Affidavit #1 of Anna Fitzgerald
made in this case
on March '3, 2021

COMMISSION OF INQUIRY INTO MONEY LAUNDERING
IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

The Honourable Mr. Austin F. Cullen, Commissioner

AFFIDAVIT #1 OF ANNA FITZGERALD

[, Anna Fitzgerald, of 220 - 4370 Dominion Street, Burnaby, British Columbia,
Executive Director of the Compliance Division, AFFIRM THAT:

1. 1 am the Executive Director of the Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy
and Enforcement Branch (“GPEB”) within the Ministry of Finance. | became
Executive Director of the Compliance Division in 2017 and have been employed
by the Province since 2001. | have personal knowledge of the facts and matters in
this affidavit. Where | include statements that are not within my pers
knowledge, | have identified the source of that information and stated my belief

that the information in this affidavit is true.

2. | affirm this affidavit to provide evidence to the Commission pursuant o a

summons issued to me under the Public Inquiry Act, SBC 2007, c. 9.

3. | became a member of the Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and
Wales in London, England. | then became a member of the Institute of Chartered
Accountants of British Columbia in 2003 after meeting reciprocity requirements
which included completing reciprocity exams. When the Institute of Chartered

Accountants merged with two other accounting bodies my designation changed to
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Chartered Professional Accountant (CPA). | have been a Certified Internal Auditor
with the Institute of Internal Auditors since 2008.

Roles within BC Public Service

4. My first role with the Province was as a Charitable Gaming Auditor with the BC
Gaming Commission. As a Charitable Gaming Auditor, | was responsible for
conducting audits on charitable organizations or community groups that received

gaming grants or licences to hold gambling events.

5. In 2004, | became a Commercial Gaming Auditor. Approximately a year later,
| was promoted to Charitable Gaming Manager. As Manager, | was responsible for
managing approximately 13 Charitable Gaming Auditors. | reported to Terri Van
Sleuwen who at that time was Director of the Audit and Compliance Division, as it

was then called.

6. In 2015 there was a reorganization within GPEB that resulted in several
divisions merging to form the Compliance Division which was comprised of horse
racing, audit and investigations. | will refer to the former Audit and Compliance

Division as the Compliance Division for the purposes of this affidavit.

7. After the reorganization | became the Director of Compliance for the Lower
Mainland audit team and the new intelligence unit. | became Senior Director of the
Lower Mainland division in 2016 which added Lower Mainland Investigators to my

portfolio.

8. In September 2017, | was promoted to Executive Director of the Compliance
Division. As Executive Director of the Compliance Division | report to the Assistant
Deputy Minister (“ADM”) and General Manager (“‘GM”) of GPEB. When 1 first
became Executive Director, | reported to John Mazure. Currently, | report to Sam
MacLeod.

9. In December 2018 Investigations and Intelligence were transferred to the new

Enforcement Division.



GPEB’s Compliance Division

10. The Compliance Division is one department within GPEB which is
comprised of the horse racing and audit teams. Our current management team
consists of Douglas Mayer, Timothy Storms, Dallas Smithson, Bill McNeill and
myself. Mr. McNeill is the Director of Racing and does not have involvement in

audit issues as described in this affidavit.

11.  The Compliance Division oversees GPEB’s audit and compliance program.
The goal of the program is to ensure regulatory compliance with the Gaming
Control Act and Gaming Confrol Regulation, as well as policies, directives and
public interest standards set by GPEB and the British Columbia Lottery
Corporation (“BCLC”) to help protect the integrity and maintain public confidence

in gambling in B.C.

12.  As part of the audit and compliance program, the Compliance Division
conducts audits and inspections of BCLC, gambling facilities, lottery retailers and
recipients of community gaming grants and gaming event licences. The audit team
also works with GPEB’s Corporate Registration Unit to conduct reviews of the

financial integrity of corporate registrants.

13. The Compliance Division self-identifies the audits and reviews to be
conducted by evaluating risks in the gambling environment. The risks may be
identified through discussions with stakeholders such as other GPEB divisions and
the ADM, BCLC, service providers and other industry participants or information

obtained through media, complaints, and other jurisdictions.

14.  Once areas of work are identified, the Compliance Division utilizes a risk
assessment process to prioritize the audit assignments. This allows for a dynamic
audit plan responsive to emerging and changing risks. As the Compliance Division
obtains new information, risk assessments may change which could result in a

revision of priorities and identification of additional work. This approach gives the
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Compliance Division the ability to allocate audit resources to the areas of greatest
identified risk.

15.  The Compliance Division is also often asked to provide feedback through
the GPEB Policy team on both GPEB and BCLC proposals as they relate to
gambling in the Province. Due to the experience of our auditors, the Compliance
Division is well-equipped to provide subject matter expertise to GPEB and other

stakeholders.

16. Compliance Division’s staff have a variety of educational backgrounds
including business degrees, accounting and audit qualifications/designations such
as Chartered Professional Accountants, Certified Internal Auditors, Certified Anti-

Money Laundering Specialists and Certified Information Systems Auditors.

17.  GPEB auditors and management adhere to the principles of the lIA such as
integrity, independence, proficiency, due professional care, and objectivity. The lIA
standards, codes of ethics, principles and requirements for continuing education
and development provide a framework which guides those in the Compliance

Division to conduct our work in a consistent and professional manner.
Audits and reviews

18.  The Compliance Division undertakes a variety of activities in furtherance of
GPEB’s mandate to ensure the integrity of gaming in the Province. This includes
conducting audits, reviews, and other ad-hoc work depending on the issue to be

evaluated. | describe the audit and review activities below.

Audit process

19.  Our audits follow professional audit standards and techniques which involve

three distinct phases: (a) the planning phase; (b) fieldwork; and (c) reporting.



A. Planning phase

20. A planning memo is prepared by the auditor and approved by a member of
the Compliance Division’s management team. The planning memo documents the
purpose of the audit, provides a brief background of the area being examined,
defines the scope, objective and approach, documents the risk assessment, and

anticipated timelines of deliverables.

21.  The number of staff assigned to an audit is dependent on the complexity of
the assignment. One or more auditors will be assigned to the file by management

depending on the scope, volume of data being analyzed and time frame.

22. Depending on the type of audit being performed, BCLC and the service
provider may be notified in advance by the auditor(s) responsible for the audit.
Advance notice of an audit typically consists of a notification letter and request for

documentation.

23.  Once planning is complete, the assigned auditor will carry out fieldwork or
obtain data by way of interviews, sampling, review and observations. The
procedures utilized by the particular auditor will depend, in part, on the objectives

and scope.
B. Fieldwork

24. Fieldwork involves testing and evaluation that can be conducted at the
gaming facility, BCLC offices or at a GPEB office. Audit fieldwork can include a
combination of observation, inquiry, document review and analysis. The auditors
analyze and test supporting documentation from BCLC or service provider records,
data, and documentation. Auditors also interview staff at various levels within

BCLC and service providers when applicable.

25.  The duration of the fieldwork varies and typically ranges from three days
during a compliance audit of a gaming facility to several months for reviews or

audits involving large amounts of data.
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26.  The auditor completes formal working papers documenting the interviews,

testing and analysis results.
C. Reporting

27.  The auditor will analyze the materials gathered during the fieldwork and
prepare a draft audit report. Managers within the Compliance Division will then

conduct a review of the draft report.

28.  When management conducts a review of a draft report and supporting
documentation it is to provide an objective review of the auditor's work. The
Compliance Division’s managers ensure that the report is accurate and complete,
addressed the objectives, the results are supported by the working papers and the
structure of the report is correct. Additionally, management looks to ensure that it

is written in a professional manner to the appropriate audience.

29.  As Executive Director, | oversee the managers who conduct the reviews of
the draft reports prepared by the auditors. | also perform a high-level review of
some reports such as ones covering new content or those that are higher profile. |
review the draft reports for completeness, adequacy of messaging and

understandability of content.

30.  Once the management review is complete, the draft report is issued to the

auditee for a response or action plan to address the findings.

Review process

31. The Compliance Division also conducts reviews of information gathered
from BCLC or service providers in the course of its work. Reviews will contain
analyses that may be used to inform and educate GPEB management about
issues that Compliance has observed and considers relevant to the Branch. These
are typically distributed through an internal memorandum format. Generally, we do

not circulate these reviews to BCLC or service providers for their response
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because the intention is to provide information to GPEB management and the

executive.

32. Reviews will generally follow a similar pattern as audits; they include formal
planning and work is conducted using a systematic approach involving
testing/sampling methods, analysis, working papers, and they also go through
management review. Reviews have a more specific scope than an audit, and

generally are not assessing compliance to standards or policies.

Use of audit reports and reviews by GPEB

33.  The information compiled and the analyses conducted by GPEB auditors in
their audit reports and reviews are communicated to the broader GPEB

management team including the GM.

34. Our audit reports and reviews are used to inform the Branch as to the level
of compliance of BCLC and service providers, and to provide context on trends or
issues that feed into decision making, policy development and identification of

areas of risk.
Audits and reviews conducted by GPEB related to AML

35. Asldiscussed above, the Compliance Division conducts audits and reviews
of BCLC's overall conduct and management of gaming in the Province. The scope
of the audits and reviews may include compliance with the Gaming Control Act
and regulation, and any anti-money laundering (“AML") initiatives and policies

established by GPEB, BCLC or service providers.

36. The Compliance Division maintains copies of the audit reports and reviews
created by its gambling auditors in the course of their duties as part of its day-to-

day business and operations.

37.  In or around 2004, the Compliance Division began performing audits and
reviews to ensure BCLC was complying with its FINTRAC reporting obligations
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under the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act
(“PCMLTFA").

38.  Audits of this nature ordinarily involved a review and analysis of large cash
transactions and suspicious transaction reporting processes in place at service
providers and BCLC. The responsible auditor typically conducted fieldwork
consisting of onsite interviews, testing and general observation. The objective of
such audits was to verify BCLC’s compliance with reporting obligations under the
PCMLTFA, the FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC, and the Gaming Control
Act and Regulation.

39. Now shown to me and attached to this affidavit as Exhibits 1 to 11,
respectively, are copies of the following FINTRAC-related audits and reviews
carried out by GPEB auditors between 2010 and 2016:

Datelssued |Name |ProductionID | Exhibit

2010-11-10 BCLC FINTRAC Year-End Audit GPEB3759 1

BCLC AML Compliance Regime 2010 2
2011-05-20 COMM-6158 GPEB3727
2012-05-01 BCLC AML Compliance Regime Jan DOC- 3

2011 to Dec 2011 COMM-6830 00000927
2013-05-09 BCLC AML Compliance Regime 2012 GPEB3989 4

AML LCTR's Between $20K to $50K to
20131205 | 5TR Correlation Analysis GPEB3978

River Rock High Limit Cash Cage 6
2014-05-13 Activity COMM-7744 GPEB0695
2014-06-02 BCLC AML Compliance Regime 2013 GPEB4047 7
2015-04-16 Edge_water High Limit Cash Cage PG0436

Activity

AML LCTR's Between $20K to $50K to 9
2015-11-10 | sTR Correlation Analysis GPEB4215
2015-12-15 UFT/STR Verification Review GPEB4230 10

Unusual Financial 11
2016-04-27 Transaction/Suspicious Transaction GPEB0872

Verification Review Phase I
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40. | did not personally conduct the audits or reviews contained in Exhibits 1 to
11. The audit and review reports were prepared by GPEB auditors which were

then reviewed by the Compliance Division’s management.

41. | am aware from my current role as Executive Director that, beginning in or
around 2009, the Compliance Division provided input to inform policy development

around the creation of Patron Gaming Fund (“PGF”) accounts.

42.  PGF accounts were introduced by BCLC initially as a pilot project in 2009.
Three service providers were included in the pilot, namely Great Canadian Gaming
Corporation, Gateway Casinos Limited, and Paragon Gaming Inc. The casinos
involved were River Rock Casino, Starlight Casino, Grand Villa Casino, and
Edgewater Casino. River Rock launched its PGF program in December 2009,
followed by Starlight (January 2010), Grand Villa (July 2010), and Edgewater (now
Parqg, in September 2010).

43. | am aware from reviewing our audit reports that GPEB auditors conducted
two interim audits and a final audit to verify that PGF policies and procedures were
being followed and to provide an overall evaluation of the program. From
September 2011 onwards, after the PGF program was formally introduced, the
Compliance Division conducted various other audits and reviews to evaluate how
service providers were operating PGF accounts and to ascertain the uptake rate

among patrons.

44. Now shown to me and attached to this affidavit as Exhibits 12 to 19,
respectively, are copies of the following PGF account related audits and reviews

carried out by GPEB auditors, between 2010 and 2017:

DateIssued | Name | ~ [ ProductionID [Exhibit

BCLC Player Gaming Funds Accounts
2010-02-01 Pilot Project Interim Audit Report GPEBO0562 12
2009/2010 COMM-5224

Patron Gaming Fund Accounts Pilot

2010-08-23 | b et 2 Interim Audit

GPEB3749 13
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Patron Gaming Fund Accounts Pilot
2011-02-04 Project — Final Audit Report as of GPEB3766 14
December 31, 2010 COMM-5781
2011-09-07 PGF Pilot Project Compliance GPEB3794 15
2012-04-24 LPJSF Pilot Project Compliance - Follow GPEB3826 16
2015-08-20 | Patron Gaming Fund Utilization Review | PG0444 17
1. Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Account 18
2017-01-30 Deposit Compliance Analysis PG0S14
BCLC Directive Impact on Cash Buy- 19
2017-08-09 | |5 and New Money PGF Deposits PG0539
45. | did not personally conduct the audits and reviews contained in Exhibits 12

to 19. The audits and reviews were conducted by various GPEB auditors which

were then reviewed by the Compliance Division’s management.

46. In addition to reviewing policies and procedures around PGF accounts, the
Compliance Division has, over the years, evaluated and provided feedback to
other areas of GPEB regarding other forms of cash alternatives. The development
and implementation of cash alternatives became a focus after the release of
Robert Kroeker’s report, Summary Review: Anti-Money Laundering Measures at
BC Gaming Facilities, in February 2011. For example, in addition to the increased
adoption of PGF accounts, BCLC introduced the use of debit card transactions at
the cash cage, issuance of convenience cheques and the creation of a hold

cheque option in April 2012.

