monthly Set
totals fluctuate throughout the year; however, July 2015 is currently the highest total of all 2015
months. From April 1, 2015 to Sept 4, 2015 (Fiscal year 15/16 up to time of drafting), $101 million .of
SCTs were recorded. This. is comparable to FY 14/15, where $212 miUion in SCT was reported. There
is currently no reason to suspect that a continuing upward trend in SQTs is subsiding.
•

Below is an excerpt ofthree SCT reports from the GPEB analysis (note; the:e~cerpt
has been modified
,...
to maintain privacy).:

Date of
Transaction
Jul. 25, 2015

Venue

Patron

··:,.~j~r$,_.

$20 Bills

'"

River Rock

N/A

Pc1tron X

$770,860

'•

Jul. 21, 2015

Starlight

Patron Y

$100,000

-$600,000

. ~ ;.

..

..

,,

Jul. 9, 2015

River Rock

Patron Z

$400,000

$400,000

\ >..

Synopsis

P.afron X arrived on several occasions
.over several hours and pre$erited a
number of buy-in using substantial
$20 bills.
At 14:10 hours patron Y arrived at
the casino as the passenger in a
white Toyota sedan that was driven
by [name]. Patron Y bought-in for
$300,000.00 with the cash consisting
of $50.00 and $100,00 bills. At 16:20
hours patron Y left the casino in a
taxi. He returned six minutes later,
by taxi with another bag of cash. He
then bought-in for anotlier
$300,000.00 with $100,000.00 of the
bills being $20.00 bills.
·
At 2219 hrs patron Z was observed
entering the casino from the Hotel
With two other patrons, [name] and
[name]. Patron Z carried a large
black/white bag. He presented
10,000x$20 bilis for a total of
$200,000.00. At 2325 hrs patron t.
and (name] returned to west tower,
7t:h floor room, and ret1,1rned with
another two bags that patron Ztook
to Salon c:age and. presented
8

GPEB0770.0001
GPEB0770.0009

DRAFTv2

September 4.1 2015
10;000x$20 bills for another total of
..$200,000.00.

• The reports show that. there is limited refusal of suspicious cash no matter how egregious the
transaction may seem. Front line casino staff are tn:iined to identify and file STRs but there is little
evidence that transactions are being declined as a result of this assessmeht; There is alsb no
indication that BCLC' s customer due diligence.program and direction to their service providers has
succeeded ih making a correlation of the number of STR's being filed to either sever the relationship
or deny the cash transaction.
• Lower mainland gc3ming facilities experience.a large population ofwell-funqed Asian patrons who
spend substantial' amounts of cash while gambling. BCLC believes that these patrons: deal in cash
rather than cash alternatives due to superstition and cultural pr,eferehces and:n_qtmoney laundering.
More •!llPOrtantly it is believed thatin some cases, patrons ~ritlsirg cash to circ~.rrivent the flight of
capital laws in their home countries. No matter what the reason, mo\ling large surtls of cash iri arid
out of gaming facilities which is sourced from questionable means presents a significant concern to
government a.nd a public safety risk in and near t,he facility.
• Total casino revenue for the province iri .2013/i4 is $1~371,991. Of that, revem,e frotn lower
mainland gaming facilities accounts for 78%. 1
• Large and suspicious cash transaction reports a.re often t~~- iubject of Freedom of lnformatioh(FOI)
requests and the. resulting media ~n<;I political scrutiny fosters sentiments that B.C. gaming facilities
are vulnerable to money laundering: FY2014/15, $212 ·million was reported as SCT. Of that total,
$110 mlllion was in twenty dollar den~mlil<:1,tiohs. In FY201Sh,6to date (Sept 4, 2015 as of drafting),
$101 million was report;cl ,as
SCT. Ofthatt6tal, $60 million was in twenty dollar denominations.
..

in

~

Strategic external re~j~W ofB<;l/ttJporting
ofsuspicfous and large. cash-transactions
.
··.. f.,:-_·,,.
• Given the serious nature bfthe Information that GPEB auditors compiled from a one month period,
GPEB); compliance divisior\ ha,s recommended an immediate and thorough independent review of
cu?r'~ht gaming service provider and BCLC processes on customer due diligence specifically on source
offunds and suspicious currency transa<;:tioils.
• GPEB is recommending this for numerous reasons;
o GPEB ~taffl~ck the requtrec;f level of expertise required to provide adequ_ate regulatory guidance
in th¢ areas of AML, financial standards a.nd suspicious or unusual transactions. AML laws and
processes change constantly and GPEB does not have dedicated and trained resources inthls
area;

1

For 2013/i4;takeri from fig1.1res 011 Page 28, 2013-14 BCLCAnnua/ Report found;
http://corpotate.bclc.com/content/dam/bclc/corporate/docurnents/corpcirate,r.eports/BCLC-2013-14-AnnualReport.pdf
·
·
·
·
·
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A review performed.by competent, objective reviewers independent ofthe B.C. gaming
industry, will provide the perception ofan unbiased revie\N of the processes. The.reviewer will
also be able to provide ~uidance to GPEB and consequentially to BCLC on any impacts to ·
revenues that a change in processes may cause;
o An independ.ent review allows the government to be in front of an important issue that will
likely see significant public exposure;
o Recommendations will be recelved to diminish the identified risks and improve overall customer
due diligence; and
o Overtime, these sound business practices will be acc~pted by patrons and:ephance B.C.'s
gaming reputation.

Ministerial Directive to GM/BCLC
• In line.with the recommendation ofthe June 2, 201$anti~money lau~'ifering workshop
recommendations, .GPEB is in the process of developing a Ministerial Dir;ttiy~ that will. enhance
cl.(rrent initiativescand measures on AML. Atwo-partappfoachto the directi~;:is being
recommended.
• The first part requires a broad Ministerial di.rective .establishing oblfgcltions that BC Le• must carry out.
This is followed by a detailed general manager directive ~tspecific:'ihltiatives with a focus on
establish source of funds and source of wea_lth.

Consultation with the Department of Fi~dnce Can~d<J- .
. .

·:

• On July 4, 2015, the federal DepartmentofFin.fnceannounced regulatory amendments to the
Proceeds of Crime (Money'ta1.J.nderlpg) and Tefrorlst Financing Act. The Department of Finance
consulted with a number of stakeholders; however, no gaming regulators were contacted.
• GPEB proactively cdot13cted the federal Department of Finance to provide input :on proposed
regulatory amendments. Sp~cifi~al!y, GPEB proposed amendments to require determining sou rte of
fu11ds and source of weaith fpr inbound currencies in gaming facilities. GPEB and the federal
·Department of Finance plan'fo meet and dis.cuss on or after October 1Q, 2015 to discuss the request
in greater detail.
GPEB's coJnp/iance division intelligence unit

• GPEB's compliance division will continue their work on this issue, interacting with law enforcement
and BCLC. This includes the implementation of GPEB's new intelligence unit Which will collect and
analyze data which Will help to Identify trends and prevent further incidents of suspected illegal
activity from occurring. At the previously melitioried anti~money laundering workshop, Exploring
Common Ground- Building Solutions both GPEB and BCLC agreed on an identified gap in ·
enforcement. This.gap is a lack of intercjiction and enforcement presence at casinos particularly in
the Lower Mainland. Approval needs to be gr~rited from government for an assessmentas to
whether GPEB's role is to be increased or whether it is viable to examine the need and benefits of a
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joint interdiction team with police similar to that of the Ontario Provincial Police (O.P,P.) and the
Alcohol and Gaming Commission ofOntario (AGCO) in Ontario.

CONCLUSION & FUTURE DIRECTIONS
• The four recommendations made at the AML workshop, Exploring Common Ground, will continue to
be pursued. However, when these recommendations were developed, GPEB was unaware ofthe true
scope of whatwas occurring at lower mainland casinos and.therefore additional actions should be
taken to enhance the strategy.
• Above and beyond the four recommendations, GPEB has begun work on o_ther enhancements;
o GPEB'.s ADM August7, 2015 letter requiring enhanced AML regime. GPEB intends to follow up
this direction with a Ministerial. Directive to. furtherstrengthenthese enhancements;
o Grm1ndwork has begun on engaging an independent thin:! party to condu¢t a review of current
gaming service provider and 8CLC; and
o GPEB is participating in consultations with the federal Departfueritof Finance to propose
amendments to their regulations to require determining source of-funds and source of wealth
for inbound currencies in gaming facilities.
• GPEB's new intelligence unit within the compliance division will collect and am~lyze data which will
help to identify trends and prevent furth,er:incidents o(suspected illegal activity from occurring.
Approval needs tc:i be grcinted from gdVernment for an assessment as to whether GPEB.'s role is to be
increased or whether it is viable to examine t~e ni;ed and benefits of a joint interdi.ction team with
police similar to that of the O_l)tario Provihdal Police (O.P.P.) and the Alco!Jol and Gaming
Commission of Ontario (A~CO) in Ontario.
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AppendixB

Gaming Policy and Enforcement
Investigations and Regional Operations Division

BRITISH

COLUMBIA
The Best Place on Earth

SECTION 86 G C ACT REPORT
To be submitted without dela .
CONFIDENTIAL
This document is the property of Investigations and Regional Operations Division, Gaming Policy and
Enforcement, is confidential and shall not be disclosed or divulged, in whole or in part, without prior
consent of the Investigations and Regional Operations Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement.

Date:

Redacted - RCMP

Service Provider·: NIA
Date & Time ofOccurrence·•fa§@ffajjf~ 02:44hrs.
Details: Suspected Organized Crime links to Cash drops offs
t .• .

. .

Redacted - RCMP

. d by email from GPEB as below:

0749 hrs

Good moming Ross.
I am requesting a Section 86 Report from BCLC which is to be sent directly to me (no distribution
beyond that) outlining the following:
1.
The date of the initial complaint made by BCLC and the substance of that
complaint including any documents provided to the investigative body;
2.
The names and other descriptors, vehicles, addresses provided by BCLC to the
investigative body;
3.
The names and dates of who has been in contact with the investigative body
about this matter and the il?formation shared and/or provided to BCLC particularly the events qf 22
July 2015 when you contacted me; and
4.
The names ofall individuals at BCLC who are currently aware of this Prqject.
I would appreciate receiving this as soon as possible.
Regards,
Len Meilleur
BCLC Response:

1. Redacted - RCMP at ~ s. BCLC met with RCMP SOC) to lodge a complaint cash drop offs
at Casinos involving a iiJiiby the name of • · •• · • • • who was believed to be associated to
organized crime. This meeting was conducte at t e B LC Vancouver Office. Redacted - FINTRAC
involvinilllwere provided to FSOC. The Investigative lead was Steve WETTER. BCLC staff
present were John KARLOVCEC, Daryl TOTTENHAM (from AML Unit) and Kris GADE and
Bruno GATTO (Investigations unit)
2. All material provided was extracted from iTrak and involved copies of player information and
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Redacted - FINTRAC
and cc'ed GPEB and RCMP.
Note: VP CS& C Brad DESMARAIS had reached out to various agencies prior to Redacted - RCMP to
investigate the matter and FSOC were the fi rst agency which agreed to look into it.

3 Redacted - RCMP , t 1300 hrs -BCLC Director AML Ross ALDERSON met with FSOC
Operational team to discuss thdill file. ALDERSON to that point had limited knowledge of file.
ALDERSON was advised that there were two concurrent investigations that may be linked however
tha-was not the primary focus of their investigation and that the Casino involvement had not
bee~ked at for some time. While suspected there were links to Casinos, there was no confirmed
evidence at this time other than 1 suspected drop off to an un-named player in a parking lot. FSOC
asked that BCLC continue to provide STR' s. ALDERSON aware this was privileged information.
Redacted - RCMP

1400 hrs -BCLC Director AML Ross ALDERSON met with FSO,.erational
team to discuss BCLC's current cash alternative initiatives and discuss any updates on · .: Ile.
ALDERSON was advised in that meeting that FSOC had now established a direct link from an
"illegal cash" facility which involved illicit funds being involved in drops offs to Casino patrons at
RRCR. No further specifics involving names, addresses or vehicles, was provided however Inspector
Cal CHRUSTIE of FSOC then advised ALDERSON that their investigation had uncovered that
potentially some of the funds at the cash house were ~i,,~o transnational drug trafficking and
ere named. Meeting concluded at 1600
terrorist financing. No specifics individuals other tha ,hrs. ALDERSON aware this was privileged information.
BCLC VP CS&C briefed later.
Redacted - RCMP

, t 0800 hrs - BCLC Director AML Ross ALDERSON met with Inspector Cal
CHRUSTIE to discuss the new information. ALDERSON was advised that the investigation had
uncovered that potentially some of the funds linked to transnational drug trafficking and terrorist
financing was directly related to casino activity. Although no specific drop offs were confirmed or
named, there was strong suspicion that funds being dropped off could be connected in some way due
to the names popping up in their investigation as recently as the previous night. Also that several
foreign law enforcement agencies were now involved. It was understood from ALDERSON that any
info shared was confidential and extremely sensitive in nature. It was discussed how over a number
of years a number of investigative agencies had highlighted concerns about some of the funds
entering Casinos and those investigations had not progressed. CHRUSTIE advised ALDERSON that
BCLC continue its STR reporting and information sharing and that any suspected illegal gaming may
also be linked to his investigation(s) and that any action taken by BCLC should be discussed with
FSOC so as not to impede any ongoing criminal investigation. ALDERSON aware this was
privileged information however the information discussed could have a potentially devastating
impact on the Casino industry should it be true or leaked out to media.
Redacted - RCMP

at 1123 hrs - BCLC Director AML Ross ALDERSON telephoned Len
MEILLEUR to discuss the pending GPEB/BCLC meeting on July 24th around Cash Alternatives, and
source of funds, and also to confirm meeting details. During the course of that call ALDERSON
advised he had received troubling information from RCMP involving Casinos and advised
MEILLEUR should all CHRUSTIE. No further details were shared.
Redacted - RCMP

at 1451 hrs BCLC Director AML Ross ALDERSON read an email from Kandace
NAGEL, GPEB to call Len MEILLEUR asap.
1455 hours- called MEILLEUR. Advised that MEILLEUR had spoken to CHRUSTIE and as a
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result of that conversation John MAZURE had been briefed and that likely Mike DEJONG would
also be briefed. MEILLEUR and ALDERSON discussed in more detail and compared information
that they had received from law enforcement.
Redacted - RCMP

approx. 1515 hrs BCLC Director AML Ross ALDERSON briefed CEO Jim
LIGHTBODY, Brad DESMARAIS and VP Social Responsibility and Communications Susan
DOLINSKI.
Kevin SWEENEY, Daryl TOTTENHAM and Kris GADE were also advised by ALDERSON that
there appeared to be direct links from proceeds of crime to BC Casinos specifically RRCR and that
further player sanctions were being considered.
4. BCLC staff involved or with current/previous knowledge.
Ross ALDERSON -Primary Law Enforcement Contact with FSOC since April 2015 and fully
briefed by FSOC .
Brad DESMARAIS - (ALDERSON1 s direct superior) briefed by ALDERSON
Jim LIGHTBODY - briefed by ALDERSON
Susan DOLINSKI - briefed by ALDERSON

Kevin SWEENEY - initial involvement and limited knowledge of file
Kris GADE - initial involvement and limited knowledge of file
Daryl TOTTENHAM- initial involvement and limited knowledge of file
Bruno GATTO - no involvement outside initial report to FSOC
John KARLOVCEC -initial involvement and original FSOC contact (Retired in March 2015)

SUMMARY:

i+@fff@flinvolvin~MW

BCLC suspected potential criminal involvement
Tt is my
understanding that GPEB were notified at that time however I am not privy to those conversations.
There was communication between BCLC and GPEB investigations alluding to intelligence around
both
possible illegal gaming in the Lower Mainland which confirms information sharing was
ongomg.

II.land

Since Redacted - RCMP there has been regular contact between BCLC and GPEB and mitigation
strategies discussed and implemented.
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Police Called:

Yes

xD

No

D

Attended:

Yes

XO

No

D

File Number:
Police Force: RCMP-Federal; Serious Organized
Crime (FSOC)
Investigating Officer(s) & Badge Number(s): (initially) Staff Sergeant Steve WETTER

Submitted by: Ross ALDERSON
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Page4
BCLC0004207 .04

This is Exhibit "KK" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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CORPORA TE SECURITY & COMPLIANCE AML DOCUMENT
Prepared: September 8, 2015 for VP CS&C
BACKGROUND
In February 2014 an AML unit was created within CS&C. The original mandate was to be best in
class in AML and was led by John KARLOVCEC. Focus was on analysis, staff training, compliance
and enhanced customer due diligence.
In February 2015 BCLC submitted a report to RCMP (FSOC) in relation to activities pertaining
to Suspicious Transaction Reports (STR's) and suspected illegal activity primarily involving one
individual Paul King JIN. No firm links were established at this time and all evidence was
circumstantial.
In April 2015 BCLC and Service Providers started to get information that 2-3 illegal gaming
houses were being patronized in Richmond, BC. More information started to come in July of
2015 and locations were alleged as well as a website "Vansky" being found advertising for
baccarat dealers. All Intel was provided to GPEB who in turn provided this to Police.
On April 17, 2015 BCLC Director for AML Ross ALDERSON was hired and was made aware of
the JIN file. ALDERSON remained Acting Senior Manager of eGaming Investigations until May
19, 2015.
A BCLC Casino Patron Education Protocol was finalized which involved the interviewing of
Casino patrons involved in suspicious activity. This was approved by ALDERSON and Kevin
SWEENEY.
In May 2015 a Manager of Cash Alternatives and Special projects was brought into the AML
group to focus on initiatives including offering credit to WIP players and delimiting the
convenience cheque. Improvements were also made to the PGF policy.
After the AML Summit on June 4,, 2015 arrangements were made for ALDERSON to meet with
senior Police in July of 2015 to discuss the JIN file and make general introductions.
On June 12 th ALDERSON took over leadership the proposed chip swap project for RRCR
focusing on outstanding $SK chips. The reason for the chip swap was around concerns that
chips were being used to fund; illegal gaming and/ or an underground economy.
On July 21 and 22, 2015 Ross ALDERSON met with FSOC and RCMP Inspector Calvin CHRUSTIE
to discuss new information regarding the JIN file. ALDERSON was advised that the
investigation had uncovered that JIN was likely linked to transnational drug trafficking and
suspected to be linked to terrorist financing. CHRUSTIE stated that some of the proceeds were
directly related to casino activity specifically at the River Rock Casino Resort. ALDERSON was
provided with details of a "cash house" code named "Silver" in Richmond BC believed to be the
illegal bank utilized for criminal activity including drug proceeds which were utilized for
funding gamblers at RRCR and other Casinos.
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It was further stated that funds were traced to the Richmond Costco Parking Lot and were then
picked up by patrons who attended RRCR. Vehicles previously suspected as linked to JIN were
confirmed. BCLC VP CS&C was advised of the meeting shortly after.
On July 22, 2015 ALDERSON had a phone discussion with Len MEILLUER GPEB Executive
Director for Compliance at GPEB and advised him to contact RCMP to discuss this new
information. GPEB later responded that the GM John MAZURE and Minister for Finance Mike
DE JONG were to be briefed and the provincial Government was seriously alarmed at the
information.
On July 22, 2015 at approx. 1515 hrs BCLC Director AML Ross ALDERSON briefed CEO Jim
LIGHTBODY, Brad DESMARAIS and VP Social Responsibility and Communications Susan
DOLINSKI of the new development.
In July 27 a conference call was conducted involving:

BCLC
Jim D. LIGHTBODY
Brad DESMESRAIS
Ross ALDERSON

GPEB
John MAZURE,
Len MEILLEUR
Michele JAGGI-SMITH

RCMP
Sean BOURRIE
Wayne RIDEOUT
Brent TAYLOR
As a result of the recent information BCLC AML and Investigations units completed an
Operational Plan to interview patrons known to have confirmed cash drops offs involving JIN,
or a known associate of JIN primarily at RRCR. Police were advised.
Due to the unknown number of patrons involved a start date of June 1 st, 2015 was initially
used. As a result 10 individuals were identified

Subject Id

First Name

Middle Name

D-08
(YYYYMMDD)

I

'

71603

'

Last Name

Guo Tai

SHI

19561027
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In addition a review of all STR's filed in 2014 resulted in the following:
rzJ 345 patrons accounted for a total of 1583 STR's
rzJ 14 patrons had 20 or more
rzJ 23 patrons had 10-19 STR's
IZI 166 patrons had between 2-9 STR's
rzJ 142 patrons had 1 STR
As a result 14 additional individuals were identified with 20 or more STR's

Subject ID

22868
142378

First Name

Li
Jia Gui

Middle Name

Lin

Last Name

SHA
GAO

Date Of Birth
(YYYYMMDD)

STRs
Submitted

19630419
19600524

88
60
57
38
36
32
31
28
27
23
21
21
20
20

Priority 1 of the Ops plan was to interview the 10 individuals at the earliest opportunity and
ban all un-sourced cash. Further conditions could result depending on the result of those
interviews. As of Sept 8 th 2015 only 3 individuals have been interviewed.
Priority 2 of the Ops plan was to interview the 14 individuals next to request further
information around their source of funds. Further conditions could result depending on the
result of those interviews. It was noted that 2 individuals had already been interviewed. As of
Sept 8th 2015 no further individuals have been interviewed.

Interview plans were devised and included in the "Ops" plan.
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On August 5 th 2015, The list of 10 players and the conditions were circulated to all Casino
service providers requesting their cooperation.
In the week proceeding July 27 the ED from GPEB among others attended RCMP HQ and
discussed their role in gaming in the province and that they had asked for more involvement in
the current Police Investigation. ALDERSON received information that senior Police had
directed their operational staff to deal with GPEB rather than BCLC. Comments were made that
there had been unwillingness by BCLC leadership to address in, what was in the Police eyes,
clear acceptance .of huge volumes of cash which "one could reasonably suspect were likely
proceeds of crime."
However on invitation August 7 th 2015 ALDERSON met with the FSOC Operational team and
further discussed the JIN file. A phone number was provided to ALDERSON that indicated
several phone calls had been made to Paul JIN originating from the Grand Villa Casino in June
2015. ALDERSON stated he would attempt to covertly uncover the owner of the phone. (That
was unsuccessful)
ALDERSON was shown preliminary analysis conducted by FSOC analysts linking approx. 19
individuals (Casino patrons) stated to be associated to Paul JIN, primarily as recipients of cash
believed to be proceeds of crime. FSOC confirmed they would provide BCLC with more
detailed analysis once more work had been done on it.
On August 21, 2015 Kevin SWEENEY and Ross ALDERSON met with Len MEILLEUR in Victoria
to discuss Section 86 reporting. The current AML climate was discussed and MEILLEUR
indicated that GPEB had done an analysis of STR's from June 2015 and that the content of those
STR's primarily had caused grave concern among the GM and ADM. The chip swap was
mentioned and that caused concern over the coming days with GPEB accusing BCLC ofnot
previously notifying them of the issue which was clearly an integrity issue.
On August 28, 2015 BCLC were advised by GPEB that they would be conducting an audit into
BCLC's STR and UFT reporting practices.
On September 7, 2015 GPEB requested BCLC (who had received a request from RCMP (FSOC)
Inspector Mike SERR) postpone the chip swap as it "would impede the current Police
Investigation" ALDERSON agreed and the chip swap was postponed.
On September 8, 2015 ALDERSON spoke to Inspector Mike SERR and it was agreed that lines of
communication would be kept open due to the operational impact on both organizations. It was
discussed that BCLC was committed to doing the right thing and that was eliminating "dirty
money" from the gaming industry.
Analysis was conducted by the BCLC AML Operational Analysis Unit on the information
received by FSOC and from within iTrak. The following 36 individuals were confirmed as
having received cash from the Paul JIN network in the last 6 months. Some of the individuals on
this list have been interviewed, are scheduled for interview, are VSE or banned. Some have not
been active for some time but all these players should be interviewed around source of
funds and be banned from using un-sourced cash.

BCLC0016204.04

BCLC0016204

SID

JIN Network

28212

BAO, Bo

99395

FU, Jingwei

22868

SHA, Li Lin

71603

SHI, Guo Tai
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CONSIDERATIONS
BCLC needs to consider the potential fall-out from the current Casino AML climate. Specifically,
if it becomes public knowledge that there are connections to Casinos and proceeds of crime. It
is widely known within Government, Law enforcement, Casino industry that there is a "police
investigation" and chances of a leak are high.
GPEB have been recipients of complete STR information for a number of years however it
appears their executive level are now only aware of the content of those STR's. With the recent
regime change in the Investigations and Compliance Divisions of GPEB this may be rationale
why previous information (STRs) had not filtered up to the right people in government.
GPEB are now scrutinizing BCLC's policies and practices around AML, likely in anticipation that
a criminal investigation will uncover a criminal element directly linked to BC Casinos. This is
could be an opportunity to deflect any criticism of the current government on to the agency
that conducts and manages gaming in BC.
There should be concern that BCLC and SP Management will be accused of "willful blindness."
Sources have told me that law enforcement and Government (GPEB) "are distancing
themselves from BCLC" for this reason, and in the result of any political back lash BCLC may be
heavily criticized for not doing more over a number of years. This is regardless of the fact that
BCLC were the original complainant in the whole JIN investigation, have driven all the AML
programs and have had successful AML audits.
From BCLC investigative interviews conducted with VVIP players so far BCLC has been able to
determine that for a number of players they readily admit to not knowing the source of their
cash, and that they pay back in suspicious circumstances using suspicious methods with little
or no interest. This would indicate transnational money laundering rather than loan sharking.
Although cash is still the main instrument of choice for the VVIP players or "whales" it will not
be acceptable in the public eye if more player due diligence is not taken around receiving cash.
There are likely people involved in the regulated BC Gaming Industry that are involved in
facilitating proceeds of crime for players.

RECOMMENDATIONS
•

Having service providers ask and document players for Source of Funds for all cash
deposits at an agreed upon threshold. (I recommend $20K although that can be
determined by the denomination submitted.)

•

Banning all players from using un-sourced cash that have confirmed links to
criminality.
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•

An acceptance by BCLC that underground banking involving money and Chinese

Nationals is suspicious and is likely not legal regardless of the original source of funds.
(1)

•

BCLC Investigations conducting more interviews with patrons involved in suspicious
transaction reports based on a more aggressive criteria. Eg: number of STR's, actual
STR circumstances.

•

Terminating business relationships when it is warranted.

•

A broader understanding at Executive Level of transnational money laundering

•

Continue to reinforce to Government that an agency equipped to investigate criminal
activity in Gaming is required. That includes one with the ability to track, investigate,
and prosecute on proceeds of crime.

SUMMARY
BCLC needs to get ahead of any potential media and public Backlash
BCLC have been driving AML initiatives for several years and this is well documented. However
we could and should be doing more. That will no doubt impact revenue, and could have a
significant impact on revenue. However we must get ahead of anything that may detrimentally
impact the Casino Industry. It is also the right thing to do.

(1) http://www.antjmoneylaunderinglaw.com/2015/08/structuring-how-movi ng-funds-from-china-to-vancouve rjs-exactly-h'ow-columbjan-drug-lord s-move-t heir-money.html

BCLC0016204.07

This is Exhibit "LL" referred to in the Affidavit No_ 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021 _

-----~

-- ~ ~--------------------------

A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Ministry of Finance
Information Note
2015 - 01

To: Associate DM Cheryl Wenezenki-Yolland
Date Requested: August 24, 2015

Initiated by: Executive Director Len Meilleur
Compliance Division
Date Prepared: August 24, 2015

Ministry Contact: Assistant Deputy Minister John Mazure
Phone Number:

Email:
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Compliance BN 2015-02

TITLE:

Role of GPEB Compliance Division (Investigations)

PURPOSE: This document is to provide information on the role of investigators
with the GPEB Compliance Division. This document will describe the role of
investigators dealing with illegal gaming and other offences as defined by the
Gaming Control Act, Gaming Control Regulation and to a limited degree the
Criminal Code of Canada (CCC).

COMMENTS: Since the elimination of the RCMP IIGET, the GPEB role has been
limited to enforcing all sections of the Gaming Control Act right through to
prosecution if necessary. GPEB has very little involvement in criminal matters as
contained in Part VII of the Criminal Code such as Disorderly houses, gaming and
betting as per Sections 201 and 202 CCC .. When IIGET was in place GPEB
investigators would assist police in those investigations and provide support as
requested. Criminal Code offences are the responsibility of the police of
jurisdiction.

GPE83894.0002

Information to OADM

Page2

Currently the GPEB role is to respond to complaints of gaming related offences
contained in the Criminal Code and is limited to the collection of information
about the compliant or the offence and then a referral to police. GPEB
investigators primarily investigate matters which fall within the provisions of the
Gaming Control Act. GPEB investigators do this by conducting background
investigations, using and collecting data and other open source information.
GPEB also has access to the Canadian Police Information Center (CPIC} which is
used to query individuals for a criminal record or to identify files involving police
or other enforcement agencies who contribute data to the system. This access is
restricted and monitored for compliance. The investigators also conduct
interviews, liaise with law enforcement and BCLC to analyze and identify gaming
trends which could lead to new policy or a referral of any criminal matter to the
police. If the police do not wish to pursue minor infractions then GPEB may
investigate with the approval of law enforcement, however any recommended
charges would be submitted to Crown Counsel via the police. An example of this
is a theft, fraud, common assault in a casino, or a theft of lottery tickets.
GPEB investigators also assist Licensing, Certification and Registration Division
by confirming information required to support any administrative background
investigation to determine suitability. The investigators are also responsible for
enforcing the provisions of the Part 9 of the Gaming Control Act and obtain their
various authorities to do so within this part of the Act. This includes the authority
to conduct inspections, background suitability investigations, investigations,
obtaining search warrants, the seizure of evidence and the freezing of assets.
The types of offences investigators will conduct include, Gaming Control Act
offences occuring in gaming facilities, gaming involving minors, investigations to
prohibit undesirables from entering gaming premises, unauthorized sale of
lottery, unregistered gaming worker, unregistered gaming services providers,
unregistered gaming supplies and violation of the terms and conditions of
registration or licensing.
GPEB Compliance Division investigators have extensive previous experience in
police work and all are Special Provincial Constables under Section 9 of the
Police Act. This provides specific authority which allows them to investigate all
gaming matters and offences related to gaming in the Province of BC. Certain
types of illegal gaming prevent compliance investigators from continuing into
more serious matters as SPC powers are limited and duties that require moving
surveillance, covert undercover roles, arrest, and certain judicial warrants are
prohibited. This is why the police of jurisdiction approve charges and submit
those recommended charges to the local Crown Prosecutor for approval. Police
are required to update their training regularly with respect to assessing personal
risk and use of force requirements. This must be done in keeping with Worksafe
occupational law and that of the Ministry of Justice Police Services Division.
Compliance Investigators have access to certain police databases that assist in
determining if the investigation has the involvement of Organized Crime and once
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this is determined the investigation is forwarded to police of jurisdiction. An
example of this is proceeds of crime and money laundering, bookmaking, and
common gaming houses (referred to as Illegal Gaming Houses).
In order for GPEB investigators to expand their mandate there would need to be
an assessment of whether the authority exists within the Police Act and a will by
government to make members of the division a part of a special policing unit.

Solicitor Client Privilege
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This is Exhibit "MM" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

..........~

.9x).~

.................. .

A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Meilleur, Len FIN:E_X
Mei_lleur, ~en FIN:EX
Friday; August 28, 2015 10:58 AM
Wenezehki-Yollaric:!, Cheryl FIN:EX
Mazure, John C FIN:EX; swan, Angela FIN:EX; Yu, Quinn FIN:EX; DeMott, Rachel FIN:E-X;
Boychuk, Daye FIN:EX; Horrkks, David FIN:EX .
RE: Confidential Follow Up to Project Exploring Common Ground

_,--.-.,_, From;

Sent:
To:·

Cc;:
Subject:

Cheryl:

Thanks for the.call:
I will pe followii1g up as pervour request and doing-the following:

1. Searching-out the curre.nt statµs of the_ draft Minist~rial Directive _and Briefing Note. However that .B.rief.in_g Note:
will now morph. to a "strategy document." I will review the :draft, provide feedback- and-then.have ·it- sent .to. you;
2, Foll.ow up on the status of BCLC's response -to-John's Aug. i" letter. and send you a 'C.OPY as soon as it a.rriv.es;
3.

I have ;:idvi$~d

Rachel to ,start a Strate_gy·docuiiieht in alignment with our Phase 3 of-the A:Ml initiative, ineanhig

r.egul.ator intervention;

4. I. will have pave BoychSJk itn1nediately research the c.o$ts arrd manner in which we c:ould·irnmedi•a_tely e11&age a
Tier 1 firm to-conduct a review of BCLC's tbD fram-ewor-k in ,conjunction with the .activity being reported. This
would also"indude a rev1ew of the SCT's by n.ame, activity,.# of SCT's flied and whether action wasta·ken to stop
thll ~onc~m. I suggest they would also h~cornmer-id $olutiO:ns based on iri<;lustry".stai:idards rn bot~ gani,ng and
_,,-...._

finance.

This is the Branch priority and I acknowledge that we need to be pr_epare_d for the Minister briefing. I appreciate your
having.r.eviewed the. material and fully .understand your categorization of this being of '1extremel_y serious."

H:l.. (Len) Meilleur
~x,ecutlve :Director
Compliallce Di\/ision
Gatni"hgPcilky Enforcement 8rar:ith
Ministry of Fina.11ce
Locatto.n:.3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BCV8W 1X3
Mailing Addre~s.: P.0. ijox ~3.09-Stti ProyGoyt, Vfc;;torla BC V8W 9N1

Website: www.gamirig.gov,b.i;:.ca
This communication (botti the messagg_and.JIRY attilchmentsUafritended for;_ use by the- pers0n:2.1: pe,rscrns to whom .it .is addressed

.e.tii! 1i1L1st.not be shared .or dissemH,ated ,unle~§ aQ!l;J_~rI.z.etJj?y lav,;~,.Lwitt\out the. exeres.!W,_Q..author1ty ofthe se11del'. This.
communlcatit:m may cont-a in pi:ivileg~d or confidential informatiort If you hav.e n~c~lved this mess~ge In error or 'cirE; not the· m,med
recipi<:1n.t, pleas.e imm_ediat(ily notify the si?nder ai:,d tjeletethe mess()ge from your rr1aitbox an(:! trash wfthout cor.iying ()r disclosing
I

..--,, It,
·,

1
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From: Wenezenki~Yolland, Cheryl FIN:EX
Sent: Friday, Augu!;;t: 28, 2015 9:53 AM
To: Meilleur, Len F.IN:EX
Cc: Mazure, John C. FIN:EX; Swan, Angela FIN:EX; Yu, Quinn F.IN:EX
SuJ)ject: RE: Confidential Follow Up to Project Exploring Common Ground

.,..___,/

Thar1ks L~n, 1Jlave ·askep tam my to get us a ca.IL I reyiewsJed th~ mate~rals provi.de9 last night and have soi11e follow up
questions,

In regard to the review you -are sqggesting - would this be done under vour·overslg!lt - perhaps as part- of your :audit

program?
Thanl~s
Cheryl

From: Meilleut1 Len FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 8:52 AM
To: Wenezenkr~Yollandr Cheryl FIN:EX
Cc: Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Swan~ Angela FIN.:EX; Yu, Quinn FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Confid~ntial Follow Up to.Project_Exploring Commorl Ground
Cheryl:

MV•·apologies thf! password to the document Is

~

f;:iunder.all lowerca·se.

In addition I forgot to.ad(J the Option of "Casll Alternatives" wbith IKLC is wqrkil\g on.a:nd the notion..of.cretjit to

customer.s as discu,ssed.

._,,,.

Len
From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 7:37 AM
To: Wenezenki~Yolland, Cheryl FIN:EX
Cc: M~zure, John C FIN:E)(; swan, Ange,c1 FIN:EX; Yu, Quinn FIN:EX
Subject: Confidential Follow Up to Project E;xploring Common Ground

Good morning <;:h,eryl.
I hope you are feeling better.
With respect to my briefing yesterday here is the .document I provided in the electronic fdrmat. It may be easier for you
to ri:.ferto. This docrnne.nt was compiled from inforrnat\on .contained in t?e.-sectio~. 86 Re~o~ts we .re~eive from . BCLC. I
forgot to mention that recently BCLCw~s of the op}!)!<?.DL ....~.~.~~..~..
~.!~.~.~!.P-t!Y.~.!~.9.~......J~.a..t!.~~y:~.!~_c:~~w
not be .sharing those reports .with GPEB~
solicitor-client privilege
I
1····· solfoitor-client ·privilege····liis alleged activity is ·SUSp.e.ct r.Jri.d fa ·contrary ·to ·the °C:rfminpltoi;le C.anatla. ·············'

~.!?.J~~~.!.~~..

·of

·······································································'
In brief GPEB has responded quickly to this developing issue:
1.

J. Mazure upon being briefed of the new informatio:n•as·pert-ainin~ to the.confidential r.niltte,r, hnmedlately
took action. He advi!.ed Deputy Milburn and then is·sl!'ed ~ J~.tter of e)(pectf!ti()n to BCLC on fp~lr a<;:tiVities -he
.,_,,.
ADM

wished pursued. Most impimantly;hls request inch.ides Customer Due 0TI1gence Stahdards (CDD) constructed
around financial industry standards and.l<n0w Your Customer focus regardin~ source of funds;
2
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2, Our pollcyteam is working on the Ministerial Ofrective p1:tckage for the ADM and ·1 shou.ld ·have. s01nething for
. you to review by next week.
3. With respect to-the other option I provided you .yesterday; about an external review. I -see the objective of that
review being, a me-:isure_ii1ent as t.o wheth¢r BCLC1s COD regirne ( a outlined in a the copy 0f their flow tnart
which I provided to you in the package-) is sufficient ~o mitigate the risk of both AML anci under.ground or illi<;:it
rilohey lehding. The l<eyto this is a decisiontr.ee triggered by the amount o.f S(Tactiv.ity and a decision tree as
to whether th~ Gaming Setvice Provider shollld b(:! refusing suspect tash. This review would inform you and
John as to the risks, g_aps and provide reeomn1endations form industly professionals as to what must be done to
red1Jc.e the activities ,;is being observed a11d reported in the SCT's- and outlined in the document I
pr.ovldec;L GPEB can furnish the backgro_und c1nd data, Th.is option rnight be o_f val~Je _iri ;,idvancjng govern01ents·
extr-eme,concern about the activity which is being observed and re potted in those·SCf' s .:is contained in the
<'.lttached documf!nt. AsJ s.tated that is a one month snapshot. We have additional data and video-'material. In
addition my staff have bt!en o~serving some of this act'ivityfirst hand.
·4. I arn:also awaiting information from FINTRAC on the tanadian landseape; and
s, i:-am ~1;.archh1g out other possibli; options·, for exa11}ple c1s whe.ther GP.EB needs take-responsiblHty. for
directing AML compliance directlytMhe Gaming services Provide.rs. That might l:J<?,. co111plica_ted_, but is worthy
of co.nsiqen:ition •. It. may be that we need a brainstorming session With the GPEB executive as well to identify

to

to

-options.
I am-on vacation from Sept:9th till the 25 th and I wiil he -asking Ang~Ja-SWc!n to be' the lead on tl_1is for nie . .Ang~la
recently jo_ineq, us from BCLC and she has,excell~nt capacity in examining/rewmmending rational business
processes that mitig~te r1sks.
Finally, Michel is on vacation tiH S~pt 1Sth and Quinn Yu .is the policy contact working ,on this portfolio.

Reg~rds,

From; Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX

Sent: Friday; August ;21, 2015 10:40 AM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Spreadsheet with filter
Hello Len,
Semrny manually created a svrnmary for yot1 in Ken's absence-. If Ken is thinking of ere attn~ .a monthly summary .re_port
Semmywould.be happy to help him create the formula to run.it-each month if he 11eeds ~my help.
·Ple·ase note some surnames have phonetically sin1ilar first rn:m,es scswe have"highlighted those

sam~ irtdividuaL

·

I hope !tis useful.

Regards,
Anna
Anna Fitzgerald CPA, CA., C/APin~ctor, Compliance

Compfiani:e Division
Gaminr{Policy and Enforcement Branch

_,,.--..,

Know your limit~ play Within

,t
H*

(;:ON.FID~NTIALI-TV N•.Tltf."*~
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"THIRD PA ltl'Y RULE'' - This communication {both the messagl:! ahd any attathrnents}.is inte.nded tor use by the. person or
persons to whom it: is addressed arid must not pe s·ha(ed:.or dili!\eminated unless i!Utlioi•l1.e·d by law ot.without the e)<press i!llthority
gf the sei1der. This communi~aJl6i1 l'i1?Y contain .privilr.gea ·or confidential irtformation. If you ha\i.e receivecj this n;essa_ge1n err-9r or
ar~ not the na.med recipient, ple11se immed!ately-notffy tbe se·ncler ;mc\ delete the message from yotJr mailbox and trash wfthoul
copying or disclo$lng it.
,;·1,"'THIRD PARTY RULE. APPLIES.

***

From: Wong, Semmy FIN:EX
Sent: Fridqy,. August 21, 2015 9:55 AM
To: Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
Subject: RE: _Spreadsheet with filter

Good nwri1ing A11m1,

SemmyWong
Administrative Assistant

Compliance Division'.
Ga·m1ng· Ptiiicy anti Enforcement Branch

Know your 1Jmit;-P.lqywithln1t.

*"'* :CONF1DENTIALITY NOTICE**~'
·•ti lfRD PAR'i"Y RULE" - Thls cammur,iltation {both the.-rne·ssnge and-anyattacthments} is intendetl'for use by the person orpersoh$ to·wtiom it is addressei;l an_d rni,lst not b~ shared ur disseminated unless authbrited by,,taw or_wUhout the express, authority
of the sonct.er. Th\s coQ101ui1icalio11. may contain privllegE!d or confide.ntl<1I iof9r.mc:1tiqn. If you have r~ceiv(~d this message in error or,
.are not the·named recipient, please lmrnediate.1y Mt/fy the sender and del~t!:)
copylng or disclosing it.

the messag~ Jrqm vow rnailb~x and trash withou.t

***-tHlR.() P.ARTY RULii APPLlfS, "**

From: Fitzgerald, An11a FIN:EX
Serit: Thursday,.August 20, 2015 3:23 PM

To: Wong, Semmy FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Spreadsheet with filter

From: Fitzgerald; Anne! FIN:EX
Sent: Thursday, August-20, 2015.3:23 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Subject: Spreadsheet with filter

Hello Len,.
I attqch th,; spreadsheet with filters added. I have also a·sked Semmy to prepare a quick table identifying total number
a.nd $ value per person. If this is.overkill' don't hesitate to let me know arid we Will discontinue.
Regards,
4
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Ann.a
Anna Fitzgerdld CPA 1 CA, CIA
Director, Cotn·pliante
.~
Compllante Division
Gatning'Policy an·d .Enfcfrcement 13ranc.h
Know your limit, ploy within it.

.. .. "'CONFIDENTIALITY.NOTICE~,;*

"THI.RD PAR.TY RUlE" • This con1munitati911·(!)oth tile rnessa~e nnd any attachrnentS.}'is intended for ttse by the.perso.n or
persons to whorn it. is add.re?sed and must not be shared.or dis!;emlMterhmler,s authorized by law or.without the .express. authority
of Lhe·sender. T.hls cemrnunicalion:may .contaln privileged or confidential ir1formatioti. If you h,we received tl1i~ message hi error or
ate not the named,re-dpient, ple,.ise itrimetHately notify th~ s:end~r 1)110 d¢1ete. the rrl'lissag·e f~om v.oul' ini;iilb.ti.,,; and tra$h witho.ut
topyinf3 or cHsdosing it.
*""*THIRD PARTY RU~E APPLIES. "'"'"
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Meiile·ur, Len FIN:EX
,r--...., From:'
..

Sent:
Tc;>:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachment$:

Meilleux, Len FIN:EX
Friday, August 28, 2015 7:37 AM
Wenezenki~Yo.lland, Cheryl FIN:EX
Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Swan, Angela FIN:EX; Yu, Quinn FIN:EX
Confidential Follow Up to Project Exploring Common Grour:id
Copy of scr Laundering Project with filters.xlsx

Goqd.morniri~ Ch:eryl.

.l hope you :are feeling better.
With respect to my briefing yesterday here ·is the document I provided fri the: electronic format. ltrnay be easier for you
to refor to, This document was compiled fro~r.i information cor\tairied'in the Section $6 R~ports we rec.eive from BCLC. I
forgot to me11fo11 that receritly ·BCLC was of the opinion, based orrtheir <!dvice from their legal .team, that.they shouldnot be sharing those reports with G·rrn. I spoke. with our le_gal counserabout that and,clearly stated that they wouldshare an.d for the right reasons. This alleged actiltity fs suspect and isi:ontrary to the Criminal.Cod~ ofCanada.
In brief .GPEB has responded quickly to this developing issue:

L

.2:.
3.

4.
·5.

ADM J. Mazure upon being briefed ofthe:new information as pertaining to the confidential matter, immediately
took action. He advised Depl!tY. Milburn .and then issued a letter.of expectation to BCLCon four attiviti.es ·he
wish~a p.ursued. Mas~ 1rnportantlY his ·request lni;ludes.'Cqstqmer 6ue Diligence StMdards (CDD) cohstr.vcted
around financial industry standards and Know Your Customer focus regarding source of funds,
Q.ur policy t.e:arn is. worklrig on the Ministedql Directive- packagE) '.fortbe AQM and I s!1ould ·have sornethjng for
you :to revi_ew .by next wee(<,
With respect to the .other optfon I pro1Jided y.ou yesterday, about an .external review. I see tne·objective· of that
review pelng, a: measurement a~ tb whe.th.E:r ~C~C'.s CDD·regim¢ ( a qutlined in a the copy Of tneir. flow:cl1art
which I provided to you in th~ package) is sufficient to mitigate the risk of both AM Land underground or'tllicit
money lending. The key to this is a decision tree triggered by the .arnount of SCT activity and a -decision tree as
tq whether the Gaming Servlq~ Provider should be refµsing suspectcash. This review wquld:in.forr.n··vou and
John as to the risks, gaps and provide recommendations form fridustry professionals as to -wl'lat must be done to
reduce tbe activitJes as being observe'.d and reported if1 theSCT'~ a,rid.oµtlined 1n the document I
provfcl'ed. GPE.B can furnish the backgroµnd anti data. This opti9n might pe of value ,n advancing governrne·nts
extreme concern about the adivity which is being observed and reported fn those SCT's.as tori ta1netl in the
attached doq:iment. As I stated that is ·a one month snapshot. We have additional dat~ and vl~Jeo material. In
addltion my staff have been observing same of this activity first hand.
I am al.s.o awaiting information from .FINTRAC on the Canadian landscape; and,
I .am .searching.out other· possible optiqr1s, for exampl.e as to whetl_1er GPEB needs to take resr;ionsibility for
directrng AML compliance directly to the Gaming Services, rrovlders. That might be complicatgd; but is worthy
of cqnsid~ration. It may .be that Wfl 11.eed a br~inst0ni1ing session w.ith the GP~B executive as wel! identify

,o

optrons.
l.aril pn va(atitm fr@1.se pt 9th til.l ·the 2.~i" ahd I will b~ aski11(5-AogeJa ~wan to be the leqd .on this fCJr me. A,-igela
rec;eri~ly jofned us from BCLC and she has e~cellent c()pacity' in examining/recommending rational husines~ ·
process.es tha,t mitigate risks,
,r--..

Finally, Michel is on vacation till Sept 18th and Quinn Yu is the policy contact workin~.on-this portfolio.

Regard$.,
1
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Len

From: _Fitzgerald1 Anna FIN :EX
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 10:40 AM

..._,,

.

To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
S1.,1bject: FW: Spreqdsheet with filter

Hello le.n,
5ernrny manually created a smrimc1ry for·you ih Ken's absence. If Ken is thin'king-of creating a monthly summary report
5em1'ny would br: happy to help him cteate the·fonnuli:l to run it each rn.onth if he needs any he.Ip.
Please note some surnames have·phone-tically.simila.r first names. so we have highltghted those· as they are likely the
sa1ne incJivictual.

I hope it is useful.
Regards,

Anna
Anna fitzgerald CPA;_ CA, CIA
Director, f.ompl\ance
Con\pliah_c~ f)ivisioo

Gaming Poli~ and E,nforcement Brai)ch,
-Know your limit, p/ay within .it,

H.*

CONFll)fNl:IAUTV NOTIC~ 0 *

.

·- ._,/

"Tl:11.RD l'f\R ry RULE" r This co.mmµnication (both Jhe iness_age._anj:{ any _;ittathrnents} is intimoeMor ·n~e by the p_ersQn or
persQns t:_o. whorp.it is ad(:{ressed and-m~1st ·not b~i /;hare(} or disseminated unless.11uthorized by law'or__without the expre,~s authority
.of the se-nder.. 'this: comrnLmicatl"on rnav·contaln privileged or cooflde11tlc\l information. l.f yQU ·have received .this message in.error or
,m:1 not the i'liime·d recipiNit, please irnlm:diately notlfYthe sendf.•r and delet~ the message frorn your ri1(itlbox atid-ti•astl without

copying or..disclos,ng it_.
"*·•·THIRD PARTYRULE APPLIES: ,.,,..,

From: Wong, Semmy FIN:EX
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 9,55 AM
To: Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
Subject: ·RE: Spreadsheet with filter

(]ood morning A11na,
Please sec nttachcd.

Semmy WQl)~
Mniinistrative Assistimt

Compliartce. bi.vision
Gaming Policy -and Eniorcemer1r Branch

..__,.

,.

!(now your limit, pTaywithin it.
2
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H"

CONFIDEN'rlAUTY NOTl,CE**'*

"TH IRR Pt\RTY Rl.ll.E" ~ This con,1t}1unl,cation (both tbe me.1s11g<': a:nd·any atta~h:ments) is lf;l_tenoe(i- fo( use by the p0rson or
....-.., persons to whom it is addressed ancf must not be:shared·or dissemin;1te'd on less ;:}\t thorized by lawor;w.ithout the express <.1t1thority
of the se11der. This. communication may-contain privlle_ged or confidEmlial information, If you have n!ceived this mes<::a~e in err.ornr
are not tf]e riamed recipient, plea!;e immedi;;,lely, nollfylf'ie sender 4rid delete the 1i1essage fro·m your mailbox Bild trash without
copying or disclo!iing it.

''**THIRD-PARTY RUlE APPUE:S.

*"'*

From: Fltzgeraid, Anna FIN:EX
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 3:23 PM
To: Wong, Semmy FIN:EX
subject: FW: Spreadsheet with filter

From: Fitzgerald, Anna F.IN:EX
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 3:23 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Subject: Spreadsheet With filter
Hello Len,
I attach the s'preadsheet'with filters added. I have also asked· Semmy to prepare a quick table identifying total number
and $value per person.1.f thi.s is overkill dphft hesitate to let me know and.we will discontfr1ue.
Regards,
Anna

AnM Frt.zgerold CPA, CA,. CIA
Director, .Compliance

Cornplianc¢·Pi.visioh
Gaming Po!icy .and Enforceinen.t Branch
Know yourlf~n/t, play. wW1iiJ ft.

*"'" CDNF.ID!:NJl,l\UTY NOtl.CE*~·•
"TH1RD PARTY RPL.E'' - 'rhis tommt1nlc;arl9n (both th!'l.nif.~~age and ;:my attathrrtents) is lrit¢nded for use l)y the pfrson or
persqn~ to whom it is. ai:19,ress~d and mt.istnot bi=.• shared or disseminated vnles:; authorlted by law .or0without the-express authorily
of the,se11der.1hls communication may cont1;1in privffeged·or conficlential'inforrnatlon. If y(rn have· received fhis 111essag€ in error or
are not.the name.d reciprertt, please immedi'ately notifVthe sender and delete the nH!.ssage·from your mailbox and trash without
copyih}J or disclosil.'!g it.

••w*THfRD PARTY RULE APPLIES. *""'
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Differences of opinion-what others think - reality versi.Js·beiiefl

•

•

•

OADM was cqncerned back in Jan 2_015 at BCLC presentation to GCPE . .She questioned
under~rouhd banking activity a.t casinos. BCLCstates it is a cultural issue, VIIPS need a'ccess to
cash.
BC.LC Police .d9 not have enough evidence to.get a conviction! Police have saic! they have
observed ·enough to say to :us for the first tiine thatORG crime is using gaming facilities to move
illicit cash
Can't prove It! Well ou·r records prove that the.suspicious transactions are evidehce of illicit
money lending market or scheme. There is no doubt about that Supported by 3 independent
players; .supported by LCT observations, supported by evidence of illeg<!l gaming ·houses and
chip discrepancy.

•

We will waft and see if charges are approved! You don't need to wait for a prosecutor to
determine.what the facts and 1ntell[gence tells YOll,

~

Impact on Reveriue! What aboutthe immoral., unethical, social and political concerns. It is
placement of cash by bad people, T_hink of the court of public opinion,

·•

What if the U.S..make-s linkages and FINCEN, others comment on BC-Casinos

•

Our VII P's are here not to gamble but to buy. real esta.te and d.o business. Simply put it is b~d
money versus the good money, lt is ab.out one particular gaming. facility over the others; the
police have. been. unable inthe past to say you had better.get out in-front of this., We .are there
now..

•

BCLC no·w banning some high~limit plaxers. A little tcio 1·ate one might argue but it is suggested
and is having an Impact.- GSP's confirm that.

•·

Rec!:!_nt media Kroeke.r. No AML occurring rn casinos!

•

We are managing this, it Is cultural. They want anonymity,theW want to use cash and they want
access to ca.sh? Wh_at would an ind.ependent review tell us of that practice and thinking?
We <!re dolhg what we need to, reporting to FINTRAC How many SCT's does one ·need to say,
sever relationship. What is the Industry Standard?

•
•

f\Jotour problem thatthey are avoiding·other countriesfawsr Is that a moral, ethical and
accountable r.esponse?

•

The investigative theory does not support the findings. Police most likely won't be able to
gatherthe evidence. leaping to a conv.ictk1n! But what is happening in front of our eyes, bag
aft.er bag of cash, $20's. It Just-doesn't make sense! The smell test!

•

The Canadia.n landscape I Not happening elsewhere.

•

ED Meilleur of opinion when facts· are reviewed this belief thatthe scope of the problem is not
significant simply DEFiES LOGIC! Morale, ethical, political conc.ners as per AG review K1:ep the
Decks. Clean. ED Meilieur expects action a.nd has formed o·prnion.

Addition aI Options ·fromthose in letter of Aug ih. OADM consider lmrnediate review by OAG, IAAS or
Tier 1 Account_i_ng Firm .with speci!:llity in gal)lihg, Compliance Division wiil continue to monitor STR.s
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This is Exhibit "NN" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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DATE PREPARED:

August 31, 2015

TITLE:

Options for issuing anti-money laundering directives to BCLC

ISSUE:

The potential for money laundering, proceeds of crime, and suspicious
financial transactions continues to be an issue in BC casinos and gaming
facilities. Government may have a policy interest in enhancing current
initiatives and measures on anti-money laundering (AML) to diminish
suspicious and criminal activities in BC gaming facilities to promote public
safety.

BACKGROUND:

•

Government launched a three-phased AML strategy in 2011 focused on reducing
the use of cash in gaming facilities to minimize the opportunity for money laundering
to take place. Government is currently in the third phase of the strategy, which calls
for regulatory guidance around additional measures for enhancing AML due
diligence.

•

On February 5, 2015, the Minister of Finance sent the 2015/16 Mandate Letter to
the BC Lottery Corporation (BCLC), outlining five strategic priorities. One of these
actions was to create next steps and solutions to prevent money laundering in BC
gaming facilities.

•

GPEB and BCLC hosted a workshop on June 4, 2015 titled "Exploring Common
Ground", which was attended by anti-money laundering partners, including law
enforcement agencies, gaming service providers, and financial institutions.

•

BCLC and GPEB continued working on initiatives to identify and mitigate risk. On
August 7, 2015, the GPEB general manager sent a letter to BCLC's CEO on four
activities to enhance AML initiatives in BC gaming facilities. These included
additional customer due diligence policies, implementing cash alternatives,
clarifying roles and responsibilities around AML, and developing a public
information strategy.

•

Pursuant to the federal Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist
Financing Act, casinos must report cash transactions of $10,000 or more and
suspicious transactions to the Financial Transactions and Reporting Analysis
Centre of Canada (FINTRAC). FINTRAC uses that information to identify patterns
and gather evidence of potential money laundering and may share this data with law
enforcement.

•

BCLC and casino gaming services providers are required to report large-cash
transactions of $10,000 or more, foreign exchanges over $3,000, and all suspicious
transactions, to FINTRAC.
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•

In 2014/15, BCLC filed 1,735 suspicious transaction reports to FINTRAC, compared
to 1,254 in 2013/14.

•

A relatively few number of high value patrons account for a significant portion of
BCLC revenue and a corresponding number of suspicious transaction reports. It is
understood these clients have a preference for cash transactions.

•

S.6 of the GCA permits the Minister to issue directives to BCLC on a matter of
general policy. BCLC is obliged to comply with any such directives.

•

S. 7(1 )(j) of the GCA permits the Minister to impose requirements on BCLC in
relation to BCLC's responsibility for the conduct and management of gaming on
behalf of the government. This may be done in the form of a ministerial directive.

•

S.26 of the GCA permits the Minister to issue directives to the general manager on
matters of general policy.

•

S.28(1) of the GCA permits the general manager to issue directives to BCLC in
connection with lottery schemes in BC. BCLC is obliged to comply with any such
directives.

DISCUSSION:
•

A number of sections in the GCA are available in relation to issuing one or more
directives to BCLC on AML.

•

The Minister may consider imposing binding obligations on BCLC under s.7(1)U) of
the GCA. In doing so, the Minister could set the stage and context for a general
manager directive to BCLC under s.28(1) of the GCA. As a result, the Minister
would foreshadow an imminent general manager directive, while simultaneously
creating an obligation for BCLC to comply with that general manager directive.

•

If the Minister believes general manager involvement is not essential, then s.6 of the
GCA permits the minister to issue written directives to BCLC on matters of general
policy. This is the most straightforward method to issue a ministerial directive to
BCLC on AML. However, the level of detail included within such a directive may be
difficult to be categorized as a "matter of general policy". This directive would
require ongoing Ministerial involvement should additional edits or adjustments be
needed.

•

Government may also consider the combination of a Ministerial directive to the
general manager on a matter of general policy under s.26 of the GCA, followed by a
general manager directive to BCLC under s.28(1). However, a s.26 Ministerial
directive regarding AML to the general manager may be seen to imply the general
manager is responsible for the conduct and management of gaming and the
operationalization of AML initiatives. This may be in conflict both with s.7 of the
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GCA, which makes BCLC responsible for the conduct and management of gaming
on behalf of the government, and with government's "2015/16 Mandate Letter",
which identifies BCLC as the lead on AML.

OPTIONS:
Option 1: Minister sets out obligations for BCLC, general manager issues
directive to BCLC
Part 1: Under s.7(1)U) of the GCA, the Minister establishes obligations that BCLC must
carry out; and
Part 2: General manager issues a detailed directive to BCLC under s.28(1) of the GCA.
Pros:
• Allows the Minister to set the context and stage for more detailed general manager
directive(s) on AML. This may take the form of a directive.
• Establishes the basis for a legal obligation for BCLC to comply with general manager
directive(s) on AML, and helps to remove the argument that the general manager
lacks authority to issue an AML directive on the basis of s. 28(1) alone.
·-·-·-·-·..······· ..·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-···-·................................................................................... ._.__~--·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-

Solicitor Client Privilege
Cons:
• Two part directive, requiring additional resource and time.
Option 2: Ministerial Directive to BCLC on a "matter of general policy" under s.6
of the Gaming Control Act
The Minister issues a Ministerial directive to BCLC under s.6 of the GCA
Pros:
• This is the most straightforward and simplest approach to the issue
• Interprets AML as a matter of "general policy" for BCLC, which aligns with
government's 2015/16 Mandate Letter
Cons:
• Does not involve the general manager in the directive-making process
• Minister may not wish, or be ready, to set out the level of detail that is necessary in
order for the directive to be impactful
• Future edits or adjustments will require ministerial involvement to re-issue new
directives.
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Option 3: Ministerial Directive to general manager, general manager directive to
BCLC
Part 1: The Minister issues a Ministerial directive to the general manager under s.26 of
the GCA
Part 2: General manager issues a detailed directive to BCLC under s .. 28(1) of the GCA
Pros:
• GPEB directs BCLC to enhance initiatives on AML. This is an improvement over the
status quo.
Cons:
• Two part directive, requiring additional resources and time
• Implies that the general manager is responsible for AML, which government
·-·-·-·-· identified_ as. being_ part_ of BCLC's 2015/16__mandate ·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

Solicitor Client Privilege
RECOMMENDATION:

Option 1: Minister sets out obligations for BCLC, general manager issues
directive to BCLC

Part 1: Under s.7(1 )0) of the GCA, the Minister establishes obligations that BCLC must
carry out; this may take the form of a directive; and
Part 2: General manager issues a more detailed directive to BCLC under s.28(1) of the
GCA

APPROVED / NOT APPROVED

John Mazure
Assistant Deputy Minister

Date
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Appendix 1 - Option 1: Minister sets out BCLC obligations, general manager issues
directive to BCLC
Appendix 2 - Ministerial Directive to BCLC on a "matter of general policy" under s.6 of
the Gaming Control Act
Appendix 3 - Option 3: Ministerial Directive to GPEB, GPEB Directive to BCLC
Appendix 4- Gaming Control Act s.6, 7(1), 26, 28(1)
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Appendix 1 - Option 1: Ministerial directive to BCLC, GPEB Directive to BCLC

Part 1: Ministerial directive letter to BCLC

To: Jim Lightbody, CEO of British Columbia Lottery Corporation
Money laundering is a serious concern for the government of the Province of British
Columbia. Money laundering has significant implications for public safety and for the
integrity of gaming in the Province. British Columbia has an active anti-money
laundering regime for gaming facilities in the Province; however, more can be done to
combat money laundering.
Based on the authority given to me by section 7(1 )G) of the Gaming Control Act, I direct
that British Columbia Lottery Corporation, as part of its responsibility for the conduct
and management of gaming on behalf of the government, must do the following:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

Enhance all anti-money laundering initiatives and measures, including
ensuring legitimacy of all currency being used for gaming in BC
Determine all high-limit players' source of funds and source of wealth
Implement any directives related to anti-money laundering which are issued
by the general manager of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.

Approved:

Michael de Jong
Minister of Finance

Ill
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Part 2: General Manager Directive to BCLC

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
General Manager's Directive
Section 28(1) of the Gaming Control Act
Anti-money laundering measures in BC
To:

British Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC)

This directive is issued pursuant to Section 28(1) of the Gaming Control Act. It sets out
a number of measures that relate to anti-money laundering measures. Specifically, I
direct that BCLC must:
1) at a minimum and in all circumstances, determine source of funds and source of
wealth as part of BCLC's existing Customer Due Diligence Program and its Know
Your Customer policy and programs;
2) develop and implement additional cash alternatives to further transition from
cash-based transactions to electronic and other forms of transactions and
instruments;
3) increase its coordination and collaboration with intelligence, analysis, audit,
compliance, and enforcement officials at BCLC, GPEB and law enforcement
agencies
4) develop and publish information and education strategies that support BCLC's
anti-money laundering measures

Approved:

John Mazure
General Manager of Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Ill
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Appendix 2 - Option 2: Ministerial Directive to BCLC on a "matter of general policy"

Minister of Finance
Directive to the British Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC)
Section 6, Gaming Control Act

Pursuant to section 6 of the Gaming Control Act, I direct that, as a matter of general
policy, BCLC must, in keeping with its responsibility for the conduct and management of
gaming on behalf of the government of British Columbia, implement the following antimoney laundering enhancement measures:
1) at a minimum and in all circumstances, determine source of funds and source of
wealth as part of BCLC's existing Customer Due Diligence Program and its Know
Your Customer policy and programs;
2) BCLC must develop and implement additional cash alternatives to further
transition from cash-based transactions to electronic and other forms of
transactions and instruments
3) increase its coordination and collaboration with intelligence, analysis, audit,
compliance, and enforcement officials at BCLC, GPEB and law enforcement
agencies; and
4) BCLC must develop and publish information and education strategies that
support BCLC's anti-money laundering measures.

Approved:

Michael de Jong
Minister of Finance

Ill
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Appendix 3 - Option 3: Ministerial Directive to GPEB, GPEB Directive to BCLC

Minister of Finance
Directive to Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB)
Section 26, Gaming Control Act

Part 1: Ministerial directive letter to GPEB

To: John Mazure, General Manger of Gaming
This directive, issued pursuant to Section 26 of the Gaming Control Act, requires GPEB
to undertake additional measures and initiatives to address anti-money laundering in
BC casinos and gaming facilities. These initiatives must, at a minimum:
a) Determine all high-limit players' source of funds and source of wealth
b) Ensure legitimacy of currency being used for gaming in BC
c) Reduce the prevalence of cash being used for gaming in BC
GPEB should also analyze and implement other approaches to reduce money
laundering in BC casinos and gaming facilities.

Approved:

..

Michael de Jong
Minister of Finance
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Part 2: General Manager Directive to BCLC

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
General Manager's Directive
Section 28(1) of the Gaming Control Act
Anti-money laundering measures in BC
To:

British Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC)

This directive is issued pursuant to Section 28(1) of the Gaming Control Act. It sets out
a number of measures that relate to anti-money laundering measures. Specifically, I
direct that BCLC must:
1) at a minimum and in all circumstances, determine source of funds and source of
wealth as part of BCLC's existing Customer Due Diligence Program and its Know
Your Customer policy and programs;
2) develop and implement additional cash alternatives to further transition from
cash-based transactions to electronic and other forms of transactions and
instruments;
3) increase its coordination and collaboration with intelligence, analysis, audit,
compliance, and enforcement officials at BCLC, GPEB and law enforcement
agencies
4) develop and publish information and education strategies that support BCLC's
anti-money laundering measures

Approved:

..

John Mazure
General Manager of Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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Appendix 4 - Gaming Control Act s. 6, 7, 26, 28

Gaming Control Act s.6

Minister's general policy directions to the lottery corporation

6 (1) The minister may issue written directives to the lottery corporation
on matters of general policy.
(2) The lottery corporation must comply with the directives.
(3) The general manager must publish the directives of the minister in
the prescribed manner and make them available for public inspection
at the offices of the branch during normal office hours.
Gaming Control Act s.7(1)

Lottery corporation's mandate

7 (1) The lottery corporation is responsible for the conduct and
management of gaming on behalf of the government and, without
limiting the generality of the foregoing,
(a) may develop, undertake, organize, conduct, manage
and operate provincial gaming on behalf of the government,
either alone or in conjunction with the government of
another province,
(b) [Repealed 2010-21-90.]
(c) subject to first receiving the written approval of the
minister, may enter into agreements, on behalf of the
government of British Columbia, with the government of
Canada or the governments of other provinces regarding
the conduct and management of provincial gaming in British
Columbia and in those other provinces,
(d) subject to first receiving the written approval of the
minister, may enter into the business of supplying any
person with operational services, computer software, tickets
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or any other technology, equipment or supplies related to
the conduct of
(i)

gaming in or out of British Columbia, or

(ii)

any other business related to gaming,

(e) may enter into agreements with persons, other than
registered gaming services providers, respecting provincial
gaming or any other business related to provincial gaming,
(f) subject to subsection (1.1), may enter into agreements
with registered gaming services providers for services
required in the conduct, management or operation of
provincial gaming,
(g) may set rules of play for lottery schemes or any class of
lottery schemes that the lottery corporation is authorized to
conduct, manage or operate,
(h) may monitor the operation of provincial gaming or
horse racing and the premises and facilities in which
provincial gaming or horse racing is carried on,
(i) must monitor compliance by gaming services providers
with this Act, the regulations and the rules of the lottery
corporation, and
(j) must do other things the minister may require and may
do other things the minister may authorize.
Gaming Control Act s.26

Minister's general policy directions to the general manager

2 6 (1) The minister may issue written directives to the general manager
on matters of general policy.
(2) The general manager must comply with the directives.
(3) The general manager must publish the directives of the minister in
the prescribed manner and make them available for public inspection
at the offices of the branch during normal office hours
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Gaming Control Act s.28(1)

Directives of the general manager
28 (1) For lottery schemes and horse racing in British Columbia, the
general manager, subject to subsection (3), may issue directives
applicable to the branch, the lottery corporation or both, as to the
carrying out of responsibilities under this Act, including but not limited
to directives,
(a) respecting the extent or type of gaming activities that
may be carried on at a gaming facility or in relation to
provincial gaming,
(b) establishing limitations respecting ownership, control or
both, of gaming services providers in general or of classes
of gaming services providers,
(c) respecting types of lottery schemes for which gaming
event licences may be issued,
(d) respecting types of horse racing for which horse racing
licences may be issued,
(e) respecting specified activities in conjunction with lottery
schemes or horse racing, in circumstances, or on
conditions, that may be set out in the directives,
(f) respecting standards for security and surveillance
(i)

at gaming facilities or gaming premises or

classes of gaming facilities or gaming premises, or
(ii)

in relation to gaming operations or classes of

gaming operations,
(g) respecting the technical integrity of lottery schemes,
(h) establishing criteria for the review and evaluation of
proposals for new gaming facilities or for the relocation of
existing gaming facilities,

14

GPEB0767 .0015

(i) prohibiting or restricting the extension of credit to
participants in gaming events and governing the extension
of credit,
(j) approving the formula for determining the amount of

gaming revenue that
(i)

must be returned to charitable, religious or other

organizations in connection with a licensed gaming
event, or
(ii)

may be retained by or paid to a gaming services

provider in connection with the conduct,
management, operation or presentation of lottery
schemes,
(k) establishing policies to address problem gambling, and
(I) respecting the method by which the prescribed distance
for the purposes of the definition of "potentially affected
local government" in section 17 .1 must be measured,
including rules for determining the terminal points of that
distance.
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ED Len Meilleur
Binder as-Provided to OADM Cheryl Wenezenki-Yolland
Briefing Sept 2015

•

July 2015 Activity Spreadsheet SCT'sas prepared by Ackles/Barbe(
summary Report !')n_d Concept paper from "Exploring Common Ground;' session of June 2015

•

BCLC'sSegmentation Process and# of Patrons

•

August 25, 2015.Briefing Note and Email Aug 26 Re:-Rlver Rock Chip Swap'
August 24; 2015 Briefing Note on Common Gaming Houses

•

•

This is Exhibit "PP" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

........
4~,;i..~ ~·······················
;i(c-~·~ ; issio~ ; ·f~~-t~{e Province of
British Columbia
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Meilleur, Len FINtEX
;

Meilleur;. Len Fi!\J:EX.Friday, July 24, ?015 10:57 AM

,.,.-..._FrQill:
Sent:
To:
·cc:

'Christine. MATTERSON'
Mulp:!hY, Williar;n FIN.:E>t Mayer, Douglas FIN:EX
. RE: Meetin_g wi~h RCMP Criminal Ope.rations Officer (!SOC} l)uly'30th· ·

Subject

Good morning <;h:rlstine:
FY.I both Wayne and Kevin.attended a session Lhbsti::d in Jt)ne c._\lle<,I E).Cplorilig.Ccm1nioh Gr-ound, which was a
discussion about cash i.i.1 g~rning facilities and a discussion about how the Gaming_ Polh;:y arn;l Enforcement 'Br.an ch
(GPEB) can work-more proactively with ot_Jr partr(~rs to ct,1rt9.ll the perception of or real money laundering activities..
I

meeting nex.tweek •s a follow l•P to that and I will be. distussing:

This

j

•

1. Outcome of that m~etirig ani:Hhe, r~l!;~S~ of our findings in :an Executive st,mmary;
(Y>6 ettmtt.Jr')
'2. Qu-r ·(GPE_B'.s) building of.a gaming intellig~nce unit atld ,how :best to align that-w°Lth the RCMP:to Rle.ntrfy risks

and to _produce products for senior execthive of the RCMP and government; ( rfl.A-fitfu>Jb)
3.. Roles.and r.esponsibilities.of GPES a·nd th~ British .ColumJ,ia Lottery Corporation incll~i~g wrrent.Mou, s,

(eof1 flunP ofS) '7 UvPlJ~ ~.

1

.(1}6Ct/1(()hlff ~ r/ft.M-JtW5PM4njJ .
4. Discussion 9bout a current·rnvestigatlon ~eing conducted which BCLCis the complainar.it (thatport,ori I would
.reque!?t will be Wayne, Kevin and I in-.carnera. (C-t""j f~LiJl:..-1,)
ISA's; and

.

_.,,-., I hope this helps. If not please

feel·fre.e to give m;e a call:.

Regards,
,d:.:.1
J.E.L. '(Len) Melileur
Executive Director
Compliance Di_vision

Gaming Policy tnforcernent Branch
Ministry .offinance
Location: 3rd ~loor, 1310 Governnie11t .Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Add res~: P,O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Vicit9r1a -SC VSW 9N:1
:

Website: www.gaming.gov.bc.ca
This cornmunlcatibi1 (both the rnessags_ <1l]<innvAt;tadi1mmtsl ia intemfod fill useb,t):lte Qfrson ot:_persnns to wnnrn it is- addrnssed
ilnd;l'nust not pe ~hared .0r disst1mil1,i_t1~d _1,i__tiJess autlmrizes!..hYJ~'!.V oI_wlthout the exrmi~~Q)iuthoriW fjf the $ender. Thfa
-C:.Qll.1Q)l!~ic~tlon may cont~\in priylleged or cqnfide • tial ~nforn1ation.- If you h;tve received'thi~ mes:.iage• i.n error. 01' M3 l)Cit {he
na,l'.ned re.<:ipi.1mt, plf.Jase imn,~di<1t(1lytiotiry·:thesendet and delete lhe rn~ssage froth yO.Lfr mailbot~ii:ld trasJ:i without copylngor
cliscltJsfng it.
;

1
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From: Chri_stine MATTERS.ON

Sent: Friday, JUiy 24, 2015 10:lS AM

l

To: Meilleilr, Len FIN:EX
.Subject: Meeting with RCMP Criminal Operations Officer (ISOC) / July 30th

Good dgy sir,
Yourself ar:id your two Di.rectors will be meeting with A/Commr. Wayne ~ideout and C/Supt. Kevin Hackett (as noted in
the below email from your assistant.) The meeting ha.s been set for July 3.0th at 10:00 at our office. (This meeti11g Wilf
already be in your calendar.)
·
Wayrie Rideout jllst gofback into town from his hoiid~ys abroad and 1 was abl~ to have a quick co·nvf;!rsation with
him yesterday. Depending on the subject.matter .of your meeting, Wayn'e was thinking it might be appropriate to inclµde
C/Supt. Sean Bourrie (OfficerJn Charge of E Division fede_i"i;i.l Setious and Organized Crime) and C/Supt. Brian Cantera
(the Officer in Charge of E Division Policing Support Services:) in this m~eting.
Would yqu be al,le to tell me roughly what this August 30th meeting wfo he covering so thatl might determine if it
would be appropriate-for Sean and Brian to attend as well?
·

_Best regards,
Christi'ne
Chr:ist1ne Matterson
Executive Assistant to.A/Cornmr. Wayne Rideout
.
RCMP "E" Div. Cr.iminal Operations Officer,Jnve~tigative Services.anr;l btganized Crime

>>> <
> > 2015/06/25
>>> 4:d0 PM>>>
Hi Christin!'l,I am Len Meilleur's assistant With Gaming Policy and Enforcement and Wayne and Kevin Hackett agreed to
a meeting with Len to discuss an issue. I see Wayne is away until July 27th but can we go ahead cind s~t up a meet)ilg
for when h.e :is .back?
Len feels they will need 2 hours and also wanted to let you. know he wili l;ie bringi'ng 2 directors (Der~k Dickson and
Anna Fitz~rerald) from Gaming with him ..,we will come to·your offices for the meeting.
Please advise when a good day/time Wquld be sowe can coo'rdinate calendars arid m.ake sure Len and the directors here
arl:l available~
ThanxChristine; l iook forward to hearing fromyou.
2

This is Exhibit "QQ" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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/~-=7~sioner for the Province of
British Columbia

GPEB4160.0001

Meilleur,. Len FIN:EX
_,,.-.,From:
Sent
To:
Cc:

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX

Fridpy, July 31, ?015 6:56 AM
Kevin Hackett
•
Mukc1hy, William FIN:EXi Mayer, Douglas FIN:EX

Subje~:

Me'eting with GPEB -2015-07 ~30

Goo,:l morning:
I thank all of you for the gMng of your tim.e yesterday to discuss matters of mutual interest. l11sp. Colasacco has already
reached out to nie and as I know him-personally from past initiatives ram confident Sandro and I can work towards
enhancing outcomes.
In terms ofthe·action plan forGPEB I will:

.r---.

1. Begin work.with Sandro on reviewing all sharing agreements and modifying what we need to, ifwe need to. I
will also work with him to discuss how we, best integrate GPEB's Intel ·unit for the mutual benefit of all RCMP,
GPEB and BCLC.
2. I will work With ·scLC on our roles and re~potisibllities and determine if any information sharing agreements
between the .a/n (:lntities need to be modified or for that matter reconsidered to ensure that the inte'rests and
liability of everyone are best served. I wiU then share those results with Sandro and Kevin when the work is
complete .
3. I wiJI i['!Vblve FINTRAC in the discussion about source of funds informati_on when an~I if collected and their
receiving of information as· per Wayne's Welcomed suggestion;
-4. I will review the RCMP green sheets on GPEB role to ensure they are current. Sandro is going to pr-ovide me a
copy.
.
5. Finally, I will keep Wayne advised of any n,ew policy or Ministry d.irection based on our wor_k as outlined in the
concept paper and our ongoing AML strat~gy.

Kevin, in the ·mea·ntime. please allow your team ~t CFSE'U to carry on with BCLC until I have completed the work with
BCLC {on roles). However I would offer that ifyou!have sensitive matters when conducting your investigation(s) or you
have concerns about the sanctity of that investigation thatyou have your team reach out to <'lPE:B. I will ensure·
someone contacts your team, any time of day/nig~t and that we provide assistance.
Sean, with respect to the file you will b_e mak)rig a: decision on, a.s agreed you and I will be the contact points on this. As
well, :any member of younlianagernent team can reach outto me direct. Should you. decide to m·ove forward we can
work on assigning a GPEB 11'.')ember to act as your point ofcontact, to ensure you .are pi'ovided-sup}:rort.
Again, I ·appreciate everyone's time and sincere inter.est. -I understand some of the c~allenges e.ach one of you face and
will commit to productive solutions that lighten the burden on your resources.
Have a good weekend.

("""!.E.L, (Len) Meilleur-

.:xecutiv~ Director
Compliance Division

GPEB4160.0002

Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor; 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box·9309Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BCV8W9N'.I,

Website: www.gaming.gov.bc.ca
This. com1i1utJir.ation (both the .mes!rng:e and an~ attach~nWAintended for use-by.the_ person o(pftrsons. to whom lt is.addressed

siru! !l\U_st not· be shared q.r i.iiS6ernin,W!d u11Jg~s-mfthgri.i~.ct~t !!'.!..'«J?.f.wittibut t11~~t=;.~Qrn§.~~d_.antl-lority of the sender. This

·
comi:nuriication may c()ntain privir¢gei:I pr confideniia! information-. !f you hav~ received thi~ message irferror or 1ate- not the-nam·e·d
rer:ipirn1t, please immediately .notify the sender an~J.delete th.e mess.ige from your n.1a).lhox .and tr?!lh without copyihg or disclosing
it.
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This is Exhibit "RR" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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To:
From:
Sent:
Subject:
Programs

Rob Kroeker[
Rob Kroeker
Tue 09/01/2018 3:26:15 PM
FW: CONFIDENTIAL: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension - Adverse Impacts to AML and Security

From: Rob Kroeker
Sent: October-28-15 10:40 AM
To: 'Meilleur, Len FIN:EX'
Cc: Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Jim D. Lightbody; 'Sandro COLASACCO'
Subject: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension - Adverse Impacts to AML and Security Programs
Good morning Len
Thanks for the quick response.
In regard to the ISA, it is important t o note t hat it was not developed by investigative staff at either the RCMP
or BCLC, rather it was produced by highly skilled legal staff within the RCMP and BCLC working in
collaboration to ensure a sound lega l foundation and that the roles, responsibilities and interests of both
organization were properly addressed and protected. It is unfortunate that questions have been cast over
the validity of the ISA without either BCLC or the legal representatives responsible for the drafting of the
agreement being present so that they could respond to questions raised. That may have avoided the present
unfortunate circumstances. I continue to have confidence in those legal experts and am certain that the
RCMP's review of the ISA will find t hat it is properly constituted and legally sound . Having said that, If the
RCMP decides that it would prefer the ISA in another form BCLC is completely committed to working with
them in that rega rd.
With respect to comments about who is responsible for the "security and integrity of gaming", to us parsing
who has a more dominate or lesser role is not productive or a concern of BCLC's. Suffice it to say that, the
public interest would dictat e that al l parties involved - police, GPEB, BCLC, MoJ - have a role in ensuring that
gaming sites are safe, secure, and operate with integrity, and further it is clear that each agency has more
than sufficient legislative authority to pursue these objectives.
The federal Ministry of Finance (via Fin TRAC} has designated BCLC as the repo rting entity responsible for AML
compliance at gaming sites across the province. A key feature of our AML program is our customer due
diligence protocols which were supported in part by the ISA and cooperation with police. The ISA allowed us
to engage in more robust customer due diligence checks than would otherwise be the case and provide better
overall information to Fin TRAC where suspicious transaction reports are indicated . Wit hout this capability
ou r COD efforts are adversely aff ected and weaker and the quality of the information we provide to Fin TRAC
(and that Fin TRAC is ultimately able to provide to police) is poorer. In addition, the ISA allowed us to
develop our proactive banning program - which was at the request of police agencies across the province.
This was (and is) something BCLC was very supportive of and that we understood was useful to police as well.
Without the ISA we cannot run this program and our abilities around providing security at our sites is
diminished. BCLC saw working with police to keep known criminals and gang members out of gaming sites as
a very positive initiative. In addition, the ISA allowed BCLC to share information with the RCMP including
surveillance information and intelligence.
I understand from your note below that GPEB is willing to step in to provide information to BCLC in the
interim to support a proactive banning program. While this is appreciated, my understanding is that BCLC
does not currently have an ISA with GPEB that would allow for this exchange of information. More

BCLC0004922

BCLC0004922

importantly, GPEB is responsible for the regulation and oversight of gaming services from a governance
perspective. GPEB would put itself into a direct conflict of interest if it were to participate in BCLC's
operational security and AML programs. GPEB cannot both be part of the program operationally and oversee
and audit those same programs.
If there is interest in restoring the lost functionality of BCLC's AML and proactive banning programs, BCLC
would welcome a meeting at the earliest possible convenience between GPEB, BCLC and the RCMP to sort out
the ISA issue that has been raised. I would suggest that Jim Lightbody and John Mazure also attend any initial
meeting to make sure there is clarity around objectives and outcomes.
Regards,

Rob Kroeker
Vice President I Corporate Security & Compliance
British Columbia Lottery Corporation
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver BC V5M 0A6
T6
IM
IF
Connect with us:
Twitter @BCLCI Facebook BCCasinos I Blog I bclc.com
Last year, more than $1 billion generated by BCLC gambling activities went back into health care, education and
community groups across B.C.