47. Once additional cash alternatives were implemented, the Compliance
Division conducted compliance audits and reviews of those alternatives to evaluate
their effectiveness and to ensure the compliance of BCLC and service providers

with applicable standards, policies, and procedures.

48. In addition to audits and reviews relating to cash alternatives, since 2012
the Compliance Division has conducted audits and reviews into a wide range of
subjects related to AML in gaming facilities. This includes evaluating whether

service providers were providing cash-outs to patrons in the same denomination



of bills they bought in with (PG0397), whether policy initiatives introduced by BCLC
had reduced the volume of cash being brought into gaming facilities (GPEB4041)
and whether service providers were complying with BCLC’s source of funds

directive following Dr. German’s December 2017 recommendation (GPEB4288;
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GPEB4289; GPEB4290; GPEB4291; GPEB4292).

49. Now shown to me and attached to this affidavit as Exhibits 20 to 53,
respectively, are copies of the following AML-related audits and reviews carried
out by GPEB auditors between 2012 and 2020:

2012-01-31 River Rock VIP High Limit Table PG0395
Rooms
2012-11-19 Cash Alternatives Review — COMM- GPEB4619 21
7199
2012-04-18 Curr.ency Flow/Colouring Up — Multiple PG0397 22
Casinos
A Review of BCLC Cash Alternatives — 23
2013-01-25 2012/13 Q3 Update GPEB4629
2013-05-17 Servige Provider Cash Alternatives GPEB3990 24
Compliance
2013-07-19 Cash Alternatives Utilization Review GPEB3995 25
River Rock Cash Flow Inventory 26
2013-10-07 | Review — COMM-7429 PG0407
2014-01-27 Cash Alternatives Utilization Review GPEB4024 27
Accuracy Review of BCLC’s Third 28
2014-03-18 | 0 jarter Report COMM-7866 PGO414
2014-04-28 Serviqe Provider Cash Alternatives GPEB4041 29
Compliance
Cash Aliernatives Utilization Review 30
2014-07-24 COMM-8030 GPEB0187
2014-11-27 Grand Villa Cash Flow Inventory PG0426 31
Review
2014-12-18 Projept Fallout - Patron Gambling GPEB4101 32
Activity
2015-01-13 Grand Villa Chip Flow Inventory Review | PG0430 33
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Service Provider Cash Alternatives 34
2015-05-07 Compliance GPEBO0748

Debit at Cage and Convenience 35
2015-06-20 Cheque Utilization Review PG0446

Cash Flow Review of River Rock 36
20151215 | casino High Limit Rooms follow up GPEBA4229

Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at River Rock 37
2016-02-15 Casino Cages PG0472

River Rock Cash Transfer Analysis 38
2016-04-27 | petween High Limit Cages and Vault PG0481

Review of Transactions from China’s 39
2016-04-29 Sky Net list of 100 Most Wanted PG0482

Fugitives

Review of Provincially Banned Cash 40
2016-04-29 | pagilitators — COMM-8669 GPEBOS73
2016-05-05 Person of Interest Slot Play Analysis PG0484 41

Service Provider Compliance with 42
2016-06-21 BCLC Unsourced Cash and Chips GPEB4273

Directive
2016-08-16 River Ro_ck VIP Pa@ron "High Roller" PG0492 43

Occupation Analysis
2016-12-19 High Volume Slot Play Analysis PG0504 44
2017-06-26 Union Pay Usage in BC Casinos GPEB4281 45

BCLC Directive Impact on Cash Buy- 46
2017-08-09 ins and New Money PGF Deposits GPEB4984

COMM-8939
2018-03-23 High Risk Patron Activity Analysis GPEB4284 47

Review Cancelled Service Provider 48
2018-06-15 Cheques for 3rd Party Deposit GPEB4285

Concerns
2018-08-13 Promotion of Cash Alternatives GPEB4286 49

Source of Funds 1 - Review BCLC's . 50
2018-10-14 Implementation of SOFD and Service GPEBA4288;

. . GPEB5750

Provider Compliance

Source of Funds 2 - Review Service GPEB4289; 51
2018-11-27 Provider Compliance to SOFD - 3 GPEB4290;

Reports (Parq/GCGC/Gateway) GPEB4291

Source of Funds 3 - Review BCLC's 52
2019-06-04 Ongoing Management of SOFD and GPEB4292

Service Provider Compliance




-13 -

Source of Funds 4 - Review BCLC's
2020-06-30 Ongoing Management of SOFD and BCLC0016894 53
Service Provider Compliance

50. | did not personally conduct the audits and reviews contained in Exhibits 20
to 53. The audits and reviews were conducted by various GPEB auditors which

were then reviewed by the Compliance Division’s management.

51.  As Executive Director, | would have reviewed some of the AML reports
listed above as the final step to confirm that their content was logical and there
were no apparent errors. Because | was not intimately involved in the fieldwork, |
would question things such as unclear analyses or conclusions, and grammatical

issues.

52. The Compliance Division continues to provide feedback on AML policy
proposals presented by BCLC to GPEB. Since 2016, the Compliance Division has
provided comments to GPEB’s Policy team on BCLC’s proposals to delimit
convenience cheques, extend credit to patrons in casinos and cash disbursement

limit, among others.

Cash Facilitators Review

53. As discussed above, the Compliance Division does conduct reviews which
contain internal analyses that are not intended for external distribution. The review
titled “Review of Provincially Banned Cash Facilitators”, dated April 29, 2016
(Exhibit 40) (the “Cash Facilitators Review”) is an example of such an internal
analysis. The responsible auditor, Parminder Basi, communicated the results of
this analysis to the Executive Director of Compliance, Len Meilleur, by way of an

internal memorandum.

54. The objective of the Cash Facilitators 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 during the

period of January 1 to December 31, 2015. The auditor conducted the review by
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analyzing iTrak entries and comparing them to a list of provincially banned cash

facilitators provided by GPEB investigators.

55. The Cash Facilitators Review found that, overall, gaming facilities were
doing an effective job with monitoring and documenting the activities of banned
cash facilitators. However, the auditor also concluded that casino sites “knowingly
accepted cash that they acknowledged was obtained from a banned individual and
appeared of questionable source”. The Cash Facilitators Review was not provided
to BCLC because it was prepared to assist GPEB management in better

understanding the issue of cash facilitation in British Columbia gaming facilities.

56. On November 21, 2017, | exchanged email correspondence with Robert
Kroeker, then Vice President, Compliance and Legal with BCLC, about the Cash
Facilitators Review. | understand that Mr. Kroeker was concerned about the use
of the word “knowingly” in the Cash Facilitators Review to describe service
providers accepting cash from provincially banned cash facilitators. Now shown to
me and attached as Exhibit 54 (GPEB5740) is a copy of my email exchange with

Mr. Kroeker and others about the Cash Facilitators Review.

57. After receiving Mr. Kroeker's email of November 21, the audit team
conducted a review of the 45 incidents referenced in the Cash Facilitators Review.
The auditor wentback through the incidents and advised that not all of the incidents
appeared to be live monitored. Due to the time that had passed and the fact that it
was an internal memorandum, at that time | did not consider that the issue raised
by Mr. Kroeker substantially changed the conclusion that provincially banned
individuals openly facilitated cash to patrons. Because of that, | did not re-issue

the internal memorandum.

58. | have reviewed the third affidavit of Mr. Tottenham in this [nquiry and the
iTrak excerpts he attaches as exhibits.

59. After review of the iTrak excerpts and the explanations Mr. Tottenham

provides, | acknowledge that the word “knowingly” should not have been used in
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the report as there was not a clear indication from the iTrak entries that the patron
was being live monitored at the time of the cash facilitation. However, as | noted
above, the main finding of the Cash Facilitators Review was that provincially
banned cash facilitators continued to operate around gaming facilities. | continue
to consider this to have been important information for GPEB to be aware of in its
attempts to address concerns of money laundering in British Columbia gaming
facilities.
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A Commissioner for taking
1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Affidavits in British Columbia
An audit of BCLC's FINTRAC compliance regime was conducted fof i, T 1o

March 31, 2010, to verify compliance with the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and
Terrorist Financing Act (PCMLTFA), FINTRAC guidelines, and the Gaming Control Act and
Reguiation.

The review included an analysis of large cash transaction and suspicious transaction reporting
systems in place at BCLC gaming sites and head office in Richmond, BC. BCLC FINTRAC training
programs and gaming workers’ understanding of legislative requirements were reviewed as
well. Procedures were performed on a test basis.

2.0 AUDIT OBIECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were to:
e Verify compliance with FINTRAC reporting requirements under the Proceeds of Crime
{Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act (PCMLTFA);
Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable ta BCLC and its gaming sites;
Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR).

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 1 of 25
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3.0 AUDIT SCOPE

A risk assessment was performed to identify areas to be reviewed. Specific fieldwork was
performed in the following areas:

Organizational structure and reporting relationships;
Staff training programs;

Iinternal audit systems;

Record keeping systems;

FINTRAC reporting systems,

¢ ® o & &

The audit was performed for the period April 1, 2009, to March 31, 2010,

4.0 AUDIT PROCEDURES

Field work was conducted throughout the audit period at BCLC gaming sites, and March to June
2010 at 8CLC's head office in Richmond, BC, Audit procedures were conducted on a sample
testing basis to provide reasonable assurance of compliance. The auditor(s) performed on-site
compliance work through observation, interview and testing. Substantial additional testing was
performed off-site through the review of records provided by service providers and BCLC.

A sample made up of 298 Large Cash Transaction Records (LCTRs) resulting from buy-ins,
disbursements, and foreign exchanges, occurring during the period April 1, 2009, to

March 31, 2010, was reviewed for compliance with FINTRAC requirements. A sample of 17
Suspicious Transaction Records, occurring during the same period, was also reviewed for
compliance with FINTRAC reguirements.

5.0 EXCEPTIONS

Details of issues resulting from audit procedures:

1) FINTRAC Guideline 4: Implementation of a Compliance Regime, Section 7 states, in part, “If
you have employees, agents or other individuals authorized to act on your behalf, your
compliance regime has to include training. This is to make sure that all those who have
contact with clients, who see client transaction activity, who handle cash or funds in any
way or who are responsible for implementing or overseeing the compliance regime
understand the reporting, client identification and record keeping requirements. This
includes those at the “front line’ as well as senior management.” Section 7 also states, in
part, “Standards for the frequency and method of training, such as farmal, on-the-job or

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministey of Public Salety and Solicitor General Page 2 of 25
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external, should be addressed. New people should be tramed before they begin to deal w:th
clients.”

a) BCLC currently requires all new employees to complete a beginners’ orientation training
module online. This module provides a broad overview of BCLC's FINTRAC requirements.
Employees are alse required to complete an advanced training module, currently
delivered in a classroom setting, within 24 months of completing the beginners’
orientation training module. BCLC has also developed an advanced refresher module for
employees who have completed the first two levels of training, The advanced refresher
training module is intended to be delivered annually to those employees who have
already completed the other training modules, Implementation of the advanced
refresher module was originally scheduled to be introduced online July 1, 2010, but has
been postponed.

A review of the beginners’ orientation training module determined the content of
FINTRAC training for new employees has been reduced since the previous GPEB audit.
Specifically, there is less detail (examples) regarding:

¢ large cash transactions;
s forms completion; and

¢ identifying suspicious transactions.

A review of the advanced training module determined it contains much more material
relevant to gaming workers as part of their day-to-day duties. As stated above, BCLC
currently requires gaming workers to complete the advanced training module within 24
months of completing the beginners’ orientation training module. It is understood that
employees receive FINTRAC training from many sources other than the training modules
including coworkers, supervisors, managers, and through review of BCLC Stondards,
Policies and Procedures. However, it is recommended that gaming workers be required
to complete the advanced training module sooner to solidify and enhance training
received from other sources. It is also recommended that the online advanced refresher
course be introduced as soon as possible.

BCLC Response

BCLC is committed to ever improving the content of FINTRAC training material presently
delivered to any and all gaming employees. BCLC presently delivers twa forms of
training, an advanced version that is conducted in a classroom environment {face to
face) and an online format. The online version currently has two web based modules
to facilitate training; the first ‘entry’ level or beginner’s orientation, module targets

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 3 of 25
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newly hired employees and must be completed by them prior to commencing duties on
the gaming floor. The ‘advanced’ training madule is designed for more experienced
employees who have already taken the introductory madule. Notably the new online
training will be one module that will incorporate both current forms into one
comprehensive training package.

Over and above the web based modules, BCLC has continued with the delivery of
FINTRAC training in a ‘face to face’ format. BCLC has also developed and implemented a
refreshed advanced training module in May 2010, designed to be web based and
replace existing modules as noted above. This updated training module contains
significantly more information than previous modules, specifically with respect to large
cash transactions, forms completion (Disbursements) and suspicious transaction
scenarios. it also enhances existing training to ensure acceptable occupation and
identification requirements are understood. Since its development, it has been
delivered to any and all employees who require FINTRAC training at any level in a face to
face format, particularly all Management and Supervisory staff. As stated it was
designed to be web based and intended for introduction on line 2010 JULY 01. The
introduction was postponed due to the occurrence of BCLC policy changes and the need
to reflect those changes in the new module. ICOM Industries has been selected to
continue with the online design and development and targeted 2010 SEP 01 as the ‘go
live’ date. This introduction may have given rise to some confusion as to course content
compared with the original entry level module but BCLC emphasizes that the training
rnaterials have been enhanced significantly and not reduced. BCLC is committed to
widely introducing the new module as soon as practicable and delivering to ali
employees sooner than later,

ACTION PLAN

FINTRAC training at all levels is an ongoing process. BCLC has developed the newly
enhanced FINTRAC Training Module and is delivering training from that materialin a
classroom format as well as in the web based format. BCLC will continue to provide ‘face
to face’ training together with the web based training. ICOM Industrias is presently
designing and developing the next stage of the web based on line version targeted for
implementation 2010 SEP 01 for uploading into the BCLC web system,

b) Changesto FINTRAC reporting requirements {e.g. reporting large cash disbursements)
were introduced during the period reviewed. BCLC made significant efforts to retrain
employees as a result, A review of BCLC FINTRAC training schedule records determined
the number of employees who completed one of the above levels of training during the
period reviewed was significantly improved over the previous year with 92.4% of all
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employees at 32 sites receijving some level of tramlng Three sites were significantly
below this level:

-

s Chances Campbell River 35.0%

e Chances Courtenay 62.9%
e Chances Cowichan 48.9%
BCLC Response

In calendar year 2009, BCLC-embarked on an aggressive FINTRAC training program
targeted at all service provider employees, whose job functions required FINTRAC
training. Training was delivered in a variety of methaods, the two most prevalent were
the on line web based training modules and the face to face training delivered to service
provider staff at all Casinos and Community Gaming Centers within the Province. BCLC
increased training to staff overall by approximately 150% percent from the previous
year. BCLC alsa employed and dedicated a ‘Compliance and Trend Analyst’ position to
oversee all FINTRAC training applications and to monitor all FINTRAC training Province
wide. As such, the pace of training utilizing these two mediums has not relented but
continues to be improved, not only in increased content but accessibility to staff via
online web based training modules and face to face training in all areas of gaming. This
includes Casino or Community Gaming Center management staff. BCLC conducted a
review of ali sign in sheets for those sites identified in this audit as being below the
92.4% of service provider employees trained overall: Chances Campbell River 35.0%,
Chances Courtenay 62.9% and Chances Cowichan 48.9%. This review revealed that a
number of sign in sheets were missed in the overall count and more accurate results are
Chances Campbell River 38%; Chances Courtenay 74% and Chances Cowichan 60%.
Regardless, further training within these three particular sites commenced immediately
with 53 additional staff trained to date, It is a well known fact that the staff turnover
rate in the gaming industry is high. In recent discussions with GPEB Auditor and Director,
BCLC requested that clarification be made in staff numbers not percentages as
percentages of untrained staff in smaller gaming sites can equate to but a few
individuals.

ACTION PLAN

Additional FINTRAC training commenced at these three sites on 2010 JUL 19 and
continues.

Across these three sites, a total of 53 additional service provider staff have been newly
trained and or retrained, bringing the percentage numbers up to Chances Campbell
River 92%; Chances Courtenay 97% and Chances Cowichan 76%. BCLC is committed to
continually monitoring all sites within the Province to ensure the greater percentage of
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staff is trained in a timely fashion. Further enhanced FINTRAC training also commenced
for staff at both the Kamloops Casino and Community Gaming Center 2010 JUL 18.

c) A review of GPEB audits conducted during the period reviewed determined one site
where staff interviewed did not provide correct responses to general questions
pertaining to FINTRAC requirements. Specifically, during an audit of Kamloops Lake City
Casino, a Surveillance Manager stated the LCT reporting threshold was $1,000 rather
than $10,000, and was unaware of foreign exchange thresholds. The interviewee was
also unable to give an example of a suspicious transaction.

BCLC Response

BCLC considers training key for critical staff in respect of their FINTRAC responsibilities,
such as the Surveillance Manager of a casino, as a priority. This incident documented by
the GPEB Auditor is therefore considered unacceptable. BCLC commenced an
assessment of training needs for both the Kamloops Casino and the Community Gaming
Center; delivered further training to Casino and CGC staff, in particular, the Surveillance
Manager identified through 2010 JUL 19 through 22. BCLC is committed to continuously
monitoring not only this site but all sites in the Province, so that this type of situation
does not re-occur with a staff member occupying a critical position.

ACTION PLAN

ON 2010 JUL 19 through 22, BCLC commenced additional FINTRAC training in the
Kamloops Casino to adequately address this shortfall. Particular attention was given to
the Surveiflance Manager identified and to all such staff in key or critical areas. As of
2010 JUL 22, an additional 37 staff were trained at the Kamloops Casino and the
Kamloops Community Gaming Center. Of those 37 staff trained, approximately 65%
were at the managerial or supervisory level. Presently Kamloops Casino stands at 97%
staff trained and the Community Gaming Center stands at 81% trained.

2} FINTRAC Guideline 6F: Record Keeping and Client Identification for Casinos, Section 3.2
states, in part, “Be as descriptive as possible regarding the business or occupation. Record
information that clearly describes it, rather than use a general term.”

A review of thesample of 298 Large Cash Transaction Records in iTRAK determined 29
records (9.7%) where a general term such as “businessman” or “self-employed” was
recorded.

BCLC Response

The issue of ‘vague’ occupation or accupation described in general terms as obtained by
service provider staff has been addressed with a number of initiatives. First and foremost is

Gaming Palicy and Enforcement Branch
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that all the FINTRAC training materials utilized to train service provxder staff have been
amended to specifically deal with the issue of occupation. Scenarios have also been
designed and incorporated into the training material that offer instruction to staff on how
to engage patrons more effectively and obtain a more detailed occupation.

Since January 2010, the BCLC Compliance and Trend Analyst, has produced a weekly report
from the BCLC Itrak system that identifies all Large Cash Transactions in which a vague
occupation was recorded, This includes ‘businessman’, ‘unemployed’, ‘seif employed’ and
‘retired’ even though Guideline 10A {see below) deems certain of these occupational
categories as acceptable. These reports are made available to BCLC Investigators far follow—
up with service provider staff and patrons to promote compliance. Additional workshops
are being hosted by BCLC Investigators to casino service provider cash cage personnel and
have been implemented in Casinos and Community Gaming Centers. These workshops are
dedicated to enhance staff training, particularly in key areas, such as impraving their
abilities to engage patrons and obtain more descriptive occupations, identification or
addresses. Further, a conference call that included all Casino and Community Gaming
Center Cash cage managers and supervisors throughout the Province was hosted by BCLC
management where these issues were discussed and course of action determined.

FINTRAC GUIDELINE 10A (Field C21)

“If the individual is not employed or engaged in any type of business or profession, provide
information that best describes their situation, such as "student", "unemployed”, "retired”,
etc. “

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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3) FINTRAC Guideline 7A: Submitting Large Cash Transachon Records o FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 requires reports to be sent to FINTRAC within 15 calendars days
after transactions occur.

Pll - FINTRAC

The problem that was identified is in relation to disbursement reports being generated, but not
sent to FINTRAC. BCLC IT determined that a software issue only exists when the batch file size
{The number of reports in a single file) is 1 or 2. Previously BCLC used 2 batch file size of 5 or
10, but changed it down to 1 to decrease the number of errors we were receiving from FINTRAC
as well as assist in troubleshooting errors more expeditiously.

The details of the software issue suggests that a batch file sent to FINTRAC is created via the
file name Year, Month, Day, Hour, Minute and Second. When a report is processed one at a
time, the FINTRAC software can actually process more than one report per second which results
in two batch files having the same name, which results in the first submission being

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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‘overwritten’. When the response file comes back from FINTRAC the system Iooks at the file
name and sets all reports with that file name to ‘processed’, masking the issue from BCLC.

Action Plan

Since this issue was identified, BCLC IT has worked in conjunction with Iview Systems, the
developer of the softwarg, to resolve this issue. Subsequently, all submissions now confirm
proper reporting, BCLC IT publishes a daily report of the status of all submissions to FINTRAC.

BCLC has dedicated a full time IT resource to monitor and rectify any software issues relating to
FINTRAC reporting. As well, a full time manager has been appointed, dedicated to all issues and
responsibilities relating to FINTRAC.

Pll - FINTRAC

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 9 of 25



GPEB3758.0010

10

8 e piojperty F i Audit dnd Compliance Division of the Gaming Poliéy and Eriforcemient Branoh dnd is fiof:
usé or cirealation beyond spx e ientswxdxmthe pmmsslon ofﬁxuﬁxcwhven’mctm- Auditand
, Semiing. ?&w and Boforcement Branch. ;

BCLC RESPONSE

In the fall of 2009, FINTRAC developed a new reporting system format utilizing the XML

platform.. BCLC was required to conform to this new reporting platform. In collaboration with

BCLC’s software developer, Iview Systems, and on behalf of all the BC Casinos and Community
Gaming Centers, a whole new reporting format was created. BCLC introduced this new
FINTRAC reporting software on 2009 SEP 28 for the purposes of reporting large cash
transactions, foreign exchanges and casino disbursements.

IT issues became apparent to BCLC as soon as the new software was introduced. This was
immediately brought to the attention of view Systems, the developer of BCLC's FINTRAC
Reporting software,

All of the identified reports were in the infancy of the new software and the late filings were
solely attributed to|T issues surrounding the software. Iview Systems has taken responsibility
for these issues and BCLC is closely monitoring lview’s response.

Action Plan

BCLCIT and Iview Systems worked in a collaborative manner to identify and address all IT
related issues surrounding the software. Iview Systems have since rectified this issue and all
submissions since confirm proper reporting,BCLC T continues to monitor the FINTRAC
Reporting software on a daily basis to determine whether it is operating and reporting all large
cash transactions, disbursements and foreign exchanges as per FINTRAC guidelines.

BCLCIT has now developed a Quality Assurance {QA) process to ascertain and report any
outstanding submission issues to BCLC Investigators oh a daily basis. This Q A now aliows BCLC
IT and BCLC Investigators the ability to identify, review and resolve any outstanding issue
quickly. BCLC has dedicated a fuli time IT resource to monitor and take responsibility for this
function.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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4) FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “Zd-Hour Rule" states, in part,
“You ... have to submit an LCTR if you conduct two or more cash transactions of less than
$10,000 each within 24 consecutive hours of one another ... that add up to $10,000 or
more....” The Interpretation notice includes a number of examples to explain how LCTRs are
to be calculated. The examples illustrate situations where individual amounts may be
included in more than one LCTR{ Pil - FINTRAC !

Pll - FINTRAC
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BCLC RESPONSE

BCLC is committed to reporting all reportable transactions as per the 24 hour Rule

guidelines set out by FINTRAC. As of September 28, 2009, BCLC introduced new software for
our BC Casinos and Community Gaming facilities for the purposes of reporting large cash
transactions, foreign exchanges and casino disbursements to FINTRAC. The software was
created by utilizing FINTRAC's own schema standards and in consultation with FINTRAC
Tech Support. Once gaming transactions are uploaded into the electronic FINTRAC module
by the Service Provider the software determines which transactions are reportable within a
24 hour static period. Use of a static period by a reporting entity is an acceptable option set
out in the FINTRAC guidelines.

The 24 hour period static period begins with the first new transaction when the reporting
entity knows that the transactions were made by or on behalf of the same person. The 24
hour rule applies to multiple transactions in a 24 period which commences at the time of
the earliest transaction, A report is made when combined amount is $10,000 or more,

The following FINTRAC example explains how the static period option chosen by BCLC
works;

John Doe makes the following four cash transactions with a reparting entity cailed ABC on
the same day. One of ABC's employees knows that these four cash transactions are all by the
same person. John Doe's cash deposits are as follows:

8:00 am.- $10,000 CDN =LCTR:1
10:00 am.- $ 4000 CDN
200pm. - % 4000 CDN = LCTR: 2
400pm. -$ 4,000 CDN

ABC would submit an LCTR (1) for the first cash deposit of $10,000 as It is a single
transaction. The other three smaller cash deposits of $4,000 would also have to be reported
(2) as they combine to an amount over $10,000 and they were conducted by, or on behalf
of, the same person within 24 hours,

Pll - FINTRAC
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Pll - FINTRAC

Action Plan

BCLC reviewed the options set out in the Interpretation guideline of the 24 hour static and the
24 hour rolling clock. BCLC determines that it uses the static option. The 24 hours period begins
(i.e. the clock starts to tick) with the earliest transaction or EFT of less than $10,000, of multiple
transactions made by or on behalf of the same individua! or entity. In the case of a casine
disbursement, the 24 hour period begins with the earliest disbursement of less than $10,000
when the reporting entity knows the disbursements were received by or on behalf of the same
individuai or entity. AS FINTRAC points out: “...if your system permits you to know of muitiple
cash transactions, EFTs or casino disbursements only within a static 24-hour period (e.g. from
9:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. the next day) you are required to report the muitiple transactions that
you know of in that 24-hour period.” This describes BCLC’s use of the static 24 hour option in
accordance with its reporting software’s functionality.

BCLC has changed its policy documents to clarify BCLC’s use of the static option.

Gaming Palicy and Enforcement Branch
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5) FINTRAC Guideline 3A: Submitting Suspicious Transaction Reports to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 states, in part, “Once you have determined that there are
reasonable grounds to suspect that the transaction is related to a money laundering or
terrorist financing offence, your report, including all required and applicable information,
must be sent within 30 calendar days. This 30-day reporting time limit begins when you or
any one of your employees first detects a fact about a transaction that constitutes
reasonable grounds to suspect that it is related to a money laundering or terrorist financing
offence.”

Pll - FINTRAC

BCLC RESPONSE

Pll - FINTRAC
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Pll - FINTRAC

FINTRAC guidelines 3.2 suspicious transaction reporting timelines states:

“If vou are a reporting entity as described in section 2, you have to send a suspicious transaction
report to FINTRAC when there are reasonable grounds to suspect that a transaction {including
an attempted transaction) is related to the commission or the gttempted commission of money
laundering offence or a terrorist financing offence,

There is na minimum threshold amount for reporting a suspicious transaction. Guideline 2:
Suspicious Transactions has more information on how ta identify ¢ suspicious transaction.