From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Sent: October-28-15 8:01 AM
To: Rob Kroeker
Cc: Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Jim D. Lightbody; 'Sandro COLASACCO'
Subject: RCMP-BCLC ISA
Importance: High
Good morning Rob:
Subsequent to your email last evening I contacted Supt. Sandro Colasacco, RCMP E Division Intelligence
Officer. I met with Supt. Colasacco several weeks ago to discuss operational matters of which included:

1.
2.
3.

GPEB' role and responsibilities under the current Government MOU with the RCMP and "E" Division
Policy on gaming;
The establishment of our new Intelligence Unit and how to best integrate that with the RCMP; and
If there was interest by the RCMP in the establishment of a new MOU with GPEB.

This is all in keeping with the Ministers increased expectation that GPEB will be more visible and work closely
with police. I accept that it is my responsibility to ensure that occurs.
At the time of the meeting and on previous occasions the RCMP/BCLC ISA was discussed . Certain sectors
within the RCMP were under the impression that BCLC was the enforcement body with respect to the CGA. In
fact the ISA reads, "whereas BCLC has responsibility under the CGA to protect the security and integrity of

BCLC0004922.02
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gaming in British Columbia."
GPEB questioned the RCMP's interpretation of this. We also asked about whether a Federal PIA or a
Provincial PIA or consultation had been done on the sharing of information by the RCMP and the collection by
BCLC, under the auspices in the agreement that BCLC was responsible for the "integrity" of gaming in B.C. I
also asked BCLC about this and was informed there was no requirement for such consultation or assessment
occurring. If that is incorrect could you please clarify.
I consulted with MOJ Police Services and they deemed this agreement as something that should be between
the enforcement body (GPEB) and the RCMP. The ADM after his recent discussions with the Commanding
Officer of the RCMP expressed to the Minister (in a recent meeting) that there was confusion in the RCMP
about GPEB's and BCLC's role.
The RCMP decided to review its policies and outstanding agreements with government. I support that as
some of the information is outdated. Supt. Colasacco informs me that he identified some concerns,
particularly that BCLC is not a Cat II Law Enforcement partner, meaning an agency with a specific law
enforcement role. His instruction to staff was that the ISA be suspended with the intent that a new MOU be
put in place.
I expressed concern to Supt. Colasacco that the messaging to RCMP staff appears to have been that they are
to cease all communication with BCLC and that is of concern to me as no such message was ever delivered on
our part. He believes that front-line staff are misinterpreting his direction on this and he will follow up upon
his return to Vancouver this week. He will get back to me and I will then request a call with the three of us to
discuss how we can best expedite the process.
GPEB is committed to working with BCLC in support of any information it receives which would lead to
prohibition of and any possible charges of those individuals. I accept responsibility for not communicating to
BCLC the review of these processes in a timely manner. I expressed to Supt. Colasacco that my belief was that
BCLC would be informed in writing as to the reasons for the suspension of the ISA and review. The intent
here is to protect all entities, RCMP, GPEB and BCLC and to ensure that we are all compliant with privacy
legislation.
I have copied Supt. Colasacco to ensure he is informed of the concern and impact that any delay in sharing
such information may have on our respective agencies and to request a follow up discussion with you and I.
Please give me a call if you have any questions.
Your sincerely,
J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9Nl
Tel
Fax
E-mail:
Website: www.gaming.gov.bc.ca
Thi s commun icat ion,(both the message and any attachm ents) is intended fo r use by the person or persons to whom it
is addressed and must not be shared. or dissemin ated u·n less author.ized by.law or with out the expressed authority of
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the sender. Thi s communication may contain privi leged or cwnfidential information. If you have received this message
in error or are not th e named recipient, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
mailbox and trash with out copyir:ig or disclosing it.

BCLC0004922 .04

This is Exhibit "SS" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia

To:
From:
Sent:
Subject:

Rob Kroeker[
Mazure, John C FIN:EX
Wed 10/01/2018 10:53:16 PM
RE: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension - Adverse Impacts to AML and Security Programs

Thx Rob .

From: Rob Kroeker [

Sent: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 2:06 PM
To: Mazure, John C FIN:EX

Subject: FW: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension - Adverse Impacts to AML and Security Programs

-----Original Message----From: Sandro COLASACCO [mailto:
Sent: October-28-151:54 PM
To: Rob Kroeker; l
Cc: Jim D. Lightbody;
Brian CANTERA; Kathy FURGASON; Kyle FRIESEN
Subject: Re: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension -Adverse Impacts to AML and Security Programs

Good afternoon Gentlemen,

After speaking with Len and reading the e-mail train, it appears there have been some misunderstandings and
mis-communications.

Firstly, as a result of my meeting with Len, I understood the plan going forward was that the sharing of
information with BCLC would be done under the auspices of a new MOU with GPEB. Consequently, I sent the
RTIC an e-mail message advising them of this matter and that Requests For Information would be suspended
until such time as the new MOU was in place. At no time did I tell anyone that GPEB requested that the RCMP
no longer communicate with BCLC. I do not know from whom BCLC received this information but it is
incorrect and a misinterpretation of my message.

Secondly, in the same way that Len thought the RTIC-BC would be communicating this position with BCLC, I
assumed that GPEB had discussed this matter with BCLC both prior and after our meeting. In fact, I was
waiting to be contacted by the newly hired manger of the GPEB Intel Unit in order to begin developing the
new MOU.

Given my understanding of GPEB's roles and responsibilities, the creation of an MOU between GPEB and the
RCMP made sense to me. I must admit that I was a bit uncomfortable with the current ISA given that BCLC is
not designated as a Category II agency by either CPIC or CISBC.

BCLC0004932

It is also clear from the e-mails that both GPEB and BCLC have differing interpretations of their roles and
responsibilities when it comes to the "security and integrity of gaming" in BC. I look forward to discussing this
matter and am prepared to work towards a collaborative solution . I spent 10 years at IPOC as both a NCO and
OIC so AML efforts are dear to my heart.

I have also cced the A/OIC at the RTIC-BC - S/Sgt. Kathy Furgason and Mr. Kyle Friesen - RCMP Counsel from
the DOJ for their awareness. I am hoping that Mr. Friesen will be involved in future discussions regarding the
current ISA and any future MOU.

Thank you

Sandro
Superintendent Sandro Colasacco
Division Intelligence Officer, CIS
Designated Officer, Witness Protection
RCMP "E" Division,
Address:
14200 Green Timbers Way, Mailstop 708
Surrey, BC
V3T6P3
(Office)
(BlackBerry)

sent from my Blackberry
Surintendant Sandro Colasacco
Officier au renseignement pour la Division E Gendarmerie royal du Canada (GRC}, 14200, chemin Green

BCLC0004932.02

Timbers, bo1te postal #708 Surrey, Colombie-Britannique, V3T 6P3

Tel.:
Tel. cell:

From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Sent: October-28-15 8:01 AM
To: Rob Kroeker
Cc: Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Jim D. Lightbody; 'Sandro COLASACCO'
Subject: RCMP-BCLC ISA
Importance: High

Good morning Rob:

Subsequent to your email last evening I contacted Supt. Sandro Colasacco, RCMP E Division Intelligence
Officer. I met with Supt. Colasacco several weeks ago to discuss operational matters of which included:

1. GPEB' role and responsibilities under the current Government MOU with the RCMP and "E" Division
Policy on gaming;

2.

The establishment of our new Intelligence Unit and how to best integrate that with the RCMP; and

3.

If there was interest by the RCMP in the establishment of a new MOU with GPEB.

This is all in keeping with the Ministers increased expectation that GPEB will be more visible and work closely
with police. I accept that it is my responsibility to ensure that occurs.

BCLC0004932.03

At the time of the meeting and on previous occasions the RCMP/BCLC ISA was discussed. Certain sectors
Within the RCMP were under the impression that BCLC was the enforcement body with respect to the CGA. In
fact the ISA reads, "whereas BCLC has responsibility under the CGA to protect the security and integrity of
gaming in British Columbia."

GPEB questioned the RCMP's interpretation of this. We also asked about whether a Federal PIA or a
Provincial PIA or consultation had been done on the sharing of information by the RCMP and the collection by
BCLC, under the auspices in the agreement that BCLC was responsible for the "integrity" of gaming in B.C. I
also asked BCLC about this and was informed there was no requirement for such consultation or assessment
occurring. If that is incorrect could you please clarify.

I consulted with MOJ Police Services and they deemed this agreement as something that should be between
the enforcement body (GPEB) and the RCMP. The ADM after his recent discussions with the Commanding
Officer of the RCMP expressed to the Minister (in a recent meeting) that there was confusion in the RCMP
about GPEB's and BCLC's role.

The RCMP decided to review its policies and outstanding agreements with government. I support that as
some of the information is outdated. Supt. Colasacco informs me that he identified some concerns,
particularly that BCLC is not a Cat II Law Enforcement partner, meaning an agency with a specific law
enforcement role . His instruction to staff was that the ISA be suspended with the intent that a new MOU be
put in place.

I expressed concern to Supt. Colasacco that the messaging to RCMP staff appears to have been that they are
to cease all communication with BCLC and that is of concern to me as no such message was ever delivered on
our part. He believes that front-line staff are misinterpreting his direction on this and he will follow up upon
his return to Vancouver this week. He will get back to me and I will then request a call with the three of us to
discuss how we can best expedite the process.

GPEB is committed to working with BCLC in support of any information it receives which would lead to
prohibition of and any possible charges of those individuals. I accept responsibility for not communicating to
BCLC the review of these processes In a timely manner. I expressed to Supt. Colasacco that my belief was that
BCLC would be informed in writing as to the reasons for the suspension of the ISA and review. The intent
here is to protect all entities, RCMP, GPEB and BCLC and to ensure that we are all compliant with privacy
legislation.

I have copied Supt. Colasacco to ensure he is informed of the concern and impact that any delay in sharing
such information may have on our respective agencies and to request a follow up discussion with you and I.

BCLC0004932.04

Please give me a call if you have any questions.

Your sincerely,

J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3 Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov
Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9N1
Tel
E-mail:

Website:
www.gam ing.gov.bc.ca<http://www.gaming.gov.bc.ca<http://www.gaming.gov.bc.ca%3chttp:/www.gaming
.gov.be.ca>>

This communication (both the message and any attachments) is intended for use by the person or persons to
whom it is addressed and must not be shared or disseminated unless authorized by law or without the
expressed authority of the sender. This communication may contain privileged or confidential information. If
you have received this message in error or are not the named recipient, please immediately notify the sender
and delete the message from your mailbox and trash without copying or disclosing it.

This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot
be disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender
immediately and delete the email.
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This is Exhibit "TT" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.

BCLC0000071
Privileged Document - Produced without any waiver of privilege by BCLC before the Commission of Inquiry into Money Laundering in British Columbia
pursuant to s. 29 of the Public Inquiry Act, SBC 2007, c. 9

l(im Fitzpatrick
From:

Subject:

Rob Kroeker
Sunday, October 01, 2017 3:58 PM
Ross Alderson
FW: RCMP-BCLC ISA

Importance:

High

Sent:
To:

From: Rob Kroeker
Sent: October-28-15 8:42 AM
To: Brad Desmarais

Jennifer Keim

; Jennifer M. Smith

Subject: FW: RCMP-BCLC ISA
Importance: High
FYI -we were surprised yesterday when the RCMP, without notice, terminated our access to information for customer
due diligence and proactive banning purposes. It was terminated at the request of GPEB. You will see from the note
below that GPEB has suggested to the RCMP that the ISA is without legal foundation.
I would appreciate your thoughts, comments or advice on the assertion that the ISA is properly formulated.
Rob

From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Sent: October-28-15 8:01 AM
To: Rob Kroeker
Cc: Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Jim D. Lightbody; 'Sandro COLASACCO'
Subject: RCMP-BCLC ISA
Importance: High

Good morning Rob:
Subsequent to your email last evening I contacted Supt. Sandro Colasacco, RCMP E Division Intelligence Officer. I met
with Supt. Colasacco several weeks ago to discuss operational matters of which included:
1. GPEB' role and responsibilities under the current Government MOU with the RCMP and "E1' Division Policy on
gaming;
2. The establishment of our new Intelligence Unit and how to best integrate that with the RCMP; and
3. If there was interest by the RCMP in the establishment of a new MOU with GPEB.
This is all in keeping with the Ministers increased expectation that GPEB will be more visible and work closely with
police. I accept that it is my responsibility to ensure that occurs.
At the time of the meeting and on previous occasions the RCMP/BCLC ISA was discussed. Certain sectors within the RCMP
were under the impression that BCLC was the enforcement body with respect to the CGA. In fact the ISA reads, "whereas
BCLC has responsibility under the CGA to protect the security and integrity of gaming In British Columbia."
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GPEB questioned the RCMP's Interpretation of this. We also asked about whether a Federal PIA or a Provincial PIA or
consultation had been done on the sharing of information by the RCMP and the collection by BCLC, under the auspices In
the agreement that BCLC was responsible for the "integrity" of gaming in B.C. I also asked BCLC about this and was
informed there was no requirement for such consultation or assessment occurring. If that ls incorrect could you please
clarify.
I consulted with MOJ Police Services and they deemed this agreement as something that should be between the
enforcement body (GPEB) and the RCMP. The ADM after his recent discussions with the Commanding Officer of the
RCMP expressed to the Minister (in a recent meeting) that there was confusion in the RCMP about GPEB's and BCLC's
role.
The RCMP decided to review its policies and outstanding agreements with government. I support that as some of the
information is outdated. Supt. Colasacco Informs me that he identified some concerns, particularly that BCLC is not a Cat II
Law Enforcement partner, meaning an agency with a specific law enforcement role. His Instruction to staff was that the
ISA be suspended with the intent that a new MOU be put in place.
I expressed concern to Supt. Colasacco that the messaging to RCMP staff appears to have been that they are to cease all
communication with BCLC and that ls of concern to me as no such message was ever delivered on our part. He believes
that front-line staff are misinterpreting his direction on this and he will follow up upon his return to Vancouver this
week. He will get back to me and I will then request a call with the three of us to discuss how we can best expedite the
process.
GPEB ls committed to working with BCLC in support of any information it receives which would lead to prohibition of and
any possible charges of those Individuals. I accept responsibility for not communicating to BCLC the review of these
processes in a timely manner. I expressed to Supt. Colasacco that my belief was that BCLC would be Informed In writing
as to the reasons for the suspension of the ISA and review. The Intent here is to protect all entities, RCMP, GPEB and
BCLC and to ensure that we are all compliant with privacy legislation.
I have copied Supt. Colasacco to ensure he Is informed of the concern and impact that any delay in sharing such
information may have on our respective agencies and to request a follow up discussion with you and I. Please give me a
call if you have any questions.
Your sincerely,
J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9N1
'rel:
E-mail:
Website: www.gaming.gov.bc.ca
This communication /both the message and any attachments) Is intended for use by the person or persons to whom it Is addressed
and must not be shared or disseminated unless authorized by law or without the expressed authority of the sender. This
communication may contain privileged or confidential Information. if you have received this message in error or are not the named
recipient, please Immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your mailbox and trash without copying or disclosing it.
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l<lm Fitzpatrlcl<
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Kroeker
Sunday, October 01, 2017 3:54 PM
Ross Alderson
FW: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension - Adverse Impacts to AML and Security Programs

From: Rob Kroeker
Sent: October-29-15 11:31 AM
To: 'Sandro COLASACCO'
Cc: Kyle FRIESEN
Subject: RE: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension -Adverse Impacts to AML and Security Programs
Sandro
It is regrettable these Issues have arisen. BCLC has greatly valued its cooperative relationship with the RCMP and wishes
to take the steps necessary to continue the excellent level of appropriate cooperation that has existed. To that end we
look forward to a discussion between the RCMP, BCLC and GPEB.
BCLC now understands that the RCMP has decided to suspend the ISA pending a review. BCLC Is ready to assist as
needed if we can In your review.
There is one interim matter I would appreciated having a brief call with you on. The ISA was the authority for BCLC to
provide surveillance and other personal Information to the RCMP, it would be helpful if we could discuss this aspect of the
ISA as your detachment members make frequent use of the provision. I would like to find a way to maintain this access
for your members during your review of the ISA.
I have a fair bit of open time in my calendar tomorrow for a call if you are available.
Regards,

Robert Kroeker BA, LLB, MPA
Vice President I Corporate Security & Compliance
British Columbia Lottery Corporation
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver BC VSM 0A6
T
Connect with us:
Twitter @BCLCI Facebook BCCasinos

I Blog I bclc.com

Last year, more than $1 billion generated by BCLC gambling activities went back Into health care, education and community groups
across B.C.
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Kim Fitzpatrick
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Rob Kroeker
Sunday, October 01, 2017 3:55 PM
Ross Alderson
FW: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension - Adverse Impacts to AML and Security Programs

-----Original Message----From: Sandro COLASACCO
Sent: October-29-151:16 PM
To: Rob Kroeker
Cc: Brian CANTERA
; Kathy FURGASON
Subject: Re: RCMP-BCLC ISA Suspension -Adverse impacts to AML and Security Programs
Good afternoon Rob,
After consultation with RCMP DOJ Counsel and Investigative Services and Organized Crime Criminal Operations, it has
been decided that we will continue to share information with BCLC within the parameters of the existing ISA. The RTIC-BC
has been advised.
i will, nevertheless, give you a call on Monday as planned.
Regards,
Sandro
Superintendent Sandro Colasacco
Division Intelligence Officer, CIS
Designated Officer, Witness Protection
RCMP "E" Division,
Address:
14200 Green Timbers Way, Mailstop 708
Surrey, BC
V3T6P3

sent from my Blackberry
Surintendant Sandro Colasacco
Offlcler au renseignement pour la Division E Gendarmerie royal du Canada {GRC), 14200, chemin Green Timbers, bo'i'te
postal #708 Surrey, Colombie-Britannique, V3T 6P3

-----Original Message----From: Rob Kroeker
To: COLASACCO, Sandro
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Kim Fitzpatrick
From:
Sent:

To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Dadwal
Monday, May 02, 2016 3:15 PM
Ross Alderson
Hussey, Joel; Ng, Will
RE: RCMP/BCLC ISA

Much appreciated.
Thanks Ross.
Paul
From: Ross Alderson

Sent: May-02-16 12:35 PM
To: Dadwal, Paul
Subject: RCMP/BCLC ISA

Hi Paul,
Here is the current ISA which was signed in 2014
As we discussed the key here in my opinion is that RCMP would want to continue to receive Suspicious Transaction
reports and associated reports such as customer interviews which is really the source data. That is not really sorflethlng
covered under this ISA however it may be a matter of a letter to the VP BCLC Corporate Security from RCMP requesting all
information pertaining to proceeds of crime/money laundering investigations. Maybe your legal guys can take a look at it.
Should you require subsequent information related to a specific investigation that is definitely covered
Regards
Ross Alderson CAMS.
Director, AML & Investigations
Corporate Security and Compliance Division, BCLC
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver, BC, V5M OA6
T 604 225 6382 C 604 828 2293 F 604 225 6488

Connect with us~
Twitter @BCLCI Facebook BCCaslnos I filQg I bclc.com

Last year, more than $1 blllion generated by BCLC gambling activities went back into health care, education and community groups
across B.C.

This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the email.
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This is Exhibit "UU" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Monday, August 31, 2015 10:46 AM
Wenezenki-Volland, Cheryl FIN :EX
Boychuk, Dave FIN :EX; Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
FW: GPEB external AML engagement TOR
GPEB external AML engagement TOR final.docx

Good morning Cheryl:
Dave Boychuk has taken the lead on putting together a document which outlines the scope of work we would ask of a firm,
contracted to do an external review.
Please advise if you wish us to pursue this, then Dave will be able to ask for costs and a proposal from possible contractors.
We have an option of either a Tier 1 firm or someone smaller who would be able to do this as well. The difference, in my
opinion, would be stature of the company and the weight behind that.
Thanks to Dave for doing this. I await your direction and we can talk about this tomorrow at the HLG Briefing if you like.

J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location : 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9N1

Website: www .gaming.gov.bc.ca
This communication (both the message and any attachments) is intended for use by the person or persons to whom it is addressed and
must not be shared or disseminated unless authorized by law or without the expressed authority of the sender. This commun ication
may contain privileged or confidential information. If you have received this message in error or are not the named recipient, please
immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your mailbox and trash without copying or disclosing it.
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Whereas:

The Province of British Columbia wishes to retain a firm to conduct an external review by examining the
effectiveness of the British Columbia Lottery Corporation's (BCLC) customer due diligence framework,
generally in contracted gaming facilities, and specifically with focus on one particular facility. For further
clarity, the scope of this engagement will include an assessment of the overall sufficiency of the BCLC
anti-money laundering customer due diligence framework, as applied to service providers, as well as a
specific performance audit of the policy as it is applied to a specific facility of a specified period of time,
namely four (4) years. The intent of the province in this engagement is to understand the overall
sufficiency, functioning of the customer due diligence and suspicious currency transaction framework
applied by BCLC in preventing money laundering activities in gaming facilities operated under the
authority of the province. The proponent is expected to both consider the current state, and make
recommendations as to a future state that would enhance the integrity of gaming in British Columbia
through improved policy and procedures designed to prevent money laundering activities. Given that
both BCLC and the province are actively engaged in audit and assurance projects in the gaming sector,
this review will include and examination of whether the current audit and assurance work is effective in
capturing the province's concern with regards to money laundering or other unlawful activities in
gaming facilities.

Inputs and Outputs
The province will provide the proponent with the information pertaining to governments work to date
on their money laundering strategy, BCLC's customer due diligence framework, and a detailed listing of
suspicious currency transactions reports, and any related intelligence, for a period of not more than four
years from the current date. The province will provide the proponent with such further documentary
evidence as the proponent might reasonably require.

The proponent will:
Examine the customer due diligence framework with the intent of assessing overall sufficiency, and
make any recommendations to the province that would enhance the effectiveness of the framework in
identifying and preventing money laundering and other associated unlawful activities in gaming facilities
operated under the authority of the province;
Review the suspicious currency transactions reports from a specific facility with the intent of assessing
compliance with the customer due diligence framework, and confirm that suspicious currency
transactions are being captured and reported as required. For further clarity, the proponent will
examine a representative number of the suspicious currency transaction reports in order to assess
whether or not action was taken, consistent with policy and procedure on the matter, to address the
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concern raised in the report. The proponent will also examine BCLC's customer due diligence
framework and compare it to industry standards in both gaming and Canadian financial institutions.

The proponent will ensure that the overall review and recommendation is informed by the review of the
suspicious currency transactions.

Timing
Time is of the essence in this matter. Any proponent must be available to start this engagement
immediately.

Estimate
The proponent is required to propose an estimate of the work effort, and financial commitment
required to undertake this task, as well as detailed information as to the proposed staff compliment to
be assigned, and the maximum dollar value expected for this engagement. The scope of work will be
narrowed in scope to focus on suspicious cash transactions and illicit cash. GPEB will provide sufficient
background information and other documentation relevant to this issue to assist the proponent in
moving to this examination quickly.
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From:
Sent:

To:
Cc:

Subject:

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Monday, August 31, 2015 11 :02 AM
Swan, Angela FIN:EX
Boychuk, Dave FIN:EX; Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
FW: GPEB external AML engagement TOR

Angela,
For your follow up with John in my absence when he returns. Dave, you and I can talk about the pros and cons.
Len

From: Wenezenki-Yolland, Cheryl FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 10:55 AM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Cc: Boychuk, Dave FIN:EX; Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
Subject: RE: GPEB external AML engagement TOR
Len,
This should form part of a discussion with John on his return and would be one of the options. One consideration - of this
whether to undertake more review work is whether it would actually provide any new information beyond that you have
already obtained through some of the work you have already done on AML. Or do we just need to take some of the actions
that have already been identified. What would the best investment of our and BCLC resources? Doing more review or
implementing actions?
I believe we need to also receive BCLC's response to John's letter before we decide on a course of action, at this point I just
want to ensure we have identified all of our options.
Thanks
Cheryl

From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 10:46 AM
To: Wenezenki-Yolland, Cheryl FIN:EX
Cc: Boychuk, Dave FIN:EX; Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
Subject: FW: GPEB external AML engagement TOR
Good morning Cheryl :
Dave Boychuk has taken the lead on putting together a document which outlines the scope of work we would ask of a firm,
contracted to do an external review.
Please advise if you wish us to pursue this, then Dave will be able to ask for costs and a proposal from possible contractors.
We have an option of either a Tier 1 firm or someone smaller who would be able to do this as well. The difference, in my
opinion, would be stature of the company and the weight behind that.
Thanks to Dave for doing this. I await your direction and we can talk about this tomorrow at the HLG Briefing if you like.
1
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J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9N1

Website: www.gaming.gov.bc.ca
This communication (both the message and any attachments) is intended for use by the person or persons to whom it is addressed and
must not be shared or disseminated unless authorized by law or without the expressed authority of the sender. This communication
may contain privileged or confidential information. If you have received this message in error or are not the named recipient, please
immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your mailbox and trash without copying or disclosing it.
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This is Exhibit "W" referred to in the Affidavit No_ 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 _

----b ~------------- -------- -- --------A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Wednesday, September 9, 2015 8:13 AM
Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX; Dickson, Derek FIN:EX
Mulcahy, William FIN:EX; Giesbrecht, Al FIN :EX; Chamberlain, Robert D FIN:EX; Swan, Angela FIN:EX;
Boychuk, Dave FIN:EX; Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Wenezenki-Volland, Cheryl FIN:EX
External Review
Document1 .docx

For your assistance as this work begins. I have jotted down some thoughts and questions to guide this review.
I believe Dave B. will be able to announce shortly as to whom has been engaged and they will start soon. Derek and Anna
are the leads on this with support from Bill Mulcahy and Al Giesbrecht.
I will leave 3 binders of information with Al Giesbrecht who will deliver to Burnaby.
Thanks everyone and let's get the best product possible for the benefit of both GPEB and BCLC. I have every confidence that
will occur.
Regards,

J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Pol icy Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9N1

Website : www.gaming.gov.bc.ca
This communication (both the message and any attachments) is intended for use by the person or persons to whom it is addressed and
must not be shared or disseminated unless authorized by law or without the expressed authority of the sender. This communication
may contain privileged or confidential information. If you have received this message in error or are not the named recipient, please
immed iately notify the sender and delete the message from your mai lbox and trash without copying or disclosing it.
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External Review - Things to Consider
•

Notice to BCLC as soon as contractor engaged (from ADM or Acting ADM)

•

Provide all data to contractor but ensure that it is not copied

•

Provide access to GPEB offices as a place to work

•

Brief the contractor on expectations, a review, findings, gaps, and
recommendations

•

My concern is with BCLC and the GSP Customer Due Diligence Program in
place, how did this occur, why, and what needs to be implemented to stop
it. We need to address the flight of capital concern and the underground
banking economy! Increased presence of $20 bills!

•

Along with that is GPEB on the right track with their desire for Source of
funds questionnaire and enhanced due diligence, meaning# of SCT's filed
against a patron= assessment and severing of business relationship? What
is the balance as gaming facilities are entertainment businesses and what
impact will the suggested changes have on operations. Again WHAT IS THE
BALANCE? We all need to be cognizant of that!

•

On-site presence by police or GPEB team. Does this idea make sense? Why
or why not?

•

Anna/Derek to attend with contractors to any meetings with BCLC

•

Obtain all information from BCLC on their CDD program for analysis. My
question is if BCLC is saying their CDD on AML is world class, best in Canada,
exceeds, then why did this occur, there must be a reason identified!

•

Provide contractor with Kroeker Report, Summit material, GPEB Strategy on
AML, past audits of AML, data on STRS, meaning the volume of and the
synopsis so they understand the activity.

•

There are binders in Len's office with information; Lisa Burke should have
the information from Bill McCrea's work entered in Trim. Audit and
Investigations units have plenty of data

•

Scope creep. Ensure this does not expand into something we do not need.
With all of the material we have the contractor should have a good sense of
the issue, the gaps, what we have been trying to accomplish and our vision
for the future. The gap as I see it is a correlation to the activity and the
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business relationship. This needs to be more in line with the financial
institutions as per John's letter to BCLC (Aug 7) and government would no
doubt wish to say we go beyond what is required, meaning simply reporting
we do this .....

This is Exhibit "WW" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

........ 4~.. ~ ................ .
AC; ~~;·i; sioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Giesbrecht, Al .RN:EX
I'.--...,

·

irom:
Sent:.
To:
Subject

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Thursday,- Octot;>er 8, 2015 7:19 AM
Giesbrecht, Al FIN:EX
FW~ MNP Audit!- Release of Player Infprmation

__

.....,........,

_____

____.... ___ ~- -----~~--_,_
......_

From: BoYchi.ik, Dave FJN:EX
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 201510:40 PM
To: 'Rob Kroeke~; Meilleur, Len fIN:EX
cc: Ross Alderson; Kevin Sweeney

...

,...

__,,

1

.subject; RE: MNP Audit- Release of Player Infonpation
f

A few points of clarification, wh_it:h ,!re embedd~d .belQW.
1

I am happy to di~cuss·ps required.
Dave Boychuk, CPA-CMA
Director I Operations I ·Gaming Policy and Enforc~ment Branch
Ministry of Finance
·

r,.~---·--·--~ ~-~.--.-...-~---'--.....;_..,_____.-.:....____~-----------_._,,...:rom: Rob Kroeker
Sent: Wedn~sday, October 7, 2015 5:07 PM

·
To: Meilleur; Len FIN:EX
;
Cc: Boychuk, Dave FIN:EX; Rob Kroeker; Ross Ald~rson; Kevin Sweeney
Subject: MNP.Audit- Release of Player informati9n

i-li Lef)
Thts note
. is. to confirm our conversation ofthe
. this
. I afternoon:
'

•
·•

In respon.se to BCLC's concerns aboutthe, removal of confidential player information from B!=LC's secure
envir·onment and dellveryt_o MNP, a priva~e sectqr seiVice provider, GPEB conducted a consult with the Of PC.
Dave Boychack conducted the consult with the OIPC and advises the OIPC hi:!s concluded there are no issues
with BCLC delivering the information requ¢sted in the attached excel spreadshe·et_to GPEB, who will in turn
·
deliver the same information to MNP.
o I have (!r'!gaged OIPC in a discussidn regarding-the disclosure of pers·onal information from f3CLC _to
GPEB, and in tum GPEB sharing th)s information With MNP. We agreed that:
• GPEB.can rely on s. 3-1.1(i)(c) of thf;! Freeqom of Information and Protection ofPrivacy Act
{FIPPA) to iri- respt,!ct of th~ disclosure from BCLC to GPEij;
11
That MNP being under contract to the province by way of a General Servlces Agreement
(GSA) means that MNP m~ets the definition of eniployee under FIPPA;
That GPEB can share persqnal information with M NP under s. 32.2 of FIPPA.
GPEB advises the OIPC is aware that neith~r-a Security Threat Risk Assessment.nor a PIA has been completed in
regard to this work.
o I made no such statement. I did not discuss.-PIA's nor StRA's in respect of MNP with OIPC. I do riot
believe that this .issue is relevant to the disclosure of information from BCLC to GPEB.·P:ersonally
identifiable information currently flows between BCLC and GPEB.
11

•

l
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•

GPEB advlses the OIPC-is alfi{are that the physical security of the sjte _where the BCLC data will eventually be
stored and used has not been formally assessed nor .has the s~curity of the systems that will be employed by

M~
o

.

.

. .

. .

I
i

For further certainty; what I discussed with 01.PC is. th8it the contract With MNP includes·thetemplate
language ahd .consequent obligations on MNP as a pro,vider relating to data use~ storage, and disclosure>_,,
This includes language_ restricting storage.of d13ta on e¥tra"territQrial s.erV~rs'.
• GPEB is not in a position. to share with BCLC the written advice;· received from the OIPC on the matter.
o Not at this time.
• GPEB Will provide a letter to BCLC .requesting the information and will state in the letter .that lt takes
responsibiliW for the security and safe keeping of BCLC's dat~. 1
• BCLC continues to work to provide the info.rrnation that can
extracted.electronically, but as noted earlier last
week this requires the development of custom reports.just for; this purpose. BCLC is targeting end ofthisweek
forthisworkto be complete.
• Completion of the data fields highlighted in red will be a manual process arid no.estim~te for how long it wiU
take to review the appox 76,000 reports to manually pull this data Is yet available, BCLC continues its work on a
1
plan for addressing this requ_es\.
~ · o As ,it ~appens ! nave Jong and significant experience in(large data set. integration. Iwould. be happy to
meet with BCLC and MNP to strategize· a way h:i wbichjthe. request can be optimized such that we meet
tl'le ends thatMNP is set to achi.e.ve, in a timely fasliio~, without undue ljardship In manual collation of
data for BCLC.
• MNP has not executed the non-disclosure agreement provided to it last week.
I
.
• MNP left a message with B.CLC stating-that it has issues with the agreement. General Co.unsel-for BCLC has
made attempts to reach MNP in regard to their concerns and ~as left-a message bµt ho furtherwntact from
MNP has been received. by BCLC.
·
• In response to Dave Boychuck's question, and as has been sta~ed earlier, BCLC confirms there are absolutely no
concerns or questions raised about GPEB's statutory authorityjto require GPEB's access to this
information. BCLC's concern is that BCLC has never been aske~ to turn over-thistype or:amount of personal
·....__,,
informatiohto a private sector service ptoviderfor storage an~ use at sites and systems that have not been
formally assessed .or verified. BC:LC's only concern is the security of the very sensitive personal information that·
is being taken fr-om its custody. All prior audits, including FinT~AC aud1ts and audits done by national
accounti1:1g firms have occ;(.!rred at BCLCs site to avoid this risldrom arising iri t_he first instance. BCLC's only
concern is proper data security and confidentiality.
,
o As n.oted above, !:have canv;:medwith OIPCi.n .re.speclofGPEB's authority to,collectinformation
authorized by another enactment, a.rid the Bran.ch's·~*hority to. share that with MNP. Given that the
authority under the GCA is common-ground of agreenient, I do· not believe issues of data security and
privacy remain.

btj

!

thlnk that about covers it. Let me know if you have any corrections o~ additions.
!
See you tomorrow morning.
Rob
This email ii3 intended only for the addressee'. It may contain corifidenti~I or proprietary Information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission.. If you have received this email in: error, please notify the sender immediately-and
delete the email.
·
I
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This is Exhibit "XX" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

......... ..~.. 0 . : ~.. ... ............ .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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October 14, 2015

Len Meilleur

Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement- Branch

playing it right

Dear Len,
I write in response. to your fetter of October 13, 2015, requesting a copy of
BCLC data pursuant to an _audit being ondertaken by MNP on behalf of .GPEB
in relation to BCLC's compliance :with the Proceeds of Crime (Money
Laun·dering) -and Terrorist Financing- Act (PCMLTFA), and in parti.cular the
provisions of that Act dealing witt) customer due diligence, large cash
transactions and suspicious transactiops. Thank you for the written request.
I very much appreciate the opportunity to continue to work cooperatively with
you as a collegial and collaborative approach can only enhance our collective
effectiveness on these critical issues.
The data that you have requested in your letter and that exists electronically
has now been puiled from BCLC systems and is ready for delivery. While we
justreceived your request yesterday, your advice to us of September 28, 2015,
that such a request would be forthcoming let us .begin work on pulling the
information at-that time. BCLQ has no:t previously been asked fo pull data from
its databases to send out to a third party ·so the exact scope of the work
required and effort involved to complete that task was not initially known to us.
Usual aµditor protocol has been for audit firms, and even FinTRAC, to Work
directly in the BCLC systems environment for security and confidentiality
reasons. Despite this we committ43d to GPEB to do all that we could to have
the data pull completed by October 9, 2015, which we understood was
agreeable. I am advised that pufllng the data into the custom report MNP
asked fo.r proved to be an involved process ~quiring our IT department to
undertake some specialized work. lJnfortunately, despite the best efforts of
staff dedicated to this task, 'the _data pull too_k one business day longer than
anticipated and the data pull was not completed until yesterday'.
The data requested and to be released contains highly sensitive personal
information. MNP has indicated to BCLC that it intends to make and retain
copies of the data beyond the time .of the engagement. Moreover, MNP
insisted tt,at BCLC remove the clause restricting data copying from BCLC's
not1-disclosure agreement. .Additionally, BCLC has no information With respect
to MNP's data storage and privacy protocols, including such information as
server locations·, system capabilities, data security, or privacy breach protocols.
For these reasons BCLC-has·been directed to, prior to the data being delivered
to MNP, cond1J.ct a consultation with the BC OIPC to ensure th~t BQLC is
acting lawfully and with appropriate due diligence in handing over sensitive
1

'14 Wes! Seymour l)Jre&t
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pen~onal informa.tion in these novel circumstances. BCLC is working quickly to
obtain the QIPC guidance and has maqe sure the o·IPC understand~ this
matter is of the utm.ost urgency. In the .alternative, if GPEB has already
received a written opinion from ·the OIPC that could provide .clarity on this
situation, it .could expedite matters if GPEB were to provide a co·py of the same
to BCLC.
One other related issue has arisen. You may recall that Jn a recent discussion
with BCLC, GPEB itself raised the issue of GPEB's: authority to request
information for audit purposes under section 78(2)(c) of the Gaming Control Act
(GOA). There. can be no doubt, and I believe we are in: complete agreement,
that GPEB has broad _authority under this .. provision.to. conduct. audits .of SCLC, ..

.
Solicitor client privilege
!-----------------------------------------------------------------;:;:

. ...............

. ···························1
as
presE;inted, appears to be a review of BCLC's complii:mce with provisions of the
federal PCMLTFA (while there is
mention of "k,now your customer"
requirements found in the GCA in the Management Consulting Professional
Services Agreement between the Province and MNP,: BCLC could find no
provisions qf that nature in that Act). For our records it would be of assistance
to us if GPEB could clarify which specific section of the GCA the audit is meant
to address.

t.ele
playing· it right

L...............................................solicitor client privilege ...............................................JI he .MNP audit,

a

As is always the case, should you have any questions or wish to discuss. any of
the matters covered herein please do ·not hesitate to give me a call. In closing.,
I will be in touch to arrange the data transfer as soon aslwe have received the
guidance from the OIPC. ·
·

74 West Sfl)'l\lOllr Street
K11mloops. 00 V2C lE"2

~!140 VlrtuolWDy

Van~ower.. 8C· VSM OA\j

l'!cl.;;.<:t.1h

Best Regards,

Rob Kroeker
Vice President
Corporate Security & Compliance

cc:

John Mazure, General Manager_. Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
Jim Lightbody, President & CEO, BCLC
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This is Exhibit "YY" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia

GPEB4 776.0001

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Rob Kroeker
Thursday, October 15, 2015 12:55 PM
Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Mazure, John C FIN:EX
RE: BCLC Response to GPEB Demand for Records (GPEB Audit)

Hi Len
We have a confirmed in person consult with the OIPC for this coming Monday.
Will be touch with you right after to debrief on outcome.
Rob

From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX [

Sent: October-15-15 9:46 AM
To: Rob Kroeker
Cc: Jim D. Lightbody; Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Wenezenki-Yolland, Cheryl FIN :EX; Boychuk, Dave FIN :EX; Dorrian, Brian J
JAG:EX
Subject: FW: BCLC Response to GPEB Demand for Records (GPEB Audit)

Good morning Rob :
Thank you for the attached letter and outline as to the effort BCLC is making to gather the information. I appreciate that
this is a significant amount of work. MNP has some ideas on how they can secure the information, as to how they will
handle and secure the information and work with the OIPC, if necessary. Once the OIPC has responded to your inquiry
we should have a call with MNP to answer any concerns you may have.
I would like to provide some clarification. At no time has GPE B indicated that this review is about federal legislation as
quoted by you, "PCMLTFA." This is a GPEB audit and MNP is assisting us.
This audit is about the provisions of Sections 7(h) and (i) of the Act. GPEB is auditing/reviewing procedures and policies,
which includes data, to determine if recommendations are required with respect to current policies/rules provided to
gaming services providers surrounding their practices and the manner in which they receive and handle cash and report
it. This includes an evaluation as to what BCLC's compliance policies around SCT's, LCT's are and whether BCLC's policies
were being adhered to. This of course includes possible recommendations around know your customer and source of
funds, benchmarks which have been expressed in previous correspondence from the ADM and the Ministers office.
Yours sinclerley,
Len Meilleur

From: Nicole Wu [

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 4 :13 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Cc: Jim D. Lightbody; Mazure, John C FIN:EX; Rob Kroeker
Subject: BCLC Response to GPEB Demand for Records (MNP Audit)
1

GPEB4 776.0002

Good afternoon Len,
On behalf of Rob Kroeker, please find attached response to your letter dated October 13, 2015.
Kind regards,
Nicole
Nicole Wu
Executive Assistant to Rob Kroeker
Corporate Security & Compliance, BCLC
2940 Virtual Way, Vancouver BC V5M 0A6

Connect with us:
Twitter @BCLC

I Twitter@BCLCGameSense I YouTube I filQg I bclc.com

Last year, more than $1 billion generated by BCLC gambling activities went back into health care, education and
community groups across B.C.