You have to submit suspicious transaction reports to FINTRAC, containing specific information
(see section 5). Once you have determined that there are reasonable grounds to suspect that
the transaction is related to a money loundering or terrorist financing offence, your repart,
including all required and applicable information, must be sent within 30 calendar days.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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This 30-day repartmg time limit begms when you or any one of your employees flrst detects o
fact about o transaction that constitutes reasonable grounds to suspect that it is related to o
money laundering or terrorist financing offence. If such o fact is detected at the time of the
transaction, the reporting timeline begins at the time of the tronsaction. However, if the fact is
not detected at the time of the transaction, the 30-day time limit could begin at some time
after. For example, if the fact were detected during a review by corporate security after the
tronsaction took place, the 30-day time limit would begin when corporate security first detected
the fact.”

it is ultimately BCLC investigators and not casino employees who determine whether ar hot an
incident is considered suspicious in nature and reported to FINTRAC as a Suspicious

“PIl - FINTRAC

This Audit Report essentially deals with four key areas:

CONCLUSION

a) Training —BCLC is committed to continucusly improving the content of training material
delivered to service pravider personnel. Training material is a ‘living document’, ever
changing, improved, updated and refreshed. BCLC is committed to the delivery of
FINTRAC training to service provider personnel at all levels within the industry in a
timely fashion and within FINTRAC guidelines. BCLC has recently created a newly
enhanced FINTRAC Training Module designed to be web based as well as deliverable in a
classroom setting. it contains substantially more material than previous modules and
compliments our face to face training efforts. This web based design will be
implemented on the BCLC web site at || I 25 soon as the developer (ICOM
systems) can complete production. BCLC has also employed a Compliance and Trend
Analyst position to oversee all FINTRAC training applications and to monitor all FINTRAC
{raining in the Province. It is anticipated that this training initiative will keep the
numbers of staff trained at a constant, consistent high percentage leval.

b) Vague Occupations — BCLC has tasked a Compliance and Trend Analyst with conducting
weekly reviews of submissions to FINTRAC to determine that proper occupations are
being obtained by Casino and Community Gaming service provider staff. These reviews
generate formal lists of patrons requiring occupations for updating and review and are
forwarded to Corporate Security Investigators for follow—up and amendment.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Public Safety end Solicitor General Page 16 of 25



GPEB3759.0017

17

*Thiis vepotti§ e property of e Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy asid

»....

nﬂendeé foraise or cliculation beyend speoified rec) emswidxqutzhepetmxssxon ofﬂ:eﬁmn;

{Compliancs, Gaming Policy and Exforcement ang
Enhanced and updated FINTRAC training matenats have been amended to specifically
deal with the issue of occupation recording. Scenarios have been created that offer
instruction to service provider staff on how to better engage patrons more effectively to
obtain more detailed occupations. Additional workshops are being conducted by BCLC
investigators in Casinos and Community Gaming Centers dedicated to further training
staff on improving their abilities to obtain proper current identification, addresses and
occupations, thereby increasingly fulfilling FINTRAC reguirements.

¢} IT Issues — BCLC Tech Support has worked diligently with FINTRAC and the software
developer, lview Systems, to resolve any and all technical issues related to software
compatibility with FINTRAC reporting software. BCLC has developed and implemented a
Q A process to ascertain and report on a daily basis any outstanding submission issues
relating to the reporting of Large Cash Transactions, Disbursements and Foreign
Exchanges. This allows for any issue of reporting to be identified immediately and
rectified in an expedited manner.

d) Suspicious Financial Transactions — BCLC has instituted a number of initiatives dedicated
to identifying suspicious transactions more effectively on the Casino and Community
Gaming Center gaming floors. Enhanced training materials and newly developed web
based training modules communicate a considerable amount of information and
dedicate several scenarios to this topic. BCLC has developed an advanced risk
management matrix specifically designed to identify patrons considered at high risk
through a specific set of criteria. A dedicated process of analysis and recording has been
incorporated into the ltrak system accessible ta 8CLC Investigators and the Compliance
and Trend Analyst, BCLC has also revised and implemented a strict cheque issuance
Policy at Casino and Community Gaming Centers and re-defined ‘verified win’. BCLC has
enhanced Policy to reflect the operational need to obtain valid identification at a lower
threshold than required by FINTRAC, $9,000.00 as opposed to $10,000,00 in order to
ensure compliance with reporting and identify early in the process, patrons that attempt
to circumvent reporting requirements, BCLC has also positioned all gaming facilities into
four gaming categories in order to identify High Risk Gaming locations based on
geographical location. Within these four groups BCLC has identified various high risk
groups hased on financial profiles with their respective geographical location.

This information is analyzed, assessed and forwarded to BCLC Investigators for any
follow-up required.

BCLC Corporate Security incorporates a compliance regimine composed of numerous
factors all dedicated to meeting or exceeding FINTRAC reporting and risk management
guidelines. BCLC continues to dedicate considerable time and resources in meeting any
and all FINTRAC requirements.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 17 0f 25



GPEB3759.0018
18

i 1 e ety of e Al and Coripliunce Divisior of the Gairin Policy and Enforcement Branthi 4
culation beyond specified reci ,fmn(smﬂwuuhepemissmnofthemuvc Directos, Audit
Aéeszé'arﬁnsel’dhcym&)znﬁmmmtnm ; R

6.0 CONCLUSION

Significant issues were identified in this audit. BCLC has provided responses and action plans
regarding issues identified in this audit.

BCLC and GPEB differ in their understanding of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4

{August 31, 2009) The “24-Hour Rule”, specifically regarding the meanings of the terms “static”
and “rolling”, as well as the calculations required to determine reportable amounts under each
scenario. Clarification and direction from FINTRAC is needed to resolve this issue.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
November 10, 2010

Distribution List:
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GAMING POLICY &
ENFORCEMENT
BRITISH
BRANCH COLUMBIA
AUDIT REPORT The Best Place on Farth
ADDENDUM
BCLC
Addendum to the 2009/2010
FINTRAC Year-End Audit

(Period reviewed: july 1, 2010, to August 3, 2010)

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Based on a request from BCLC, a follow-up review of BCLC's FINTRAC compliance regime was
conducted for the period July 1, 2010, to August 3, 2010, to verify compliance with the
Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act (PCMLTFA), FINTRAC
guidelines, and the Gaming Control Act and Regulation.

The follow-up review included an analysis of large cash transaction reporting systems in place
at BCLC gaming sites and head office in Richmond, BC. Recant changes to BCLC's FINTRAC
training program were reviewed as well. Procedures were performed on a test basis.

2.0 AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were to:
= Verify compliance with FINTRAC reporting requirements under the Proceeds of Crime
{Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act (PCMLTFA);
¢ Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC and its gaming sites;
o Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR).

3.0 AUDIT SCOPE

BCLC's request for a follow-up review and discussions with GPEB determined areas to be
reviewed. Specific fieldwork was performed in the following areas:

e BCLC’s FINTRAC staff training program;

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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s BCLC's FINTRAC reporting systems.

The audit was performed for the period July 1, 2010, to August 3, 2010,

4.0 AUDIT PROCEDURES

Data was collected from six casinos (Boulevard, Cascades, Edgewater, Grand Villa, River Rock,
and Starlight) for the period July 1, 2010, to August 3, 2010. Data was tested at BCLC's head
office in Richmond, August 17 - 19, 2010, Audit procedures were conducted on a sample testing
basis to provide reasonable assurance of compliance.

A sample made up of 319 Large Cash Transaction Records (LCTRs) resulting from buy-ins,
disbursements, and foreign exchanges, occurring during the period July 1, 2010, to

August 3, 2010, was reviewed for compliance with FINTRAC reguirements. Recent changes to
BCLC's FINTRAC training program were also reviewed.

5.0 FINDINGS

Details of issues resulting from audit procedures;

1) FINTRAC Guideline 4: Implementation of a Compliance Regime, Section 7 states, in part, “If
you have employees, agents or other individuals authorized to act on your behalf, your
compliance regime has to include training. This is to make sure that all those who have
contact with clients, who see client transaction activity, who handle cash or funds in any
way or who are responsible for implementing or overseeing the compliance regime
understand the reporting, client identification and record keeping requirements. This
includes those at the ‘front line’” as well as senior management.” Section 7 also states, in
part, “Standards for the frequency and method of training, such as formal, on-the-job or
external, should be addressed. New people should be trained before they begin to deal with
clients.”

BCLC communicated an action plan in its response to the 2009/2010 year-end audit report,
for implementation commencing September 1, 2010. BCLC also provided a draft copy of a
new training program to be delivered to all staff, including management, prior to beginning
work on the gaming floor. The training program is simifar to the prior advanced and
refresher training modules, and is expanded to include more detail and examples pertaining
to all aspects of FINTRAC reporting applicable to the gaming industry. Also, BCLC indicated
its testing system has been modified. BCLC has expanded the number of test questions from
which to draw when testing staff knowledge regarding FINTRAC policies and procedures. in

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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the past, all staff was given the same test. BCLC’s new FINTTRAC staff trainmg program was
determined to be significantly improved.

BCLC Response

It shoulid also be noted that during the time period of the audit, BCLC also provided
educational sessions on Anti Money Laundering (AML) compliance to its Audit
Committee, Board of Directors and responsible Minister.

FINTRAC Guideline 6F: Record Keeping and Client Identification for Casinos, Section 3.2
states, in part, “Be as descriptive as possible regarding the business or occupation. Record
information that clearly describes it, rather than use a general term.”

A review of the sample of 319 Large Cash Transaction Records {LCTRs) in iTRAK determined
1 record where a general term such as “businessman” or “self-employed” was recorded.
However, records indicate the patron was asked to provide a more specific occupation and
refused to do so.

FINTRAC Guideline 7A: Submitting Large Cash Transaction Records to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 requires reports to be sent to FINTRAC within 15 calendars days
after transactions occur.

Pll - FINTRAC

4)

FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule” states, in part,
“You ... have to submit an LCTR if you conduct two or more cash transactions of less than
$10,000 each within 24 consecutive hours of one another ... that add up to $10,000 or
more....” The interpretation notice also states, “... the 24-hour period begins with each new
transaction ... of less than $10,000...."

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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The Interpretation notice includes a number of examples to expfain how LCTRs are to he
calculated. The examples illustrate situations where individual amounts are included in
more than one LCTR. A review of BCLC's LCTRs determined that BCLC is not following this
procadure when determining whether an LCTR should be created and reported. Therefore,
BCLC is underreporting LCTRs to FINTRAC, e.g.:

BCLC Response

BCLC queries whether this finding is supported by FINTRAC's own directions and
examples. FINTRAC allows for both rolfing and static approaches to 24 hours. How
can BCLC be accused of under compliance when the examples used clearly
conform to FINTRAC's own examples.

Reference material (http://www.fintrac.gc.ca/publications/FINS/2009-08-31-eng.asp)

“The 24 hour period static period begins with the first new transaction when the reporting
entity knows that the transactions were made by or on behalf of the same person. The 24
hour rule applies to multiple transactions in a 24 period which commences at the time of the
earliest transaction. A report is made when combined amount is 510,000 or more.”

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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Note: Due to the nature of the examples in the interpretation notice, reporting entities have
been granted an option in reporting. For example, for LCTR #20100018392 above, by strictly
applying the rule, “the 24-hour period begins with éach new transaction ... of less than
$10,000....” transactions “b” and “c” could also be reported in a separate LCTR totalling
$11,530.00. However, FINTRAC has indicated that this report is optional because all of the
information is present in the previous LCTR. (In order to simplify computer programming
and to ensure that all reportable amounts are reported to FINTRAC, BCLC may want to
consider strictly applying the 24-hour as stated in the interpretation notice and begin 24-hour
periods with each new transaction.)

BCLC Response

BCLC was using the static option (which as noted in the audit is an option), then the
finding that BCLC is under reporting is not correct. BCLC feels the above scenario
does not differ from the examples FINTRAC has provided.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 23 0f 25



GPEB3759.0024

24

: profiét ‘v bﬂﬁe Aitit ard Compliance Division of the Gaming Polidy and Bnforcement Braiith and isnol "7
- O ¢irct bn& speufﬂed reanpiemssﬁmtihc permjssxdnitfﬂie B&e&ﬁﬁvn Dimctor, fmﬂimﬁ

.0 NCLUSIO

GPEB's follow-up review has determined the following:

1) Training - BCLC has communicated an action plan and draft training documents
addressing GPEB'’s concerns regarding the level of training delivered to staff, including
management, prior to commencing work on the gaming floor. BCLC's new FINTRAC staff
training program was determined to be significantly improved.

2) Record Keeping and Client Identification - A review of the sample of 319 LCTRs reported
during the period Jul 1, 2010, to August 3, 2010, determined BCLC is ensuring its service
providers are requesting and recording information to clearly describe patrons’
occupations, rather than recording general terms, whenever possible. Thisis a
significant improvement over prior GPEB audit results,

3) Submitting LCTRs to FINTRAC - A review of the sample of 319 LCTRs reported during the
period July 1, 2010, to August 3, 2010, determined that, with the exception of two
LCTRs, all reports were delivered within 15 calendar days after transactions occurred.

Pll - FINTRAC

Pli - FINTRAC iThis is a significant improvement over prior GPEB audit resuits.
THE Z4-Hoir Rule - A review of BCLC LCTRs determined BCLC is not currently calculating
LCTRs, for the purposes of reporting to FINTRAC, based on FINTRAC Interpretation
Notice No. 4 {August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule”, and is therefore underreporting LCTRs
to FINTRAC,

BCLC Response

This Interpretation Notice specifically states that either rolling or static can be
used. in the examples in this audit set out above, the reporting was compliant on
a siatic basis. BCLC feels it is reporting appropriately as per FINTRAC
guidelines.

Records sampled during the Addendum audit period indicate actions have been undertaken to
address issues regarding Training and Record Keeping and Client identification. However, BCLC
and GPEB continue to differ in their understanding of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4
{August 31, 2009) The “24-Hour Rule”, specifically regarding the meanings of the terms “static”
and “rolling”, as well as the calculations required to determine reportable amounts under each
scenario. Clarification and direction from FINTRAC is needed to resolve this issue,
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BRANCH COLUMBIA
AU DIT RE PORT The Best Place on Earth
BCLC
Anti Money Laundering Year-End Audit
GPEB File # COMM-6158

2010

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of BCLC’s compliance with FINTRAC guidelines was conducted for the period

August 4, 2010, to December 31, 2010, to verify compliance with the Proceeds of Crime (Money
Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act PCMLTFA), FINTRAC guidelines, and the Gaming
Control Act and Regulation.

The review included an analysis of large cash transaction and suspicious transaction reporting
systems in place at BCLC gaming sites and head office in Vancouver, BC. BCLC FINTRAC
training programs and gaming workers’ understanding of legislative requirements were reviewed
as well. Procedures were performed on a test basis.

A notable exception was identified during the course of the audit; that is, BCLC’s understanding
and implementation of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 31, 2009) The
“24-Hour Rule”. Detailed examples clarifying the divergence of BCLC’s procedures from
FINTRAC’s directive are included below.

2.0 AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were to:
s Verify compliance with FINTRAC reporting requirements under the Proceeds of Crime
(Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act (PCMLTFA),
o Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC and its gaming sites;
s Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR).

This is EXHIBIT “2” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this 3, day of
March, 2021.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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3.0_ AUDIT SCOPE

A risk assessment was performed to identify areas to be reviewed. Specific fieldwork was
performed in the following areas:

® FINTRAC compliance regime;
FINTRAC record keeping systems;
FINTRAC reporting systems.

The audit was performed for the period August 4, 2010, to December 31, 2010.

4.0 AUDIT PROCEDURES

Field work was conducted throughout the audit period at BCLC gaming sites, and February 2011
at BCLC’s head office in Vancouver, BC. Audit procedures were conducted on a sample testing
basis to provide reasonable assurance of compliance. The auditor(s) performed on-site
compliance work through observation, interview and testing. Substantial additional testing was
performed off-site through the review of records provided by service providers and BCLC.

A sample made up of 305 Large Cash Transaction Records (LCTRs) resulting from buy-ins,
disbursements and foreign exchanges, occurring during the period August 4, 2010, to
December 31, 2010, was reviewed for compliance with FINTRAC requirements. A sample of 41
Suspicious Transaction Records occurring during the same period was also reviewed for
compliance with FINTRAC requirements.

5.0 FINDINGS

Details of findings resulting from audit procedures:

1) FINTRAC Guideline 4: Implementation of a Compliance Regime, Seciion 7 staies, in
part, “If you have empleyﬂes agents or other individuals authorized to act on your behalf,
your compliance regime has to include training. This is to make sure that all those who have
contact with clients, who see client transaction activity, who handle cash or funds in any way
or who are responsible for implementing or overseeing the compliance regime understand the
reporting, client identification and record keeping requirements. This includes those at the
“front line” as well as senior management.” Section 7 also states, in part, “Standards for the
frequency and method of training, such as formal, on-the-job or external, should be
addressed. New people should be trained before they begin to deal with clients,”

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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BCLC currently requires all new employees to compiete trammg pnor to commencing work
on the gaming floor, Employees are also required to be retrained within two years of having
last successfully completing training, Training is delivered in two ways - online or classroom
instruction. For the purposes of this review “BCLC Anti Money Laundering Training”
(version 7a) online course and “BCLC Anti Money Laundering Training” (PowerPoint
presentation slides - revised October 2010) were reviewed. The training is designed to be
completed in approximately two hours and is broken into a number of sections including:

an introduction to anti money laundering terms,

a review of regulatory bodies and their functions,

applicable legal acts and regulations,

legal requirements within gaming facilities,

examples of attempted money laundering and suspicious transaction scenarios, and
gaming employee duties including record keeping, identification, and reporting
requirements.

The training package also includes questions and answers (no marks) to test and reinforce
knowledge as employees make their way through the material. Training ends with a multiple
choice test. Twenty questions are randomly selected from a pool of 36 questions. Employees
must achieve a mark of 70% in order to pass. Employees that do not pass must retake the test
until it is passed. A review of the online and classroom training materials determined the
current training material is sufficient to prepare employees regarding anti money laundering
and suspicious transactions.

A review of BCLC training records indicated 12 active employees, of a total 5,401
employees working at 33 gaming sites, had not completed training within the prescribed time
frame. BCLC records indicated 100% training rates at 26 of 33 sites. Overall, the number of
employees not trained is less than 1%.

BCLC Response:

BCLC acknowledges that 99.78% of the 5.401 casino employees were trained.
Since the audit was completed, all identified employees have completed the requisite AML
training, All training records have been updated.

BCLC continues to emphasize to Service Providers and statf the importance of AML training
in order to meet our training obligations and to remain compliant with Fintrac guidelines.

2) FINTRAC Guideline 6F: Record Keeping and Client Identification for Casinos,
Sections 3.2, 3.6 and 3.10 specifies record keeping requirements for large cash transactions.

During site audits, GPEB auditors interviewed gaming facility staff to determine their level
of understanding regarding identifying and reporting large cash transactions and suspicious

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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transactions, A review of GPEB audit reports for 10 site audlts conducted dunng the permd
reviewed determined one instance where a cashier was unable to identify the threshold for
recording foreign currency exchange fransactions (CDN$3,000).

BCLC Response:

Training for the Floor Managers and Cage Supervisors responsible for LCTR completion was
conducted at this site. LCTRs are now verified by another supervisor and BCLC will
continue to monitor AML reporting.

3) FINTRAC Guideline 7A: Submitting Large Cash Transaction Records te FINTRAC
Eleetronically, Section 3.2 requires reports to be sent to FINTRAC within 15 calendar days
after transactions occur.

- FINTRAC

GPEB Response:

Upon review of FINTRAC Guideline 10A: Submitting Casino Dishursement Reports te
FINTRAC Electronically, Section 2.2, GPEB concurs with BCLC’s assertion that, in the
event of a delayed jackpot, reports are to be submitted to FINTRAC within 15 days after the
date of disbursement.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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4) FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule” states, in part,
“You ... have to submit an LCTR if you conduct iwo or more cash transactions of less than
$10,000 each within 24 consecutive hours of one another ... that add up to $10,000 or
more....” The Interpretation Notice includes a number of examples to explain how LCTRs are
to be calculated. The examples illustrate situations where individual amounts may be

o iemac | PIl - FINTRAC

|

Pll - FINTRAC
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Pll - FINTRAC

BCLC Response:

BCLC reviewed the options set out in the Interpretation guideline of the 24 hour static and
the 24 hour rolling clock and elected to use the static option.

Solicitor Client Privilege

GPEBs recommendation in the last paragraph of this report will be followed up on:

GPEB recommends BCLC meet with FINTRAC to ensure the requirements of FINTRAC
Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule” are satisfied.

5) FINTRAC Guideline 3A: Submitting Suspicious Transaction Reporis to FINTRAC
Electrenicaily, Section 3.2 states, in part, “Once you have determined that there are
reasonable grounds to suspect that the transaction is related to a money laundering or terrorist
financing offence, your report, including all required and applicable information, must be
sent within 30 calendar days. This 30-day reporting time limit begins when you or any one of
your employees first detects a fact about a transaction that constitutes reasonable grounds to
suspect that it is related to a money laundering or terrorist financing offence.”

A review of a sample of 41 STRs for the period August to December 2010 determined all
reports were submitted within the prescribed time frame.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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A number of issues were identified during the course of the audlt BCLC has ackﬁowledged the
exceptions in this report and has provided responses indicating issues have been addressed as
noted. GPEB recommends BCLC meet with FINTRAC to ensure the requirements of FINTRAC
Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule” are satisfied.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
May 20, 2011

Distribution List:

Mr. Murray Dugger, Regional Director Western Region, FINTRAC

Ms. Sue Birge, A/ Assistant Deputy Minister, GPEB

Mr. Terry Towns, Vice President Corporate Security and Compliance, BCLC
Ms. Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance, GPEB
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BCLC
Anti Money Laundering Compliance Regime Audit
GPEB File # COMM-6830
January 1, 2011, to December 31, 2011

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of BCLC’s Anti Money Laundering Compliance Regime was conducted to verify
compliance with the Praceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act
(PCMLTFA), Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC)
guidelines, and the Gaming Conirol Act and Regulation.

The scope of the audit included a review of BCLC’s anti money laundering compliance regime
including organizational structure and responsibilities, risk assessment, training, record keeping
and client identification, and reporting. The effectiveness of the regime as demonstrated through
gaming facility audits conducted throughout the audit period was also reviewed. Procedures were
performed on a test basis.

One notable exception was identified during the course of the audit: BCLC’s interpretation and
implementation of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 31, 2009) The *“24-Hour
Rule”. An example clarifying the divergence of BCLC’s procedures from FINTRAC s directive
is included below, This is a repeat finding,

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were to:

¢ Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC within its gaming
facilities;

e Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC regarding reporting of
large cash transactions and suspicious transactions;

¢ Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR),

AUDIT SCOPE

A risk assessment was performed to identify arafﬁ:&bWNas
is is referred to in

performed in the following areas:

the affidavit of ANNA
¢ FINTRAC compliance regime; FITZGERALD affirmed before me
FINTRAC record keeping systems;  [in Burnaby, British Columbia
FINTRAC reporting systems. this ~2 , day of March, 2021.

A Commissioner forfakin

Affidavits in British Columbia 3’%99’

G-2012-00740
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AUDIT PROCEDURES

Fieldwork was performed throughout the audit period (January 1, 2011, to December 31, 2011),
at BCLC gaming facilities. Audit work was also conducted at BCLC’s corporate offices in
Vancouver, BC, at the end of the audit period. Audit procedures were conducted on a test basis
to provide reasonable assurance of compliance. Auditors performed on-site compliance work
through observation, interview and testing. Substantial additional testing was performed off-site
through the review of records and training materials provided by service providers and BCLC.

A sample made up of 300 Large Cash Transaction Reports (LCTRs) resulting from buy-ins,
disbursements and foreign exchanges occurring during the period January 1, 2011, to

December 31, 2011, was reviewed for compliance with FINTRAC requirements. A sample of
132 Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) occurring during the same period was also reviewed
for compliance with FINTRAC requirements.

FINDINGS

Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:

1) FINTRAC Guideline 4: Implementation of a Compliance Regime, Section 7 Ongoing
Compliance Training states, in part, “If you have employees, agents or other individuals
authorized to act on your behalf, your compliance regime has to include training. This is to
make sure that all those who have contact with clients, who see client transaction activity,
who handle cash or funds in any way or who are responsible for implementing or overseeing
the compliance regime understand the reporting, client identification and record keeping
requirements. This includes those at the “front line’ as well as senior management.” Section 7
also states, in part, “Standards for the frequency and method of training, such as formal,
on-the-job or external, should be addressed. New people should be trained before they begin
1o deal with clients. All should be periodically informed of any changes in anti-money
laundering or anti-terrorism legislation, policies and procedures, as well as current
developments and changes in money laundering or terrorist activity financing schemes
particular to their jobs. Those who change jobs within your organization should be given
training as necessary to be up-to-date with the policies, procedures and risks of exposure to
money laundering or terrorist financing that are associated with their new job.”

BCLC currently requires all new employees to complete training prior to commencing work
on the gaming floor. Employees are also required to be retrained within two years of having
last successfully completed training. Training is delivered in two ways - online and
classroom instruction. For the purposes of this review the 2011 BCLC Anti Money
Laundering Training online course and BCLC Anti Money Laundering Training PowerPoint
presentation (revised August 2011) were reviewed. The training is designed to be completed
in approximately two hours and includes:

* an introduction to anti money laundering terms,
e areview of regulatory bodies and their functions,
# applicable legal acts and regulations,

Page 2
JAG-2012-00740



DOC-00000927

35

legal requirements within gaming facilities,

examples of attempted money laundering and suspicious transaction scenarios, and
duties as a gaming employee including record keeping, identification, and reporting
requirements.

The training package also includes questions and answers (no marks) to test and reinforce
knowledge as employees make their way through the material. Training ends with a multiple
choice test. Twenty questions are randomly selected from a pool of 36 questions. Employees
must achieve a mark of 70% in order to successfully complete the course. Employees that do
not pass must retake the test until it is passed. A review of the online and classroom training
materials determined the current training material is sufficient to prepare employees re: anti
money laundering and suspicious transactions.

A review of BCLC training records indicated two active employees of a total 5,422
employees working at 34 gaming facilities had not completed training or retraining within
the prescribed time frame.

BCLC indicated one employee at River Rock Casino and Resort was on vacation during the
period when the two year retraining period expired; BCLC indicated the employee was
scheduled to complete retraining immediately upon return from vacation and prior to
commencing work on the gaming floor.

The training report for Chances Squamish, generated January 16, 2012, indicated it had been
two years and nine days since one employee had last been trained.

BCLC records indicated 100% training/retraining rates at 32 of 34 gaming facilities
reviewed. Overall, the number of employees not trained/retrained is Iess than 0.1%.

BCLC Response:

In calendar year 2011, BCLC continued with its aggressive FINTRAC fraining program
targeted at all service provider employees, whose job functions required FINTRAC training,
Training continues to be delivered in a variety of methods, the two most prevalent were the
on line web based training modules and the face to face training delivered to service provider
staff at all Casinos and Community Gaming Centers within the Province. BCLC has
dedicated a *Compliance and Trend Analyst’ position to oversee all FINTRAC training
applications and to monitor all FINTRAC training Province wide. BCLC Investigators also
meet with Service Provider compliance personnel on a monthly basis to ensure that AML
training requirements are being met as per BCLC Policy. BCLC feels that this has been a
very effective and efficient means of oversight as exhibited by the less than 0.1% of
employees identified as not having been AML trained/retrained.

Singe the training deficiencies were identified by GPEB auditor, BCLC immediately
followed up with River Rock Casino and Chances Squamish site compliance personnel.

Page 3
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BCLC investigated and determined that the River Rock employee’s training lapsed while he
was on vacation. The employee upon retuming from training immediately completed the
online AML training hosted at ||| N prior to setting foot on the gaming floor.

BCLC also determined that the Chances Squamish gaming employee attempted to log into
the on line AML training hosted at on January 25" however experienced

access issues. This 1T issue was brought to the attention of BCLC, the matter was rectified
immediately and the employee subsequently completed the online training on January 28"

Both the River Rock and Chances Squamish employees have since completed AML training.
AML training in the province now stands at 100%.

FINTRAC Guideline 6F: Record Keeping and Client Identification for Casinos,
Sections 3.2, 3.6 and 3.10 specifies record keeping requirements for large cash transactions.