This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the email.
This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the email.
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This is Exhibit "ZZ" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

....... ~
.q y i ~·· ····· ······ ··· ····
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia

GPEB4214.0001
GPEB4214.0001

BRIT1s·H
COLUMBIA

Priv~cy Impact Assess·ment for
GPEBAfud tof BC Lottery .Corpora.tion
PIA# FlN15064

Part 1 ... General
Name of Ministry:
PIA Drafter:
Email:

-

Program Manager:·
Email:

I Ministry of Finance
LMatt Reed
I
LLen Meilleur
l

Phone:

j

Phone:

I

1. Description of the Initiative

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPE ) is responsible for the overall Integrity of gaming.
BC Lottery Corporation {BqC) is responslb e for the conduct and management of gaming on
behalf of the government and (amongiother hlngs) must monitor compllarice by gaming services
.providers with the Gaming Control Act ( CA), the regulations and the rules of the lottery
corporation
GPEB as the regulatory body is planning on. conducting an audit, which in part will review BCLC
compliance processes and identify wh~ther here are any gaps in the segmentation process used
by BCLC an.d whether the complfance mat ix used by BCLC's adequately provides monitoring
oversight pursu;;mt to the GCA1 the regula ions and the rules of the lottery corporation. In
particular GPEB Is examining whether BCLC and their servi.ce provld.ers e·xertised the necessary
due diligence in identifying and deterring ! licit cash from entering gamin·g facilities and as to
whether their needsto be any improvement.
GPEB's use of a service ·provider (MNP) to assist a GPEB ihvestlgatioh and audit by analyi:ing
documents which include personal inform at!, n held ~Y BCLC and/or service providers.

2. Scope of thi~ PIA

This PIA addresses the audit of BC LPttery orporatloh's (and their service providers') practices
respecting the identificatip_n of casl:, ,ente ·ng gaming facilities, the manner in which it is
processed, reported in ord_erto deter at1d co bat lliiclt cash from entering gaming facilities.,
3. Related Privacy Impact Assessments

There are.no related p;;vacy Impact Ass~ssm nts.
4. Elemen~s of Information or Data

,,--..,_

There are fi data requests that form the,basis of this audit.
For PLB Use Only:

Version 1.0
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They are:
• LCT numbers
• Casino disbursements
• Suspicious tra.nsaction repqrts
•

Banned patrons list

• sµspicious transaction reports (business re ationships)
• PGF accounts
Each of the reports containsimilar information. A an example, the LCT numbers dataset.includes:
I

subject, subject's address, DOB, occupation, empl yer, r}sk level, source offunds, source of wealth,
telephone number, country of residence, JD typ , p/a~e of Issue, expiry, third party transaction
(y/n), cash buy-ins, 24 hour (y/n), transaction dat s, dep~sits and drsbursements.
..__;·

For PLB Use Only:
Version .1.0
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PIA# FIN15064

tion of Personal Infor
S. Storage or-Access outside Canada
All data provided by BCLC will be held by bot. GPEB and MN P, and will be he.Id within Canada.
6. Data-linking Initiative"'
In FOIPPA,. "data linking" and f'data-lin ing Initiative" ·are strictly defined .. Answer the
following questions to. determine: whe her your Initiative qualifies as a "data-linking
initiative" under the Act. If you answer' ves" to all 3 questions, your Initiative may be a
data linking initiative. If so, yo.ti wili nee to cpmply with specific requirements l.!tider the
Act related to data-linking Initiative~.

1. Personal information from on~ dat base is·linked or combined with
personal ·1nformafion from anpther atabase;
2. The purp·ose for the linkage l~jdifferrnt from those for Which the
____p_e_rs~o_n_a,_in_f_o_rm_a_t_io_n_i_n_ea_c_h_d_a_ta_p-+s-e_w
__a_s_o_r_1g-ln_~_11v_o_b_t_ai_n_ed_o_r_ ___,
_
compiled;

3, The data linking ls occurring b~twe neither (_1) two or more public
~···--- . __ bodies or (2) one or more public bo ies and on·e or more agencies.
If you have answered "yes" to all three qu stlons; please contact a PLB

Privacy Advisor to discuss the reqtilrernen sofa data-llnklng:lnltlatlv.e.

For PL.B Use Only:
Version J.O
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7. Common or Integrated Program or Activity"'
In FOIPPA, "c.ommon or integrated program or c1c;tlvity'' is strictly defined. Answer the
follc;>wing questions to determine whether your :Initiative qualifies as "a c;ommon or
Integrated program or activity" under the ct. If: you answer 11yes" to all 3 of these ·
questions, you m_ust comply with requlreme ~ts under the Act for common or integrated
programs·and activities.
_
.
1. This initiative Involves a program or actl ity th~t provides ·a service (or
services);
i

ilo

2. Those services are provided through:
{a) a public body and at least one other ublicibody or agency working
collaboratively to provide that service; r
!
(b) o"ne public body workrng on behalf o one 6r more other public
bodies or agencies;
'

3. The common or integrated program/c1c ivityis confirmed by Written
documentation that meets the require ents set out in the FOIPPregulation.

I

I

· no
J. ·

····--··---·~

Please checkthis box if this program involves comi:non or integrated
program or activity based on y.our c:1nswers to he three questions above.

no

---

J

I

8. Personal Information Flow· Diagram and/or P¢rs • mil !~formation Flow Table

Description/Purpose
--.---------::.......-~- BCLC discloses r~quested

Type

:A~!~Qrity

Disclosure

'GCA: 79(1)(2). Refer also to 7(1).

Collection-

'.FOIPPA: s. 26(a), (b) & {c).
.GCA: 78(2)(b) & (c).

•-••-••-••--N•••-••-•••--- _ ____,

data sets to GPEB as a part
of the conducted audit

·2,

GP.EB collects Pl held.in
requested datasets from

BCLC

------------------~----~---·----~··~·-·----·-•-

3. GPEB discloses the

Disclosure

requested datasets to their
contracted service provider
{MNP) for the purposes cif
conducting th~ audit (in
coHabo"r,ation with GPEB)

For PLB Use Only;
Yers.ion 1.0

jFOIPPA:-s. 33,2(c), Also, s. 33.l(l}(t),
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FOIPPA: s, 26(c).

MNP collec:;ts audit
information from GPEB, as a
contracted service provider

-·

MNP uses Pl in order to· inform the conduct of the
audit of BCLC

6. MNP discloses results of the

Use

FOIPPA: s. 32(a) & s. 34.

Disclosu e

FOIPPA: s.- 33.2(a) & s. 34. Also s. 33.2(t)
applies;_

Disclosu e;
Collettto

FOIPPA: s.33.2(a)

audit to GPEB

7. MNP'discloses data
indlcatlng·suspicjous
(potentially criminal
behaviour) back to GPEB
8.

, 26{b), s.26(c)

GPEB opens investigation
Use
file in order to determine if
there is evidence to support
a concern that the identified
t_ransactions or financial
activity may be criminal, or a
violation of the GCA or its
Regulations. MNP assists as
required.
_......._
_,__

____________________

FOIPPA: s.26(a}/GCA1 -s. 79 & 81(2)

FOIPPA: s.32(a), s;32(c)/s.33.2(i)'

_____ _____________
......_

9. Risk Mltig_ation Table

1.

BCLC is concerned about the · Vqrious security measures (detqi/ed Low
below) , re tqken in order tp ensure
data management, security,
retention and use of
reason ble security measures are
information around this audit. taken i eluding robust physical
securit eatures, two-factor
a_u.:theni·cation in order to access
data, a d practical deidentlfl a~lon m_e_osu,r1::s,. MNP is

For PLB Use Only:
Version 1.0

.5

GPEB4214.0001
GPEB4214.0006

Privacy I ···pact Assessment for
BRITISH

COLUMBIA

GPEB Audit

f /JC Lottery Corporation
PIA# FIN15064

also subjec to cohtractuttl privacy
arid securi provisibf)s that are
Ued to the · ordi1g oj the Act
(FOIPPA).

Z. Service provider may not

securely manage Information
to the degree desired.

MNP has s ned a contract,
including a privady protection
schedule ( PS}, vJ,hich holds
requireme ts around not
. collecting, sing, ~isc/osing or
retaining p .rsonal information
unless e'xp~citly part of the
contracted setvic~s, .or otherwise In
Prpvincial ·irectiqn. The PPS also
requires re[sonah/e security
measures.
:

Low

High

a:

MNP will a so be subject to NonDisclosure gree,rents.

-----------~---1------1
----------1------------1
3. The exchange of information
Low

may not be secure.

High

The data t~at BCLC will provide to
GPEB will e in arJ encrypted
format wh ch wll~ be picked up in
person by omeo~efrom GPEB's
Complianc Division. The password
to unlock e ctyption will be
provided s parathly (over the
phone) aft r rece/pt of the
encrypted ackage.

1---+--------------t-----•--.,..--... .,. . .,. . . . . . ___. . .,. _._ ---.~·-_.. . .__._. .,_,. . ., - . . . . . . . . . . . . .-,-_,,.
Data may be retained by MNPafter the conduct of the audit

Low
Low
GPEB wi/1 e direWng MNP to
destroy th recor~s at the earliest
possible d te - given the normal
periocfreq Ired for cl\iil litigation;
this ha$ be n agreed
to as 2 years. __.______,______ ~----·
\.---'-----------._.L.----+-........,..
______
4.

10. Collection Notice

Any personal information that GPEB collects_ will ~e col{ected (inpirect/y) from BCLC. As such, GPEB
is not required to provide a collection notlficatt n under the authority of s.27{3)(c) I 27{1)(b) I
33.1(1)(c) (Gaming Control Act, s. 78(2)
For P.LB Use. Only:
Version 1.0
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onal Informatio

11. Please descri_be the physical and techf'!ical se urlty measures related to the fnftfat!ve(lf
applicable).

1. BCLC will produce the data in the agreeq Jo

mwhich will include personally identifiable records

and provide the i~formation to GPEB. "(he dot will be encrypted and the password Will be
delivered independent of the data. The ~ata I its encrypted form can be shipped by courier
directly to Jain Kenny at MNP In Calgary.
2. Upon Receipt Mr. Kenny will take custody f the device and then request the pass.word be
provided by BCLC by phone.
3. Th.e device will be cataloged andtaken to o r secure lab facility "in Calgary. The lab is a sealed
room with card key controlled access that is Ii ited to members of the .Forensic services group at
MNP. The area requires access through;two c rd key-contrd.lle_d doors and is in a building with.
CCTV and 24 hour roving security.
4. the USB device will then be attached:to an n-internet connected computer within our lab
facility. The dµ_ta will then be decrypted' into i original form.
·

5. MNP will then make a copy of the data andjremove the fields containing personally identifiable
information. We anticipate this ·.will inc/l,1de N7me and Date of Birth fields~ This will be ·determined
once the final data set structure is confirmed.J
6. The revised data will then be saved ai"1d thi tie will be transmitted by 128 Bit TLS encryption to
the Vancouver office.
,
.

.

'

i

7. MNP Vancouver Will conduct its anal)i;sis using the non-personally identifiable data.

8. During the Analysis~ it is antic/pated t~at th~ data Will Indicate Individuals requiring further
exc,mination (e.g. suspicious activity). M.NP w'ill compile a list ofth.oserequlrtng further
examination and will.provide the details, of"th~s listto GPEB. GPEB will open an investigation file in
order to determine If there is evidence t? supPiort a concern that is either criminal actlvity(e.g.
money lau_ndering), or.a. violation ofTHE,GCA pr its Regulat{ori, 9. At the conclusion of the
engagement MNP will retain the data for a p1riod of two years, which -Is the normal period
required for civil litigation to proceed through-the courts,
10, At no time will the unencrypted dqtq ~e p/(ced on an Internet connected computer. This will

eliminate the need forsophisticated intrµsion ~ontrols related to external network penetration.
,

I

!
For PLB Use Only:
Version 1.0
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12. Does your branch rely on security policies other than the Information Security Policy?
I

GPEB Will be relying in part on the contractual mJasure~ put in place In order to ensure that MNP
is held to the same (FOIPPA) standard as GPEB.
GPEB has retained the right to, at any reasonable(time and on reasonable· notice to MNB, enter on

MN B's premises to Inspect and.at GPEB's discretic!m, copy any material arid MNB .must permit, and
provide reasonable assistance to, the exercise by ·GPEB rights. under the ton tract.

.

.I

.
0

13. Please describe any access co_ntrols and/or way~ In wh ich you will limit or restrict unauthorized
changes (such·as additions or deletions) to persqnal information.
I

!

MNP wiil not be making·any changes to the infol'.tatfon,provided,. they will provfding analysis of
the data provided. Access to personal informatio will be controlled through the limited
distribution of encryption passwords, and throug the use ofde-identlficatlon. Datasets Will be deidentified at the earliest opportunity
j
;
Further, the Jab in which the data is held is a seal1d roq~ with card key controlled.acc~ss that Is
limitedto members of the Forensic services grouA at MNP. The area requires access through two
card key contra/led doors· and is in a building withi ctrv and 24 hour roving security.
'

'

14. Please describe how you track who has access t1i the p;ersonal Information.

Access to persona/information will be controlled ,hrough the limited distribution of encryption
passwords; and through the use of cle-identlficatlin. Datasets will be de-identified atthe earliest
opportunity.
,

Part 4 - Accuracy/Correction•/Retention of Pers6nal
Information
I
.
1.5. How is ·an individual's lnfo(mation ~pdated ~r corr;ected? If information Is not Updated or
corrected (for physical, procedural or other rea$ons) please explain how It will be annotated? If
personal information will be disclosed to othfrs, hpw will the- ministry .notify them of the
update, correction or annotation?
l :

GPEB will not be ~eating with any indi~iduals, a~ ~uch, ~{ ls unlikely~hat any individuals r.:quest .
update or correction of their personal mformat1ol lnd1.~ldua/s seekmg_ update or correr;tton of their
personalinformation will go through CLBC, who, ·s thetare subject to FOIPPA, would similarfy·be
required to ensure that there is a means of updat ng ancl correcting this information.
In the rare eVef?t that a request is received, GPEB
of the original source data set.

km re~er the r~qu_est(:?r to BCLC,. who.is the.holder
I !
l
I

i

For PLB Use Only:

Version 1.0

8

.....__,,.

GPEB4214.0001
GPEB4214.0009

Priv~cy Impact Assessment for
BRITISH
COLUMBIA

GPEB Audit of BC Lottery Corporation
PIA# FlN15064

16. Does your initiative use personal information to make decisions that directly affect an
lndlvldual(s)? If yes, please explain. 1

No, it is not anticipated that any decisions will be made that directly affect an individual as a part
of'this audit. GPEB does have the ability to investigate and sanction individuals (e.g. casino
employees), butthe focus of this audit is the manner in which cash .is obtained, handled and
processed through casinos. This ,includ~s a reyiew of how the conduct and manage organization
(BCLC) monitors· those operations throu~h their standards and compliance segmentation process.
17. If yQu answered "yes" to question 17,:pleas~ explain the efforts that will be made t() ~nsure
that the per-sonaJ informatipn is ~ccurate and complete.

N/A
18. If you answered "yes" to question 17, do you have approved records retention an.d disposition
·schec;lule that will .ensure that personal inform~tion Is kept for at l~ast one year after ft Is used in
making a decision directly affecting an Jndlvldual?

N/A

Part 5 - Further Information
19. Does the ini~lative lrwolve.s_ystematic disclosures
of perspnallnfor.mation? If yes,
please explain.
.
.

N/A
20. Does the program involve access to personally identifiable information for- research or statistical
purpQses? If ye,s, please explain.

NIA.
21. W.111 a personal inf9rmatlon bank (PI.B) i'esult from this initiative?

A persona.I information bank means a collection of personal Information that is organized or
retrievable by the n·ame of an individual or by ah identifying_ number, symbol, or other particular
assigned to an individual. Under section 69 (2) of FOIPPA, ·this iriformatioii is required to be
published in the PID, which is maintained and published by PLB.
,,_,

If yes, please complete the field~ in the· table below by deleting the descriptive text lil the righthand column and replacing ltwlth your: own.
For PLB· Use Only:
Version 1.0
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~tlfi1l~t!!~i~i-0tit!~t{[i1lti!it~~,i~il~i]i:\iii1~Jlirtii!1rri;t~e&J~i]lft:~~~J;~
'
River Rock regulatory/policy
related patron incidents

Description

:

Primary r:niriistry/governrnent agency
involved

FIN

All other ministries/government agencies
and public bodies·involved

~

Business contact title

Anna Fitzgerald; Director Compliance
'

Business· contact telephone number

For PLB Use Only:

Version LO
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Part 6 - PLB Comments and Signatures
This PIA is based on a. review of the material provided to PLB as of the date belot¥, if, in future any
substantive changes are made to the. scope of this PIA, the ministry will have to complete a PIA
Update and submit it to PLB.

Matt Reed

Director, Strategic Privacy and
Legislation
Privacy and Legi"slatlon Branch
Office of the Chief Information Officer
Ministry o.f Technology; Innovation
and Citizens' Services
For PLB Use Only:
Version 1.0

Nov 9, 2015
Sighature
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Part 7 - Program Area Comments and Signatures 1

/..6 rJ

me, Li u,e

O9 NOV 2015
Date

Program M.anager

Ministry Conta_ct Responsible for
.Security (Signature not requir-ed
unless MISO has been involved.)
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This is Exhibit "AAA" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

....... ~.. f u ~ ... .. ....... .... .. .... .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Mazure, John C FIN:EX
Wednesday, April 13, 2016 7:13 AM
Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX; Boychuk, Dave FIN:EX; Swan, Angela FIN:EX; Horricks, David FIN:EX;
Speed, Brittney FIN:EX
RE: MNP report

Thx Len. I share your frustration and disappointment on this matter. Let's sit down and figure it out upon my return to
the office. Hang in there
From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 4:46 PM
To: Mazure, John C FIN:EX
Cc: Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX; Boychuk, Dave FIN:EX; Swan, Angela FIN:EX; Horricks, David FIN:EX; Speed, Brittney
FIN:EX
Subject: FW: MNP report
Importance: High
The comments Cheryl has made to Angela (as outlined below) are of serious concern to me and I would hope to all who
work day and night on this project. I have discussed this feedback from Cheryl with Dave and he has some ideas on what
could be presented to Cheryl as an option but I am also aware that MNP believes this level of scrutiny is concerning. I
have also reviewed the initial 7 points of service, meaning the terms of agreement in the contract that Dave drafted and
had confirmed by Cheryl. Additionally I was never aware that the Minister and BCLC had provided any direction or
concern in regard to the type of work to be done, nor the scope. How would that be independent? BCLC certainly had
asked what it was about and we shared the service agreement objectives with BCLC. Their response to that was to go to
the OIPC to see if they had to share information with MNP. When they interacted with MNP during interviews it was
pretty direct, so the comments on relationship were derived from MN P's interaction with them in carrying out this
work. Not ours, not mine. Factual based investigative review is what it was.
Another point is Dave B compiled a good document for Angela to brief John upon his return from vacation last year as
to why we believed the MNP review was necessary and urgent. You all provided feedback on that and thought it was a
good thing to do.
I am truly confused by this as John, Dave, Derek, Anna and I have read the report and felt it was (after some minor edits)
well balanced and delivered in the most part on what we expected. I know it is a sensitive thing, I know it will cause
more friction between two organizations but I certainly also know that GPEB did not create the situation of unsourced
cash. It is the MAIN issue that has mainly driven a wedge into the relationship for several years.
I also know that we have an issue in Casinos with unsourced cash, we just created a new law enforcement team to help
address that but the facts remain the facts. Police are continuing their ongoing investigation. Our new team has already
indicated they have projects to begin. Not my creation! This Report would have been long delivered had it not been for
BCLC delay and their concern that it not happen.
All to say this decision to move MNP to do something else will require ADM guidance and decision. I am very
disappointed right now. Saying the scope was not properly managed means Anna, Derek, Dave and I did not do our jobs.
We don't manage scope of professional audit firms.
This AML external review project has been very challenging for this division, for policy and for Operations Division. To be
seen now as incompetent, which is how I feel, is disheartening. GPEB truly needs to determine the role that we continue
1
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to play in this and be blamed for or held accountable for. I have felt the weight of the world for months on this problem
and this is something I did not expect in terms of objectivity.
Respectfully,
Len Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
From: Swan, Angela FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 4:03 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX; Mazure, John C FIN:EX

Subject: MNP report
Hi John and Len,
Here are the notes today from the meeting on the MNP report:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The report goes beyond the scope of what was requested
It was intended to address BCLC's Customer Due Dilligence program and not to broadly cover money-laundering
Roles and responsibilities are covered and they do not need to be since there is work already underway in this
area
The intention was for the report to be targeting in one area - ensuring that we are up to best practice in the
CDD program
Looking for confirmation of what is being done well and where there are opportunities
Some areas covered are already being worked on - e.g. investigations
There is a good plan underway but the timing of this document makes it appear that the necessary pieces are
not there
The document needs to be balance and objective and also be consumable by the public
The expectation from CWY, the Minister and BCLC is that the report is limited to CDD
Very concerned that this will further damage the GPEB/BCLC relationship
Not good for any parties involved
New version of the report should remove the, "colourful commentary"

Thanks to Brittney, I took the contract with me in case I needed to refer to the scope but the scope had already been
reviewed, considered and compared to the report. We discussed the issue of timing of the report. It was indicated that
the scope had not been properly managed. There was a significant concern that this would be, 'tearing the bandaid off'
in terms of the relationship with BCLC. We had a discussion on the state of the relationship and the work that is being
done in terms of bringing the two parties together and establishing clear roles and responsibilities. I let her know that
Len and I are meeting with Rob and Brad this coming Friday on some of the outstanding issues. We got into some detail
on the BCLC/GPEB relationship piece but only briefly. The main concern was the scope and timing of the document.
Her instructions were to limit the scope of the report to what was in the contract. I asked about expectations regarding
timing and she advised that it is really up to us. I let her know that I would take this back to the office and that the
proposed changes would likely not go over well. She stated that she understood that and that she has an enormous
amount of respect for Len and did not want to cause him grief but that the timing and scope of this were a problem
from her perspective.
Let's discuss when you are both back in the office.

2
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This is Exhibit "BBB" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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Meilleur, Len FJN:EX
Bract Desmar~is
Thu~sday,August 271.2015 8:51 AM
Meill~ur, Len.FIN:EX
RE:· Segmentation.xlsx

/-..,_ From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

OK-~ W$ Will need to go· d_own .tha:t toad vefY careful.ly .,..,. despite -using systems ·rrt€:ietirtg or exc~eding the Fl
industry, we are not a bank and .our services cannot be used as a dontes'tic .and foreign layering todl like a
bank. Our benGhrnarks ·are much- lower than a bank's a$ Well; we report in ma!")y circurn.$t~nces Wh!3re ·the
banks da-:not I. am not hf~vqur of ohangin_g that benchmark becau$.e it would rEisl!lt -in less infonnatio.n
making ·its way to polite and FinTRAC, but ·creating a situation: where 2,.,3 STRs are filed and you're out would
.have the E;)ffect of driving even more play<;>rs to the undergroun'!::l ·gaming market ;;;ind exacerbating the $it_u~tion
~ven fwrther by criminalizing thos~ playe.rs, Hopefully your pdlicy folks are going to include us in that
conversation!
·
Brad Dt~.;rntlrai:::;
Vice President. Casino and Community Gaming
(lriterim):-Vic·e Prf;1$tdent, Corporate Sec1,1rify ~ Compli.an.c~

BCLC. 294(JVirttialW1;1y, \f,aoco1.1Ver, B.C. V5M QA6
T

C

F

La:S.t it'.!<H. inr.nri~ thaH ·$ l t)iHk1n ~1f;th?fatt:(~ by ~CL(; garnt:>Hi iQ \1Clnnti~S Vi(,;nt IJ,i;l(.~k lnto h8·t;tH~ ~ c.:,re, -e,dlii.;~l:on and
cort!•".'1uq1ty Qf(}l~p$- st.:ro~~~ B. (:.

_,,,-....,_
From: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX (m-ailto:

Sent: Thursday, August 27., 2015 8:43 AM
To: Brad Desmarais

Subject: RE:-Seg_mentaHon.xlsx
Brild,
MY rneetirn~ wit!~ Cheryl i:S after JuQch tqday, So tomorrow is a :good time to chat. With resped fo your CDD metrics; l
was certainly aware and I believe the ADM was as w~IL What I suspect what he and p9licy are. seeking:i5: how freq~en.cv
of STR'.s. fi.e.Jndustry stand.ard ls 2 then business relationship ls severed) will be strictiy enforced at the front end by

~~P's. That js t-ny-bel,ef!
Talk to you:so·qn. Lols to do here as,f ani a.ctingfor'John,Cheryl [shack and we .are transitionfri~ toa new D.M - Kfm
Henderson soon.
Len
From: Brad Desmarais [rh,@:

Sent: Thursday, Augtist 27, 2015 8:32 AM

]
·

To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX ·
Cc: Ross Alderson
Subject: _Segm.entatioQ.xlsx

_.,,.-,,
Hi Leri - do you have tiine for a phone call today? Curious how your ~hat with Cheryi went yesterday, Jim
has instructed me to prepare ·a response to·your AML letler-jt will go out under his signature and in the next
week or so. I ·noticed in the letter around CDD it appeared that GPEB was unaware of the CDD- that is
1
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undertaken at BCLC as part of our AML regimen. I've included it here. - comparing it to the Fi industry I think
you will agree it exceeds·•the industry norm.
This email is intended only for the addressee. 1t may contain confidential or proprietary .information .that cannot be
disclosed witt10ut BCLC's permission. If you have received this emr:iil in error, please notify the sender immediately a_nd
delete the email.
·
·
This email is jntended only for the addressee, It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot-be
d°i_sclosed without BCLC;s permission.- If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete. ·the email.
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This is Exhibit "CCC" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

.......... ~
.~ ~···· ··· ··········
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Ministry of Finance
BRIEFING DOCUMENT

To:

Honourable Michael de Jong, Q.C.
Minister of Finance

Initiated by: Len Meilleur
Executive Director, Compliance
Ministry
Contact:

Date Requested: Aug 23, 2016
Date Required: Sept 15, 2016

Date Prepared: Sept 14, 2016

Len Meilleur
Phone Number:
Executive Director, Compliance
Email:
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

352634

TITLE:

2016 MNP Report on Anti-Money Laundering Practices in Gaming
Facilities

PURPOSE:
(X) FOR INFORMATION

Executive Director approval: _ __

ADM approval: _jm _ _

Associate DM approval: _ __
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Briefing Document
DATE PREPARED:
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September 14, 2016

TITLE: 2016 MNP Report on Anti-Money Laundering Practices in Gaming Facilities
ISSUE: Report Findings/Recommendations
BACKGROUND:
As a part of the Province's Anti-Money Laundering strategy, Gaming Policy and Enforcement
Branch's (GPEB) compiled a report as a part of their ongoing monitoring of cash transactions at
casinos. This report identified approximately $13.5 million in $20 bills being accepted by River
Rock Casino Resort (RRCR) during July 2015. The trends identified in this analysis prompted
GPEB to engage MNP to review the current practices regarding large volumes of unsourced
cash being accepted at RRCR.
MNP was engaged by GPEB to:
1. Analyze current practices in respect of source of funds, source of wealth, handling of
cash, use of cash alternatives and overall Customer Due Diligence (COD) in gaming
facilities compared to financial institutions;
2. Analyze best practices in the gaming sector in relation to 'know your customer' (KYC)
frameworks, particularly in respect of the regulatory framework in B.C., as set out in the
Gaming Control Act;
3. Assess British Columbia Lottery Corporation's (BCLC) COD regime and overall
compliance with the above-noted practices;
4. Receive information from the General Manager or delegate regarding certain
transactions, and assess this information in the context of compliance with 1, and 2
above;
5. Identify immediate near term actions to be taken in order to address any gaps and
provide recommendations on longer term new solutions or enhancements to current
practices; and
6. Provide any other recommendations to address any gaps identified in the abovedescribed analysis.
MNP's final report, dated July 26, 2016, was based on field work completed through
January 22, 2016. The report findings and recommendations were based on information
obtained through:
• 23 interviews with RRCR and BCLC staff,
• observations made at RRCR and BCLC,
• limited statistical analysis of cash transactions for VIP patron activity at RRCR, and
• a review of two years of reportable cash transactions or play records provided by BCLC.
BCLC was presented with an early draft of the report and preliminary findings in July 2016. MNP
solicited feedback from BCLC and incorporated some into the report.

DISCUSSION:
Overall, the report found BCLC and Service Providers were generally meeting reporting
requirements under the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act
(PCMLTFA). The report also found that BCLC's COD processes meets Federal regulatory
requirements for standard risk patrons.
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However, the report found that there are reasonable grounds to suspect money laundering
activity through the use of unsourced funds is occurring in B.C. gaming facilities.
MNP identified two significant errors in federally regulated reporting: an over-reporting of Large
Cash Transaction Reports (LCTR) based on Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts, and a
historical undocumented threshold of $50,000 which was the trigger value to consider a
transaction suspicious at the Service Provider location. 1 BCLC made a self-disclosure to
FINTRAC regarding both issues.
One of MNPs key observations is the "inherent conflicts between the mandates of GPEB and
BCLC and the Service Provider." MNP noted "a cultural difference regarding unsourced cash
and the potential AML activity occurring within BC casinos which undermines collaboration and
the sharing of ideas and information."
MNP made 30 distinct recommendations (see Appendix A for full list) that can be categorized
into five general areas; unsourced cash and cash alternatives, training, COD & Enhanced Due
Diligence (EDD), reporting and monitoring, and other.
The recommendations are consistent with previous direction the Branch has provided on AML
policies to BCLC.
Unsourced Cash and Cash Alternatives
MNP recommends that BCLC, at the direction of the Province, implement a policy regarding the
refusal of large and / or frequent unsourced cash at gaming facilities.
MNP also recommends that GPEB work with BCLC to approve cash alternatives to mitigate the
impact of refusing unsourced cash. However, it has since been determined that GPEB approval
is not required for BCLC to implement cash alternatives, with the exclusion of credit, at gaming
facilities.
Training
Several of the training recommendations made in the report relate to the need to decrease the
culture of acceptance of large bulk cash transactions at RRCR. The report also recommends
that staff in VIP areas receive additional AML training and that training be offered in the
language in which staff conduct the majority of their business. This is consistent with recent
findings of a July 2016 FINTRAC audit letter which identified a need for training at the RRCR.
Customer Due Diligence (COD) & Enhanced Due Diligence (EDD)
MNP recommends that BCLC review EDD processes to ensure the data and information
collected provide a clear picture of the risks and profile of the patron for risk assessment and
mitigation. MNP also recommended that BCLC consider outsourcing the EDD process for
higher risk patrons to clear the current backlog.
Reporting and Monitoring
MNP recommends that BCLC ensure reporting forms used by facilities are up to date and
include valuable information fields for mandatory completion for unsourced or high volume cash
transactions such as source of funds.
MNP emphasized the need for BCLC to appropriately resource the SAS implementation project
(schedule for roll out in fall of 2016) to improve the quality of the data used for ongoing risk
assessment and compliance monitoring and reporting.

1

FINTRAC guidelines confinn there is no minimum dollar value related to the filing of an STR.
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Appendix A - Summary of Recommendations:

GPEB

4.2
5.69

5.6

Should consider implementing a policy
requirement that Service Providers refuse
unsourced cash deposits exceeding an
established dollar threshold or to refuse frequent
unsourced cash deposits exceeding an
established threshold and time period until the
source of the cash can be determined and
validated.
Define its accepted level of risk for unsourced
cash and then develop clear roles and
responsibilities for:

•
•
•
5.35
5.52
5.74

GPEB - Regulator, Enforcement
BCLC - Manage gaming and reporting entity
Service Provider - Risk identification

At the direction of the Minister responsible for
gaming, consider issuing a directive pertaining to
the rejection of funds where the source of cash
cannot be determined or verified at specific
thresholds.
Source of funds can only be verified by obtaining
documentation for the withdrawal of cash from a
financial institution or entity covered under the
PCMLTFA.
A directive from GPEB may also support BCLC in
creating a policy which would mandate the
Service Provider to decline a transaction when
mandatory occupation data is no provided by the
patron.

4.3
5.67
5.68

BCLC

5.56

The review of proposed cash alternative solutions,
including credit, and the impact of these solutions
should remain a priority for both GPEB and BCLC.
Cash alternatives allow Service Providers to
receive funds, strengthening the overall
compliance regime with minimal impact on
revenue generation.

Depending on GPEB / Minister's risk tolerance for
large unsourced cash transactions, revise policies
regarding tolerance of high risk play and
consequences of unacceptable high risk activity

GPEB0912.0001
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5.70

Consider developing new cash alternative
programs and products that include:
•

the ability of non-Canadian players to fund
PGF accounts and repay credit if subject to
cash restrictions in their home country (i.e.
China), and

•

allocating how defaults on repayment will be
determined (i.e. between BCLC and service
provider.

Training
4.5

If GPEB implements a policy regarding the refusal
of large or frequent unsourced cash deposits,
BCLC's procedures to address the policy should
include refresher training to Service Providers
pertaining to BCLC's reporting requirements of
attempted transactions to ensure reports are
appropriately identified.

4.11

Facility staff should be regularly trained on the
completion of the forms used for reporting,
including UFT reporting.

5.47

BCLC

4.12

Anti-money laundering training programs should
be evaluated for up-to-date content and
effectiveness.

4.12

Training should be provided in the primary
language of the candidate, particularly for its high
risk exposed employees (those working in highlimit rooms).

5.55
4.14

The KYP framework at RRCR is a task-driven
compliance activity rather than a risk
management activity. Provide further guidance
as the manager and responsible entity for AML
regulatory obligations to enhance and enforce
appropriate KYP measures.

5.54

Additional training for employees in the VIP area
focused specifically on suspicious indicators and
required actions to improve independent thinking.

Customer Due Diligence (CDD) & Enhanced Due Diligence (EDD)

4.7

Enhance the CDD processes from both a risk
management and revenue generation perspective
with modifications and additional resources to
meet EDD expectations for high risk patrons.

4.8

Consider whether its risk assessment process
adequately reflects current thinking around money
laundering and terrorist financing risk. The risks

BCLC
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associated to specific facilities should be
evaluated, rather than simply drawing geographic
boundaries for risk.
4.9
5.83

Review its EDD process to ensure the data
collected and information gleaned provides a
clear picture of the risks and profile of the patron
for risk assessment and mitigation.

5.15

EDD measures could be more qualitative, and a
formal response to specified risk ratings could be
created.

5.16

Outsourcing the EDD process for higher risk
patrons should be considered to clear the current
backlog.

4.10

Prioritize and appropriately resource the ongoing
SAS implementation project (schedule for roll out
in fall of 2016) to improve the quality of the data
used for ongoing risk assessment and compliance
monitoring and reporting.

Reporting and Monitoring

5.24
5.28
5.29
4.11

Ensure that reporting forms used by the facilities
are up to date and include valuable information
fields for mandatory completion for unsourced or
high volume cash transactions such as source of
funds, source of wealth and purpose and intended
nature of relationship information.

4.13

MNP identified instances where non-cash
transactions processed to RRCR's PGFs were
over-reported to FINTRAC, and instances where
mandatory fields in LCTRs were left blank. Both
issues are contrary to the PCMLTFA and require
remediation and disclosure to FINTRAC.

5.27

Due diligence on large volumes of slot Cash
Disbursement Reports (CDR) should be
monitored for suspicious activity.

5.36

Review all of the FINTRAC reporting (LCTR/CDR)
for non-cash for all facilities which offer PGF
accounts should be done immediately to stop
unnecessary and incorrect reports.

BCLC

5.32

Service Providers

5.44

Create a template for Unusual Financial
Transaction (UFT) reports for service providers to
use to ensure that all required information is
included and to create consistency in the quality
of submissions between facilities.

5.4

VIP Hosts have the most significant interaction
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and knowledge of the VIPs and ability to flag
instances of receipt and use of unsourced cash
for suspicious transaction reporting.
Consideration should be given to cross functional
reporting lines to the Director, Table Games for a
consistent approach to compliance across all
table game points of access susceptible to the
acceptance of unsourced cash.

5.46

Floor staff should have more active involvement
in the UFT reporting process. UFT reporting is
currently carried out by surveillance staff who only
have limited info based on video surveillance.

5.19

Establish a dedicated, cooperative inter-agency
AML investigations unit comprised of GPEB and
BCLC investigators to delineate the roles between
operational and AML investigations and
regulatory compliance investigations.

5.1

Operating levels for BCLC Investigators may
need to be reviewed as the current staffing levels
assigned to RRCR do not appear to be sufficient

5.48

Rather than base a facilities risk assessment by
region, risk assessments should include factors
specific to the facility. Consider if the risk register
reflects the current environment as it is not as
granular as other jurisdictions reviewed by MNP.

Other recommendations
GPEB

BCLC

5.49

4.4

All

Jointly evaluate the resourcing and functioning of
existing investigative units. Effective multi-agency
units would promote the sharing of information
and resources.

This is Exhibit "DOD" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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From:
Sent:

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Monday, September 26, 2016 10:29 AM
Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
For discussion with FINTRAC

To:
Subject:

Anna,
Call me about this.

An Audit firm has provided a recommendation for GPEB to consider, "GPEB should consider implementing a
policy requirement that Service Providers refuse unsourced cash deposits exceeding an established dollar
threshold or to refuse frequent unsourc43ed cash deposits exceeding and established threshold and time
period until the source of the cash can be determined and validated. It has been advanced that the PCMLTFA
and Fin TRAC guidelines require all reporting entities to implement AML programs that are risk based. Further
argument suggests that such a recommendation would run contrary to the federal legislation by requiring
prescriptive AML measures as opposed to risk based. In other words transaction can and should be refused
where, based on the facts in the particular instance, refusal is warranted. Blanket prescriptive refusals are not
risk based. This would result in a direct conflict of laws as between the province and the federal government.
However what GPEB is contemplating is a risk based approach such as:
1.

A client arrives with "unsourced" cash in which an STR is filed with FINTRAC. The service provider would
be required to file a source of funds questionnaire and provide that to GPEB. This would be allowed to
occur one more time. At this time the client is then deemed to be entering a business relationship as
they will have ascertained the identity of the individual and will then be advised that no further
unsourced cash will be accepted. BCLC and the Service Provider will be required to conduct ongoing
monitoring as per the FINTRAC guidelines.

The decision to take the cash ultimately rests with the service provider, therefore government can make a policy
decision to refuse it. How that is done is our internal question. We understand the number of STR's may decrease,
however we are mitigating our risk around the acceptance of unsourced cash from organized crime, reducing the
opportunity for proceeds of crime or laundering of funds to occur.
2.

GPEB (GovernemntO could for all intents and purposes make the decision immediately upon any
transaction. Meaning if the cash is reported as suspicious then it can be refused. Same as any financial
institution.

Thoughts or comments.
Len

J.E.L. (Len) Meilleur
Executive Director
Compliance Division
Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch
1
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Ministry of Finance
Location: 3rd Floor, 910 Government Street, Victoria BC V8W 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BC V8W 9N1
Tel
Fax:
E-mail: l
Website: www.gaming .gov.bc.ca

If you believe that you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email from your mailbox.
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This is Exhibit "EEE" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Know your limit, play within it.

February 9, 2016

CLIFF, File or Org #
(Reference: MNP Review)

Mr. Murray Dugger
Regional Operations and Compliance
Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Center of Canada
#1120 - 1185 West Georgia St Vancouver
BC V6E4E6
Dear Mr. Dugger:
Subiect: BCLC Voluntary Self-Declaration of Non-Compliance (VSDONC)Unfiled Suspicious Transaction Reports
I am writing to you with regards to the letter sent to your office by Mr. Ross Alderson of
BCLC dated January 23, 2016. A copy of that letter and various attachments were
provided by Mr. Alderson to me in person on January 29th , 2016. In the BCLC letter
there is a reference to an email and a meeting regarding a $50,000 threshold for
reporting Suspicious Currency Transactions (SCT). The comments infer that this
threshold may have been instituted as a result of some form of GPEB direction being
misinterpreted by the gaming services provider.
I was advised that you recently met with Ms. Fitzgerald in Burnaby. I would like to
express in the strongest possible terms that at no time has any member of GPEB
provided direction to BCLC or any Provincial Gaming Service Provider to institute a
threshold for the reporting of SCTs. Not only would this be inappropriate but it is our
position that such direction might contrive Federal Legislation. In addition, and as
discussed with you by phone, the idea that Mr. Dickson would have provided any such
direction is vastly inconsistent with the philosophy and practice GPEB has
demonstrated throughout this portfolio but also the accountability that GPEB has
demanded, and monitored in support of the FinTRAC mandate.
This office. has on file a number of documents as provided by BCLC directly to me in
support of the "action they are taking to remedy the non-compliance issue." In my
assessment there is nothing in that material which supports the assertion that any such
direction or cause for misinterpretation was given by GPEB staff.

Ministry of Finance

Gaming Policy and
Enforcement Branch
Compliance Division

Mailing Address:
GPES, Compliance Division
PO BOX 9202 STN PROV GOVT

Location:
Third Floor, 910 Government street
Victoria, BC

VICTORIA BC VBW 9J1
Telephone: (250) 356-6320
Facslmlle: (250) 356-0782

Web: www.gan11ng.gov.bc.ca

BCLC0000311

BCLC0000311

These documents are available for your review should you consider it necessary and
our staff are available to answer any questions you may have concerning this matter.
I trust that I have provided some additional clarity to the matter. Please feel free to
contact me direct if you have any questions. I am providing a copy of this letter to
BCLC to ensure that they are informed of our position in relation to this matter.

Leo9a J. (Len) Meilleur
Exe u ive Director, Compliance Division
Ga i g Policy and Enforcement Branch

c.c.

Mr. Ross Alderson, BCLC
Director, AML & Operational Analysis
Corporate Security and Compliance Division
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This is Exhibit "FFF" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

···· ~
--~
·-···· ········ ····· · ·······
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia

GPEB0948.0001
GPEB0948.0001
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To:

Cheryl Wenezenki-Yolland
Associate Deputy Minister

Initiated by: John Mazure
General Manager and ADM, GPEB
Ministry
Contact:

Date Requested: Oct, 4, 2016
Date Required: Oct. 5, 2016
Date Prepared: Oct. 5, 2016

Len Meilleur
Phone Number:
Executive Director, Compliance
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Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

353454

TITLE:

Update on the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT)

PURPOSE:
(X) FOR INFORMATION

Executive Direclor approval: _ __

ADM approval· _ __

Associate OM approval: _ __
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Briefing Document
DATE PREPARED:

October 5, 2016

TITLE: Update on the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT)
ISSUE: Update

BACKGROUND:
Government and RCMP formed a new joint investigative and enforcement team to provide a
dedicated, coordinated, multi-jurisdictional response to unlawful activities connected to gambling
(emphasis on anti-money laundering strategies) and illegal gambling in B.C. (emphasis on
organized crime). JIGIT is situated in the Province's anti-gang agency, the Combined Forces
Special Enforcement Unit - BC (CFSEU-BC).
The Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT) was announced April 11, 2016 by B.C.
Finance Minister Michael de Jong, Solicitor-General Mike Morris and Kevin Hackett, chief
operating officer of CFSEU-BC.
JIGIT will have two operational teams consisting of a total of 22 law enforcement personnel and
four investigators from the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB). The team's
operations and governance will be overseen by senior police managers from the RCMP and
municipal departments and chaired by the commanding officer of RCMP "E" division in B.C.
Funding will be shared between the Province (BC lottery Corporation, 70 per cent) and the
federal government through the RCMP (30 per cent). $1.8 million has been approved for the
team for the remainder of fiscal 2016-17 and $3 million for each of the following two years.
RCMP expects this team lo operate for at least five years.
JIGIT is a key part of Phase 3 of the B.C. government's anti-money laundering strategy,
launched in 2011. The strategy's overall objective is to move the gambling industry away from
cash transactions and scrutinize the remaining cash in an effort to isolate money-laundering
from legitimate gambling.

DISCUSSION:
Three Letters of Agreements between the founding organizations are underway to formally
outline the responsibilities and funding of JIGIT:
1. Between the RCMP and the Policing and Security Branch at the Ministry of Public Safety
and Solicitor General (PSSG)
2. Between PSSG and GPEB
3. Between GPEB and the British Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC)
GPEB is actively working with the CFSEU-BC's data analytics team to develop a template
performance report to be delivered bi-annually concurrent with the CFSEU-BC reporting cycle.
The report will provide information about JIGIT activities such as the number of seizures,
including cash, drugs, weapons, vehicles, and casino cheques, and the number of arrests,
charges and convictions as well as individuals' relationship to the B.C.'s gaming industry. The
objective is to have a performance report that can be shared with all provincial parties, including
BCLC.
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GPEB and the CFSEU-BC will be hosting a briefing with Ministry and BCLC executives October
th
14 at JIGIT headquarters on performance measurements and outcomes. It is anticipated that
the draft performance report will be discussed at this meeting.

A second restricted and confidential Intelligence Briefing will be provided to the Associate
Deputy Minister scheduled for Oct. 24 th , on Trans-National Organized Crime {TNOC). It will be
attended by JIGIT, RCMP Federal Serious and Organized Crime (FSOC), the Superintendent of
Real Estate and GPEB executives. At that meeting, GPEB and police will provide information
about some of the work that JIGIT and the RCMP are currently focusing their efforts on.
Operational update

On October 41". GPEB's ADM received a letter from C/Supt. K. Hackett outlining that JIGIT is
actively working on files and stating that JIGIT is very supportive of the relationship it has
established with GPEB. The letter is attached.
The CFSEU~BC moved quickly to bring in initial resources to the first JIGIT team and is actively
working on gambling related investigations. The first team has been fully operational since June
2016. Recruitment for the second team is commencing with the goal of having it operational in
January 2017.
GPEB is working towards adding four additional resources and logistics personnel (two
previously committed and two new) to JIGIT to meet demand.
Two GPEB investigators have undergone security clearance and are fully operational within
JIGIT. A secondment agreement between GPEB and the RCMP is being finalized to provide
GPEB members with a greater span of authority to operate within the JIGIT environment. That
agreement will be signed by the ADM/General Manager.
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COMBINED FORCES
SPEOAl
ENFORCEMENT
UNIT
BRITISH COLUMBIA

Moiling Address:
M~IIICOP q408/409

14200 Gr en Timbus Way

Sun-ev, 8,C., V.H 6P3

October 1, 2016

Mr. John Mawre
A slstant Deputy Minister
Gaming Polley and Enforcement Branch
PO Bo,c 9309 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria BC
V8W9Nl
Attention: Assistant Deputy Minister • Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch

Re: Formation of the Joint Illegal Gam ing Investigation Team
Dear Mr. Mazure:

Plea~ ac ept this letter as an update on the status of our new Joint Illegal Gaming lnvestlg-atlon Team
that serves in partnership with your Gaming Polley Enforcement Branch (GPEB).
The creation of our illegal organized crime gam ing nforcement component within the Combined Forces
Special Enforcement Unit of British Columbia (CFSEU-BCJ has made great strides to undermine the
efforts of organized crime groups, and to help preserve the Integrity of the legalized gaming Industry
and prot ct th economic well-being of the province of British Columbia .
Over the past six months our leaders hav b en wo rking hard to build the first of two teams. It Is now
fully staffed and we have acquired the necessa ry supporting resources Including, lnfras,l'\Jcture,
equipment and fleet . CFSEU-BC ls .seriously committed to aggressively combating this emerging
Organized Crime threat and has initial d ignl0canl high priority Investigations. I know that the
collaboration between our employees and your seconded resources has been synergetic and effective.
The relatlonshlp Is strong and continues to build momentum. There Is tremendous learning and sharing
taking place and I am very impressed by the progress made to date.
The JIGIT leadership team has expressed how GPEB has been very responsive to providing for our
mutual needs and ha shown xcellent leadership and timely support . I underst.rnd that the GPFB
employees are fully immersed In the lnve$t gallons and t~e relatlonshrp is working well. This support Is
appreciated and no doubt will help us reaching our mutual goals and objectives.
I'd like to thank you and your team for their commitment and dedication.

K vln Hackett, Chief Superintendent
Chier Officer
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Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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February 7, 2017
R~f: 5. 15$ t6
Jph.n M~ur~·

.

Assistant.Depu.ty Mi1:1ister and Oerrenjl Manager

Gaming· ~olicy and EnfurcemenfBranch I
·Ministry ·of.P.ipanoo
3rd Floor-·9t0 G_overument Street
Vlttbria 13.C V8W 9J4

Dear Mr. :Mazt.n:e,
This letter cpnfin.n.s the undeistandli:tg betwee.u.the Ministry .of Publio. Safety and Soli~itpl." Genera.I·
•(PSSQ) and the Mfnistr.Y. .of•F!tumce (MoF);regarding the creation, operation and funding of Ute Joint
JJ.l~g~l Oamh1g Investigation Te:1m1 (JIGIT)~
1. P.orpQSe,and.lutent

'rhe-MoF's .Ga1riin_g Pqliey ancJ. Eofor~emept Bl'!lnch .(OPES} identijjed an incrt'(&Se hl 11Iegat·
gambling.activities·and the-possible,fogitimization··of the proeeeds of cnme.tht'ough 'B.C. ts. provincial.
·gamfogfacitities., 'this ;flndtng is supported by Jnf(lrmat:io'1 andintelligenQe m:ilTi ppllce. This
evidence sugges.ts that orpnized ctime·may."be "la11ndering" money in bo.th-proYiitciaf,gaming
facilities ·and· throug~ iUegat g~rqbling mcar;is.
GPEB1 PSSG';s.:Policihg:1:Jti.d Security B~ch (PSB)"-and the. RCMP "E" Div_ision.have agiwd to.the·
oreation. ofJlOlT as ·an initiative to 'help combafpofice~reJR>rte4. increases fo lllegaf ,gaming and to
it1or~se· irwestiga~on into the mttnnedn w~icfi fund& flowth{()lJSh p:rovin~ial mimblbig fucilil:\'~ ~n(l

me3.al.g11ming activities.

'

P-ro.ni within the-Combined Forces. Sp~cial Enforo.emehfUtdt- l3ridsh Columbia (CFSEU-BC),
JIGJT wUl pi:ov.ide .a dedicate<4 coordinated. multi-:Jurisdiotienal investip,.tive: and enforcement
respon·se t9 unb1Wfbl aQtjYiti'es-within B.C. gaming fa,oi_Ht1es (with an emphasis on. ant.i~m9ney
lirun~~1~h$·st~tegie$) MdJHegal gambling in a~~; (with an emphasis on.organized ci;ime).

iJdJt will have _thr.ee key .strateiio objootiv~:•
•
•

. .

The··im,-geth1g and disrapt~on of o,·ganlzed erlm,~ and ~ng iny9lyement 1n.illegal gaming;
Criminal. investigatiol) of iJleg{(i,gimjb)in~ a!litv.-itie~; an~
·
The preventf,;ni of criminal atte~t~ Jeg!f.lize tJ,e,pt:Oc.,eyJ~s of orime through gamine; faQilities·,

JIGITwill have a further stta,tegjc·objecti".~ ofapublfo ed_ucatfonfin~ctio.~ with res~t.to the
idenµficll't;lQn an~- repoi:µ~g oJ Ulc;g~i glinlbUnitn B.C. ;in cofl~i-p.trotfwith,its provincird.p1.1rtners.
Mlplaayqf P.uhlic Safety' qnd
·SollcltorGlmcinit
,r""',,._

Pof¥ng-~d ~rill' tirani:h

MwiiiigAildms,:
l1(Ulo31,!>28S-Sf,1 P.t<W G.o,-t

vrcro,fa ~ ,vewoj1

'l't!q>h0nc:
ll~lo:
\Vcll,:,tlli ~YWW#>\'UCO/pillg
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JIOlr '.Will also educate anp advJ.~ local pq1ipe o.fju~diotion on:.organizM .crime ma~rsfavolvmg
.gami'.Qt,
i. ~rganfzational St111cture,
At full capa.Qity, JIGIT will be tQmprise!i of two -Operational teams (22 .law enforc~ment p,ositfons)
lo~ wi~{n CFSe_l.i-BC at tl:te RCMP 41E'i Diyision Heaciquart.E!rs, in Surrey BC.

JIGIT ~ill be-s~ffed In two stages. 111e -first stnge will ~on~isfo{runt-posiµpns filled eluting #.Je·flrst
year of o~mtion (20.16/i 1.); The l!econcl stage will cl;lnsl~ pf the rethait\ing t$ positions filled .du1ing
the.second year. ofoper.ation (201711.8). Po.Jice-invest-igators will bedt'4wn.:trom .fed~ral~ provineinl
and"niunicipul-.a_genci~.
. ·

Pi:ve GPEB pel-sonnel, appointed as in.".~tigatQr$ l.l.n4er1h~. Gaming'C'.ontt.Qt Act (-OCA)wil.l aqt ~~
$1,1bjectpma.t_ter-;exp~1·ts within J-IOIT. The scope of duties of these OPBB investigators-Js fimited by

:what is. legally pe1missible under their $PC appoinnnents under th~ P<1{u;e A"ct. The se.le~tion of
GPEB.investi_gators ;tb1· JI GIT will ·be do!l,e:in dQnstailtafion. wifli CFS,EU~Bc. Funding f9rthe~e
positlt>11$ ~Hi.remain th~ responsibility of GPEB,

The B~ltt~h Col1J~bi11, lottery Corporation (BCLC) is staM,orlly· -required ·t9 gather a:nd repo~- ,
i.riform11tion to th.e General ManaAAr ofGPEB in .respect of,j_nvestigations related to th~ :integrity Qf
lottery schemes, h1cluding n?Por.tl 11g on 0;ec\!i're11.t:es whe~ J:het~o1;1duct, activity or-inoldent$ in.

aro~d-f:.lr ·reinted to _ptovineial gamirtg-.irtvolves the-00mmission ofan offence under the Crimintil.
Cod~ -or the Gaming Control 4'ct•. This Jettei: doesnbtohan_ge.these rep_ortlng oblfgatlcn~~.1'.his Jetter ·
of understanding JlllS no ;impact-on the current r.elatiQnsµip ;between BCLC art~· the police Qf

juriadi~tion,.
.3. Gov.ernance
O_pe1-ational gaile1nance over JIG-lTwiU ~e the l~sponsibillt)1,Qfthe C~SEU-=BCBoard 9f
Oovemance_. Tbe mandate of th~ J30anf ofOov.~rnanQe- h1plµde:-s -s~gic--level governance ll-Q!J
p1'0Vld~s ~ p"roi;ess·to. make certain that·.a11 te.ams including ~IOlT are targeting organized. crlme-.and
_gang involvement in illegal -gaming i_nJ3riijsh Columbia~ Glvon that govemanQs is the ·re_sponsibiJlty
of the Cl;lSEU-BC J3pard of Governllflce. anyissl.ies-0f concern thatOPBB may have regarding-JfGIT
wi-Il need to-be raised through the DuectQi:- ofPolice _Scrvic~ who. wllf-consider'them ~,i_ld bring ijl.~in
forwEJrd to tl'I~ Bolud where..de«:ri_ied appropriate.
,

Within the strategic-level go:vel'naru:e~ the Board's ,:esp.ons,~i!ities inch.lde revl~wing and appr9ving
ope.tatiohal.phins- whi"~h arc .silbmUted-priort1;> beginning i(n' invemi~ion~ a.nd the setting of unit
:Performance. measurements and outcomes. 11,iis inc{udes flri1:t1.1:c.ilil wid budge~ gyet~ight.i

Jriwrnally in tfre.case ofJIGIT, the Chief Officer .ofCFSEU~BC will:be utjllzJng.exi~tin_g.
accountability rpechanisms :~urrently in piece to monitor~ a:ss~ss. and provide q.uarter1y reportiJlg on _
the actions of JIGIT ~o "the .Board. Cf.SE'W'-BC·alsa pt.ovi.;fes·performai,.ce accounts to the. RCMP "E'!
Division Investigative Services and (Jrganh:ed Cri!lle {IS0C)-o1-annual l'eporj;as well-as ~e-bian-nuat BC ~PMP PetfQrmanC!' Plan, lhe.activities.·of.tfie n~w~operati<mal ~ms wU.l fp_rin a9
1td.dltional ch11pwr to the ·current reporting requirements. '

Pag~iofS

GPEB 1001.0001
GPEB1001.0003

4t Funding S~tu~ture

.

Fundini tor.JI GIT wm lie p1vv.faed by BCLC viii lh~-Mini~tty (lf Ffo1tnee f~r the fi~t three years of
the Te1.1111Js.curre1rt mandnte. The Ministry of Pinance.will submit·a_quartetly invoi®'tP J3.CLC a~q
upon rei:ei~t or limds, jot,U'ilnl vouchc1·_the prqoeads to the- Mfai$tl'Y of Public- Safety .a.,td Solicitor.
General. ·funding/or JIGlT for·thl} fl.rst·tb~ 1ears:of_the-a}!reement is as fol((>W$:
• 2016117-$1..8 million
·
• 2017/-18--$3.0!ililllbn
• 2018/19 ~ $3.,0 million

This prov.inciiu [griding h1 -70 p:ei: .c;ent under ijie Ptovinoild ~9.lic~.-Service Agreeni:el}t ~P~A) with
the federal govertlment-provi.dtng. the r~a\nfni30 percen't. Ali fu.nds provided fot JI,~l'f'Will be
_-fenceq1 meani,ig they·-nre·futly .committed#, the unit and its agreed.mandate and wm·not be tis~ for
a1\y other purpose.
:
SQrn~. e>ctrnordinacy costs rela.ted to ~ngoing_ fovestlgatio~_.have Qeen fuoluqed in the budget. This
·includes costs for wiretap, !>Ul'Veillano~ aQd;documenhnartagementrelated'.to ~e ptoseC11tio11 o-f. ·
_col\iplex fove11ti~tio11s. There ·is no reasomible _inethodofogy to prediat. the totality ofthc;se OO&ts'~ itsth.c;y are s\tuation specific to ~h investigation. In speo'ifll o.i,rcllmsfan~S ~hoold ~ more oompleK
investigation- l'equire- lnves,tf8ative} cQ!lts .abiive ijild beyond what h(IS· been budgeted f<>r1 .CJISBU~B.C
woula. appi:Qach and $ee)<; al)pi"o\111' from ~IUnte~ed parties to ent~dhto· extraordin.ary, cost
rei.ovezy agreemehts. Timely approv.als-wo!,ild-be reguj~ t6 take 'advanmge ofappropriate
investigaUorial "techtiiqq!'S,
'

011 a-q_ual'terlybasis, the RCMP wlll report'to-PSSG·and MoF·ontheest1fuate<f cost·ofJlOlT. TI1ese
,:eports will ·be niO!}itored by o.ur two ~ini~1/ies. D~u.ssions will oc.cu~ lf costs~ fo!1'callt.ed to go
over. the- set budgets, ,,md corrective-action will be takenfo ~~ ov~l1lll ·iinnuat t\l.n<U•1g amQunts are
not exceeded.
'
•
As fit1.al casts-fur eao.h n!'l(:111 yeaf w~II riot ~e-known by Ma~h 31, tfie.RCMP will provide a-detail~·
~nci!Iation hJ the followh~g mcmths. Any differences from .this-niconcsiliation witl-.be·adjusted in
the following.fiscal year\s funding. 'Th~ ~C,MP.·wf~ pro.vi<fe. acj\lice about ~d.icted costs for-the-final
pfltiod. of the y~ar, based. oit the info'rmatio.f! availil.ble;-~nlm timtr, Tf\is .infonna.tiort will be :1;00;eived
~y.the·secon~week of Apfil each year'in oi:de1·to facil~te. proper accounting of-accounts by the
MoF..
,.
The fi.mqing lev~is for the .remairiitig two yeats-of this ngte.eroentWill b~ tietertninep at Ill. laq:r <late-betwben MoP and ·psso. in consultation with the RCMP~ It is ~xpeoted. \hat the funding strl,lctute. for
th~ -fi_nal two years w_fII be 111aterially ·simiJar to the estabiishecl tht!;le years,. and that any difference
WIii be irtGt~mental~ att'd COllliTIUi'lkated. ip ~Vanc;e.
-5. J)uration-

The agreement ~ill" remain in force fora peflod of.five year!!~·ftom April 19 ·2016 to March 31,:202·1.

A review :wm be .ullderfl.ll~en ·by P.$SG;.MoF- and ~e-RCMP /C.FSlW-BC 1ate lo. yi;ar tv_1o·ro
d~~nin~.jf JidIT-will-oontinue b~yo~d th_i.~ fi1<e:yeqr tn~date~ .Another review would ieke place·in
th!' fourth ye.at ·of operaJion to determin~ wl).ether JlGIT sbQUlj:l. dontinue-to delM~1· o.n its• mandate
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after year five. Terms ofthe A'eview will be .es~lishe<l through oons~ltation and agreetpent betwetin_
the, p!U'.ti~.

If it f& detern:uned tat JIOIT will ~-ntinue l,leyond the fiv~ yeai• .m.a~d!rte~ MqF end PSS<J° commit to
ertwr into discussio~s before· the eM offispal 20J7/l8to e ~ ex.tend this. a~emen~ or dra~:~ new
agreement
If it is def.ermined that JIOIT wm not continue, beyond ihe.five. year. m!Uldate, MQF and PSSG agt'ee
to the follqwing:
fl
Aperiod of time following the term:ofthi.s-agreem~nt111ii.y·be Qeecled ~o allow lnve,sti:g~tors to
wind down and .ooncl11de .their investigations afteady uhd~l'\1/ily;
• In the last Sepfember.befp_re thi:i 11g~me.Ijtends JlG.If will p~vicJe-·ap. ~fimate. pfthe wi1.1d
down time required, based 9n the infonnntion 1hen-av~iiaplQ)
• !\\}y juJJ.icial pro1.eedings;alt:-eady in progress atfhe end of the five year period wi11 continue
beyo,fid1he-te~in;
·
• · Any costs related to-any ofthe.llboYe a~tMties wiU be-payable by, MoF, as per the term,s ofthe:

i ·

ag~emen~-

6~Pedormance and Repor(1ilg.

-CF.SBUwBC will provide -~oth PSSO_ and .OP~B wi~ ~UGIT bl-!lhnuat p~,;fQmiance outco~e~
report. the report \V~lfoutline tht;1 ~ff'.ot1s. !\i)d iluccesses of JIOIT and include gaming specific.
olitpqmes. CFSEU-BC reportihglhat is of.a sensitive .na~ wll_l.-onJy be provided to the .Director of
Police Servic~;

The pel'fonnance outci'.>mes raport will al~o include 'an impact a~~sment of.how -~e qutcomes ~ave.
.impacted the- crfmitt~l network$ uµ-getedi White not an fodjcati9n of per;forQ'iance, this;iuipact
-assessmentwUI _C{)l}tribute to the 9verall-pictureof JIOITs impact on.organized criminal·networ~
involved in illeg~{ P11d legat gaming.

·

'.

..

The-General .Manager of.Oarning-wiU pro¥.id~ quarterly, an~·as needed, briefings to MQf officials on
JIOtT-efforts.
.

In·addition to tile bJ.,annual outcorne~t-eport,_ CPSEU.:BC-will provide Mi:)F and PSSG with quarterly
fiMrici!!l·-reporting. Thi,-fo1mat of th·ese-.reports (qliaiterJy fi_naMial ,mcf Ul-an.l}uitl perfbrrnarrc~)-will •
fclflow tha cur.rent best_praciti~es in.pl~ce and, at the request[of M.oF/~SO;;may be ·refined-to better
suit Mo'f' and/()r PSSO's:needs·()'V~rtijne.
·
·
7•. Co1'_fidentitility

'ff-'.rms oftl1e agreement sh~U be confide~tiaf with the-fol.lowing exceptions~ (1) each Ptlliicij:).atlt may,
disclose the same on a "need to know'' -1,,asi_s to theinJgents,, aq\iis~rs,, consult,q1ts4 di.recto~. -officel's,
-c~ntrac.l!;!TS, affiliates and '5U()lroth~r £1el'SOJ1S l)S'.1Uayreason~ply pe,.req,,dted,.a·nd (2) ttie Partictpants
may disclose. the:fnfo1:mation J\S tequire.d by law or in conn~otian with an)_' regulatory disclosure
r-og:ufrements whfoh must be satis6e4 in oonnection wi~h J\GlT.
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The Pf!rtfoipants·agree that any document$ or reports.gene~ted or pi:o~uoed in connection to this.
ngreemei:lt: S.haJrrem~jn oonfid.ontia( unt~ otherwi~·agreed:to by-both P.artfoip.ants .or wJ;ere ·
disclosure •is required by taw or regulatQtl•disclo.sllre require(nem&·,
8.G¢n~ml

All extem41, Pl!!;'ilic;.faping·p9mmunications-ofJIGlT,activities, -!!uch as,me.dia tel~a.se~. and.preS!i
tonfomnc¢s, a¢• within- CF.SElf.:Bc"jutisqtctiq.n. %en JlOIT determines •it is necessary ·and
appropriate to brief PSSG and MoF ori pending publi~- annout1temexi~. P$SG-~d MoF. will initiate a.
.repolting p,:otoco1. TQis:protoc;ol will inolu_de.briefrng theD.eputy.Ministers offin.ance und PSSO,
and if needeil1 •th.e Minister of Finance ·tnd,Mil'ilster of PSSG.

/ ,l6hn Mazw:e

·

V Assistant Pepul;y Minister and General Manager
°:rrth~ P'o_U<?' and Enfbrc~met;it'B.l'll,ich ·

Ministry of Fmante·
po~ M~. 'Tonia En~e1\Exoo~Uve_Directonind Deputy Dlrectoi', J)ofioirig and Seourity-Branoh
Ms. Ala~ ..Best, Executi:v~ Pirec~_or1 ·Poliyingi SQcurity¼ ~d Law Enforcement tnfrastructure and
Finance
·
·
·
Mr:--J.E;_L. (Le~) M~iUeur, _Ei(e~utiv~.Directo1:1 Compliance-Division, :GamingPolfoy
Enf6r¢em'ent J3rai'1oh
.
·

This is Exhibit "HHH" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
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February 28, 2017
Ref: 515517

Deputy Commissioner Craig Callens
RCMP "E" Division
Mailstop #308
14200 Green Timbers Way
Su1Tey BC V3T 6P3
Dear Deputy C~guni~;a~lens:
This letter confinns the understanding between the Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor
General (PSSG) and the RCMP "E" Division regarding the creation, operation, and fonding of
the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT).
1. Purpose and Intent
The Ministry ofFinance,s (MoF) Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) identified an
increase in illegal gambling activities and the possible legitimization of the proceeds of crime
through British Columbia's provincial gaming facilities. This finding is supported by
infonnation and intelligence from police. This evidence suggests that organized crime may be
"laundering" money in provincial gaming facilities and through illegal gambling means.
GPEB, PSSG's Policing and Security Branch (PSB), and the RCMP "E" Division have agreed to
the creation of JIGIT as an initiative to help combat police-reported increases in illegal gaming
and to increase investigations into the manner in which funds flow through provincial gambling
facilities and illegal gaming activities.
From within the Combined Forces Special Enforcement Unit- British Columbia (CFSEU-BC),
JIGIT will provide a dedicated, coordinated, multHurisdictional investigative and enforcement
response to unlawfi.tl activities within British Columbia gaming facilities (with an emphasis on
anti-money laundering strategies) and illegal gambling in B1itish Columbia (with an emphasis on
organized crime).
.../2
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JIGIT will have three key strategic objectives:
•
•
•

The targeting and disruption of organized crime and gang involvement in illegal gaming,
criminal investigation of illegal gambling activities, and
the prevention of criminal attempts to legalize the proceeds of crime through gaming
facilities.

JI GIT will have a secondary strategic objective of a public education function with respect to the
identification and reporting of illegal gambling in British Columbia in collaboration with its
provincial partners. JIG IT will also educate and advise local police of jurisdiction on organized
crime matters involving gaming.

2. Organizational Structure
At full capacity, JIGIT will be comprised of two operational teams made up of22 law
enforcement positions located within CFSEU-BC at the RCMP "E,, Division Headquatters in
Su1Tey British Columbia.
JIGIT will be staffed in two stages. The first stage will consist of nine positions filled during the
first year of operation (2016/17). The second stage will consist of filling the remaining 13
positions during the second year of operation (2017/18). Police investigators will be drawn from
federal, provincial, and municipal agencies.
Five GPEB personnel, appointed as investigators under the Gaming Control Act (GCA), will act
as subject-matter experts within JIGIT. The scope of duties of these GPEB investigators is
limited by what is legally permissible under their Special Provincial Constable appointments
under the Police Act. The selection of GPEB investigators for JIGIT will be done in consultation
with CFSEU-BC. Funding for these positions will remain the responsibility of GPEB.
The British Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC) is statutorily required to gather and report
information to the General Manager of GPEB in respect of investigations related to the integrity
of lottery schemes. This includes reporting on occurrences where the conduct, the activity, or an
incident in, around, or related to provincial gaming involves the commission of an offence under
the Criminal Code or the Gaming Control Act. This letter does not change these repo11ing
obligations. This letter of understanding has no impact on the current relationship between
BCLC and the police of jurisdiction.

. . ./3
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3. Governance
Operational governance over JIGIT will be the responsibility of the CFSEU-BC Board of
Governance. The mandate of the Board of Governance includes strategic-level governance and
provides a process to make ce1tain that all teams, including JIGIT, are targeting organized crime
and gang involvement in illegal gaming in British Columbia. Given that governance is the
responsibility of the CF SEU-BC Board of Governance, any concerns that GPEB may have
regarding JIGIT will be raised through the Director of Police Services who will consider them
and bring them forward to the Board where deemed appropriate.
Within the strategic-level governance, the Board's responsibilities include reviewing and
approving operational plans which are submitted prior to beginning an investigation and the
setting of unit performance measurements and outcomes. This includes financial and budget
oversight.
Internally in the case of JIG IT, the Chief Officer of CFSEU-BC will be utilizing existing
accountability mechanisms currently in place to monitor, assess, and provide quarterly reporting
on the actions of JIGIT to the Board. CFSEU-BC also provides performance accounts to the
RCMP "E" Division Investigative Services and Organized Crime (ISOC) bi•annual report as
well as the bi-annual BC RCMP Peiformance Plan. The activities of the new operational tean1s
wil1 form an additional chapter to the current reporting requirements.

4. Funding Structure
Funding for JIGIT for the first three years of the agreement is as follows:
•
•
•

2016/17 - $1.8 million
2017/18 - $3.0 million
2018/19 - $3.0 million

The funding levels identified above are at 70 percent as per the Provincial Police Service
Agreement (PPSA), with the federal government providing the remaining 30 percent. All funds
provided for JIGIT will be fenced, meaning they are fully committed to the unit and its agreed
mandate and will not be used for any other purpose.
Some extraordinary costs related to ongoing investigations have been included in the budget
This includes costs for wiretap, surveillance, and document management related to the
prosecution of complex investigations. There is no reasonable methodology to predict the
totality of these costs, as they are situation-specific to each investigation. In special
circumstances, should a more complex investigation require investigative costs above and
beyond what has been budgeted for, CFSEU"BC would approach and seek approval from all
interested parties to enter into extraordinary cost recovery agreements. Timely approvals would
be required in order to take advantage of appropriate investigational techniques.
. . ./4
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On a quarterly basis, the RCMP will repo1t to PSSG and MoF on the estimated cost of JIGIT.
These reports will be monitored by MoF and PSSG. Discussions between MoF and PSSG will
occur if costs are forecasted to go over the set budgets, and corrective action will be taken to
ensure that overall annual funding amounts are not exceeded.
As final costs for each fiscal year will not be known by March 31, the RCMP will provide a
detailed reconciliation in the following months. Any differences from this reconciliation will be
adjusted in the funding for the following fiscal year. The RCMP will provide advice about
predicted costs for the final period of the year based on the information available at the time.
This infonnation will be provided by the second week of April each year in order to facilitate
proper accounting of accounts by the MoF.
The funding levels for the remaining two years of this agreement. will be detem1ined at a later
date between MoF and PSSG in consultation with the RCMP. It is expected that the funding
structure for the final two years will be materially similar to the established three years and that
any difference will be incremental and communicated in advance.

5. Duration
This agreement will remain in force for a period of five years, from April 1, 2016 to March 31,
2021.

A review will be undertaken by PSSG, MoF, and the RCMP I CFSEU-BC late in year two to
determine if JIGIT will continue beyond this five year mandate. Another review would take
place in the fomth year of operation to determine whether JIGIT should continue to deliver on its
mandate after year five. Terms of the review will be established through consultation and
agreement between the MoF, PSSG and the RCMP.
If it is determined that JI GIT will continue beyond the five year mandate, MoF and PSSG
commit to enter into discussions before the end of fiscal 2017/ l 8 to either extend their agreement

or draft a new agreement. PSSG will then reflect this through a corresponding extension of this
agreement or a new agreement.
If it is determined that JIGIT will not continue beyond the five year mandate, the RCMP will
wind down operations with the goal of disbanding JIG IT at the end of the five year period.
Despite best efforts to disband JIGIT by the end of the five year period, it is understood that the
following may occur:
•
•

A period of time following the term of this agreement may be needed to allow
investigators to wind down and conclude their investigations already underway,
In the last September before this agreement ends, JIGIT will provide an estimate of
the wind down time required, based on the information available at that time,

... /5
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•
•

Any judicial proceedings already in progress at the end of the five year period will
continue beyond the tenn,
Any costs related to the above activities will be forwarded to PSSG, who will recover
in full from MoF as per the terms of the agreement between PSSG and MoF.

6. Performance and Reporting
CFSEU-BC will provide both PSSG and GPEB with a JIGIT bi-annual performance outcomes
report. The report will outline the efforts and successes of JIGIT and include gaming-specific
outcomes. CFSEU-BC reporting that is of a sensitive nature will only be provided to the
Director of Police Services.
The performance outcomes report will also-include an impact assessment of how the outcomes
have impacted the criminal networks targeted. While not an indication of performance, this
impact assessment will contribute to the overall picture of JIGIT's impact on organized criminal
networks involved in illegal and legal gaming.
In addition to the bi-annual outcomes report, CFSEU-BC will provide MoF and PSSG with
quarterly financial reporting. The format of these reports (quarterly financial and bi-annual
performance) will follow the current best practices in place and, at the request ofMoF/PSSG,
may be refined to better suit MoF and/or PSSG's needs over time.
7. Confidentiality

The te1ms of the agreement shall be confidential with the following exceptions:
(1) each Participant may disclose the same on a "need to know" basis to their agents,
advisors, consultants, directors, officers, contractors, affiliates and such other persons as may
reasonably be required, and

(2) the Participants may disclose the information as required by law or in connection with
any regulatory disclosure requirements which must be satisfied in connection with JIGIT.
The Participants agree that any documents or reports generated or produced in connection to this
agreement shall remain confidential, unless otherwise agreed to by both Participants, or where
disclosure is required by law or regulatory disclosure requirements.

...16
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8. General
All extemal, public-facing communications of JIGIT activities, such as media releases and press
conferences, are within CFSEU-BC jurisdiction. When JIGIT detennines it is necessary and
appropriate to brief PSSG and MoF on pending public announcements, PSSG and MoF will
initiate a reporting protocol. This protocol will include briefing the Deputy Ministers of Finance
and PSSG, and if needed, the Minister of Finance and Minister of PSSG.
If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact Mr. Tom

Steenvoorden at Tom.Steenvoorden@gov.bc.ca. Please acknowledge your acceptance of the
understanding set out in this letter by signing in the space provided below and providing a copy
to the Province by email to Mr. Steenvoorden at the email address above.

Clayton J.D. Pe
Assistant D ty Minister
and Dire or of Police Services
Policing and Security Branch
pc: Assistant Commissioner Brenda Butterworth-Carr

C/Supt. Kevin Hackett, Chief Officer, CF SEU-BC
Mr. Max Xiao, RCMP Finance
Ms. Tonia Enger
Ms. Alana Best
Acceptance of the understanding specified in this letter.

Deputy Commissioner Craig Callens
RCMP "E" Division

This is Exhibit "Ill" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of Joseph
Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at Vancouver, BC
this 9th day of February, 2021.
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TO:

John MAZURE
Assistant Deputy Minister
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

FROM:

Len MEILLEUR
Executive Director - Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

DATE:

2017-04-06

RE:

Implementation of the Transaction Assessment Team (TAT)
(Requires Sensitive Handling - CONFIDENTIAL)

Executive Summary
The Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (GPEB) regulates the gaming industry in British
Columbia. Its mandate is to ensure that gaming in the Province is conducted and managed with
integrity, and that the interests of the public are protected. The British Columbia Lottery
Corporation (BCLC) conducts and manages gaming through its licensees. In 2011 a multi-phased
AML Strategy was launched and focused on reducing the use of cash to minimize the
opportunity for money laundering to take place through gaming facilities. This BCLC/GPEB
shared responsibility focused the first two phases of the strategy on the development of cash
alternatives and the promotion of their use by patrons to minimize the need to access cash
outside of gaming facilities. This strategy includes:
o

Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts where casino patrons may transfer money from
regulated banks and credit unions, or add funds to their account via certified
cheques, bank drafts, internet transfers, or verified win cheques;

o

Electronic transfers of funds to PGF accounts through Canadian, U.S. and, more
recently, international banks;

o

Customer convenience cheques issued for and marked as "return of funds that are
not gaming winnings"; and

o

Debit withdrawals at the cash cage and ATM withdrawals inside gaming facilities.

Phase 3 of the AML strategy centered on enforcement, regulatory guidance and additional
measures for enhancing AML due diligence. As such, GPEB has shifted its focus to utilize its
Ministry of Finance

Gaming Policy and
Enforcement Branch
Compliance Division
Headquarters Office

Mailing Address:
PO BOX 9309 STN PROV GOVT
VICTORIA BC V8W 9N1
Telephone: (250) 356·8235
Facsimile: (250) 356-0794

Location:
Third Floor, 91 0 Government Street
Victoria, BC V8W 1X3
Web: www.gaming.gov.bc.ca
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resources through analyzing the areas of highest risk to the integrity of gaming such as large
and suspicious currency transactions. During this process GPEB investigators under the
authority of the General Manager (ADM), created a tracking system of Section 86(2) reporting
by gaming services providers. GPEB staff mainta1ned a role of constant monitoring, while BCLC
investigators identified and reported to FINTRAC and the police incidents identifying cash as
suspicious in nature. GPEB investigators in Burnaby gathered data that culminated in July 2015
with GPEB investigators presenting an internal statistical report indicating a snap shot of the
heightened risk identified in one casino. The data collected during this investigation centered
on patron buy-ins in excess of $50,000.00 per incident and primarily utilizing $20.00 bills. The
totals for the month exceeded 20 million dollars with in excess of 14 million of those dollars
being $20.00 bills. Investigators during this analysis identified persons of interest associated to
these patron "buy-ins" who were responsible for facilitating suspicious cash deliveries. These
facilitators operated in and around the casino and often times were identified where cash was
being supplied by them at odd hours outside usual financial institutions hours of operation. As
a result of the foregoing and in consultation with government, Phase 3 recommendations
included: (i) the creation of the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT); (ii) a review by
Myers Norris Penny (MNP); and, (iii) the implementation of GPEB's own Intelligence Unit, which
commenced work in May 2016.
The next phase of work is now being introduced and this involves GPEB's ongoing strategy of
monitoring compliance initiatives undertaken by the British Columbia Lottery Corporation
(BCLC) and the results of JIGIT. Results of this work may include further policy or guideline
guidance to BCLC, including enhancements to service delivery and the identification of new
initiatives to ensure there is a flexible adaptation to criminal trends or other
dismantling/disrupting techniques for enforcement.
On that note, GPEB's Compliance Division is supporting the formalizing of the ongoing
processes developed by GPEB and further applying those processes through JIGIT within the
development of a Transaction Assessment Team (TAT} to ensure rigour is applied in terms of
knowing your customer (KYC}, the source of wealth and the source of funds.

Background
Intelligence
Based on intelligence from the police, BCLC and GPEB, it is believed illegitimate lenders are
using the proceeds of crime to finance casino patrons for gambling at casinos in BC.
Casino patrons who wish to gamble, but do not have funds readily available commonly utilize
the services of illegitimate lenders. Illegitimate lenders loan money to patrons at the casino site
or in close proximity to the casino such as in parking lots or nearby restaurants. Upon receiving
the cash, the patron "buys-in 11 at casino cash cages by exchanging the cash for gambling chips.
s.15
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s.15

The GPEB Intelligence Unit reports that the organized crime presence in and around BC casinos
presents a viable threat to public safety.

BCLC Initiatives
Through dialogue within a regulatory framework or by way of guidance on policy by GPEB, BCLC
has made a number of enhancements to its AML program in 2016. These initiatives include:
committing to JIGIT funding; enabling international electronic transfers (non-cash buy- in
option) to PGF accounts; restructuring of BCLC's investigative and AML departments to increase
the staff resources dedicated to AML; creation of new AML analytical capability and enhanced
customer ongoing monitoring; updated and enhanced Information Sharing Agreement (ISA)
with the RCMP to better support JIGIT; and increased capabilities in regard to source of wealth
and source of funds inquiries flowing from improved information sharing with law
enforcement.

Reduction in Suspicious Cash Transactions
Based on data from section 86 reports, GPEB has noted a downward trend in the dollar value of
SCTs in B.C. gambling facilities. From the peak of over $20 million in July 2015, this amount
declined to $3.8 million in December 2016. There has also been a yearly downward trend in
SCTs from over $176 million in 2014/15 to $52 million in 2016/17 {through Dec 31, 2016)}.
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Suspicious Currency Transactions by Denomination 2.010/2011 to 2016/2017 (YTD •
through Pee :u, 2016)
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Along with the reduction in SCTs, the number of STRs filed with FINTRAC by BCLC has reduced,
particularly over the last half of 2016. BCLC advised that the reduction of STRs involving high
value cash transactions (greater than $50,000) coincides with increased capabilities to conduct
ongoing monitoring and risk assessment of players and transactions flowing from its ISA with
police; an increased use of buy-in conditions on some players based on risk; increased efforts
by BCLC and its service providers to shift players to non-cash transactions such as bank drafts;
and, actions taken by the Chinese government to reduce capital outflows from that country.
However GPEB's Compliance Division remains concerned about these key areas:
1. Reasonable grounds supporting the fact that there is illegal activity based on intelligence
and observations around the source of cash. This includes how the sourced cash itself is
bundled, obtained and accepted by the gaming services provider.
2. That the gaming services providers for the most part accept the cash and BCLC report it
to FINTRAC. The business model does not include an assessment of whether the cash
should be refused.
3. Who are these patrons getting their bundled cash from? There is little effort to confirm
the source of the cash at the time of transaction. This is due to limited access and
information being available to BCLC and the gaming services provider.
4. In early 2017 the number of STR's filed with FINTRAC is increasing again. Regardless,
even the number of STR's filed in the lowest years is still a cause for concern and is not
experienced to this degree by any other jurisdiction in Canada.

PGF Accounts
As noted in the above graph the amount of suspicious cash entering B.C. casinos has declined,
the amount of new money entering through PGF accounts has increased and virtually all of this
"new money" is deposited through bank drafts.
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The deposit of new funds into PGF accounts has increased (from approximately $112 million in
new money in 2015/16 to $138 million in new money through Q3 of 2016/17). The shift to
non-cash alternatives is a key component of the provincial AML strategy and the increased use
of PGF accounts is encouraging. However, the increased PGF account activity is resulting in new
concerns which require further examination:
•

•

The majority of bank drafts are accepted by service providers without knowing whether
the funds are coming from the PGF account holder's own bank account. Some of the
drafts are blank, no name has been entered. Others have no reference to the account
holder's identity.
The customer due diligence being conducted for some PGF account holders that are
responsible for a significant amount of PGF account activity may not be sufficient. As
should be asked with the sourced suspicious cash, does the patron have a legitimate
bank account in Canada or at the institution to which the draft has been obtained.