During gaming facility audits, GPEB auditors interview staff to determine their level of
understanding regarding identifying and reporting large cash transactions and suspicious
transactions. A review of GPEB audit reports for 14 gaming facility audits conducted during
the period reviewed determined one instance where a table games dealer at Fraser Downs
Casino was unable to correctly recall the threshold for recording large cash transactions
(CDN$10,000).

BCLC Response:

As soon as the GPEB auditor supplied the name of the table games dealer at Fraser Downs
Casino, BCLC Investigator immediately attended to the gaming facility and determined that
at the time the Fraser Downs roulette dealer was being interviewed by GPEB, he was
working on the gaming floor and in the process of dealing and could not properly hear or
understand the question from the GPEB auditor. The dealer was spoken to by BCLC and is
very aware of the LCT reporting requirements. Regardless BCLC Investigator has foliowed
up with Fraser Downs Assistant General Manager and will be providing some Advanced
AML Training sessions for Dealers, Cashiers and Slot Attendants which will include Fintrac
reporting thresholds as well as suspicious activities indicators,

The review of GPEB audit reports also determined four record keeping errors at Chances
Abbotsford and one record keeping error at Hastings Racetrack and Casino. All errors
involved data entry re: patron identification.

BCLC Response:

BCLC requested and received additional information from the GPEB auditor in relation 1o
the issues identified at the Chances Abbotsford gaming facility which are as follows;

GPEB finding from audit report for Chances Abbotsford COMM-6561:

*LCT# 11-9772/SID # & 1D Place of issue not entered.
*LCT# 11-9537/ DL Place of issue and Expiration date not entered.

Page 4
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* LCT# 11-21748 / A copy of his DL was obtained but not scanned into his subject profile

* LCT# 11-9772 / Client’s type of ID not entered,

* LCT # 11-9836 / LCT transaction occurred at 14:14 on 31 March 2011, Related FINTRAC
file, and entry of ID, opened 02 April 2011.

Upon receiving specific information from the GPEB Auditor, BCLC Investigator attended

the Chances Abbotsford gaming facility and reviewed the issues identified by the GPEB
auditor. These issues had been identified by the BCLC Investigator to the gaming facility
when completing his daily audit of LCT’s. None of these issues impacted on the timeliness of
reporting to Fintrac. All issues have been addressed.

GPEB finding from audit report for Hastings Racetrack and Casino (Slots) COMM-6316:

The identification on file for a patron was expired. The file indicated that valid ID would
need to be presented when patron retumned to site. A subsequent LCT was completed in
May 2011 however valid ID was not obtained from the patron at that point. As of

June 7, 2011, (date of GPEB audit fieldwork) there was still no valid ID on file. This was
confirmed with the Surveillance Manager. Subject ID s 22 and LCT #s: 20100032548 and
20110015390 refer.

BCLC Response:

Upon receiving specific information from the GPEB Auditor, BCLC Investigator determined
that the patron in question SID  s.22 returned to Hasting Race Course on June 22, 2011,
and presented new current 1D (driver License) which is currently on file. This issue has been
addressed.

FINTRAC Guideline 7A: Submiiting Large Cash Transaction Records to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 requires reports to be sent to FINTRAC within 15 calendars days
after transactions occur.

A review of a sample of 300 Large Cash Transaction records determined one series of
transactions was reported to FINTRAC more than 15 days after the transactions occurred. In
this case, buy-ins and disbursements occurred on 5.22 , but were
not reported to FINTRAC until $.22 16 and 17 days after transactions occurred.
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LCT # Dates of Transaction Amounts Days to Report
Transactions Types
20110016768 Buy-in i6
Buy-in 16
Buy-in 16
Buy-in 17
5.22 §.22
Buy-in 17
Disbursement 16
Disbursement 17

The review of the sample of 300 Large Cash Transactions records also determined one series
of transactions, totalling $11,651, was not reported to FINTRAC., In this case, the date for one
transaction was entered incorrectly as 5.22 , instead of $.22 . As aresult of
the error, the series of transactions did not meet reporting requirements; that is, the $10,000
threshold was not met within 24 hours, and therefore the series of transactions was not
reported. Note: BCLC confirmed the error, corrected it, and reported the transaction to
FINTRAC once identified by the GPEB auditor as detailed below:

BCLC Response:

BCLC determined that the Starlight Casino Executive Table Games Manager had removed
the hard copy LCT 20110016768 from the cash cage, prior to it being uploaded into the
electronic Fintrac Reporting module to obtain a signature from a staff member who had
witnessed a patron make multiple Patron Gaming Fund withdrawals and re-deposits. The
patron also received multiple verified win cheques during the course of his play. The Casino
employee who witnessed/verified the wins failed to sign the hard copy LCT and departed for
annual leave following his shift. While awaiting their return, the LCT hard copy got
misplaced on the manager’s desk and was not located and processed until after the due date.
Once identified the LCT report was completed shortly thereafter and processed to Fintrac.
BCLC Investigator has since discussed the importance of timely reporting with Casino
management and advised them that this practice of removing a hard copy LCT from the cage
for signature thereby compromising timely reporting is totally unacceptable.

Page 6
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LCT# Actual Dates of Transaction Amounts Days to Report
Transactions Type(s)

20116012919 Disbursement 259
Disbursement
Disbursement
Disbursement
8,22 8.22
Disbursement
Disbursement

Disbursement

Disbursement

BCLC Response:

BCLC and its Service Providers are committed to the timely reporting of all large cash
transactions. BCLC Investigators conduct daily reviews of all large cash transactions to
ensure appropriateness, timeliness and accuracy of reporting. Upon being notified by the
GPEB auditor BCLC determined that the date for one transaction had been entered incorrectly
as April 30, 2011, as opposed to the correct transaction date of April 29, 2011, This was
missed in the review process. Once this transposition error was identified it was immediately
corrected. This large cash disbursement has since been reported to and processed by Fintrac.

4) FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule” states, in part,
“You ... have to submit an LCTR if you conduct two or more cash transactions of less than
$10,000 each within 24 consecutive hours of one another ... that add up to $10,000 or
more....” The Interpretation Notice includes a number of examples to explain how LCTRs are
to be calculated. The examples illustrate situations where individual amounts may be included
in more than one LCTR. A review of BCLC LCTR reporis determined that this procedure is
not being followed when determining whether an LCTR should be created and reported to
FINTRAC. Therefore, BCLC is underreporting LCTRs to FINTRAC, e.g..

Page 7
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LT # Date & Times | Amounts Reported FINTRAC Description
by BCLC Minimom

Requirement

20110014498

Note: This is a repeat finding. GPEB Audit and Compliance Division confirmed with
FINTRAC its understanding of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 31, 2009)
The “24-Hour Rule”. BCLC indicated it is currently discussing this issue internally and
intends to address the issue with FINTRAC. This issue remains unresolved at this time.

BCLL Hesponse

Given the most recent release of the Department of Finance Consultation Paper entitled
“Strengthening Canada’s Anti-Money Laundering and Anti-Terrorist Financing Regime™,
dated December 2011, BCLC at this time would like to defer this particular observation by
GPEBR until clarification can be received of the 24 hour rule inn the consultation paper prior to
taking any definitive action in this area.

5) FINTRAC Guideline 3A: Submitting Suspicious Transaction Reports to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 states, in part, “Once you have determined that there are
reasonable grounds to suspect that the transaction or attempted transaction is related to a
money laundering or terrorist financing offence, your report, including all required and
applicable information, must be sent within 30 calendar days. This 30-day reporting time
limit begins when you or any one of your employees first detects a fact about a transaction
that constitutes reasonable grounds to suspect that it is related to the commission of a money
laundering or terorist financing offence.”

A review of a sample of 132 Suspicious Transaction Reports for the period January 1, 2011,
to December 31,2011, determined all reports were appropriately submitted within the
prescribed time frame.

Page 8
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‘CONCLUSION

BCLC has acknowledged the exceptions in this report and has provided responses indicating
issues have been addressed as noted. BCLC has requested to defer its response to issues
pertaining to the “24-Hour Rule” until it has received clarification from external parties re: the
rule.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
May 1, 2012

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Mr. Murray Dugger, Regional Director, Western Region, FINTRAC
Mr. Terry Towns, Vice President, Corporaté Security and Compliance, BCLC
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42 This is EXHIBIT “4” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this :i day of

s

Gaming Policy and

Enforcement
Branch RITIS _
SEXISIVORRAING
AUDIT REPORT Brih Columbia
BCLC
Anti Money Laundering Compliance Regime Audit
GPEB File # COMM-7092
January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2012
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of BCLC’s Anti Money Laundering Compliance Regime was conducted to verify
compliance with the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act
(PCMLTFA), Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC)
guidelines, and the Gaming Control Act and Regulation.

The scope of the audit included a review of BCLC’s anti money laundering compliance regime
including organizational structure and responsibilities, risk assessment, training, record keeping
and client identification, and reporting. The effectiveness of the regime as demonstrated through
gaming facility audits conducted throughout the audit period was also reviewed. Procedures were
performed on a test basis.

One repeat issue was identified during the course of the audit: BCLC’s interpretation and
implementation of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 31, 2009) The “24-Hour
Rule”. An example clarifying the difference between BCLC’s interpretation and GPEB’s
understanding of FINTRAC’s directive is included below.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit wére to:

e Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC within its gaming
facilities;

¢ Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC regarding reporting of
large cash transactions and suspicious transactions;

o Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR).

AUDIT SCOPE

A risk assessment was performed to identify areas to be reviewed. Specific fieldwork was
performed in the following areas:

o FINTRAC compliance regime;
o FINTRAC record keeping systems;
s FINTRAC reporting systems.
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AUDIT PROCEDURES

Fieldwork was performed throughout the audit period (January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2012),
at BCLC gaming facilities. Audit work was also conducted at BCLC’s corporate offices in
Vancouver, BC, at the end of the audit period, Audit procedures were conducted on a test basis
to provide reasonable assurance of compliance. Auditors performed on-site compliance work
through observation, interview and testing. Substantial additional testing was performed off-site
through the review of records and training materials provided by service providers and BCLC.

A sample made up of 303 Large Cash Transaction Reports (LCTRs) resulting from buy~ins,
disbursements and foreign exchianges occurring during the period January [, 2012,t0
December 31, 2012, was reviewed for comphance with FINTRAC requirements. A sample of 79
Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) occurring during the period January 1, 2012, to
November 30,2012, was also reviewed for compliance with FINTRAC requirements.

FINDINGS

Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:

1) FINTRAC Guideline 4: Implementation of a Compliance Regime, Section 7 Ongoing
Compliance Training states, in part, “If you have employees, agents or other individuals
authorized to act on your behalf, your.compliance regime has to include training. This is to
make sure that all those who have contact with clients, who see client transaction activity,
who handle cash or funds in any way or who are responsible for implementing or overseeing
the compliance regime undeistand the reporting, client identification and record keeping
requirements. This includes those at the ‘front line’ as well as senior management.” Section 7
also states, in part, “Standards for the frequency and method of training, such as formal, on-
the-job or external, should be addressed. New people should be trained before they begin to
deal with clients. All should be periodically informed of any changes in anti-money
laundering or anti-terrorism legislation, policies and procedures, as well as current
developments and changes in money laundering or terrorist activity financing schemes
particular to their jobs. Those who change jobs within your organization should be given
training as necessary to be up-to-date with the policies, procedures and risks of exposure to
money laundering of terrorist financing that are associated with their new job.’

BCLC curtently requires all new employees to complete training prior to commencing work
on the gaming floor. Employees are also required to be retrained within two years of having
last successfully completed training. Training is delivered in two ways - online or classroom
instruction. For the purposes of this review the 2012 BCLC Anti Money Laundering Training
online course was reviewed. The same material is used when delivering classroom
instruction. The training is designed to be completed in approximately one hour and includes
familiarization with anti meney laundering terms, a review of regulatory bodies and their
functions, applicable legal acts and regulations, legal requirements within gaming facilities,
examples of attempted money laundering and suspicious transaction scenarios, duties as a
gaming employee including record keeping, identification, and reporting requirements. The
training package also mcludes questions and answers (no marks) to test and reinforce

avatinas,
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knowledge as employees make their way through the material. Training ends with a multiple
choice test. Twenty questions are randomly selected from a pool of 30 questions. Employees
must achieve a mark of 70% in order to successfully complete the course. Employees that do
not pass must retake the test until it is passed. A review of the online and classroom training
materials determined the current training material is sufficient to prepare employees re: anti
money laundering and suspicious transactions.

A review of BCLC wraining records generated February 5, 2013, indicated the “registration
status”™ for three of 5,623 employees working at 36 gaming sites as “unknown” rather than
“completed” or “passed”.

Note: Nine employees were listed as not having completed retraining within the prescribed
two year period; however, all nine employees identified were also listed as on leave or
having not worked at the site for some time. Comments indicated the employees will be
required to complete training prior to returning to the gaming floor.
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2) FINTRAC Guideline 6F: Record Keeping and Client Identification for Casinos,
Sections 3.2, 3.6 and 3.10 specifies record keeping requirements for large cash transactions.

During gaming facility audits, GPEB auditors observe and interview gaming facility staff and
review records to determine their level of understanding regarding identifying and reporting
large cash transactions and suspicious transactions. A review of GPEB audit reports for 17
gaming facilities audited during the period reviewed determined no exceptions regarding
record keeping and client identification for large cash transactions (CDN$10,000).
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This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gummg Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified fecipients without the permission of the Execufive Director. Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Bratich,
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FINTRAC Guideline 7A: Submitting Large Cash Transaction Records to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 also states, in part, “Do not make a large cash transaction report
to FINTRAC if the cash is received from a financial entity ... Financial entities include those
listed in Schedule I or 11 of the Bank Act. These include Canadian and authorized foreign
financial banks with respect to operations in Canada.” FINTRAC Guideline 84, Section 3.2
also states, in part, “... you have to report incoming and outgoing international electronic
funds transfers (EFTs) of $10,000 or more to FINTRAC....”