• s.15

s.15

The PTEP Targeting Process seeks to engage all BC law enforcement agencies in a shared
strategic vision that results in the systematic mitigation of the Organized Crime and gang
landscape. PTEP results in enhanced public safety and a reduction in gang violence, coordinated
regional/provincial policing efforts, regular reporting of metrics associated to gang violence,
and a framework for accountability for all participants.
The CFSEU-BC's mandate is to target, investigate, prosecute, disrupt, and dismantle the
organized crime groups and individuals that pose the highest risk to public safety due to their
involvement in gang violence. PTEP assists not only CFSEU-BC in achieving this mandate, but
also all policing agencies within BC.
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s.15

s.15

This model would include a documented working relationship with support from BCLC
with limited indirect support from gaming services providers. JIGIT and GPEB Compliance
Division leadership identified that this project model aligns with the PTEP approach and
recommended that JIGIT take ownership of the project.

s.15
s.15

This information
is proving well founded within the current investigation and these subjects have been identified
as threats to public safety through the PTEP targeting model because of their involvement in a
wide array of criminal activity.

How implementation of the TAT is being proposed
When the idea for the TAT was first tabled, GPEB's Compliance Division leadership team
focused on the development of a GPEB lead initiative. However, it was quickly realized that in
order to optimize the success of this team a strong police partnership was key. Preliminary
discussions were initiated with JIGIT management and they expressed a strong desire to take
ownership and lead the initiative. A few proposals for team implementation were considered
and with each proposal the chance of success and the legal premise to do the work were
measured. The first proposal outlined below is the only proposal that can be supported with a
level of comfort while mitigating any legal risk. The other proposals are outlined to
demonstrate what was considered.

Proposal 1- s.15

s.15
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Proposal Number 2 - ·s.13
s.13

S.15,S.17

[This proposal was considered, however is less desirable then Proposal 1
s.13,s.15,s.17
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Proposal Number 3 -Compliance Division leadership also considered another manner of
5 15 5 17
conducting this initiative. Upon the request of GPEB_ · · ·
s.13,s.15,s.17

Consultation with Legal Counsel
s.14

Outcomes when proposal is implemented
The primary expected results of these proposed team are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Investigations, seizures and prosecutions related to proceeds of crime activity at casinos
within BC.
Referrals to Civil Forfeiture Office.
Reduction in suspicious cash activity at casinos within BC.
Disruption of organized crime's ability to integrate the proceeds of crime into the
economy via casinos in BC.
Collection of intelligence associated to the proceeds of crime and money laundering
schemes.
Assessment of patrons to determine if the business relationship should be severed or
the patron prohibited from attending BC gaming facilities or using on line gambling.
Increased public awareness, via media coverage, of enforcement action targeting
suspicious currency transactions at BC casinos.

The secondary results are:
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•
•
•
•

The collection of intelligence associated to the integrity of gaming operations at BC
casinos.
Enhanced communication between CFSEUBC, GPEB, BCLC and the service providers
operating the casinos.
Increased understanding, identification and reporting of suspicious transactions by the
service providers operating the casinos.
Development of rationale in support of policy, regulatory, and legislative reform.

Conclusion
Money laundering is an integral element of organized criminal activity and is a proven method
by which organized crime groups seek to transform the proceeds from illegal activities into
perceived legitimate funds. The laundered proceeds of crime provide financial support to
organized crime groups allowing them to foster their criminal activity and expand their criminal
operations. In order to ensure gaming is conducted with the highest level of integrity in this
province and to maintain our commitment to expand our AML efforts, more should be done to
develop further intelligence regarding money laundering and the relationship between
organized crime, illegitimate lending and casinos. Further, the highest level investigations
should be conducted targeting the integration of proceeds of the crime into the economy
through our casinos in order to protect the gaming industry and do our part to suppress
organized crime activity in BC.
It is important to note that this initiative has been discussed s.15,s.16

s.15,s.16

They are

supportive of the proposal and are keen to implement.
With those thoughts in mind, I respectfully submit this proposal for your information. We are
prepared to answer any questions but plan to move forward with engaging JIGIT and BCLC
immediately.
Yours sincerely,

Len MEILLEUR
Executive Director - Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.

··········~
·~
····· · ··· ······ ·······
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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This is Exhibit "KKK" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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Ministry of Finance
BRIEFING DOCUMENT

To:

John Mazure
Assistant Deputy Minister
Ministry of Finance

Date Requested: Jan 23/2017
Date Required:

Initiated by: Len Meilleur
Executive Director
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Ministry
Contact:

Date Prepared: Jan 24/2017
Phone Number:

Len Meilleur

Email:
[Cliff#]

TITLE:

Police Presence in BC Casinos - Start Date January 28, 2017

PURPOSE
(X)

FOR INFORMATION AWARENESS-LAW ENFORCEMENT

INITITIAVE - NOT FOR RELEASE BEYOND ADM LEVEL GPEB.

COMMENTS: This note is to provide awareness of a planned police presence in BC
casinos outlining the agencies involved, who has been briefed and a planned
communication strategy subsequent to the event.

Executive Dlrec1or approval: _ __

ADM approval: _ __

Associate OM approval: _ __
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Briefing Document

DATE PREPARED:
TITLE:

Page 2

2017 January 24

Police Presence in Lower Mainland Casinos - January 28, 2017

BACKGROUND: Police have suspicion, on reasonable grounds to believe that cash is
allegedly entering Casinos as the proceeds of crime. Police will, under the Authority of
the Criminal Code. and specifically the Proceeds of Crime Part Xll.2 Criminal Code of
Canada, enter, observe and with gathered evidence conduct an investigation that may
include the seizure of cash. All efforts will be utilized to be respectful of the business
operations being conducted at each location of these investigations. Police will be in
plain clothes, meaning non-uniformed.

DISCUSSION:
The operation which was devised by police is planned to commence on January 28,
2017 which is within the period which Chinese New Year is celebrated and is a
historically a busy time for casinos in the Lower Mainland.
The Parties involved in the operation will primarily be the Police - principally the Joint
Illegal Gambling Investigation Team (JIGIT) of the Combined Forces Special
Enforcement Unit (CFSEU) along with the Police of Jurisdiction, Richmond Detachment,
Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP). Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch (GPEB)
will provide support as required and to a limited degree BCLC security staff.
The briefing of all involved is ongoing including police senior management, BCLC and
gaming services providers. As an awareness approach the following entities will also be
briefed as to the objectives and methodology of these potential investigations:
• British Columbia Lottery Corporation
• Designated Service Providers
Great Canadian Gaming Corporation - River Rock & Hard Rock Casino
Gateway Casinos & Entertainment Limited - Starlight, Cascades & Grand Villa
Casinos
Paragon Gaming - Edgewater Casino

Post Event Strategy: At present there is no immediate intended media presentation
planned. Should there be any media enquiries they will be managed through the
CFSEU Media Relations Office and the Executive Director of GPEB Compliance will be
engaged prior to ensure GPEB is informed. GPEB staff will be on site during this
operation and will update the Executive Director of any seizures being made.
This is and remains a police investigation of some sensitivity. Information in this
note was provided by Manager Ken Ackles, i/c of GPEB members seconded to JIGIT.
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Briefing Document

Page 3

John Mazure
Assistant Deputy Minister

Date
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This is Exhibit "LLL" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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Mai/Ing ,Address:

COMBINED FORCES .
SPECIAL
ENFORCEMENT
UNIT
BRITISH COLUMBIA

Mallstop 11408/409
14206 Green Timbiirs wa·y
Surrey, B.C., V3T6P3

For Immediate Release: June 131\ 2'017 ·
Multiple Arres.ts Stemmfng from a Nearly Year Long
CFSEU-BC JIGIT Investigation into Organized Crime
After an ex·tensive year-long·investlgatlon Into money laundering, with ties lo organize!'.! crime, nirie
people have now be~n arr¢sted.
A Combined Forces Special ~nforcernent Unit of BC (CFSEU·BC) Investigation has le~ to the arrest of a
· network believed to be connected to illegal gaming houses and money laundering. The ihvestigation
was led by the CFSEU·BC Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT), an integrated team that
includes
investigators from the Gaming- Policy
and
.
.
. Enforcement Branch '(GPEB).
.
In May of 2016, the investigation determined that. a crimim~l. o_rganiza~icin allegedly operl\tiiig iUegal
gaming houses,. was also facilitating money laundering for drug traffickers, loan sharking, kidnappings,
and extortions within the hierarchy of ~his organized crime group, with links nationally and
internationally,. including mainland China.
The investigation also revealed several schemes related 'to the collection and transferring of large
amounts of money within and for the criminal organization.
·
'During th_e investigation, it was apparent that there were multiple roles filled by differeht people
which enabled or facilitated the organization ih laundering large amounts of money through casinos.
A search of six residences resulted in the seizure of large amounts of cash and bank drafts, drug
paraphernalia, suitcases, cell phones, computers and other related material. Also seized were a
number of luxury vehicles, including one with a sophisticated hidden compartment ..
As a result of this complex, multi~faceted investigation, nine people have now beeri arrested, with·
more arrests still pending. J !GIT investigators have been interacting With the Provincial Special
Prosecutions Branch.
"Top tier organized crime is not easy to tackle .and :requires a coordinated approach to achieve results.
The individuals associated wit~ this level of crimina( activity conducted their operations in a
sophisticated manner)" sai~ Ass1stant Commissioner Kevin Hackett of the CFSEU-BC. ' 1The CFSEU-BC
JIGIT team led this investigation but was supported by hundreds of resources and thousands of hours of
committed and dedicated service by all the officers and support staff involved,"
If you have been manipulated by these money launderers, or if you have any information on illegal
gaming, money laundering and loan shc1rklng related to the gaming industry, please cal~ the JIGIT
inforination line at 778-290-2288.
The CFSEU-BC would like to thank the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch; various RCMP
detachments and units including the BC RCMP'sfederai Serious and Organized Crime unit, and the
Vancouver Police Department, for their assistance and support throughout this investigation. We also
would like to a-cknowledge the cooperation of the Bri.tish Columbia Lottery Corporation.

.

.

'

In Pa~tnership with Abbotsford Po/Ice Department, Canadian Border Services Agency, Central Saanich Police Service, D~lta Police
Oepwtment, New Wes.tminster Police Department, Orgonlzei:JCrimeAge_ncy of British Co,Jumbia, Port Moody Pol/ce Qepartment,
.Royal Canadian Mounted Police, Saanlch Po/Ice Department; South <;oast·(Idtlsh Columbia TrqtJspoitation Authority, Vancouver
Po/Ice Department, Victoria Police Department, West 'Vancouver Police Department

GPEB 1042.0001
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Mailing Address:

COMBINED .FORCES
SPECIAL
ENFORCEMENT
!)NIT
BRITISH COLUMBIA

Mailstop 11408/409
14200 Gree·n Timber's Way

:Surrey, B.C,, V3T 6P3

-30Media Spokesperson:. Sgt. Brenda Winpenny

CFSEU-BC Communications Strategist: Geeta Reddy

.In.Partnership with Abbofsford Po/ice Department, Can.ad/an Bqrd,er Services Agency, Central SaonichPolice Service, Delfa Poiice
Departmentt New-Westminster Police Department, Organized Crime Agency of British Columbia, Part Moody Police Deportment;
Royaf CanodicinMounted Pd/ice, Saanich Police Deportment, South Coast British Columbia. Transportation Authority, Vancouver
Police DeP,artment, Victoria Pqlice Department, West Vancouver Police Departmel!t

This is Exhibit "MMM" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Gaming - JIGIT Investigation
SUGGESTED RESPONSE:

•

On June 13, 2017, CFSEU-BC announced that JIGIT conducted a year-long investigation
that led to the arrest of a network connected to illegal gaming houses and money
laundering.

•

JIGIT continues to work actively on this investigation as it is within its mandate.

•

I cannot comment further on ongoing police investigations.

IF ASKED ABOUT JIGIT:
•

The Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT) is an integrated, dedicated law
enforcement team focused on disrupting organized crime and gang involvement in
illegal gambling, and preventing money laundering in gambling facilities.

•

While JIGIT's mandate covers all illegal gaming activity, it focuses on organized crime
and gang activities because they present the greatest risk to public safety and lawful
gaming activities in the province.

•

JIGIT draws on the expertise of its police members from the Combined Forces Special
Enforcement Unit (CFSEU-BC).

•

Five investigators from the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch are fully integrated
into JIGIT and provide subject matter expertise on authorities prescribed in the
Gaming Control Act.

•

JIGIT is working hard to keep organized crime out of B.C.'s gambling facilities.

•

JIGIT was formed as part of government's anti-money laundering strategy, launched in
2011 following a comprehensive review of AML measures at B.C.'s gambling facilities.

BACKGROUND:

•

The JIGIT investigation into illegal gaming houses and money laundering is ongoing. So
far, it has determined that a criminal organization operated illegal gaming houses,
facilitated money laundering for drug traffickers, loan sharking, kidnappings and
extortions. CFSEU-BC asserted that the amount of money laundered in B.C. casinos
was in the "millions of dollars."

GPEB 1072.0001
GPEB1072.0002

•

B.C. casinos are vulnerable because organized crime groups are seeking out legitimate
gambling patrons to provide them with access to cash and other money alternatives
which have been obtained through the proceeds of crime.

In April 2016, the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch {GPEB) worked with the Policing and Security
Branch {PSB) in the Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General and the RCMP to establish the Joint
Illegal Gaming Investigation Team {JIGIT). The team provides a coordinated enforcement approach from
police and GPEB to combat illegal gambling and money laundering in B.C.
JIGIT is funded by the provincial government through BCLC {70%) and federal government through the
RCMP {30%). Total funding was $2.6 million in fiscal 2016/17 and is $4.3 million in the following two
fiscal years. Funding in years four and five is to be determined.

Program Area
J.Hazel -Aug. 25/17
L. Meilleur -Aug. 29/17

Deputy/ ADM
ADM - J. Mazure - Aug. 25/17
ADM - J. Mazure -Aug. 30/17

GCPE
C. Togneri-Aug. 25/17
T. Nelson -Aug. 27/17
M. Harris -Aug. xx/17

This is Exhibit "NNN" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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June 16, 2017

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
PO Box 9309 Sin Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9N1
Attention:

Mr. Len Meilleur
Executive Director, Compliance Division

l:>ele
playing it right

Dear Mr. Meilleur,

Re:

Press Conference on Illegal Gambling and Casino Money Laundering

I am writing about the press conference GPEB held in conjunction with the CFSEU on
June 13, 2017. I wish to extend my congratulations to you on the successes GPEB has
had in its partnership with the Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team and wh ich you
announced at the press conference. BCLC is thankful for the effort GPEB has put into
the investigation.
BCLC welcomed the news that a number of illegal gambling operations in the lower
mainland had been shutdown. However, it was very troubling to learn through the press
materials that sophisticated international organized crime groups had laundered funds
through BCLC casinos. As you know, BCLC has committed considerable resources,
staff and effort to developing its anti-money laundering and counter terrorist financing
program. I know you are also aware that BCLC's program has been scrutinized by GPEB
audit staff and that it has recently undergone a comprehensive review by FINTRAC with
no deficiencies in its anti-money laundering procedures identified. Nonetheless, BCLC's
program is not static and we are committed to a course of continuous improvement.
Moreover, we recognize that criminal elements will adapt and seek new ways to launder
proceeds of crime in response to countermeasures and for this reason, BCLC's program
must adapt and evolve on an ongoing basis. Given what we learned from the press
conference, BCLC is seeking GPEB's assistance. It would seem a vulnerability in our
program has been exploited by organized crime. In order to address this vulnerability
and prevent further laundering attempts, I ask that you share with us the specific details
of the money laundering methodology you determined was used by these organized
crime groups to launder proceeds of crime through legal casinos. This information will
allow us to make the changes needed to better protect our operations from money
laundering threats and close any gaps.

1,1Wost Seymour Street
Knmloops, OC V2C 1E2

T 250.828.5500
F 250.828.563 I

29-10 Virtual Way
Vancouver, DC V5M OA6

T 604. 21 5.0049
f 004.225,6424
bclc.cc;m

As troubl ing as it was to learn of a laundering vulnerability at our casino facilities, we
were even more concerned to learn of serious threats to public safety. It was deeply
alarming to hear that top tier organized crime figures participating in or linked to crimes
such as kidnapping and extortion were frequenting our facilities. Clearly, individuals
engaged in these types of criminal activities present the highest order of risk to public
safety. The safety of our customers, the staff of our service providers, and our own staff
who work in casinos must be paramount. I am certain that you agree. BCLC simply
cannot have these individuals exposing our customers and staff to personal safety risks
through their laundering activities or any other criminal activity. The Gaming Control Act
grants BCLC the statutory authority to ban any individual from its casinos. I ask that
GPEB provide BCLC with the names of the 9 individuals arrested so far in the
investigation, as well as the names of any other individual the investigation has revealed
to be involved in or connected in any way to criminal acts related to gaming , so that

BCLC0000316

BCLC0000316

BCLC can immediately ban those individuals from our facilities to protect the safety of
our customers and staff.
Given the threats to public safety, I would appreciate a response at your earliest possible
convenience.
Sincerely,

playing it right
Robert l<roeker
Vice President, Corporate Security and Compliance

cc. Mr. Murray Dugger, Western Regional Manager, Financial Transactions and Reports
Analysis Centre

7•1 West Seymour S1roc1
Karnloops. DC V2C IE2

T 250.820.5500
F 250.828.5031

29•10 Virtual Woy
Vancouver. DC V5M OAO
1 604.2 15.00 49
F 604.225.6424

t c!c.com
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This is Exhibit "000" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

....... .~ ..~........ ...... ........ .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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ADVICE TO MINISTER
CONFIDENTIAL
CONFIDENTIAL

ISSUES NOTE
Ministry of Finance
Date: January 14, 2016
Minister Responsible: Hon. Michael de Jong

Civil Forfeiture Office
money-laundering claim

RECOMMENDED RESPONSE:

• I am advised that that BC Civil Forfeiture Office has filed a Statement of
Claim in B.C. Supreme Court relating to a B.C. resident involving the
seizure of cash drugs and a vehicle alleged to be proceeds of crime.
• As this matter is before the courts, it would be inappropriate for me
comment beyond the information contained in the CFO's statement of
claim.
If asked about money laundering

• The B.C. Government takes money laundering seriously and maintains an
ongoing cooperative effort with the British Columbia Lottery Corporation
and federal and provincial law enforcement agencies.
• High stakes gamblers at B.C. gaming facilities do not play anonymously.
BCLC is required by federal regulation to collect photo identification and
the name, address, occupation, source of wealth and other information of
players who complete transactions of $10,000 or more.
• Large and suspicious transactions are an ongoing concern and I have
directed BCLC and the Gaming Policy Enforcement Branch to take steps
to address this issue.
• As a result there has been increased co-ordination of law enforcement,
enhanced processes for identifying the source of wealth and funds prior to
acceptance and other measures that reflect anti-money laundering best
practices.
Secondary
• Cases like this one are an example of how the information gathered in
casinos can assist law enforcement investigations.
KEY FACTS:
On January 15, 2016 the BC Civil Forfeiture Office (Ministry of Justice) filed a statement of
claim regarding a Chilliwack resident whose vehicle was searched by RCMP on two separate
occasions this fall, once in early October and again in mid-December. During these searches,
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ADVICE TO MINISTER
CONFIDENTIAL

police seized significant amounts of drugs and concealed currency. RCMP investigators also
determined the individual frequented various casinos and had won approximately $2.2 million in
slot machine winnings in the previous 12 months at gaming facilities in the Lower Mainland and
Fraser Valley.
RCMP contacted BC Lottery Corporation on October 6, 2015 to verify the legitimacy of casino
cheques found in the individual's possession. On October 14, 2015, RCMP asked BCLC to
provide full casino financial records on this individual as part of an ongoing investigation. BCLC
then provided those records indicating that, since November, 2014, the individual had attended
1O different gaming facilities in B.C. and had registered 92 Casino Disbursement reports of
$10,000 or more.
The statement of claim alleges that the individual in question was frequenting casinos in an
effort to launder money obtained through drug trafficking transactions and that the car is an
instrument of money laundering because it was used to transport proceeds to various locations
inB.C.
The Civil Forfeiture Office is pursing the following seized items as proceeds of crime.
•

A 2014 Chevrolet Camara;

•

$29,085 (Canadian) consisting of three cheques issued by BC casinos.

•

$16,310 in cash (seized during the initial search)

•

$25,405 in Canadian Currency (found concealed in vehicle during follow-up search)

Under federal regulations administered by the, gaming facilities are required to report all
transactions exceeding $10,000. This includes buy-ins involving cash or disbursements in any
form. Disbursements include, but are not limited to, redemption of slot tickets or payment of slot
jackpots.
When transactions involve cash coming into a casino, these are reported as large cash
transactions. If there are indications the funds may be the proceeds or crime or that the
individual is attempting to launder money, they are reported to FINTRAC as suspicious
transactions.
All of the transactions exceeding $10,000 to this individual were from verified slot machine
jackpot winnings. All jackpot winnings are verified by casino staff, documented and retained for
authenticity. Slot machine players in B.C. are able to put cash directly into the machines,
therefore there is no transaction report documenting cash that slot player bring into casinos.
cash th.
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• individual had no previous casino or criminal history that would indicate he was in possession
of proceeds of crime and no suspicious cash transactions have been filed by any B.C. gaming
facility relating to this individual. the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch GPEB) was
unaware of BCLC's contact with the RCMP on this file and had no involvement in the case until
the Civil Forefeiture Office filed its claim. BCLC was also unaware of the Civil Forfeiture claim
until notified by GPEB.
ADVICE TO MINISTER
CONFIDENTIAL
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Under the Gaming Control Act, BCLC is required to notify GPEB immediately of any conduct,
activity or incident occurring in connection with a lottery scheme if it involves the commission of
an offence under a provision of the Criminal Code or the Gaming Control Act.
The only file that GPEB has on this individual is a 'notice of ban' from the Cascades Casino in
Langley where the individual was banned after an assault occurred in a hotel room located
adjacent to the Casino. This ban occurred on Oct. 7, 2015. BCLC was not advised of any
adverse information related to this individual by either police sources or GPEB who are the
enforcement agencies with authority to act in these matters.
BACKGROUND:

The initial search and seizure of cash took place on October 5, 2015, after RCMP received a
complaint about an erratic driver on Highway 1 east of Chilliwack, B.C. Police located the
suspect vehicle and the male individual in the parking lot of Chances Casino in Chilliwack. The
individual had a few thousand dollars in hand and appeared to be under the influence of
alcohol and/or drugs. Police initially arrested the man for failing a roadside screening test. A
cursory search of his vehicle revealed a number of cheques issued by B.C. casinos and a
significant sum of Canadian cash.
Based on their follow-up investigation, RCMP obtained a warrant to conduct a more thorough
search of the individual's vehicle. The second search on Dec. 15, 2015, resulted in the seizure
of drugs and cash concealed inside the vehicle. The cash was located by a police dog trained
in drug detection, indicating there were traces of drugs on the concealed cash.
GPEB investigators and BCLC conduct a review of the individual and the relationship to the
alleged cheques and the payout of $2.1 million. Ministry of Justice, Police Services Branch and
the RCMP have been advised in an effort to co-ordinate responses to any inquiries from the
public or media that may be generated by the CFO's statement of claim.
The next step in the civil forfeiture process is for the CFO to gather affidavits from all individuals
involved in the investigation, including the RCMP. It's anticipated this will take approximately
four to eight weeks. If the Statement of Claim receives judicial approval, potential outcomes
include a negotiated settlement, default judgement or a trial. BCLC has received a Freedom of
Information (FOi) request from the individual for records of his financial transactions at B.C.
gaming facilities ..
Proaram Area Contact:
File Created:
FIie Updated:
FIie Location:

Len Meilleur
Januarv 14, 2016
January 14, 2016

This is Exhibit "PPP" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Rob Kroeker
Thursday, January 21, 2016 8:59 AM
Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
RE: TRIM: FW: FOR REVIEW IN civil forfeiture

Hi - that was my state of knowledge at that time which was early on in the development of the issue -we had not yet
discovered the e-mail from the local rcmp member to our local investigator from around Christmas time saying the file
had been passed onto the CFO. At that point, what I did know was that there had been local rcmp inquiries on the
cheques and that we had provided verification on the cheques.
Subsequent to my note to you, info came to light that the BCLC investigator had been notified at the local level that the
rcmp sent the file over the CFO and that. Once we discovered this we provided that additional information - along with
many other additional facts such as the changing nature of the police investigation from an impaired driving offence, to
a drug investigation (neither of which occurred in relation to a casino or a lottery scheme) and ultimately a drug
investigation with money laundering aspect. Please also note that I had asked repeatedly for a call with you to discuss
the details of this issue and that due to both our schedules that conversation did not happen. Despite not being able to
connect on the phone we continued to send info as it became available.
As noted Len, we were all working very hard to get all the pertinent facts and provide them to GPEB. If you had
questions or information that you thought contradicted any of our early communications I would have expected you to
bring those to our attention or give us a call to discuss.
But this wasn't issue we were just discussing. Your comment was that we said in the text of a BN that BCLC had to
obligation to report to GPEB where the rcmp have advised us a money laundering offence had occurred at a casino. I
cannot find that in either version of the BN/IN you have sent.

-------------------------

From: Meilleur, Len FIN :EX [mailto
Sent: January-21-16 8:08 AM
To: Rob Kroeker

Subject: FW: TRIM: FW: FOR REVIEW IN civil forfeiture
Importance: High
Here it is in your own words.
Len

From: Rob Kroeker [mailto :

Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 2:29 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX

Subject: TRIM: FW: FOR REVIEW IN civil forfeiture
Importance: High

Hey Len

GPEB0818.0001
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Can we talk about this? It doesn't incorporate the factual clarifications from this morning's call and seems to be
intended to suggest that BCLC knew about this investigation and did not tell GPEB when in fact BCLC knew nothing
about the nature of this police investigation and was only asked at one point to verify the origin of the cheques.
Rpb
This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the email.
This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the email.
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This is Exhibit "QQQ" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

... ... ... . £1,£,~ -~

...... .................. .

A 6;~;,:,·issioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Thursday, January 21, 2016 4:51 PM
Dickson, Derek FIN:EX
FW: Additional information for CFO IN - as requested

From: Clarke, Brennan GCPE:EX

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 4:46 PM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX

Cc: Jaggi-Smith, Michele FIN:EX

Subject: Additional information for CFO IN - as requested
FYI this is the additional info that BCLC provided yesterday.
From: Laura Piva-Babcock [mailto:

Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2016 4:27 PM
To: Clarke, Brennan GCPE:EX

Subject: Additional information for CFO IN - as requested
Hi Brennan,
Thanks for your patience. Here is the background information you requested on the monitoring and how BCLC
investigators at the local level were notified by local RCMP/asked for information by local RCMP.
As discussed this morning, our on-going monitoring program is triggered whenever an individual has two or
more transactions reportable to FINTRAC (any type of reportable transaction LCT, STR or disbursement
report) or if there are two or more transactions that require us to obtain government ID from the individual.
If you and or your team would like a technical briefing on our AML program, I can certainly arrange that with
our VP of Security and Director of AML Compliance. It has been a while since we've walked everyone through
our program. Let me know if you have any other questions.

BCLC reported 92 casino disbursement reports to FinTRAC related to this individual's transactions.
In addition, in February 2015, the individual was placed into BCLC's on-going monitoring program,
which is a key aspect of BCLC's anti-money laundering and risk assessment program.
BCLC's on-going monitoring program is triggered whenever an individual has had two or more
transactions reportable to Fin TRAC or where BCLC is required to ascertain the identity of a customer
through government issued ID. The individual is then deemed to be in a "business relationship" with
BCLC and BCLC is then required under Fin TRAC requirements to conduct on-going monitoring of the
individual. Currently BCLC is monitoring 9,513 individuals under its on-going monitoring program.
BCLC's monitoring program includes daily scans for the individual through open source data
available on 400+ global websites. This individual had been monitored since February 2015 and no
adverse reports were found which indicated this individual had been involved in any suspicious
financial activity.
1
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Public Interest Immunity

Laura Piva-Babcock
Director, Communications
74 West Seymour Street, Kamloops, B.C. V2C 1E2
T
C
F

Connect with us:

Twitter @BCLCj Facebook BCCasinos I Blog I bclc.com

Each year, revenue from gambling contributes more than $1 billion to fund important provincial, municipal and
charitable programs across B.C.

This email is intended only for the addressee. It may contain confidential or proprietary information that cannot be
disclosed without BCLC's permission . If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the email.

2

This is Exhibit "RRR" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

... . . -~
-~
-- ...................... .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mulcahy, William FIN:EX
Tuesday, February 23, 2016 10:15 AM
Serheniuk, Kim FIN:EX; McDougall, John FIN:EX
FW: GPEB File # 93839
Mancini, Michael John.pdf

For your info. Results of CFSEU open sou rce request by Bob Stewart
Bill Mulcahy

If you believe that you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email from your mailbox.

From: Stewart, Robert A FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 9:23 AM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN :EX; Dickson, Derek FIN:EX; Mulcahy, William FIN:EX
Subject: FW: GPEB File # 93839
HI Len,
Here is the Open Source you requested from CFSEU-BC on Mancini. There is not much here.
Bob Stewart
Manager, Intelligence Unit
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
#202 4370 Dominion St,
Burnaby, BC, VSG 4L7
Office :

If you believe that you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email from your
mailbox.
From: Griffith, Arlene [mailto:

Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 2:44 PM
To: Stewart, Robert A FIN:EX
Subject: RE: GPEB File # 93839
Hi Bob,
Attached is the open source report for Michael John MANCINI.
Arlene
From: Stewart, Robert A FIN:EX [mailto:

Sent: January-29-16 11:32 AM

GPE80847.0001
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To: Open Sources
Subject: GPEB File # 93839
Hello,
I would like to request an open source report on the following individual :
Michael John MANCINI

MANCINI is suspected to be involved in money laundering activity in BC Casinos. Requesting background check of his
assets and any possible association to known organized crime figures.
Thank you in advance.
Bob Stewart
Manager, Intelligence Unit
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
#202 4370 Dominion St,
Burnaby, BC, VSG 4L7
Office:

Th is communicatiD"n (both the message and any attachments) is intended fo r use by the person or p·ersons to whom it is addressed
and m ust not be shared or dissem inated µnless authorized by law or_w ithout the express authority of the sender. This
comm unication may contain privi leged or cor,fident ial information. If you have received this message in error or are not the na med
recip ient, please immed iately n.o tify the sender and delete the message from your mai lbox and trash w ith out copying or cliscl osing
it.
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COMBINED FORCES SPECIAL ENFORCEMENT UNIT
BRITISH COLUMBIA

OPEN SOURCE TEAM
INFORMATION RESPONSE

THIS IS A REPORT COMPILED FROM SOURCE DOCUMENTS AND CANNOT BE
USED DIRECTLY AS EVIDENCE.
The accuracy of this information must be confirmetl with the original source prior to use ill
Warrants, Affitlm•its or when presentetl in Court Source tlocuments can be provitletl as
necessary. Further tlissemillation of this material must only be facilitatetl by CFSEU-BC open
source section.
PROTECTED A
THIRD PARTY RULE
DATE OF CHECK: 2016 Feb 18
GPEB FILE# 93839

OPEN SOURCE REPORT
SUBJECT:
Address:
(D/L

MANCINI, Michael John

DOB:

)

Telephone:

not found

PREVIOUS ADDRESSES:

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION:

Male; 175 cm (5'9"); 102 kg (224 lbs); Hazel eyes; Brown hair
RELATIVES:

:
Prev legal:
(D/L
)

P1·ev Address:

DOB:

GPEB0847.0001
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DOB:

Prev legal:
(D/L
)

Prev Address:

DOB:

(D/L

VEHICLES (/CBC):
BW884V

2013 Ford Edge 4DRSW; Black; VIN: 2FMDK4AK5DBC14100. Reg.
#10976152. Registered owner & PODL: MANCINI, Michael John of
. Plate
active as of2015 Nov 07. Expires 2016 May 06.

HG2132

2008 Ford F450 Fldck; Commercial White; VIN: 1FDXF4788EA44184.
Reg. #10632199. Registered owner & PODL: MANCINI, Michael
John of
Plate active as of2014 Feb 17. Expires 2016 May 24.

JH9680

2013 Ford Fl50; CRCAB Commercial Black; VIN:
1FTFW1R66DFA83541. Reg. #10704702. Registered owner & PODL:
MANCINI, Michael John of
Plate active as of2015 Mar 09. Expires 2016 Jul 25.
2008 Chevrolet Silvr CRCAB C01mnercial Black; VIN:
1GCHK236X8F182033. Reg. #02711466. Registered owner & PODL:
MANCINI, Michael John of
Plate active as of2008 Apr 18. Expires 2016 Aug
30.

3670KM

GPEB0847.0001
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MANCINI, Michael John ... 3

99971C

2011 Tag Fldck Trailer Black; VIN: 2T952944421172003. Reg.
#10335015. Registered owner & PODL: MANCINI, Michael John of
. Plate
active as of201 l Oct 15. Expires 2016 Apr 05.

CURRENT COMPANIES (BC Online):
Negative

PREVIOUS COMPANIES (BC Online):
Negative

PREVIOUS FAMILY COMPANY:

Sec/Dir:
Pres/Dir:
Both of:

FAMILY FIRM:

PROTECTED A
THIRD PARTY RULE
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CURRENT PROPERTIES (BC Online I Lam/ Title Registry):

Subject has properties registered under Michael John MANCINI and Michael MANCINI.
1)

Property Address:
Owner:
PID:
Legal Description:

Michael John MANCINI

2016 Assessed value: $411,000
Single family dwelling, duplex
Land use:
Dimensions:
8.3 acres
Purchased 2007 Feb 01 for $389,000.
History:
Mortgages:
Tel. Subscl"iber:

2)

Property Address:
Owner:

.

not found
Michael MANCINI (Business Man) of

PID:
Legal Description:
2016 Assessed value:
Land use:
Dimensions:
History:
Mortgages:
Tel. Subscriber:

$212,000
1 ½ storey Recreational Home
13.69 acres
negative
not found

PREVIOUS FAMILY PROPERTY:

is a single family dwelling purchased
SOLD 2003 Jun 12.

FAMILY PROPERTY:

both of the same address.
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LIENS (BC Online - Personal Property Registry):
2015 Mar 12 - 2-yr security agreement #4852971. Secured party: TD Auto Finance
(Canada) Inc., PO Box 4086, Station A, Toronto, ON MSW 5K3. Debtor: MANCINI,
Michael John
Collateral: 2013 Ford F150; VIN: 1FTFWIR66DFA83541 (Plate JH9680).

ASSOCIATES:
DOB:
Address:
(D/L
)
On October 15, 2015, MANCINI was driving a 2014 Chevrolet Camaro; Black. Reg.
11172083; VIN:2GIFZ3DP9E9802156 registered to
.
See excerpts from the Notice of Civil Claim# 160438 on the next page.
The vehicle is alleged to have been used by Mr. Mancini to engage in unlawful activity.
In the alternative,
was wilfully blind to Mr. Mancini's usage of the Vehicle to
engage in unlawful activity.
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INTERi~ET / MEDIA RESEARCH:

I)

A search on BC Courts Online retrieved the following results for Michael John
MANCINI. The most recent file's Notice of Civil Claim was retrieved:
Res ults: 1 - 4 of 4

last Name, First Name
Style of Cause
MANCHU , Michael John

Classi fication
of F'ale
Supreme
MANCINI, Michael v ICBC Supreme Civil
(General)
MANCINI, Michael John
Provincial
TOEWS, Unda v MANCINI, Small Claims
Michael
MANCINI, Michael John
Supreme
MANCINI, J oseph v
Supreme Civil
(General)
MANCINI Michael
MANCINI, Michael John
Supreme
DIRECTOR OF CIVIL
Supreme Civil
(General)
FORFEITURE v MANCINI,
Michael

View

,

Date File
Opened
04Oct2001

Date last
Updated
12Mar2002

Surrey
39176
Provincial
Court
Kelovma Law 52672
Courts

24Mar1997

16May1997

l view

'

15Mar2001

19Feb2003

l v1ew

'

Vancouver
Law Courts

15Jan2016

12Feb2016

l v1ew

Court
location
Vancouver
Law Courts

File
Number
015572

160438

l view

.,

SUPRft,tE COl/RT
0~
8RITl SH COLU t,talA

SEAL

Court FIie no. VL C·S·S-160438

15-JJrl-l G

No.

\'U'KOUY tr

V anc-0uver

REGISTRY

*

Registry

In the Supreme Co11rl of British nl11mbia
Civil Forfeiture Action in Rem Against
A 20 14 Ch.:vrolct Crunaro with Vehicle Identification Number 2GIFZ3DP9E9802156
(the "Vehicle"), $29,085 in Canadian Currency in the fonn of Cheques Dludc payable to
Michnel Jolm Mancini, and $16,31 0 in Canadian u1Tc11cy seized on October 5, 201 5 by
the Fraser Vnllcy Traffic Services section of the RCMJ>; and $25,405 in Canadian
Currency seized On December 15, 201 5 by the Fraser Valley Traffic Services section of
the RCMP (collectively, the " Money") and their proceeds

Between:
Director of Civil Forfeiture
PlaintifT
And:

The Owners and all Others Interested in the Vehicle und Money in particular,
Gerald John Collins and Michael John Mancini
Defendants

NOTICE OF CIVIL CLAJM - CIVIL FORFEITURE (IN REM)

GPEB0847.0001
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According to the Notice of Civil Claim, on October 5, 2015, officers from the RCMP
received reports of a 2014 Chevrolet Camaro being driven erratically, having struck a
concrete barrier and having crossed onto a grassy median on Highway 1 westbound,
approximately 20 kilometers east of Chilliwack, BC.
On the same day, subsequent to receiving these Reports, RCMP officers located the
vehicle at the Chances Casino at 8180 Young Rd., Chilliwack, BC moments after the
Vehicle arrived. Mr. Mancini was walking away from the vehicle towards Chances
Casino. RCMP approached Mr. Mancini and found $3,775 in Canadian currency in his
hands. He also produced a cheque in the amount of $13,250 from the centre console of
the vehicle, payable to him from Lake City Casino.
Mr. Mancini was detained and a Standard Field Sobriety Test was conducted on him
which he failed. Mr. Mancini was transported to the Chilliwack RCMP detachment and
the Vehicle was impounded.
A search of the vehicle was conducted and money (currency and cheques) totaling
$45,395 were seized as offence-related property and proceeds of crime.

illl~• fc1 ~ \1 i1h pllliCi.: r:1,lar ~quiprm:1:1; ,u1d
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2)

The listing for the property Michael Mancini purchased in 2015 is still posted, with
photos of
.
http://kristabarker.com/mylistings.html/details-33108633
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No social media accounts could be verified as belonging to Michael/Mike Macini. Family
members were located on Facebook.
https://www.facebook.com/

GPEB0847.0001
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https://www.facebook.com

Additional relatives:
https://www.facebook.com/

https://www .facebook.com/
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This is Exhibit "SSS" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

. . . . - ~ - ~ H. . . .................. .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia

GPEB0864.0001
GPEB0864.0001

Ministry of Finance
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Compliance Division
REPORT OF FINDINGS

CONFIDENTIAL
This document is the property of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement
Branch (Compliance Division). It is confidential and shall not be released
or disclosed in whole or part without the prior consent of the General
Manager or a delegated authority.
Caption:
FAILURE TO REPORT, SECTION 34(1)(t)
B.C. GAMING CONTROL ACT & REGULATIONS

GPEB File # 93839
Submission date: 2016-03-30
SYNOPSIS:

GPEB Compliance Division, Kingsway Office, was directed by the Executive
Director to commence an investigation to determine whether this matter should
have been reported by BCLC to GPEB. If it was found that it was reportable,
determine why this incident was not reported by BCLC to GPEB in accordance
with Section 34(1 )(t) of the Gaming Control Act Regulations.

BACKGROUND:

1. On January 15th , 2016, the B.C. Civil Forfeiture Office filed a statement
of claim against Michael John MANCINI. The statement of claim alleged
that MANCINI was frequenting casinos in an effort to launder money
obtained through drug trafficking activities.

2. Brian SIMS, Deputy Director, Civil Forfeiture Office, began preparing a
Briefing Notice to the Minister and contacted GPEB for clarification and
comment.
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3. The notification from Brian SIMS was the first time that GPEB was made
aware of the RCMP / Civil Forfeiture Office investigation of Michael
MANCINI for money laundering/ proceeds of crime.
4. The Briefing Note detailed how since October 6th , 2015, the RCMP had
been communicating and obtaining documents from BCLC in regard to a
money laundering/ proceeds of crime investigation.

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION:

1. GPEB obtained copies of drafts of the Briefing Note prepared by Brian
SIMS.
2. GPEB obtained a copy of the statement of claim filed by the Civil Forfeiture
Office.
3. GPEB obtained copies of e-mail communication between BCLC staff
involved in the MANCINI investigation.
4. GPEB interviewed RCMP constable David BICKLE.
5. GPEB attempted to interview BCLC investigator Don MERKEL. He had left
BCLC in December 2015 and refused to comment.
6. GPEB interviewed BCLC investigator Brian STEPHENS; BCLC Assistant
Manager of Investigations Bruno GATIO and BCLC AML Specialist Daryl
TOTTENHAM.
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FINDINGS IN GENERAL:

1. Michael MANCINI first came to the attention of BCLC as a high limit player
using cash to play slots. He had been placed on a watch list in February
2015.

2. BCLC noted that the watch was based on transactional data and their
AML risk process.

4. BCLC reported that once on the watch list they continuously monitored
MANCINI using open-source intelligence.

5. From November 2014 to October 2015 MANCINI was documented in
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5. LCT transactions are disbursements in cash and/or cheques that total
more than $10,000 and are reportable to FinTrac.

6. BCLC noted that despite the daily monitoring, no "adverse media" was
identified.
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7. On October 5th , 2015, MANCINI was stopped by RCMP Constable
BICKLE at the Chilliwack Chances Gaming Centre. Constable BICKLE
was investigating a report of an erratic driver.

8. During his investigation Constable BICKLE recovered from MANCINl's
person $3,775.00 cash. MANCINI produced a verified win cheque from
the center console of the 2014 Chevrolet Camaro he had been driving.
The verified win cheque for $13,250.00 was made out to MANCINI from
the Lake City Casino.
9. A subsequent search of the Camaro on October 6th , 2015, resulted in
the seizure of two other verified win cheques from the passenger foot
well. The verified win cheques for $9,005.00 and $6,830.00 were made
out to MANCINI from the Lake City Casino. $10,535.00 cash was also
located and seized from the center console.

10.Constable BICKLE phoned the Lake City Casino in Kelowna and was
told the cheques did not originate there. He was directed to the Vernon
Lake City Casino.

11. Constable BICKLE phoned and spoke with cash cage supervisor Kathy
WEBER. She had her supervisor Blake ELSASSER call Constable
BICKLE back.

12. ELSASSER gave BICKLE the contact information for BCLC investigator
Don MERKEL for further information.
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13.On October 5th , 2015, Constable BICKLE e-mailed MERKEL,
explaining that he had seized money and three cheques from a male
named Michael MANCINI. The three cheques appeared to be from the
Lake City Casino and BICKLE was "trying to trace whether it is proceeds
of crime".
14.On October 5th , 2015, MERKEL wrote in Incident Report 15-52011 that
Constable BICKLE from the Fraser Valley Traffic Section is requesting
details from BCLC regarding the three cheques and that "the police are
conducting a proceeds of crime investigation based on the money found
in the car".
15. On October 5th , 2015, MERKEL notified Daryl TOTTENHAM, BCLC
AML Specialist, of the police interest in MANCINI. TOTTENHAM
responded to MERKEL outlining his suspicions that MANCINI was
involved in marihuana grow-operations and that he has gambling during
down time from tending the grow-ops. TOTTENHAM also suggested
further steps MERKEL could take to develop more information about
MANCINl's activities.

15.MANCINI was noted in three incident reports at the Cascades Casino on
October 5th , 2015. MANCINI had come in and asked the staff about the
status of the three casino cheques that had been seized from him by the
RCMP. MANCINI was also monitored by surveillance while he and a
female played slots in the casino. Later that night MANCINI was
arrested by the RCMP in the adjacent Hotel after he assaulted his
female companion.

Page 5

GPEB0864.0001
GPE80864.0006

Ministry of Finance
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Compliance Division

17. Constable BICKLE had further e-mail communication with MERKEL
during October 2015 indicating that he was engaged in a criminal
investigation.

18. MERKEL responded to Constable BICKLE, sent e-mails to other BCLC
employees and wrote reports during October 2015 using language that
made it clear he understood that Constable BICKLE was involved in a
criminal investigation of Michael MANCINI. MERKEL consistently noted
that Constable

BICKLE was

conducting

a

proceeds

of crime

investigation based on the money found in the car that MANCINI was
driving on October 5th , 2015.

19.October

ih,

2015, MERKEL e-mailed with BCLC investigator Brian

STEPHENS and enlisted him to assist Constable BICKLE by delivering
BCLC documents to Constable BICKLE.
20.STEPHENS then communicated with BCLC's Legal Services several
times in October 2015 stating in part that Constable BICKLE was
"investigating a money laundering offence and crime related offences".

21. Constable BICKLE requested and was provided
,-•-•-•-•••-•-•-•-•-•-•-• .. • .. •••••••••••-•••••••••••••••••••••••••••-•••~
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FINTRAC

L._ _______________ FINTRAC·-···-···-·-·-·-Jdisbursements made to MANCINI during the
period of November 2014 to October 2015.
22.On December 15th , 2015, BICKLE executed a search warrant on the
Camara (driven by MANCINI on October 5th , 2015). Several quantities of
drugs, an illegal radar detection device and $25,405.00 in cash were
seized. The cash was hidden in the trunk and was located by a police
service dog trained in drug detection, indicating that there were traces of
drugs on the cash.
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23.On December 30th , 2015, Constable BICKLE advised STEPHENS that
the Civil Forfeiture Office was seizing the car (Camara) and the cash
recovered from MANCINI.
24.January 4th , 2016, STEPHENS advised BCLC Legal Services that media
and paper documents had been released to the RCMP regarding the
October 2015 investigation of money laundering / proceeds of crime.
Constable BICKLE was now requesting permission to release the
material to the Civil Forfeiture Office. BCLC Legal Services approved the
release to the Civil Forfeiture Office. Jennifer KIEM from BCLC Legal
Services stated the documents can be released to the Civil Forfeiture
Office for the purposes of advancing their (police) investigation.
25.January 18th , 2016, STEPHENS wrote in an iTrac document IN# 201552011 that he has scanned the emails and the "release" paper
documents

into

-

CorpSecProc- for

Kris

GADE,

Manager of

Investigations and Ross ALDERSON, Director of AML.

INTERVIEWS:

March 9th , 2016, BCLC investigator Brian STEPHENS was interviewed at the
Burnaby GPEB offices. In summary STEPHENS stated;

1. He has been employed with BCLC since 2008.

2. He daily reviews files from the service provider and acts as a reader, deals
with consumer complaints and with compliance issues.
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3. He reports to Bruno GATTO, Assistant Manager of Investigations.

4. He first heard of this investigation into Michael MANCINI after reviewing
an iTrak report and receiving a phone call from Don MERKEL (BCLC
investigator).

5. MERKEL told him that the RCMP were looking

tori ,-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·····-·
FINTRAC !relating
..·-·-·-·.
;

to MANCINI; that the RCMP had found about $15,000 cash and a $25,000
cheque from a casino and that they were looking at it as proceeds of crime
evidence.

6. When he received an e-mail from MERKEL on October yth, 2015, and
reviewed the included comments from Daryl TOTTENHAM, he said if it
was his file, he would have submitted a Section 86 Report at that time.

7. He did have further conversations with MERKEL about money laundering
and that MERKEL had also called Tom CAVERLY (BCLC investigator).
He may have spoken with staff at Chances in Chilliwack about sending in
the correct request form to BCLC Legal Services for disclosure of any
information to the RCMP.

8. No one else mentioned or suggested to him that a Section 86 Report
should be submitted to GPEB.

9. The service provider is usually the one to submit a Section 86 Report
however sometimes the BCLC investigator will do it.

10. Quality control on submitting a Section 86 Report is set up at his level
between him and the surveillance and security staff at the casino.
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They submit their reports and he reviews them. He then decides whether it
needs to go forward.

11. He did not report the fact that the police were investigating MANCINI for
proceeds of crime to anyone above him in the chain of command.

12. From what he knew at the time of this interview in March 2016, if it had
been his file, he would have submitted a Section 86 Report to GPEB.
13.The e-mail from Cst. BICKLE on Dec. 30 th , 2015. was the first time he had
heard that the Civil Forfeiture office was involved.
14.On Jan 4 th , 2016, He forwarded the request to Jennifer KIEM in BCLC
Legal Services for the disclosure of the disbursement information to Civil
Forfeiture. He recalled that someone had mentioned that Civil Forfeiture
was trying to seize a house and a car however he didn't recall who made
the statement.

15. He didn't speak with anyone else about the Civil Forfeiture Office's
involvement.

16. BCLC has a procedure in a manual covering what to report on a Section
86 notification. In a newer e-mail from last August some changes were
made to what is reportable. He has that e-mail taped up beside his desk
for reference.

March 9th , 2016, BCLC Assistant Manager of Investigations, Bruno GATTO was
interviewed at the Burnaby GPEB offices. In summary GATIO stated;
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1. He has been with BCLC for 2 years and three months and in his present
position for two years.

2. He has twelve investigators who report to him.

3. He reports to Kris GADE, the Manager of Investigations.

4. He didn't recall when he first heard about the MANCINI money laundering
investigation. It was back sometime last fall. He was first made aware of
MANCINI as a result of the assault investigation at the Cascades. A
request for a ban had come from David SLOBODIAN (BCLC investigator)
and Kris GADE took the file. In conversations he became aware that
MANCINI was the subject of an assist police (Chilliwack RCMP) file. He
didn't pay attention to the details of the file and just carried on until
January when he first heard that there was an issue with the MANCINI,
Assist Police file.
5. He will sometimes give direction on whether a Section 86 Report is
required. Sometimes if it is a grey area, his policy is to err on the side of
caution or tell the investigator to get ahold of the GPEB investigator for
guidance.

6. He receives a lot of e-mails that he is CC'd on and he does not review
each and every one.

7. He doesn't recall the e-mail from MERKEL that he was CCd on, quoting
Constable BICKLE that it was in relation to a police investigation. He
doesn't recall any other conversation or e-mail from MERKEL discussing
it.
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8. He doesn't recall TOTTENHAM speaking to him about this file. It is
TOTTENHAMs' practice to call him about files if there was anything to
discuss.

9. He considered a CC on an e-mail from one investigator to another as a
message to let the investigator know that the boss is aware so you better
get the request done, not primarily as a way to alert the boss to an issue.

10.He said how he reviews files will depend on the file. He is only alerted to a
small percentage of reports. If it is a high priority file, a high profile issue,
one that may hit the media, something legal needs to know about or
something BCLC media needs to know about then he monitors that file
quite closely. He said he doesn't monitor all the calls that come through
because there are hundreds, thousands, and again if it fits any of those
categories he will pay close attention. This one here had nothing that drew
his attention to it. If he checked every file he was CCd on he wouldn't get
anything done. He probably receives between 30 - 50 e-mails a day and
responds to 30 - 40 e-mails a day.

11. Of the files he does review he looks to ensure that reports to
FinTrac and GPEB are done appropriately and in a timely fashion. He
relies to a great extent on the investigators to notify him to look at certain
files.

12.He didn't know if MERKEL's original file on MANCINI was closed or
left open during October or November 2015. If it was closed he didn't
review it. He does not review all closed files. He communicated with
MERKEL for several weeks at the end of December prior to MERKEL
leaving BCLC. They discussed files he was planning on passing on.
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The Mancini file was not one of them.

13. He was not aware whether MANCINI was placed on a watch list.

14. He isn't aware of a BCLC policy however he and investigators have
read correspondence from GPEB on what to report. He does not recall
going over the reasons for submitting a Section 86 Report with his
investigators.

14.Knowing what he knows now about the MANCINI file he may have
given direction to submit a Section 86 Report however he said he
"wouldn't hindsight others" for what decisions they made at the time.

15.He stated that if the police were doing an investigation and police
uncovered money laundering in a casino then it would be a good idea to
put in a Section 86 Report. If the police were just doing an investigation
and they are not providing details on an investigation and they are
simply asking to check LCTs, verified wins or whatever then his
assumption is that BCLC just assists police. If the police are providing
enough information and there is an indication that there is an issue with a
casino then a Section 86 Report would be considered.

16.When asked if police report that they are investigating a guy for
proceeds of crime and money laundering and the suspect has received
over 2.1 million dollars in disbursements from casinos; would he then
think a Section 86 Report should be submitted? He said yes, a Section 86
Report would be justified, warranted and required.
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March 10th , 2016, BCLC AML Specialist Daryl TOTTENHAM was interviewed at
the Burnaby GPEB offices. In summary TOTTENHAM stated;

1. He has been with BCLC for 5 years.

2. His current duties are to deal with any money laundering issues that come
in to his unit. He would look at the amount of money; who is bringing it in;
any connections to the people who have the money; where the money
comes from; the denomination break-down and then try to determine the
source of funds.

3. All of the investigators report to him on AML issues. They report in a
straight line to him. They tried a chain of command effect but it didn't work
well. If they have anything that pops up that they see as a concern they
hand it off to the AML unit and it comes to him. He runs with it on behalf of
the unit. He is assisted by two business analysts.

4. He reports to Ross Alderson.
5. On October 6th , 2015, he got an e-mail from Don MERKEL and that was
the first he heard about Michael MANCINI. MERKEL advised that they had
this guy who was playing up in his area (Vernon) and he had a fairly large
number of disbursements. He had been picked up by the RCMP on a
traffic matter. The RCMP had done a seizure of cash and a cheque and
they were looking at that time with an eye on money laundering.

6. He agreed that from the first e-mail there was an inference that money
laundering was being looked at.
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7. MERKEL had told him that the RCMP had seized about $20,000 cash and
a cheque and were looking at money laundering. He said that right from
the start he didn't think it made sense as a money laundering case,
however, he agreed he didn't know what information the RCMP had
collected on MANCINI.

8. He said that it was not part of his duties to review files and see if reports to
FinTrak or GPEB should be submitted. He said he deals with files that are
already created and worked on and as long as he has been in BCLC AML
he has never put in a Section 86 Report Report. Files come to him and he
reviews them. He breaks them down and deals directly with the
investigator. If a Section 86 Report is submitted, it is usually at the start
point with the service provider or sometimes the investigator.

9. In this case he looked into MANCINl's background. He had a landscaping
business. In his mind that carries over to grow-ops. That triggered him to
google MANCINl's business. He only found a couple of facebook hits so
he suspected the business didn't exist. He suggested to MERKEL in an email that MANCINI was more likely into grow-ops than landscaping and he
covered the Kamloops, Kelowna and lower mainland areas tending them
and then gambling in his down time. He suggested to MERKEL to put a
watch on MANCINI to see what his play pattern was and to reach out to
the RCMP to see if there was more intelligence that connected him to
grow-ops.

10. He did not hear back or look into whether MERKEL had followed up on his
suggestions.
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11. He said he would sometimes suggest to an investigator that more work
needed to be done or a Section 86 Report should be submitted.

12. He had not communicated with his supervisor about this file.

13.Alderson does not usually review his work. He would generally send
Alderson a note if he thought something was substantial and would tend to
move up the chain. On a file like the MANCINI file he would not usually
notify Alderson.

14. In reviewing MANCINl's background he thought MANCINI was making his
money illegally and that his landscaping business didn't support the
amount of cash. Despite that, he said he didn't see the indicators for
money laundering in MANCINl's activity.

15. He said he would be looking for someone to bring in a large amount of
small bills and discretely cycle them through trying to collect the TITO slips
to cash out. In the video of MANCINI on October 6th , 2015, he was feeding
new 100 bills into slot machines and was not keeping most jackpots. He
would roll most of the jackpots back into the machines.

16. He agreed that someone could be money laundering using slot machines.
He did say that looking from a money laundering perspective that there
was a concern that MANCINI was doing something suspicious and his
money was from a suspect source but there would be a lot of work to
"prove" the money laundering.

17.After he heard about the assault at the Cascades and MANCINI being
banned he stopped considering money laundering with MANCINI.
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18. He said that back when he was working at the Starlight, and if at that time
he had received an e-mail from the RCMP stating that they were looking
at MANCINI for money laundering; then he would have probably given the
GPEB investigator a heads up.

19.He said he would make sure the GPEB investigator knew there was
something going on there. It was an RCMP file that started at the Chances
in Chilliwack and the RCMP would carry the ball. The police would do all
the investigation and would have the resources to do that kind of
investigation. He didn't see that at any point there was a requirement to
send a Section 86 Report. He said that he didn't think GPEB got involved
with money laundering files.

20. He didn't see this file as a money laundering concern however he did think
a Section 86 Report should have been sent after the assault at the
Cascades.

21. He said that despite the ban on MANCINI it may be appropriate to look
into him if they got more sketchy information back that tied him to criminal
activity. Then he would submit an STR to FinTrak, which is a requirement.

22. He said in normal "assist to police" files BCLC does not submit 86s. He
also said that over the last 5 years he has never seen GPEB get involved
in a money laundering investigation.

23. He was asked how a person could leave with $300,000 in verified win
cheques and it not be money laundering; even if he was not a good
gambler and put in $500,000 to $700,000 to get the cheques?
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He said yes, that could be easily deemed as money laundering,
depending on his source of funds.

24. He was asked if police were at a casino saying they are investigating
money laundering and proceeds of crime, wouldn't that then suggest that
you should have said something to GPEB? He responded yes he would
have made that phone call, for sure.

DISCUSSION:

The requirements for the lottery corporation to report to GPEB are contained in
two sections of the B.C. Gaming Control Act.

86 (1) On request of the general manager and within the time period
specified by the general manager in the request, the lottery corporation, a
registrant, a licensee and an eligible organization must provide to the
general manager any information, records or things that the general
manager considers relevant to an investigation or an investigative audit
under this Act.
(2) The lottery corporation, a registrant and a licensee must notify the
general manager immediately about any conduct, activity or incident
occurring in connection with a lottery scheme or horse racing, if the
conduct, activity or incident involves or involved
(a) the commission of an offence under a provision of the Criminal Code
that is relevant to a lottery scheme or horse racing, or
(b) the commission of an offence under this Act.
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34 (1)

(t) unless the gaming services provider is a lottery retailer to which
subsection (2) (a) applies or is a hospitality retailer to which subsection (2)
(b) applies, immediately report to the general manager any conduct or
activity at or near a gaming facility that is or may be contrary to the Criminal
Code, the Act or any regulation under the Act.

A. BCLC's obligation to report to GPEB under Section 86 and 34(1)(t)
From his statement BCLC investigator Brian STEPHENS stated he understood
that the RCMP initiating an investigation into MANCINI for money laundering was
enough to trigger a Section 86 notification being sent to GPEB.

Daryl TOTTENHAM on the other hand used statements such as he had never
heard of GPEB actively investigating money laundering, and that it would take
much more investigation (by BCLC) to "prove" money laundering before it was
necessary to send a Section 86 notice to GPEB.

BCLC staff are not mandated to conduct criminal investigations. The wording and
the intent of Section 34(1 )(t) the Gaming Control Act Regulations is clear that
gaming service providers must; immediately report to the general manager any
conduct or activity at or near a gaming facility that is or may be contrary to
the Criminal Code, the Act or any regulation under the Act.

Page 18

GPEB0864.0001
GPEB0864.0019

Ministry of Finance
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Compliance Division
B. BCLC's oversight of incidents occurring in casinos.

The Assistant Manager of Investigations, Bruno GATIO reviews very few of the
files coming from his investigators and relies upon the investigators to alert him
to files that need attention. He stated he is too busy to conduct quality control of
the investigator's work. This file is a good example of the significant problem of
possible money laundering or proceeds of crime falling between the cracks due
to the lack of supervisory oversight. Money laundering in casinos is a significant
and credible threat to the integrity of gaming in BC.

The BCLC Anti-Money Laundering Specialist, Daryl TOTTENHAM relies upon
investigators to notify him about files that potentially would be of a money
laundering concern. TOTTENHAM reported that BCLC tried reporting money
laundering concerns through their chain of command to the Anti-Money
Laundering Unit however it didn't work well. Investigators are directed now to
bypass their supervisor and send concerns directly to the Anti-Money Laundering
Unit. This practice may take away supervisory over-sight on those files. Again
money laundering in casinos is a significant and credible threat to the integrity of
gaming in BC. Files, particularly ones involving concerns about money
laundering are not routinely reviewed by Assistant Manager of Investigations
Bruno GATIO. When investigators direct concerns to the Anti-Money Laundering
Unit, the Anti-Money Laundering Specialist TOTTENHAM is not mandated to
ensure Section 86 reporting.

Bruno GATTO and Daryl TOTTENHAM both reported that their supervisors do
not conduct quality control of their work product. This creates an additional level
of management with a lack of over-sight that may contribute to significant files
such as this one from being identified as one that requires notification to GPEB.
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C. Money Laundering as defined by BCLC's Anti-Money Laundering
Unit.

In this file TOTTENHAM stated he was aware of a police investigation into
money laundering by MANCINI with suspicious (likely criminal) sources of his
funds. TOTTENHAM further supports the suspicion with his own findings that the
suspect's company likely did not exist.

He knew the suspect was spending

considerable time gambling in area casinos, and that the suspect had received
verified win cheques totaling over $300,000.

TOTTENHAM still maintained that he believed that MANCINI was not involved in
money laundering because his activities did not fit his model of "typical" money
laundering activity. He discounted any scenario where the suspect's betting
pattern did not fit his model, where the denominations used did not fit his model,
or where the amount of jackpots taken out in verified cheques varied from his
model. His stated model did not allow for money launderers having varied
approaches and expertise in carrying out the laundering of criminal funds.
TOTTENHAM's narrow approach to what is money laundering, and subsequently
what to do with it, is further influenced by his perception that GPEB does not get
involved in investigating money laundering complaints. He stated that it is not
part of his job to submit 86 reports however as a specialist in money laundering
his advice or opinion will influence others. TOTTENHAM wrote in an e-mail to
MERKEL that "AML concerns were not likely at play here". MERKEL refused to
speak with GPEB investigators therefore it is not clear whether TOTTENHAM's
comments influenced him to not submit a Section 86 notification.
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CONCLUSIONS:

1. GPEB Compliance Division investigators reviewed all of the available
information, reports, e-mails and interviews. GPEB concludes that the
RCMP reporting that they were investigating Michael MANCINI and his
verified win cheques as proceeds of crime should have initiated a Section 86
notification to GPEB.

2. BCLC investigator Don MERKEL was the first point of contact the RCMP
had with BCLC and should have sent the Section 86 notification to GPEB.

3. The collective lack of supervisory oversight or quality control on written
reports completed by BCLC investigators were distinct contributors in this
matter not being reported to GPEB. BCLC's perception of what is and isn't
money laundering was also a contributor in this matter not being reported to
GPEB.

Prepared by:

Approved by:

Original Signed

Kim Serheniuk
Investigator

Derek Dickson
Director, Compliance Division

Copy: Len Meilleur Executive Director, Compliance Division
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daily fantasy sports bets, cJated July 20, 2016

I

l

•
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Provincial AML Strategy des.igned for continuous evolution and tactics to meet
changing. and emerging risks
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Patron Gaming Fund Accounts
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Top 90 Active High Risk Patrons With Highest.#· of Suspicious Transaction
Reports sent to FINTRAC throu·gh August 4, 2017
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Provir:icial AntiMoney Laundering
(AM L) Strategy
•

•
John Mazure

ADM and General Manager, Gaming
Polley and Enforcement Branch
&

Len Meilleur
Executive Director, Compliance Division
A11111sU017
1

- I wish to speak about my background, role, and the support received on the matter
of AML and governments strategy to date.
BACKGROUND - RCMP/Air Canada/Ombudsperson/GPEB /ffl,rct~I:.
.
SUPPORT - Role of current ADM - courage - misfit in MOF -things changed in 2013lack of autonomy
STRATEGY has elements which will be explained but GPEB has been the lead in many of
the components that has allowed us to arrive at today. X-DAWG working group,
Exploring Common Ground summit, Malysh report, MNP report, Peter German review,
JIGIT, Intelligence Team, Transaction Assessment Team. GPEB continues to understand
that balance of revenue and regulations is essential but during this presentation I will
emphasise it has been and remains a very challenging portfolio based on reality vs.
reputation and a notion of "victimization ."
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Provincial AM L Strategy designed for continuous evolution and tactics to meet
changing and emerging risks
Development of cash
alternatives:
• Convenience cheques
• Patron Gaming Fund (PGF)
Accounts
• Electronic Funds Transfer (EFTs)
• Debit withdrawals

Promotion and expansion of
cash altemaUves:
• De-llmlling convenience cheques
• lntematlonal EFTs

Regulatory guidance

Ongoing sustained
effort

• Minister's letters
• General Manager (GM)
letters

•

Duedlllgence
enhancements

•

• GPEB Compliance/
Enforcement shift to riskbased
• GPEB Intelligence Unit
formed
• JIGIT formed

•

Joint Illegal Gaming
Investigation Team
(JIGIT)
Strategies to
address emerging
and shifting risks.
Intelligence
gathering.

·•
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i I
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•
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• AML Strategy launched in 2011 focused on reducing the use of cash to minimize the
opportunity for money laundering to take place through gaming facilities. From the
beginning, GPEB has been actively monitoring money laundering indicators such as
section 86 Suspicious Cash Transactions (SCT's)s and FINTRAC's large cash
transactions (LCT's) and Suspicious Transaction Reports (STR's). Section 86 of the
Act a requirement to report specific activities is unique and a valuable authority.
BCLC has challenged and continues to challenge what should be reported and why.
will provide more detail on that authority but advise that we have recently agreed
on an information sharing protocol with BCLC. This provision is absolutely essential
or we as regulators would be in the dark.
• 2011-15 - The strategy focused on the development of cash alternatives and the
promotion of their use by patrons to minimize the need to access cash outside of
gaming facilities. BCLC also inquired about the notion to extend credit to 'screened'
patrons but a detailed business case has not been submitted.
• 2016 - the strategy centered on enforcement, regulatory guidance, and additional
measures for enhancing AML due diligence. As such, GPEB has shifted its focus to
target its resources at analyzing the areas of highest risk to the integrity of gaming
such as large and suspicious currency transactions, source of funds, who the
customers are and patron gaming fund accounts.
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Suspicious CUrrenc.y Transactions by Denomination _2 010/2011 to 2016/ 2017
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• Casino service providers are required to report potential the commission of an
offence under the GCA or CCC under section 86 of the Gaming Control Act.
• GPEB uses "section 86 reports" to monitor suspicious currency transactions (SCTs)
and other activities such as cheating at play, targeted thefts, collusion amongst
players.
• Note that data is approximate because it reflects section 86 reports received from
service providers over a period of time where the understood reporting criteria has
changed and when information was not initially being collected for the purpose of
statistical reporting (rather it was being used to identify trends and look for
criminality related to money laundering, cash facilitation, employee collusion, and
other irregularities).
• Based on data from section 86 reports, GPEB has noted a downward trend in the
dollar value of SCTs in B.C. gambling facilities.
• Peak of over $20 million in July 2015,
• Declined to $3.8 million in December 2016.
• Yearly downward trend In SCTs from over $176 million in 2014/15 to $66
million in 2016/17
• Along with the reduction in SCTs, the number of STRs filed with FINTRAC by BCLC has
reduced, particularly over the last half of 2016.
• BCLC advised that the reduction of STRs specifically involving high value cash
transactions (greater than $50,000) coincides with:
• Increased capabilities to conduct ongoing monitoring and risk assessment of
players and transactions flowing from its ISA with police. For example, BCLC
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•

•
•
•

has banned some patrons due to crim!na l activity; however vast majority of
names on the list are not top money players, it Is common gangsters, gang
affiliates. For example just this Monday we had notification of a "knowncriminal" in casino with a gun. The ISA prov,ides names of those patrons who
should be banned.
An increased use of buy-in conditions on .some players based on risk, Fpr
example, BCLC has issued "source of funds directives" to some patrons,
'barring them from bringing unsourced cash into casinos while others are
required to complete a source of funds qµestionnaire;
Increased efforts by BCLC and lts s·ervice providers-to shift players to non-qash
transactions such as bank drafts; and
Actions taken by the Chinese government to reduce capital outflows from
that country.
.
.
GPEB compared the trends of PGF growth SCT decline which will be explained
in .an upcoming slide.
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MNP Repo~
I

• GPEB engaged MNP to analyze BCLC's Customer Due
Diligence (CCD) in industry best practice.

• MNP made 30 recommendations to BCLC and GPEB:
1. Risk- Refuse unsourced cash and province define
acceptable level of risk

2. Training - indicators of suspicious cash
3. Enhanced Due Diligence - know your customer
4. Technology and Monitoring- implement business
intelligence tool

• Initiated on a recommendation from me after the reporting of $13 million in $20
bills being accepted by River Rock Casino Resort (RRCR) during July 2015.
• Based on increasing trend in SCTs to July 2015 and the nature of SCTs (e.g. large
amounts of cash delivered from vehicles, cash bundled in elastic bands, prevalence
of $20 bills), GPEB engaged MNP to conduct a review with a main focus on River
Rock Casino and Resort.
• MNP asked to analyze current practices at RRCR with respect to source of funds,
source of wealth, handling of cash, use of cash alternatives and overall Customer
Due Diligence (COD) and identify immediate near-term actic;ms to address any gaps.
• Overall, the July 2016 report found nothing to indicate that BCLC and staff at the
River Rock Casino Resort were not meeting FINTRAC reporting requirements (other
than underreporting issue - only reporting SCTs of $50,000 or higher).
• However, MNP made 30 distinct recommendations that can be categorized into four
general themes:
• Risk- MNP recommended that GPEB consider implementing a policy requirement
that Service Providers refuse unsourced cash deposits exceeding an established
dollar limit or refuse frequent unsourced cash deposits exceeding an established
threshold and time period. GPEB should also continue to work with BCLC to support
cash-alternatives for Service Providers and should work with BCLC to jointly evaluate
the resourcing and functioning or existing investigative units.
• MNP recommended that province define its accepted level of risk for unsourced
cash to drive the development of clear roles and responsibilities for GPEB, BCLC and
service providers.
• Training - MNP made recommendations related to BCLC training and suggested its
training program for service providers would benefit from enhancements to remind
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s~rvice providers of the indicators of-suspicious transactions and reporting
requiremen~.
• Enh;:inced. Due Diligence (EDD) - MNP recommended that BCLC review EDD
processes to ensure data and information collected provide a clear picture ofthe
risks and. profile. of the patron for risk assessmeni and mitigation.
• Technology and Monitoring - MNP emphasized the need. for BCLC to appropriately
resource the SAS implementation project to imp~ove the quality of the data used for
ongoing risk assessment and compliance monito'ring and reporting.
• BCLC challenged the work by way of filing a conc~rn with the OIPC about our
authority to allow MNP to do the Work; the reports findings and the credentials of
MNP experts. In conclusion 8CLC indicated that th~y were alr~ady doing what MNP
recomm:ended, did not concur with any of the findings and found no valu.e in what
· was recommended.
'
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FINTRAC
• The Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis
Centre of Canada (FINTRAC) is Canada's financial
intelligence unit

• Mandate - to facilitate the detection, prevention
and deterrence of money laundering and terrorist
financing activities
• BCLC is the reporting entity for BC casinos

• The Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC) is
Canada's financial intelligence unit.
• Its mandate is to facilitate the detection, prevention and deterrence of money
laundering and terrorist financing. FINTRAC is not an enforcement agency.
• Casinos are required to report under the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and
Terrorist Financing Act and its associated regulations.
• BCLC is the reporting entity for BC casinos.
• Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) - reported when reasonable grounds to
suspect that the transaction is related to the commission or attempted commission
of a money laundering or terrorist activity financing offence. No dollar amount.
• Large Cash Transactions (LCTs) - $10,000 or more in cash in the course of a single
transaction, or when it receives two or more cash amounts totalling $10,000 or
more made within 24 consecutive hours.
• BCLC is generally meeting FINTRAC requirements, although the most recent FINTRAC
audit of BCLC flagged some staff training deficiencies at1 River Rock. This is consistent
with findings in the MNP review.
• FINTRAC requires reporting, but does not require that BCLC or service providers to
refuse cash. They actually encourage the reporting as a priority, which has been at
odds with our compliance philosophy of an evidence based reduction of the# of
STR's being a positive outcome.
• GPEB works closely with FINTRAC, consulting around additional steps the province
may take around money laundering (e.g. GPEB shares information with FINTRAC on
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trends, vulnerability and upon our consultation i:l(knowledge that FINTRAC supports
our establishing a Transaction Assessment Team or TAT).
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Provincial Direction to BCLC
• Oct2015
• 2016/17 Mandate Letter
• 2017/18 Mandate Letter

f

•
•
•
•

Aug2015
Jan2016
July2016
May2017

... establlsh source offunds
prior to cash acceptance.

"... evaluating the source of
wealth and source of funds
prior to cash acceptance... n

Minister of Finance to BCLC
Board Chair

GPEB GM to BCLC CEO
"

• As part of Phase 3, the Province has provided specific direction to BCLC about
suspicious cash.
• In an October 1, 2015 letter and the 2016/17 fiscal year Mandate Letter, the Minister
of Finance provided the following direction to Bud Smith, BCLC board chair:

Despite the introduction and promotion of non-cash alternatives in gaming facilities
through earlier phases of the AML strategy; I am advised that large and suspicious cash
transactions remain prevalent. This situation must be addressed. As such, BCLC is
directed to take the following actions with respect to AML...Enhance customer due
diligence to mitigate the risk of money laundering in British Columbia gaming facilities
through the implementation of AML compliance best practices including processes for
evaluating the source of wealth and source of funds prior to cash acceptance.
• General Manager (GM) of GPEB sent letters dated August 7, 2015, January 15, 2016,
July 14, 2016 and May 8, 2017 to BCLC's CEO emphasizing the need for BCLC to
establish the source of funds coming into B.C. gambling facilities, including cash and
bank drafts, prior to accepting those funds .
• Through all correspondence, GPEB has emphasized the difference between meeting
FINTRAC report requirements and taking action based on the information included in
the reports. Emphasis on must go beyond reporting.
• BCLC does not easily acknowledge any vulnerability or accountability for the AML
climate in BC casinos. In fact, they challenge current police findings as to validity of
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"money laundering" relative to the ongoing investigation. Victimized/Complainant

\.__.;
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Joint Illegal Gaming Investigation Team
MANDATE - To address organized crime involvement in
illegal gambling and prevent criminals from using B.C.
gambling facilities to legalize the proceeds of crime.
AREAS OF FOCUS:
•
•

Organized crime involvement in illegal gambling and
money laundering in casinos
Public education

STATUS:
•
•

Arrests announced June 13, 2017
Investigations into illegal gaming and money
laundering in BC casinos ongoing

• A significant milestone for GPEB was that JIGIT was formed on our recommendation
and from our ongoing monitoring of SCTs.
• JIG 's a date is to address organized crime involv
ent in ·11egal
bling and
prevent crimma
o
ng .. gam ling acilities to legalize t e procee s of crime.
• Made up of two operational teams consisting of 22 law enforcement personnel and
four investigators and a manager from GPEB.
• Housed in the Combined Forces Special Enforcement Unit of British Columbia (CFSEUB.C) - province's co-ordinated response t,~ violent organized~rime a.n~ gangs as well
as their associates.
/'tlit«{!i; tJ/e,
.-f- •
• JIGIT has access to significant anti-gang and organized crime resources that allow
them to disrupt and suppress illegal activity right across the province.
• CFSEU-BC is required to provide the Ministry of Attorney General and the Ministry of
Public Safety and Solicitor General {PSSG) with quarterly financial reporting and biannual performance reporting. The performance report will outline the efforts and
successes of JIGIT and include gaming specific outcomes. CFSEU-BC reporting that is
of a sensitive nature will only be provided to the Director of Police Services, PSSG.
• JIGIT focuses primarily on organized crime and criminal gang involvement in illegal
gambling and money-laundering. Has it brought value for the public funding. Yes, as
GPEB is confident that significant charges with a strong likelihood of conviction will
result. Project E-Nationalize. Police would provide a briefing if requested. Done in
one year, up an running and a major project. Not common in policing.
• This change of working on issues inside casinos reflects GPE B's move to a more riskbased approach, focusing on high-risk organized crime involvement in gambling.

IIG-£
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• JIGIT als.o has a public education component aim'.ed at increasing awareness of how
to identify and repo·rt illegal gambling.
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JIGIT Funding
• The total budget for JIGIT is $4.3 million per year:
• $3.0 million annually provincial share (70%)
• $1.3 million annually federal share {30%)

• Five year mandate, provincial funding committed for
three years.
• Funding for the final two years of JIGIT's mandate
(2019/20 and 2020/21) requires a Treasury Board
decision.
• BCLC provided this funding under the direction of its
2016/17 mandate letter. This funding is restricted to
use for JIGIT purposes.

The province is engaged in a master agreement concerning the provision of policing
services by the RCMP in British Columbia. Generally, the contract provides policing services
on the basis of 70 per cent of the costs being assumed by the province, and 30 per cent of
the costs being assumed by the Government of Canada. JIGIT is funded under this model.
The current forecast of the provincial share of the total JIGIT budget, on a full year,
ongoing basis are:
• $1.8 million in fiscal year 2016/17;
• $3.0 million in fiscal years 2017 /18 and 18/19;
• $3.1 million in fiscal year 2019/20
• $3.1 million in fiscal year 2020/21
When JIGIT was established, funding was confirmed for 3-years consistent with the
government fiscal planning cycle. It is expected that the final two years of JIGITs funding
will be materially similar to the first 3 years, meaning a provincial commitment of
approximately $3.1 million annually for the remaining two years.
All provincial funds committed to JIGIT are restricted; no provincial funds allocated to JIGIT
can be used for any other purpose. All funds would be directed towards maintaining
investigations consistent with the three service agreements that will establish JIGIT. This is
preferable to a general funding model In which revenues are used for a wide-variety of
enforcement initiatives. ·
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GPEB Intelligence Unit
MANDATE - To provide stakeholders, management,
executive and government with situational
awareness of threats to the integrity of gambling.
Shares intelligence with:
• RCMP
•
•

Vancouver PD
International law enforcement agencies

Compliance and Enforcement Secretariat - leads to
better communication on mutual challenges

GPEB Intelligence Unit
• GPEB's Intelligence Unit, made up of a manager and senior field intelligence officer,
commenced work in May 2016. The unit's mandate is to provide stakeholders,
management, executive and government with situational awareness of threats to the
integrity of gambling.
• The unit conducts the intelligence function by working with local, regional, national and
international law enforcement, security and intelligence agencies.
• The unit, through its collaborative work with other law enforcement organizations,
including the RCMP, Vancouver Police Department and international law enforcement
agencies, have reason to believe that known Asian organized crime networks linked to
transnational organized crime groups are using the proceeds of crime to facilitate
patrons' cash buy-ins in BC casinos. (comment that Minister was correct in his
assessment).
• Org Crime presence in and around BC casinos presents a viable threat to public safety.
GPEB's Intelligence Unit has shared intelligence with federal, provincial and municipal
law enforcement agencies, providing situational awareness about the extent of the
presence of organized crime and well as contributing to active investigations related to
BC's gambling industry.
• The Government Compliance and Enforcement Secretariat has identified a shared
need for open source intelligence and is looking to roll out an open source pilot
program with interested organizations jointly contributing resources for two open
source intelligence analyst positions. GPEB Intelligence has volunteered to be the lead.
• GPEB is proposing that the positions be housed within our Intelligence unit which has
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an established infrastructure and provide .synergy with other public sector groups,.
intelligence needs and also allow 4s to Quild on and expand the deliverables of our
lntelligl;!nce function.
'
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Patron Gaming Fund Accounts
Su1plclou1 Currency Transaction (SCT) Comp• rlton ta PGF Now Money D1po,1u
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PGFNwtMoney

• As mentioned the amount of suspicious cash entering B.C. casinos has declined, the
amount of new money entering through Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts has
increased and virtually all of this "new money" is deposited through bank drafts.
• Note that "new money" does not include "churn" which is money withdrawn by a
patron and then re-deposited to their PGF account after a period of continuous play.
• Some measures implemented by BCLC and service providers have led to a shift from
cash to PGF accounts (e.g. source of funds questionnaires and source of funds
directives where patrons are barred fr.om using unsourced cash).
• The increased use of PGF Accounts is generally positive, but:
1.
Majority of deposits are bank drafts accepted without knowing whether
the funds are coming from the PGF account holder's own bank account
(service providers ask patron to confirm that bank draft comes from
their own account, but no verification). SAS does not help in that
regard.
2.
CDD being conducted for some high-activity account holders is not
sufficient, many are the same individuals who were responsible for high
volumes of unsourced cash. Students/ housewives/ cash from safety
deposit or my bank account but not what bank and what safety deposit
box. BCLC and service providers don't want to intrude on customer
privacy.
3.
JIGIT investigating PGF account holders and recent evidence validates a
significant GPEB/law enforcement concern around bank drafts, including

10
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,··-

whether the patron acjually has a bank account in Canada, One case
$175 1 000 first TATtest.case1 referral to CFO. Bank drafts blank and
obtained from car near Costco.
Data Source: PGf data is obtained from service provider PGF trust ledgers.
Note: SCT is approximate
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BCLC Response
BCLC is generally meeting FINTRAC reporting
requirements but GPEB requires more

BCLC also advised of changes made in 2016:
1. Increased AML staffing
2. Enhanced customer monitoring
3. Updated and enhanced Information Sharing
Agreements with RCMP
4. Increased source of wealth/ funds inquiries

BCLC has responded by repeatedly advising that they are meeting FINTRAC reporting
requirements (note that the most recent FINTRAC audit flagged some training issues at
River Rock), but direction from GPEB sets expectation for them to go further with
respect to establishing source of funds prior to cash acceptance and customer due
diligence, particularly for PGF account holders. They hold out that they are leaders in
AML initiative and a gold standard by FINTRAC.
• Cash buy-ins are smaller but still occurring when all common indicators of money
laundering are present (e.g. cash deliver, bills wrapped in elastics).
BCLC also advised that it made a number of enhancements to its AML program in 2016,
including:
• restructuring of BCLC's investigative and AML departments to increase the staff
resources dedicated to AML;
• creation of new AML analytical capability and enhanced customer ongoing
monitoring;
• updated and enhanced Information Sharing Agreement (ISA) with the RCMP to
better support JIGIT; and
• increased capabilities in regard to source of wealth and source of funds inquiries
flowing from improved information sharing with law enforcement. Scope creep
wanting to be in the game of enforcement.
GPEB is not aware of the degree to which SAS has been implemented, Minister James
in QP asked about SAS in 2016, however it has only recently been activated . Not a

---11
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cri'minal intelligence tool it is a business tool. Huge difference. Other Provinces don't
use/have.
·

.,-.,
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Next Steps for AML Strategy
• Ongoing work of JIGIT
• Monitoring of cash alternatives
• Increased training and money
laundering analysis capacity of
Intelligence Unit
• Transaction Assessment Team -early
intervention field team
• Trust and verify
• Implement robust source of funds controls

Going forward, the AML strategy will require a sustained effort that includes:
• Ongoing support of the work being conducted by JIGIT;
• GPEB has asked JIGIT what additional steps could be taken to combat illegal
activity around gambling. JIGIT has told GPEB to wait while investigations are
ongoing and will make recommendations in future. GPEB will take action or
instruct BCLC / service providers to take further action.
• Ongoing monitoring of cash alternatives (e.g. PGF accounts, electronic fund
transfers, source of funds, any extension of credit);
• Ongoing work by GPEB's Intelligence Unit to ensure responsiveness to criminal
trends; and
• Exploration and implementation of new AML initiatives, leveraging the resources of
JIGIT, GPEB and the BCLC, to combat constantly evolving criminal behaviour. For
example, Transaction Assessment Team (TAT), a proposed JIGIT led collaboration
that will involve GPEB, BCLC and law enforcement and focus on the collection of
intelligence and the investigation of suspicious transactions, potentially resulting in
recommendations to BCLC and gambling facility service providers for consideration
regarding patron sanctions.
• BCLC and service providers have a concern about TAT and the impact on customers
and revenue.
• GPEB training on AML needs to be improved. We need to be at the table of ACAMS,
CAMLI, Gaming Summit. Why? BCLC is seen as the voice in BC as we have not been
supported in attending these events in the past 4 years.
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• Malcolm Sparrow book The Regulatory Craft. Trust and verify, We need to do that.

i.e. Mancini case.
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Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .
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From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Vear, Maureen FIN:EX
Monday, October 30, 2017 11 :55 AM
'German, Peter'
PowerPoing - MAG Briefing Oct 26, 2017
Scan_20171030.pdf

Mr. German :
As requested by Len, I have attached the PowerPoint deck related to AG Minister briefing on October 26 t h •

:Maureen 1( o/ear
Executive Administrative Assistant to
John Mazure - ADM
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ph:
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Ministry of Attorney General
GPEB Update October 26, 2017

Opening Slide
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Agenda
•
•
•
•
•

IIGET Report
BCLC AML Briefing
GPEB Perspective
GCGC Media Response
Operating Service Agreements

John to open: Talking Points for today. Opening Comments by John that various
members of the executive will provide information on these discussion points.