L3

4
T (.

BCLC currently reports to FINTRAC deposits to and withdrawals from Patron Gaming Fund
(PGF) accounts. Instructions regarding the reporting of these transactions are included in anti
money laundering training materials as well as BCLC Casino and CGC Standards, Policies
and Procedures documents. (PGF accounts are offered to patrons by some service providers
in an effort to reduce the amount of cash entering and leaving gaming facilities and to

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliarice Division of the Ganiing Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for-use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch;
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enhance patron safety.) Currently, all transfers of funds are being conducted between service
providers and Canadian financial institutions. Therefore, BCLC is currently reporting PGF
transactions not required to be reported under FINTRAC guidelines. Note: There has been
some discussion within GPEB and with BCLC that may result in permitting service providers
to process international EFTs in future, which would meet FINTRAC reporting requirements.

4y FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule” states, in part,
“You ... have to submit an LCTR if you conduct two or more cash transactions of less than
$10,000 each within 24 consecutive hours of one another ... that add up to $10,000 or
more,...” “The 24-hour rule applies il you as a reporting entry know ... that the transactions
, were made within 24 consecutive hours of each other....” The Interpretation Notice includes a
number of examples to explain how LCTRs are to be calculated. The examples illustrate
situations where individual amounts may be included in more than one LCTR. A review of
BCLC LCTRs determined that this procedure is not being followed when determining
whether an LCTR should be created and reported to FINTRAC. Therefore BCLC is
underreporting LCTRs to FINTRAC, e.g.:

LCT# Date & Time | Amounts | Reported FINTRAC Description
by BCLC Minimum

Pll FINTRAC

Note: This is a repeat finding. GPEB Audit and Compliance Division has confirmed its
understanding of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 31, 2009) The “24-Hour

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use o circulation beyornd specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Directof, Audit and
1‘ Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Rule” with FINTRAC. BCLC has indicated it believes its method of calculating LCTRs
meets FINTRAC guidelines. This issue remains unresolved.
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5) FINTRAC Guideline 3A: Submitting Suspicious Transaction Reports to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 states, in part, “Once you have determined that there are
reasonable grounds to suspect that the transaction or attempted transaction is related to a
money laundering or terrorist financing offence, your report, including all required and
applicable information, must be sent within 30 calendar days. This 30-day reporting time
limit begins when you or any one of your employees first detects a fact about a transaction
that constitutes reasonable grounds to suspect that it is related to the commission of a money
laundering or terrorist financing offence.”

A review of a sample of 79 Suspicious Transaction Reporis for the period January 1, 2012,
to November 30, 2012, determined all reports were appropriately submitted within the
prescribed time frame.

JOLL Respouse: Wy poly s these wWoee neo eaveions,

CONCLUSION

BCLC has acknowledged the exceptions in this report and has provided responses indicating
issues have been addressed as noted. BCLC has requested to defer any definitive action
pertaining to the “24-Hour Rule™ until it has received clarification re: this issue.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division

May 9, 2013
DISTRIBUTION LIST

Mr. Murray Dugger, Regional Director, Western Region, FINTRAC
Mr. Brad Desmarais, Vice President, Corporate Security and Compliance, BCLC

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipienis without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Gaming Policy and

Enforcement £

Branch BRITISH
COLUMBIA
INTERNAL REPORT [This is EXHIBIT “5” referred to in
Anti Money Laundering € aifidavit 0 GERALD

Suspicious Transaction Reporting@ffirmed before me in Burnaby,
for Large Cash Transaction Buy-ir?Ffl'“Sh Columbia this =3, day of

between $20K and $50K March, 2021.

GPEB File # COMM-7646 )
2013/2014 ( 7%
=45

\
BACKGROUND A Commissioner for taking
Affidavits in British Columbia

In response to a request from GPEB Investigations, GPEB Audit and Compliance Division

(ACD) agreed to collect and analyze data pertaining to large cash transactions greater than
$20,000 and less than $50,000 occurring at three large BC casinos during a sample period (one
month). GPEB Investigations believes that some money entering BC gaming facilities originates
and flows from organized crime. The purpose of the review is to determine, if possible, gaming
facility service provider and BCLC methodologies and patterns of identifying and reporting
suspicious activity to the Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada
(FINTRAC).

As stated in the casinos guidelines on the FINTRAC website, casinos are required to report
suspicious transactions where there are reasonable grounds to suspect that a transaction or an
attempted transaction is related to the commission or attempted commission of a money
laundering offence or a terrorist financing activity offence.

Under Canadian law, a money laundering offence involves various acts committed with the
intention to conceal or convert property or the proceeds of property (such as money) knowing or
believing that these were derived from the commission of a designated offence.

We understand loan sharks are lending funds to gaming patrons who then bring it into gaming
facilities. GPEB Investigations believes service providers may not be consistently identifying
suspicious transactions for large transactions greater than $20,000 and less than $50,000.

As stated above, transactions are to be reported if there are reasonable grounds to suspect they
are related to a money laundering offence or terrorist financing activity. Suspicion is all that is
required. Also, there is no monetary threshold for submitting a report. An assessment of
suspicion should be based on a reasonable evaluation of relevant factors, including knowledge of
the customer’s business, financial history, background and behaviour. FINTRAC guidelines
remind those reporting that behaviour is suspicious, not people, and all circumstances
surrounding a transaction should be reviewed. A list of common indicators of suspicious
transactions is included in Appendix 1.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specitied recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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PROCEDURES

GPEB Audit and Compliance Division (ACD) collected data for three large casinos (River Rock,
Edgewater and Starlight). A one month sample period was chosen for analysis. All buy-ins
greater than $20,000 and less than $50,000 resulting in large cash transaction reports (LCTRs)
during the sample period were reviewed. Transactions were analyzed to determine whether
incident reports and/or suspicious transaction reports (STRs) were created. Narratives and
rationales for reporting transactions as suspicious were also reviewed.

DATA ANALYSIS

One hundred and thirty discrete patrons generated a total of 238 LCTRs for buy-ins greater than
$20,000 and less than $50,000 during the sample period as follows:

Number of LCTRs (resulting Number of Discrete
Site from buy-ins) Patrons
! greater than $20K and less
than $50K
Totals 238 130
River Rock 156 77
Edgewater 49 31
Starlight 33 22

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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River Rock Casino Resort:

For the sample period, 156 LCTRs for buy-ins totaling more than $20,000 and less than $50,000
@ were attributable to 77 discrete patrons. Seventy-eight of the 156 LCTRs were attributable to 38
:' discrete patrons that had previously had at least one STR filed in their name. And the 10 STRs
filed were attributable to nine discrete patrons.

Summaries of narratives for the 10 STRs filed:

Pll FINTRAC
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Pll FINTRAC

Edgewater Casino:

For the sample period, 49 LCTRs for buy-ins totaling more than $20 000 and less than SSO 000
were attributable to 31 discrete patrons. Ten of the 49 LCTRs were at‘lubutable to eight discrete
patrons that had previously had at least one STR filed i in thexr name And the two STRs filed
were attributable to one discrete patron. :

Summaries of narratives for the two STRs filed:

Pll FINTRAC
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Pll FINTRAC

Starlight Casino:

For the sample period, 33 LCTRs for buy-ins totaling more than $20,000 and less than $50,000
were attributable to 22 discrete patrons. Sixteen of the 33 LCTRs were attributable to 10 discrete
patrons that had previously had at least one STR filed in their name. And the one STR filed was

for one discrete patron.

Summary of the narative for the STR filed:

Pll FINTRAC

DISCUSSION

Based upon the narratives available for STRs, in some cases narratives indicate STRs resulted
from patrons being suspected of associating with loan sharks, as well as unusual play. In other
cases, however, namatives indicate STRs resulted from patrons producing volumes of cash and
how the cash was presented (e.g. bundles, bricks, large volumes of same denomination bills).
This raises questions regarding transactions deemed not suspicious at the outset. It is not difficult
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to assume that many, if not most of the large cash buy-ins not reported as suspicious, were also
made up of large volumes of cash made up of bundles consisting primarily of the same
denomination of currency. Also, many LCTRs were created for patrons associated with STRs in
the past. This may suggest not all relevant information is being noted or that there are
inconsistencies in applying the methodology used to determine whether activity surrounding
buy-ins should be deemed suspicious.

CONCLUSION

GPEB is not able to fully determine gaming facility service provider and BCLC methodologies
and patterns of identifying and reporting suspicious activity to FINTRAC. This is due to a lack
of additional information available for incidents deemed not suspicious, other than the LCTRs.

RECOMMENDATIONS

GPEB should consider instituting its own policies and procedures to enhance identification and
reporting of suspicious transactions. For example:

e requiring currency breakdowns to be documented for all LCTRs;
e requiring currency breakdowns in all applicable S.86 reports;
e requiring improved clear, consistent documentation for transactions deemed suspicious;

e requiring service providers to ensure all transactions not deemed suspicious do not share
key characteristics with transactions that have previously been deemed suspicious;

e requiring rigorous review of all transactions for patrons previously associated with
transactions deemed to be suspicious.

Service providers are not required by FINTRAC to provide rationales for transactions deemed
not suspicious. Therefore, it is difficult for GPEB ACD and GPEB Investigations to determine if
service providers are consistently applying FINTRAC’s guidelines.

Commercial Gaming Audit

Audit and Compliance Division
December 5, 2013

DISTRIBUTION LIST

John Mazure, Assistant Deputy Minister, GPEB

Bill McCrea, Executive Director, Quality Assurance and Risk, GPEB

Larry Vander Graaf, Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations Division,
GPEB

Derek Dickson, Director, Casino Investigations, Investigations and Regional Operations
Division, GPEB

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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APPENDIX 1: Common Indicators

FINTRAC guidelines include a list of indicators of suspicious transactions to assist those
evaluating transactions, whether completed or attempted, and are to be assessed in the context in
which transactions occurred or were attempted. Below is a partial list of common indicators that
may be relevant in a gaming facility setting:

o Client admits or makes statements about involvement in criminal activities.

o Client conducts transactions at different physical locations in an apparent attempt to
avoid detection.

o Client is accompanied and watched.

o Client shows uncommon curiosity about internal systems, controls and policies.

¢ Client has only vague knowledge of the amount of a deposit.

e Client over justifies or explains the transaction.

o Client is nervous, not in keeping with the transaction.

e Client is involved in transactions that are suspicious but seems blind to being involved in
money laundering activities.

o Client appears to be acting on behalf of a third party, but does not tell you.

¢ Client is involved in activity out-of-keeping for that individual or business.

¢ Client insists that a transaction be done quickly.

o The transaction does not appear to make sense or is out of keeping with usual or expected
activity for the client.

o Client attempts to develop close rapport with staff.

e Client uses aliases and a variety of similar but different addresses.

e Client spells his or her name differently from one transaction to another.

o Client provides false information or information that you believe is unreliable.

« Client offers you money, gratuities or unusual favours for the provision of services that
may appear unusual or suspicious.

o You are aware that a client is the subject of a money laundering or terrorist financing
investigation.

e Youare aware or you become aware, from a reliable source (that can include media or
other open sources), that a client is suspected of being involved in illegal activity.

e A new or prospective client is known to you as having a questionable legal reputation or
criminal background.

o Transaction involves a suspected shell entity (that is, a corporation that has no assets,
operations or other reason to exist).

It should be noted that the gaming patron himself (or herself) does not have to be suspected of
being the source of proceeds of crime for a transaction to be deemed suspicious. It is enough for
the patron to be suspected of being party to a money laundering or terrorist financing offence.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Gaming Policy and
Enforcement
Branch
This is EXHIBIT-*6"-referred to in
INTERNAL MEMO the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD

amrmed before me 1n gurnaby,
To:  Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and CompliangBi#gRi6plumbia this O , day of

March, 2021.
From: David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Audit and Comp]ia?%o %7
2
Date: May 13, 2014 A Commissioner for taking”

Affidavits in British Columbia

Subject: COMM-7744 River Rock — High Limit Cash Cage Activity

BACKGROUND

Gambling is a predominantly cash driven business, and as such, it is vulnerable to money
laundering and other criminal activities.

Under Canadian law, a money laundering offence involves various acts committed with the .
intention to conceal or convert property or the proceeds of property (such as money) knowing or
believing that these were derived from the commission of a designated offence.

Section 86 of the Gaming Control Act requires specific information to be provided to GPEB
regarding anything that may be considered relevant to an investigation or investigative audit
including anything that may be related to the commission of a criminal offence. This includes
anything that may be related to the commission of a money laundering offence.

FINTRAC guidelines require casinos to report suspicious transactions where there are reasonable
grounds to suspect that a transaction or an attempted transaction is related to the commission or
attempted commission of a money laundering offence or a terrorist financing activity offence.

OBJECTIVE

The objective of the review was to observe and collect data surrounding large cash transactions
and suspicious cash transactions in high limit rooms at the River Rock Casino. Surveillance and
cash cage staff were observed and transactions were reviewed to determine how staff deals with
patrons buying in with large amounts of cash.
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Auditors performed the review in the casino surveillance room and Salon Privé cash cage. All
large cash transactions were cross-referenced with applicable iTrak reports, Section 86 reports
and Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) in order to understand the service provider’s criteria
for identifying and reporting large cash and suspicious transactions. The scope of this review was
limited to River Rock Casino Resort on January 31, and February 3 and 5, 2014, which
coincided with Chinese New Year celebrations, some of the busiest days of the year at the
gaming facility,

APPROACH

GPEB auditors attended River Rock Casino Resort on January 31, and February 3 and 5, 2014,
to observe surveillance staff and high limit room cash cage staff. Only transactions observed
while auditors were on site are included in this review. GPEB auditors attended the gaming
facility during Chinese New Year cclebrations in order to observe as many large cash and/or
suspicious transactions as possible and observe how staff perform its duties when the gaming
facility is busy.

KEY OBSERVATIONS

e A total of 28 buy-ins at the Salon Privé and Phoenix cash cages reached or exceeded the
$10,000 threshold for large cash transaction (LCT) reporting. Individual large cash buy-ins
ranged from $10,000 to $300,020. 26.

e iTrak reports were created for all transactions deemed suspicious by River Rock Casino
Resort surveillance staff. Related Section 86 reports and STRs were subsequently
forwarded to GPEB and FINTRAC. All iTrak reports included supplemental reports
detailing players’ activitics while on site.

o 13 LCTs included buy-ins ranging from $10,000 to $150,000 with only $100 bilis. No
Section 86 reports and/or STRs were sent for auy of these buy-ins,

o 10 LCTs included buy-ins ranging from $10,000 to $300,020 with only $20 bills. Seven
Section 86 reports and STRs were sent.

o Five LCTs included buy-ins ranging from $11,000 to $130,000 with multi-denomination
bills. iTrak reports, Section 86 reports and STRs were created for three of these buy-ins,

e Patrons were regularly paid out in $100 bills, even when they bought in with $20 bills.