GPEB1118.0001
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IIGET Report
• IIGET Backgrounder
• Reference to Asian Organized Crime member buying
into casino
• GPEB Corporate Registration process/due diligence
• FOi Report Redactions

Kim/Dave: Integrated Illegal Gaming Enforcement Team (Reported comments in media)

GPEB 1118.0001
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BCLC AML Briefing
• Statement of desire for a "well coordinated approach",
including information sharing and communications,
moving forward welcome given past/current challenges
• Relationship of frontline staff and managers strong
• Foundational observations ('the spreadsheet', MNP
interviews and meetings, data gathering and analysis)

John/Anna: Past and current challenges (MNP report process, requests for UFT audit
records, cyber security audit, we would be unable to perform several of analyses about
SCTs etc if we needed to perform them today)
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BCLC AML Briefing (cont)
• Concerns about reduced revenue not stated previously
when formal expectations about AML communicated
• Insular focus as opposed to provincial
• Eliminating HLP a dramatic solution
• Other proposals could be part of the bigger solution
• Observed change is stance on banning since 2016

John/Anna
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GPEB Perspective
• Unauthorized Communications with Post Media
• Sharing of Names with BCLC
• Roles (scope creep)
• IIGET

• Legal Opinions
• Separation of duties - reform
• "Waiting for direction from GPEB"

• LEN: What occurred here was unfortunate, as it harmed the reputation of
government, BLCL, Gaming Services Providers and police. My question to BCLC
and GPEB has been, why? The individual was closely linked to AML, so what
caused them to go to the media, if their intent was, as is suggested by their response
through lawyers, stating there has been years of inaction by regulators and police
then it is contradictory. Does BCLC not own any of this responsibility? To date, in
my opinion, it appears not. My concerns of accountability will be a wash if the leaked
information by BCLC employee is resolved by paying out the employee and a nondisclosure agreement signed versus a dismissal with cause. This is my opinion on
the issue but this leak has harmed me personally, as there was doubt casted on both
my staff and I about who would have leaked information. GPEB is not a saint-hood
but I have confidence in my team of Directors. Assertion in letter that MAG supports
whistle-blowing, should have been clarified to say ONLY if some within the law and
honours the code of conduct.
• What about the names? When in time appropriate police or GPEB would/will share
names with BCLC. That would be immediate if harm was to come to someone, or in
the public interest. However to use the intelligence, police databanks for the
purpose of banning clients for accessing unsourced cash would be inappropriate. If
those providing the cash are criminals or a threat then BCLC will be at the
appropriate time informed, absolutely. But BCLC keeps holding out this notion that
"we asked for the names and were never provided them." What is absent in GPEB's
submission is that an assessment of STR"s and a more aggressive action plan on
transactions at the time they occur would have had and will have an impact and
reduce the risks to a significant degree. My recommendation slide titled, If It Was Up
To Me, will help to clarify how that can occur, from our perspective.
• Roles, scope ~reep. In a recent presentation to the Minister and Deputy BCLC
identified that they have what I heard described as criminal open source analysts
in their AML unit. Again I am of the view that BCLC needs to focus on their role of
conduct and manage and thatAML (outside of reporting to FINTRAC) and their
guidelines/audits of service providers) needs to be clearly defined as belonging to
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GPEB, if that is governments wish. Our Intelligence unit has been designed to
be a better fit for that type of work. BCLC expanded their AML role for what
srttteese. If the problem is not as defined by the police then why expand?
[Speak to 2011 White Paper and AML Strategy of 2011) that was the crossroad that has led us to today.
.• IIGET. Re-state what Anna will speak to about the role of IIGET, defined as
outside of Casinos worked in GPEB offices, different role, different time.

•
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Solicitor Client Privilege
about. This portfolio has clearly demonstrated the gaps and in my opinion the
separation of duties, particularly when it comes to Corporate Security at BCLC
versus regulatory compliance at GPEB which needs to be reformed. Which
leads me to the comment in the press from CEO Jim Lightbody about we are
awaiting direction from GPEB!! What does Gaming Policy and Enforcement
the name mean to the public, common sense would say provides advice on all
gaming policy and does enforcement. Mr. German will need to shed some
light on this.
• How is that possible in the current legal framework? And if that is to be the
case then the recommendations I am to speak of should be considered
without a back-lash. But MNP, Mancini, 50,000 non-reporting accusations,
CFO non-reporting etc, and the requests for GPEB defining their authority to
audit have demonstrated that is not the case and that needs to be addressed.
[next slide]
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GPEB AML Next Steps
• Identify the casinos of most risk;
• Implement a rigorous and measured front-line AML
training program at those sites.
• Determine a threshold that activates next step;
• On-duty trained service provider AML Manager
Specialist to make assessment and determination of
all "suspicious" cash transactions exceeding threshold

• LEN: GPEB and Police would establish a fluid risk matrix identifying the casinos of
greatest risk. As some casinos grow in business (i.e. PARO) this may require
resources to move their focus. Not a province-wide issue. Local issue therefore use
intelligence unit and information gathered to inform what locations need to be a part
of the risk strategy.
• Consult police/FINTRAC/ACAMS on content of the training, ensure the training is
delivered in languages understood by staff, i.e. English, Mandarin. Ensure there is
an exam and that the training is audited annually by GPEB.
• Determine a threshold amount (again fluid in nature) but start at an assessed
amount which activates a AML specialist to attend to the transaction to make an
assessment on the acceptance of cash. This will be documented and audited by /
GPEB. [next slide]
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GPEB AML Next Steps cont
• Primary source of funds questionnaire (includes
location of bank, where cash/financial instrument was
sourced);
• First two transactions reported to FINTRAC and GPEB
for establishing business relationship and intelligence;
• Third transaction - patron is immediately moved to
other alternatives ; and
• Implement a transaction assessment team

• LEN: Upon any cash transaction or PGF account transaction a primary (basic)
source of funds questionnaire is completed by the service provider if under the
Threshold. If over Threshold the AML Specialist will need to file a more in-depth
questionnaire (secondary) level.
• Allow those under threshold transactions to occur without any further assessment
until the third transaction at which time a secondary source of funds questionnaire is
completed by the AML Specialist at the time of transaction and a documented
decision is made.
• All secondary questionnaires will be reviewed by GPEB JIGIT and an
inquiry/assessment made to determine if the banking information/location, risk has
been mitigated on the individual. If so then subject should be moved off of STR
reporting unless the transaction again becomes unusual.
• After two suspicious transactions the patron is interviewed if under threshold and if
over threshold to obtain detailed information about the customer and the sourcing of
their funds. This can also be used as an education piece to client and a movement
of their sourcing of funds to other alternatives.
• Key to this risk program is the notion of the on-site Transaction Assessment Team
(TAT) involving JIGIT. OPP models js workjnq io casjnos why wo11ld if be a• ¥
different her~. TAT would be the experts who support the on-site AML specialists in
providing direction and information sharing. It will need to be determined if BCLC
wishes to be a part of the initiative.
• Peter German has been advised of most of these recommendations. These two

lrl)J~!
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GCGC AML Statement
•

GCGC statement (Oct 23/17) responds to what it considered
inaccurate media reports of money laundering at River Rock.
• GCGC's statement - follow all BCLC AML requirements and meet
or exceed regulatory obligations
• GPEB Perspective - Statement generally accurate re their role in
AML and the issuance of casino cheques. However, does not
accurately capture scenario in which a casino patron, who is a
PGF account holder, may receive a de-limited casino cheque after
buying-in with cash.

Michele/Len
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Operating Services Agreements
GPEB Perspective:
•
•
•

•

No concerns with respect to the integrity of gambling .
Provides some improved tools to manage service provider
contracts (e.g. enforcement of capital reinvestment)
Implications to foregone provincial revenue:
• Maximum impact of $109.8 million over 4 years
• Maximum single year impact of $29.6 million
Mixed response from service providers

MICHELE/DAVE:
• Some service providers support the proposed OSAs while other do not
• Under section 7 the Gaming Control Act, BCLC is responsible for the conduct and
management of commercial gambling in British Columbia
• This mandate specifically includes entering into agreements for services required in
the conduct, management or operation of provincial gaming

GPEB1118.0001
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This is Exhibit "WWW" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

......~ .. PM~ ........................ .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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Meilleur, Len FIN:EX

Subject:

Meilleur, Len AN:EX
Monday, October 16, 20117:49 AM
Fitzgerald, Anna FIN:EX
Ackles, Ken FIN:EX; Stewart, Robert A FIN:EX; Dickson, Brandy FIN:EX; Mazure, John C
FIN:EX; Boychuk, Dave. FIN:EX
FW: Review - Briefing

Importance:

High

From:
Sent:

To:
Cc:

.Anna,

need to d1$cuss Mr. German's request asap and appoint someone to coordinate the information; I understood
there was data from fonner'ED's, Directors in the LMD. and :1·believe Rob Barber-,-Ed Rampof\E! wo1.;!ld have also been
employed during this titn·eframEt I will work wit_h Brandy to find 01Jt what exist~ for Mr. Bill Mc:Ctec.i.
We will

Len
J.E.l. (Len) Meilleur
Ex~~utive Ad:vlsor

Gaming Policy Enforcement·sranch
Ministry of Attorney. General
Loi;;ation: 3rd Floor, 910 Gov~rnmerit Street, Victoria BCVSW 1X3
Mailing Address: P.O·. Box-9309 Stn Prov Govt, Victoria BCV8W9N1
Tel
Fax
E-mail·:

Website~ www.gaming.gov,bc.ca

if you.believe that you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the emailfrom your inoil/Jox.

From: PMG [1:m1iltg
]
Sent: Monday, October 16, 201712:09 AM
To: Meilleur, Len FIN:EX
Cc: Jerome Malysh;
·subj~ct: RE: Review - Briefing

I assurne .th~t the Thursday ri1eeting will._provide us with a briefing along the lines of what h<,1s been provide_d to the AG.
Thaiik yo1,1 in advance.

Also, please provide us with an JJnvetted .copy of.every rept:>rt and :paper commtssioned or.authored by:GPEB·since 20051
wliich relates to money laundering .and; or compliance in BC cas•inos. We. wantto be .sure that we have reviewed all.
relevantm~terial, t.n the· eventthat certain of the material remafos· classified, -please ensure that those portions am
highlighted so that we do not inadvertently release information which fs not 1n the public domain. If some ofthe reports
are currently available on the website, there·.wiU-be no need for a copy, but p.ossiblyyou cot1ki provide a hyperlink. We
~eaJize th;it it rnay not be possib.le to att.end to thi~ request before 01,1r visit, but wanted to be sure that you had the ask.
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Many thanks and we lool< forward to seeing you on ihursday... pete

2

This is Exhibit "XXX" referred to in the Affidavit No. 1 of
Joseph Emile Leonard Meilleur sworn before me at
Vancouver, BC this 9th day of February, 2021 .

... ... -~
--~
····· · . .... .. . . . . ...... . .
A Commissioner for the Province of
British Columbia
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GPEB Briefing:
Whatyou might like
.

.

tokrl·OW
Presentation to Mr. Peter German
and Mr. Jerome Malysh
GERMAN
AND ASSOCIATES
INC.
. .
. .
.
GPEB Board room- Oct 19 , 201 7
Len Meilleur
Executiv~ Director, Compliance
Division
'

October 2017
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I wish to speak about my background, role; and the support received on the matter
of AML and governments strategy to date.
BACKGROUND - RCMP/Air Canadi:!/Ombudsperson/GPEB
SUPPORT - Role of current ADM - courage ~ misfit in MOF-things chan,ged in 2013lack of auton9my
STRATEGY has elements which will be explained but GPEB has been the lead in many of
the components that has allowed us to arrive at today. X-DAWG working group,
Exploring Common Ground summit, Malysh report, MNP report, Peter German review,
JIGIT, Intelligence Team, Transaction Assessment Team. GPEB continues to understand
that balance of revenue and regulations is es~ential but during this presentation I will
emphasise It has been and_ remains a very challenging portfolio based on reality vs.
reputation and a notion of "victimization.';
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GPEB
GPEB is responsible for the overall
integrity and regulation of gaming,
including horse racing, in British
Columbia. Sec.23 GCA

The Gaming Control Act provides us with our mandate the overall integrity of gaming.
We struggle at times with that somewhat. In B.C., the British Columbia Lottery
Corporation has responsibility for conducting and managing gamin~ in the province.
The vast majority of that is done through gaming services providers, such as Great
Canadian Casino Corporation. I am certain as with many jurisdictions there is always a
challenge Is ·managing the turf around what GPEB n_ee_ds to be Informed of or Involved
In as a matter of policy and/or taking action on matters that impact on the overall
integrity of gaming.
In the words of Malcolm K. Sparrow in this book The Regulatory Craft he says tha_t one
needs to understand the role that politics has played in elevating some ideas above
others and also the ways In which recent juxtapositions of political forces may have led
to proposals or remedies that might be unbalanced, leas than optimal, or $hort-slghted.
As a senior regulatory leader I have found that thatbalancing act has been ch~llenglng
as sometime there is·a failure to have leaders understand that although compliance,
policy and stand;uds are not measurable by dollars they are certainly necessary and
Vital contributors to the bottom i!ne. Next slide...
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GPEB
~

Vision:

The publi~ has confidence in
Gambling Industry.

>

Mission:

. . :;- .' :

., ._,_,, ,,.. •·. ·. ·

Our mission is to uphold the overall integ ty ot
gambling by maintaining
government's gambling policy,
regulating the gambUng sector and providing support
services and programs that benefit
British Coluinblans.
3

GPEB has five primary areas of Branch responsibllity:
1. Providing guidance to the Minister of matters of gambling policy;
2. Registering companies and people;
3. Certifying lottery schemes and gambling equipment and supplies;
4. Audjtingfor compliance with provincial requirements; and
5. Investigating allegations of wrongdoing

GAMING POLICY & ENFORCEMENT BRANCH
• Responsible for the regulatory oversight of all licensed gaming and horse racing
within the Province of British Columbia. Our investigatc;,rs are SPC's meaning Section
9 designation under the Police Act, With limitations.

BC LOTTERY CORPORATION
• Responsible·for conducting and managingi lotteries, casinos and commercial bingo
halls. Next slide ...
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Divisions
• A_DM (General Manager)
• Compliance
. Licensing, Registration and
Certification
. Strategic Policy and Projects
• Community Supports
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Distribution of Gaming funds , ,

2014-2015
Fiscal Year

2014/15 <iamJnQ llevenue Atlocatl_on .
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In 2014/15, more than $1.25 billion net of gaming revenue helped fund health care,
education and community programs across B.C. The total industry generated $2.9
billion .

.87 cents of every doJlar gambled goes back into B.C. communities. Next slide
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ASOFMARCH31;2015

IN2014/15

IN2014/15

THE COMMERCIAL
GAMING INDUSTRY
INCLUDED:

THE REGULATION
OF GAMING IN B.C.
INCLUDED:

GPEB SUPPORTED
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These coiumns depict some of the things that the commercial gaming industry
includes, some regulation facts and how we supportthe community at large. Thls slide
is from our annual report. Next slide...
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Provincial AM L .Strategy designed for continuous evolution and tactics to
meet changing arid emerging risks
·Ongoing
..
sustained effort

: • Joint lliegal ·
Gaming
Investigation
Team lll.Gl'.1)
• Strategies to
address

emerging and
shifting risks.
, Intelligence
g,unerlng.

• AML Strategy launched In 2011 focused

on reduclng:the use of cash to .minimize the
opportunity for money !aunderingto take place through gaming facilities. From the
beginning, GPEB has been actively monitoring money laundering Indicators such as
section 86 Suspicious Cash Transactions (SCT's)s and FINTRAC's large.cash
transactions {LCT's) and Suspicious Transaction Reports (STR's). Section 86 of the
Act a requirement to report specific activities Is unique and a valuable authority.
BCLC has chalienged and continues to challenge what should be reported and why. I
Will provlde more detail on that authority but advise that we have recently agreed
on an information sharing protocol with BCLC. This provision is absolutely essentfal
or we as regulators would be in the dark.
• 2011-15 ~ The strategy focused on the development of cash alt.ernatives and the
promotion oftheir use by patrons to minimize the n·eed to access cash outside of
gaming facilities. BCLC also inquired about the notion to extend credit to 'screened'
patrc;ms but a detailed business case has not been submitted.
• 2016-the strategy centered on enforcement, regulatory guidance, and additional
measures for enhancing AML due diligence. As such, GPEB !:las shifted its focus to
target Its resources at analyzing the areas of highest risk to the integrity of gaming
such as large and suspicious currency transactions, source of fun(.ls, who the
customers are and patron gaming fund accounts.
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SUsplctousCUrrencyTransacHons by Denomination 2010/2011 to 2016/2017
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• Casino service providers are required to report potential the commission of an
offence under the GCA or CCC under section 86 of the Gaming Control Act,
• GP~B uses "section 86 reports11 to monitor suspicious currency trans~ctions (SCTs}
and other activities such as cheating at play, targeted thefts, ·collusion amongst
players.
• Note that data is approximate because it reflects section 86 reports received from
service providers over a period.of time where the understood reporting criteria has
changed and when information was not initially being collected for the purpose of
statistical reporting (rather it was being used to Identify trends and look for
criminality relate~ to money laundering, cash facilitation, employee collusion, and
other irregularities).
• Based on data from section 86 reports, GPEB has noted a dovimward trend in the
dollar value of SCTs in B_.C. gambling facilities.
• Peak of over $20 million in July 2015,
• Declined to $3.8 million in December 2016.
• Yearly downward trend in SCTs from over $176 mIllian In 2014/15 to $66
million in 2016/17
• Along with the reduction ih S.CTs, the number of STRs flied with FINTRAC by acLC has
reduced, particularly over the last half of2016.
• BCLC acivised that the reduction of STRs specifically involving high value cash
transactions (greaterthan $50,000) coincides with:
• Increased capablllties to conduct ongoing monitoring and risk assessment of
players and transactions flowing from its ISA with police. For example, BCLC
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• Initiated on a recommendation from me after the reporting of$13 million in $20
bills being accepted by River Rock Casino Resort (RRCR) during July 2015.
• Based on Increasing trend in SCTs to July 2015 and the nature of SCTs (e.g. large
amounts of cash delivered from vehicles, cash bundled In elastic bands, prevalence
of $20 bills), GPEB engaged MNP to conduct a review with a rrialn focus 011 River
Rock Casino and Resort.
• MNP asked to analyze current practices at RRCR with respect to source of fu11ds,
source of wealth, handling of cash, use of cash alternatives and overall Customer
Due DIiigence (CDD) and identify immediate near-term actions to address any gaps.
• Overall, the July 2016 report found nothing to indicate that BCLC and staff at the
River Rock Casino. Resort were not meeting FINTRACreporting requirements (other
than underreporting issue - only reporting SCTs. of $50,000 or higher).
• Howeveli MNP made 30 distinct recommendations that can be categorized into four
general themes:
Risk- MNP recommended that GPEB cons_ider implementing a policy requirement
that Service Providers refuse unsou_rced cc.1sh deposits exceeding an established
dollar limit or refuse frequent unsourced cash deposits exce·eding an established
threshold and time period. GPEB should also continue to work with BCLC to support
cash-alternatives for Service Providers and sh_ould work with BCLC .to jointly evaluate
the resourcing and functioning or existing investigative units.
• MNPrecommended that province define its accepted level of risk for unsourced
cash to drive the development ofclear roles and responsibilities for GPEB, BCLC and
service providers.
• Training- MNP made recommendations related to BCLC training and suggested its
training program for service providers would benefit from enhancements to remind
0
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•

•
•
•

has. banned some patrons due to criminal activity; however vast majority of
names on the list are not top money players, it is common, gangsters, gang
affiliates. For example just this Monday we had notificc1tion of a "knowncrlmlnal" in casino with a guh. The ISA provides names of those patrons who
should be banned.
·
An increased use of buy-:ln conditions on some players based on risk. For
example, BClC has Issued "source offunds directives" to some patrons,
barring them from bringing unsourced cash into caslno·s while others are
required to complete a source of funds questionnaire;
Increased efforts l;>y BCLC and its service providers to shift players to non~cash
transactions such as bank drafts; and
Actions taken by the Chinese government to reduce capital outflows from
that country.
GPEB compared the trends of PGF growth SCT decline which will be explained
in an upcoming slide.
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service providers ofthe Indicators of suspicious transactions and reporting
requirements.
• Enhanced Due Diligence (EDD)- MNP recommended that BCLCreview EDD
processes to ensure data and information collected provide a clear pfcture of the
risks and profile of the patron for risk assessment and mitigation.
• Technology and Monitoring - MNP emphasized the need for BCLCto appropriately
resource the SAS implementation project to improve the quality of the data used for
ongoing risk assessment and compliance monitoring and reporting.
• BCLCchallenged the work by way of filing a concern with the OIPC about our
authority to allow MNP to do the work, the reports findings and the credentials of
MNP experts. in conclusion BCLC indicated that.they were already doing what MNP
recommended, did not concur with any of the findings and found no value ln what
was recommended.
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~ '~laundering
rtl~i!f!i'andterrorlst
f11liilii~~i!\f!~oi~
•
financing activities· ·
~ BCLC i•s the

reporting entity for BC casinos

• The Financial Transactions and Rep.orts Analysis Centre of Cani!da (FINTRAC) Is
Canada 1s.financial Intelligence unit.
• Its m~ndate is to facilitate the detection, prevention ant:I deterrence of money
laundering and terrorist financing. FINTRAC is not an enforcementagency.
• Casinos are required to report under the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and
Terrorist Financing Act and its associated regulations.
• BCLC is the reporting entity for BC casinos.
• Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) - reported when reasonable grounds to
suspect that the transaction is related to the commission or attempted commission
of a money laundering or terrorist activity financing offence. No dollar amount.
• Large Cash Transactions {LCTs) - $10,000 or more in cash in the course of a single
transaction, or when it receives two or more cash amotmts totalling $10,000 or
more made within 24 consecutive hours.
• BCLC is generally meeting FINTRAC requirements, although the most recent FINTRAC
auditof BCLC flagged some staff training deficiencies at River Rock. This is .consistent
with findings in the MNP review.
• FINTRAC requires reporting, but does not require that BCLC or service provldersto
refuse cash; They actually encourage the repor):ing as a priority, which hi:ls been at
odds with our compli.ance philosophy of an evidence based red1.1ction of the# of
STR's being a positive outcome.
• GPEB works closely with FINTRAC, consulting around additional steps the province
may take around money laundering (e.g. GPEB.shares Information with FINTRAC on
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trends, vulnerability and upon o.ur consultation acknowledge that FINTRAC s·upports
our establishing a Transactl.on Assessment Team or TAT).
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Provincial Direction to BCLC

• As part of Phase 3, the Province has provided specific direction to BCLC about
suspicious cash.
• In .an October 1, 2015 letter and the 2016/17 fiscal year Mandate Letter, the Minister
of Finance provided t'1e following direction to B.ud Smith, BCLC board chair:

Desplte the Introduction and promotion ofnon~cash alternatives}n gaming facilities
through earlier phases of the AML strategy; I am advised t#Jat large and suspicious tash ·
transactions remain prevalent. This situation must be addressed. As sµch, BCLC Is·
directed to take the following actions with respect to AML. .. Enhance customer due
diligence to mitigate the risk of money laundering in British Columbia gaming facilities
through the implementation of AML compliance best pra.ctlces including processes for
evaluating the source of wealth and source of funds prior to cash acceptance.
• General Manager (GM) of GPEB sent letters dated August 7, 2015, January 15, 2016;
July 14, .2016 and May 8, 2017 to BCLC's CEO emphasizing the need for BCLC to
establish the source of funds coming Into B.C. gambling facilities, including cash and
bank drafts, prior to accepting those funds.
• Through all correspondence, GPEB has emphasized the difference between meeting
FINTRAC report requirements and taking action based on the information included in
the reports. Emphasis on m_ust go beyond reporting.
• BCLC does·not easily apkn.owled$._~ any vulnerabllit\:'..~~..~~~~.~.~!~~ility for the AM.L ...,
climate in BC casinos. L..............·---···················
l ..........................................................J
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MANDATE - To address organized crime
involvement ih illegal gambling and prevent
criminal$ frorn using B.C. ·gambling facilities
to legalize the proceeds of crime •

._,,,,,. , AREAS OF FOCUS:
• Organized crime involvement in illegal
gambling and money laundering in casinos
• Public education

STATUS:
• Arrests announced June 13, 2017
• Investigations into illegal gaming and
mone laundedn in BC.casloos on o·in
• A slgnlflcantmilestone for GPEB was tnat JIGIT was formed on our recommendation
and from our ongoing monitoring of SCJs.
• JIGIT's mandate is to address organized crim.e invohtement In Illegal gambling and
prevent criminals from using B.C. gambling facilities to legalize the proceeds of crime.
• Made up of two operational teams consisting of 22 law enforcement personnel and
four investigators and a manager from GPEB.
• Housed in the Combined Forces Special Enforcement Unit of British Columbia (CFSEUB.C) - _province's co-ordinated response to violent organized crime and gangs as Well
as their associates.
• JIGIT has access to significant anti-gang and organized crime resources that allow
them to disrupt and suppress illegal activity right across the province.
• CFS EU-BC is required to provide the Ministry of Attorney General and the Ministry of
Public Safety and Solicitor General (PSSG) with quarterly financial reporting and biannual performance reporting. The performance report will outline the efforts and
successes ofJIGIT and include gaming specific outcomes. CFSEU-BC reporting that is
of a sensitive nature Will only be provided to the Director of Police Services, PSSG.
• JIGIT focuses primarily on organized crime and criminal gang involvement in illegal
gambling and money-l~undei"in'g. Has It brought value for the. public funding. Yes, as
GPEB ·is confident that significant charges with a strong likelihood of conviction will
result. Project E-Nationalize. Police would provide a briefing if requested. Done in
one year, up an running and a major project Not common. in policing.
• This change of working on issues inside casinos reflects GPEB's move to a more riskbase.d approach, focusing oh high-risk organized crime involvement in gambling.
··-·
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• JIGIT also has a public education component alined at increasing awareness of how
to identify and report illegal gambling.
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JIGIT FunclJng
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• The total budg~t for.JICITJs ·$4.3 million per
year:·
f;

9

.$3~0 rollJlon .~rroually provihc:lal s.hare (70%)
$1 mJUlqn an'.~g~Uyf¢der.al.~H~re '(3·0%)

:a

• Fiveyear mandate, PtoViriciaJfu11ding
c(}tntnitte.d ·for _:three: years.
• F1.1nding.forth~ final two years, ofJIGIT's
maru;{ate_·(2•0l9/2'0and2'020/'i.'1) requires a

Treasury Boardclecisio,:t. . .
.· .
• BCLC provided thi$ funding 4nd~r theidirection
of its 2016/1'7 mandate letter. This fu'ndhlg is
restrktetf to us~: for JIGIT purposes.

The province is engaged in a master agreement concerningthe provision of policing
services by the RCMP in British Columbia. Generally, the contract provides policing services
on the basis of 70 per cent of the costs being assumed by the province, and 30 per cent of
the costs being assumed by the Government of Canada. JIGIT is funded under this model.
The current forecast of the provincial share of the total JIGIT budget, on a foll year,
ongoing basis are:
~. $1.8 mlilion In fiscal year 2016/17;
• $3.0 million In fiscal years 2017/18 and 18/19;
• $3.1 million in fiscal year 2019/20
• $3.1 million iii fiscal year 2020/21
When JIGIT was established, funding was confirmed for 3-years consistent with the
government fiscal planning cycle. It is expected that the final two years of JIGITs funding
will be materially similarto the first 3 years, meaning a provincial commitment of
approximately $3.1 million annually for the remaining two years.
All provincial funds committed to JI.GIT are restricted; no provincial funds allocated to JIGIT
can be used for any other purpose~ All funds would be directed towards maintaining
investigations consistent with the three service agreements thatwlll establish JI.GIT. This is
preferable to a general funding model In which revenues are used for a wide-variety of
enforcement Initiatives.
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MANDATE - To provide stakeholders,.
management, executive and government
with situational awareness ofthreats to the
integrity of gambling.
Sf)ares intelligence with:
• RtMP

• Vancouver PD
• lnteinational law enforcement agencies
Compliance a.nd Enforcement Secretariat leads to better communication on mutual
challenges

GPEB Intelligence Unit
• GPEB's Intelligence Unit, made up of a manager and senior field intelligence officer,
commenced work in May i016. The unit's mandate is to provide stakeholders,
management, executive and government with .situational awareness of threats to the
integrity of gambling.
• The unit conducts the intelligence function by working with local, regional, national and
international law enforcement, security and Intelligence agencies.
• The unit, through its collaborative work with othe'r law enforcement organizations,
including the RCMP, Vancouver Police Department and international law·enforcement
agencies, have reason to believe th.at known Asian organized crime networks linked to
transnational organized crime groups are using the proceeds of crime to facilitate
patrons' cash buy-ins in BC casinos. (c.omment that Minister was correct in his
... assessment)·········---················································································································----

•

----·-·-·-·-·---·-·--·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·----·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-~-----·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·

• The Government Compliance and Enforcement Secretariat has identified a shared
need for open soutc.e Intelligence and is looking to roll out an open source pilot
program with interested organizations jointly contributing resources for two ppen
source intelligence analyst positions. GPEB Intelligence has volunteered to be the lead.
• GPEB is proposingthatthe positions be housed within our Intelligence unit '\l\lhlch has
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an estaplishe_d infr1:1strocture and provide synergy with other public sector groups'
intelligence needs and also allow us to build on and expand the deliv1arables of oµr
Intelligence function.
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suspldou,.CurrencyTraiuutlon(SCT) ComparlsontoPGF New Money Deposits
For 1/ief'c1/odJniiua,y 1, 201? • Mn,_ch 31, 2017
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• As mentioned the amount of suspicious cash entering B.C casinos has decline<:!, the
amount of new money entering through Patron G,aming Fund (PGF) accounts has
increased and virtually all of this "new money" is deposited through bank drafts.
• No.te that "new money;, does not include "churn" which is money Withdrawn by a
patron and then re-deposited to their PGF account after a period ofcontinuous play.
• Some measures implemented by BCLC and service providers have led to a shift from
cash to PGF accounts (e.g. source offunds questionnaires and source offunds
directives where patrons are barred from using unsourced cash).
• The Increased use of PGF .Accounts is generally positive, but:
1.
Majority of deposits are bank drafts accepted without knowing whether
the funds are coming from the PGF account holder's own bank account
(service providers ask patron to confirm that bank draft comes from
their own account, but no verification). SAS goes not help ·in that
regard.
2.
coo being conducted for some high~activity .account holder,s is not
sufficient, many are the same lndividualswho were responsible for high
volumes of unsourced cash. Students/ housewives/ cash from safety
deposit or my bank account but not what bank and what safety de.posit
box; BCLC and service providers don't want to Intrude on customer
privacy.
3.
JIGIT investigating PGF account holders and recent evidence validates a
signiflcantGPEB/law enforcement concern around bank drafts, including
0
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whether the patron actually has a bankaccount in <;anada. One case
$175,000 firstTAT test case, referral to CFO. Bank drafts blank and
obtained from car near Costco.
Data Source: PGF data is obtained from service ·provider PGF trust ledgers.
Note: SCT is approxlmate
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BCLC Response
BCLCis generally meeting FINTRAC

reporting requirements but GPEB requires

BCLC°has responded by repeatedly advising that they are meeting FINTRAC reporting
requirements {note that the most recent FINTRAC audit flagged some training issues at
River Rock), but direction from GPEB sets expectation for them to go further with
respect to establishing source of funds prior to cash acceptance and customer due
diligence, particularly for PGF account holders. They hold out that they are leaders in
AML initiative and a gold standard by FiNTRAC.
• Cash buy~ins are smaller but stlll occurring when all common indicators of money
laundering ar.e prese·nt (e.g. cash deliver; bills wrapped in elastics).
BCLC also advised that It made a number of enhancements to its AML program in 2016,
including:
• restructuring of BCLC's investigative and AML departments to increase the staff
resources dedicated to AML;
• creation of new AML analytical capability and enhanced customer ongoing
monitoring;
• updated and enhanced Information Sharing Agreement {ISA) with the RCMP to
better support JiGIT; and
• Increased capal>llities in regard to source of wealth and source of funds inquiries
flowing from Improved information sharing with law enforcement. Scope creep
Wanting to be in the game of enforcement.
GPEB Is not aware of the degree to which SAS has been Implemented, Minister James
in QP asked about SAS in 2016, howev~r it has only recently been activated. Not a
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criminal intelligence tool it is a business tool. Huge difference. Other Provinces don;t
use/have.
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Going forward, the AML strategy will require a sustained effort that includes:
• Ongoing support of the work being conducted by JIGIT;
• GPEB has asked JIGIT what additional steps could be taken to combat illegal
activity around gambling. JIGIT has fold GPEBto wait while investigations are
ongoing and will make recommendations In future. GPEB will take action or
Instruct BCLC / service providers to take further action.
• Ongoing monitoring of cash alternatives (e.g. PGF accounts, electronic fund
transfers, s()urce of funds, any extension of credit);
• Ongoing work by GPEB's Intelligence Unit to ensure responsiveness to criminal
trends; and
• Exploratlon,and implementation of new AML initiatives, leveraging the resources of
JIGlt GPEB and the BCLC, to combat constantly evolving criminal beliaviour. For
example, Transaction Assessment Team {TAT), a proposed JIGIT led collaboration
that will involve GPEB, BCLC and law enforcement and focus on the collection of
intelligence and the investigation of suspicious transactions, potentially resulting in
recommendations to BCLCand gambling facility service providers for consideration
regarding patron .sanctions.
• BCLC and service providers have a concern about TAT and the impact on customers
and revenue,
• GPEB training on AM L needli to be improved. We need to be at the table of ACAMS,
CAMLI, Gaming Summit. Why? BCLC is seen as the voice lri BC as we have not been
supported In attending these events in the past 4 years.
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• Malcolm Sparrow book The Regulatory Craft. Trust and verify. We need to do that.
I.e. Mancini case.
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AML l\1itigation Strategies

·BCLC,·

.·.'Fi~fMf\
. n:jiii'ri)iif

JULY 2015

SEPT. 2ois

APR. 2016

JUNEl0l1

AUG 2017 20

This is the continuum of progress that has occurred which depicts the efforts of GPEB
and BCLC and demonstrates that there was much more required than reporting to
FINTRAC and there rem·a1ns an opportunity for significant progress to be made but that
will require :5ome clarity, intervention and direction from above. I will speak to that in
my options later on.
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tiFt,!IJ~ A'l'ittli, Qhallert~es cont'd

6~

scic. notproViding infci#m .iiQO et:1rly
and often wnJch is: Rey,f<:,· mt>n~\tkir;\;{;.
laundering'riskmitigatro,r1 (e.glliigh~flsk
patrons, moVln.g·frotttcashto Patron . . .
GamingFund(.PGF))

Speak here to the matter of ongoing issue of non~reportlng over the year and BCLC
positon that they need to make some assessment. Agreed, but they should report
asap, liaise with GPEB aboutwho will be the lead ·and avoid any possibility ofimpactlng
a criminal or regulatory investigation vs. civil/HR investigation. This has occurred in two
significant events known to the Mlnistei related to CFO seizures, MANCINI and
SIDAWAY property. GPEB did not know about this until CFO contacted ED direct.
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Top 90ActiveHigh Risk Patrons With Highest# of Suspicious
Transactton Reports sent to FINTRAC through August 4, 2017
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The chart above shows thetop 90 active high risk patronswith the highest number of
STRs. The list of 90 encompasses: PGF and cash patrons with STRs, and those patrons
that GPEB Investigations has identified as being of concern. This is over life of patron
gambling in BC casinos up to August 4, 2017(averc:tge 6 years).
Of the90 patrons, 67 have being issued the BCLC 'Unsourced Cash' directive.
Unsourced cash Is defined as cash without a bank or ATM withdrawal slip; however,
patrons under the:directlve may buy-in with cash they received as winnings .from the
same casino. Patrons that received the directive were those conducting buy-ins with
substantial amounts of cash, primarily $20s. The nature of the cash they presented
often suggested the money .did not come from a financial institution and may be of
questionable source
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• The chart demonstrates the flow of reporting from an initial report generated by the
casino service provider when encountering a suspicious transaction involving cash.
• As you can see, the same report goe~ to BCLC and GPEB (though BCLC calis It ali
unusual financial transaction or UFT).
• BCLC reviews these reports and c!etermines whether or not to report to FINTRAC as
a Suspicious Transaction Report (STR).
• In 2016/17, BCLC decided not to report to FINTRAC 522 of 2,156 (i4%) suspicious
transactions reported by the service providers.
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• On this chart you can see the trend In the percentc1ge of suspicious transactions that
BCLC ls not reporting to FINTRAC.
• GPEB does not know why this trend is increasing so significantly because BCLC will
not provide GPEB the necessary access to the iTrak system to audit the Investigation
into BCLC's reporting.
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1. of'GPEB
~i. ,r.•.eG·:······.:.t.io. n·:tq:~l
.~rif.ry."''.·.:.'..r;o.~.-.·.•.1r.·.· s and respohs ibilities
and ·BC LG•·.••,"'!

2.

·t::\~-:{.:F.:~:~. ·.
'/:}~·:;·~,-~y;:/; :

3.
.(?_

4.
5. im~Xe,in¢ntation•of TransactiorfAsses~rnent
Team-(TAT} - . .

1. Clarity is required so that BCLC and GPEB clearly understand their roles and
responsibilities related to compliance and enforcement activities. For example,
clarify that GPEB is the regulator of BCLCwith respect to the integrity of gaming in
BC. Could be accomplished through:
1. Ministerial Directive (GCA s. 6) that is published in Gazette, or
2. Directroli from minister (GCA s. 7)- no publication requirement.
2. BCLC has been reluctant to 'Implement know your customer (KYC) and source of
funds (SOF), including for cash and bank drafts, that wlll impact revenue. BCLC
could be provided specific guidelinesto, for example, refuse all unsourced cash
once a busin·ess relationship has been established with a ciient (i.e. 2 transactions
reported to FINTRAC)
3. Section 86 requires BCLC to provide GM with Information, records or things
requested by the GM if relevant to an investigation or audit under the GCA. Section
86 also requires BCLC to immediately notify the GM ofa commission of an offence
under the CCC or the GCA. Secticm 97 does not apply to this provision.
4. Although FINTRAC audits have shown that BCLC is meeting requirements with
respect to reporting, they have also shown that a number of front'."line casino staff
are unaware of their obligations with respect to AML
5. Implementation of transaction assessment team (TAT) - BCLC has been reh,ictant to
participate on a team where GPEB and police investigate specific transactions and
provide recommendationsto BCLC on action with respect to patrons (e.g.
immediate ban from using unsourced cash)
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If it was up to me!
Immediate action olan.
• fdentify the- casinos of most risk;

• Implement a rigorous and measured front-line AML training program at those
sites. Consult police/FINTRAC/ACAMS on conten~.
• Casinos of risk can be fluid as determined by GPEB.
• In both English and Mandarin - exam required.
• Determine a Threshold
• Require at risk casinos an on-duty trained service provider AML Manager
Specialist at all times to make assessment and determination of all
"suspicious" or "unusual" cash transactions meetin_g or exceeding threshold
amount.
• Source of funds questionnaire that includes location of bank and questions in
detail about where cash/financial instrument was sourced.
• First two transac::tions are reportable both for establishing business
relationship and intelligence piece.
• Third cash transaction patron is immediately moved to other alternatives.
• Implement the Transaction Assessment team, JIGIT
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