¢ The majority of cash bundles were wrapped up with elastic bands. This may indicate the
cash did not come directly from a bank, The $20 bundles were in bricks of $10,000.

‘specified Yecipients Without the permission of Hie
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e All large cash transactions observed by GPEB auditors were tracked and identified as
LCTs in cash cage records.

AN EXAMPLE OF SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITY OBSERVED

A known patron, iTrak ID#17575, was redeeming his chips at the cash cage 20 minutes after
having made a large buy-in, He had bought in with $20 bills and cash cage staff were preparing
$100 bills for payout. The patron saw the GPEB auditor in the cage and told the cashier to halt
the payout in $100 bills as he, “didn’t want to be suspected of money laundering by BCLC”, The
cashier was confused by this and sought advice from the supervisor who belatedly said yes to

pay back in $20 bills only. FINTRAC

CONCLUSIONS

e Patron behavior strongly suggests cash is being sourced by one or more money lending
organizations, Most cash coming into the high limit room is wrapped in elastic bands.
Cash coming into casinos from a large number of unrelated patrons is bundled and
wrapped in very similar ways (e.g. bundle size, orientation of bills, methods of wrapping
bundles). The volume and presentation of cash coming into casinos is on an industrial
level. It is highly unlikely that individuals who are not associated would be preparing cash
in almost the same manner.

e Buy-ins with only $100 bills were deemed non-suspicious regardless of the amount;

¢ Buy-ins with only $20 bills were reported as suspicious only for larger amounts, as i
determined by surveillance staff. The review noted that all buy-ins of $50,000 or more :
were reported as suspicious;

e Buy-ins made up of multi-denominations of bills appear to be assessed in such a way that :
if more $50 & $100 bills were used in the transaction, it was less likely to be deemed }'
suspicious. i

e The service provider is in effect providing a “colouring up” service for patrons. Colouring
up is the process by which smaller denomination bills such as $20 bills which arc green in
colour are converted to $100 bills which are brown in colour. This is a very important step
in money laundering opetations, as it decreases mass and volume of currency to be
handled. From the service provider perspective colouring up is a time efficient way to
utilize labour. It takes on 80% less effort to move $100 in a single bill than with five $20
bills.

It appears that inconsistency in service provider staff assessments may be resulting in suspicious
transactions not being identified and reported. Their assessments appear to rely more on dollar
amounts and bill types than on any other indicators.
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DATA SPECIFICS

'Ihls repom y

River Rock Casino
Salon Privé & Phoenix high limit rooms
Cash Cage large cash transactions (buy-ins)

January 31, February 3 & 5, 2014

20:00-03:00
. )
Total of 28 buy-ins processed
& 10 reported
as suspicous 18 not
reported as
suspicious
J
~
10 buy-ins with only $20 bills
Three not reported Seven reported as
as suspicious: suspicious:
Pieces Total Pieces Total
500 $10,000 2500 $50,000

3000 $60,000
3000 $60,000
5000 $100,000
7500 $150,000
11004 $220,080

1200 $24,000
1900 $38,000

J

epmpeny oftheA idi 4
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.

13 buy-ins with only $100 bills Pieces  Total
{(none of them reported as suspicious) 100 $10,000

100  $10,000

100  $10,000
150  $15,000
299  $29,900
300  $30,000
400  $40,000
500  $50,000
500  $50,000
600  $60,000

870  $87,000
999  $99,900

-

5 buy-ins with mixed bills

Three reported as suspicious:

Denom: Total:

5 $10 $20 $50 $100

260 170 900 $21,000
1900 50 50  $45,500
3960 1016 $130,000

Two reported as not suspicious:
Denom: Total:
$5 $10 $20 $50 $100

70 90 50 $11,000
1365 152 251  $60,000

GPEB0695.0005
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Gaming Policy and

Enforcement Sl
Branch BRITISH
COLUAMBIA

AUDIT REPORT This is EXHIBIT “7” referred fo in
BCLC the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
Anti Money Laundering Compliance Reginjeffixondi¢ before me in Burnaby,
GPEB File # COMM-7707 British Columbia this _—=, day of
January 1, 2013, to December 31, 20@arch, 2021,

C_ a7

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A Commissioner for taking ¥
Affidavits in British Columbia
An audit of BCLC’s Anti Money Laundering (AML) Compliance Regime was conducted to

verify compliance with the Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act
(PCMLTFA), Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC)
guidelines, and the Gaming Control Act and Regulation.

The scope of the audit included a review of BCLC’s anti money laundering compliance regime
including organizational structure and responsibilities, risk assessment, training, record keeping
and client identification, and reporting. The effectiveness of the regime as demonstrated through
gaming facility audits conducted throughout the audit period was also reviewed. Procedures were
performed on a test basis.

A number of exceptions are noted in this audit report, including two repeat findings:

1) BCLC’s reporting of initial deposits to Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts received
electronically from Canadian financial institutions, which is not required by FINTRAC;

2) BCLC’s intempretation and implementation of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4
(August 31, 2009) The “24-Hour Rule”. An example clarifying the difference between
BCLC’s interpretation and GPEB’s understanding of FINTRAC’s directive is included in
the report.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were to:

e Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC within its gaming
facilities;

e Verify compliance with FINTRAC guidelines applicable to BCLC regarding reporting of
large cash transactions and suspicious transactions;

e Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR).

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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AUDIT SCOPE

A risk assessment was performed to identify areas to be reviewed. Specific fieldwork was
performed in the following areas:

e FINTRAC compliance regime;
e FINTRAC record keeping systems;
o FINTRAC reporting systems.

AUDIT PROCEDURES

Fieldwork was performed throughout the audit period (January 1, 2013, to December 31, 2013),
at BCLC gaming facilities. Audit work was also conducted at BCLC’s corporate offices in
Vancouver, BC, at the end of the audit period. Audit procedures were conducted on a test basis
to provide reasonable assurance of compliance. Auditors performed on-site compliance work
through observation, interview and testing. Substantial additional testing was performed off-site
through the review of records and training materials and records provided by service providers
and BCLC.

A sample made up of 315 Large Cash Transaction Reports (LCTRs) resulting from buy-ins,
disbursements and foreign exchanges occurring during the period January 1, 2013, to
December 31, 2013, was reviewed for compliance with FINTRAC requirements. A sample of
120 Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) occurring during the period January 1, 2013, to
December 31, 2013, was also reviewed for compliance with FINTRAC requirements.

The results of 32 GPEB gaming facility audits performed during the period January 1, 2013, to
December 31, 2013, directly related to BCLC’s AML compliance regime are summarized and
included in this report as well.

FINDINGS

Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:

1) FINTRAC Guidelines for Casinos require five elements in a compliance regime:

The appointment of a compliance officer;
b. The development and application of written policies and procedures;

c. The assessment and documentation of risks of money laundering and terrorist
financing, and measures to mitigate high risks;

d. Implementation and documentation of an ongoing compliance training program;

e. A documented review of the effectiveness of policies and procedures, training,
program and risk assessment.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.

Page 2 0f 9



GPEB4047.0003

62

BCLC’s Vice President of Corporate Security and Compliance is the designated compliance
officer as it pertains to FINTRAC. Specific duties have been delegated to individuals within
Corporate Security and Compliance, ultimately reportable to the VP, Corporate Security and
Compliance. During the past year, BCLC has expanded and reorganized its compliance team
with an emphasis on compliance with FINTRAC gu1dehnes GPEB directives and BCLC
internal policies and procedures.

BCLC’s Casino and CGC Standards, Policies and Procedures includes sections specific to
FINTRAC requirements. These include anti money laundering compliance instructions for
large cash transactions including buy-ins and disbursements, foreign exchange, patron gaming
fund (PGF) accounts and suspicious activity. These policies and procedures address
identification, record keeping and reporting requirements.

BCLC has developed its own in-house anti money laundering training program for staff
working in gaming facilities within BC. (See #2 below for a more detailed description and
review.)

BCLC conducts quarterly reviews to update its Anti Money Laundering Risk Assessment risk
register. The purpose of the reviews is to assess, evaluate and mitigate risk based on reviews
of the effectiveness of existing policies, procedures and training. The risk register provides a
written record of the identification, evaluation and mitigation of risks associated with money
laundering and suspicious activity within gaming facilities in BC.

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges the above finding and that there were no exceptions.

2) FINTRAC Guideline 4: Implementation of a Compliance Regime, Section 7 Ongoing
Compliance Training states, in part, “1f you have employees, agents or other individuals
authorized to act on your behalf, your compliance regime has to include training. This is to
make sure that all those who have contact with clients, who see client transaction activity,
who handle cash or funds in any way or who are responsible for implementing or overseeing
the compliance regime understand the reporting, client identification and record keeping
requirements. This includes those at the ‘front line” as well as senior management.” Section 7
also states, in part, “Standards for the frequency and method of training, such as formal, on-
the-job or external, should be addressed. New people should be trained before they begin to
deal with clients. All should be periodically informed of any changes in anti-money
laundering or anti-terrorism legislation, policies and procedures, as well as current
developments and changes in money laundering or terrorist activity financing schemes
particular to their jobs. Those who change jobs within your organization should be given
training as necessary to be up-to-date with the policies, procedures and risks of exposure to
money laundering or terrorist financing that are associated with their new job,”

BCLC currently requires all new employees to complete training prior to commencing work
on the gaming floor. Employees are also required to be retrained within two years of having
last successfully completed training. Training is delivered in two ways - online or classroom
instruction. For the purposes of this review the 2013 BCLC Anti Money Laundering Training
(Version 11) online course was reviewed. The same material is used when delivering
classroom instruction; (classroom sessions are normally only used when training large

“This report i$ the property of the Atdit and Complinnce Division of the Gammg Policy and Enforcement Branch and is nol
intended for nse or circalation beyond specified recipients without lhe pemnsslqn ofthe: Bxecutive Dsrectm; Audrt :md
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement: Branch, : ; @i
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numbers of staff, e.g. prior to opening a new site). Training is designed to be completed in
approximately one hour and includes familiarization with anti money laundering terms, a
review of regulatory bodies and their functions, applicable legal acts and regulations, legal
requirements within gaming facilities, examples of attempted money laundering and
suspicious transaction scenarios, duties as a gaming employee including record keeping,
identification, and repotting requirements. Training also includes questions and answers (no
marks) to test and reinforce knowledge as employees make their way through the material.
Training ends with a multiple choice test. Twenty questions are randomly selected from a
pool of 30 questions. Employees must achieve a mark of 80% in order to successfully
complete the course. Employees that do not pass must retake the test until it is passed. A
review of the online training materials determined the current training material is sufficient to
prepare employees to comply with FINTRAC, GPEB and BCLC requirements pertaining to
money laundering and suspicious transactions.

A review of BCLC training records generated February 4, 2014, determined the “registration
status” for one active employee was listed as “unknown” rather than “completed”™ or
“passed”. Records indicate there are a total of 5,627 active and inactive employees associated
with 36 gaming facilities in BC.

Note: For inactive employees, listed as not having completed retraining within the prescribed
two year period, sufficient explanations were provided (e.g. medical leave of absence,
maternity/paternity leave, long term disability, laid off, leave of absence). It is BCLC and
service provider policy to ensure all employees complete re-training prior to returning to the
gaming floor.

BCLC Responser BCLC conducted a further review to determine why BCLC waining
records indicated the “registration status” for the one gaming employvee was flagged as
“unknown” rather than “completed” or “passed”. It was determined that the person refemed
to above is a Chances Courtenay gaming employee. The employee was registered and
passed the course on February 4, 2014, the same day that BCLC training records were
generated. The reason why the status showed up as “unknown” was simply a timing issue of
the report being generated from the live system environment as the employee wasg in the
process of taking the online course. BCLC have made the correction in the system indicating
that the employee completed and passed the training.

3) FINTRAC Guideline 6F: Record Keeping and Client Identification for Casinos,
Sections 3.2, 3.6 and 3.10 specifies record keeping requirements for large cash transactions.

During gaming facility audits, GPEB auditors observe and interview gaming facility staff and
review records to determine their level of understanding regarding identifying and reporting
iarge cash transactions and suspicious transactions. A review of GPEB audit reports
determined exceptions re: record keeping and client identification for large cash transactions
(CDN$10,000) at two of 32 gaming facilities audited during the review period:

Page 4 of 9




GPEB4047.0005

64

Gaming facility: Fraser Downs Casino

File#: COMM-7697
Redacted

BCLC Response: BCLC conducted a further review of this exception and determined that

the patron’s occupation is “Nurse” and is on file. Occupation is a mandatory field for Fintrac

reporting purposes. : Redacted E
i Redacted :

Gaming facility: Chances Kamloops

File # COMM-7556

Details: A review of a sample of 20 LCTRs determined three LCTRs where discrepancies
were found between tracking sheets and iTrak entries.

BCLC Response: BCLC conducted a review of the three LCTRs identified by GPEB and
acknowledge the exceptions. All discrepancies were cage employee transposition errors in
relation to date and time and have since been corrected.

FINTRAC Guideline 7A: Submitting Large Cash Transaction Records to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 requires reports to be sent to FINTRAC within 15 calendars days
after transactions occur.

A review of a sample of 315 Large Cash Transaction records determined two exceptions
regarding reporting to FINTRAC within 15 calendar days after transactions occurred:

Redacted

Issue: Not reported

Details: Thirty-seven buy-ins totalling $10K between 8:42AM and 11:04AM. A keying
error for a buy-in at 8:55AM resulted in the date being incorrectly entered as 3-SEP-13.
Therefore, the total for the day (2-SEP-13) appeared not to reach the reportable amount of
$10K or more.

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges this exception.: Redacted icontained 37

{ Redacted {Unfortunately hinym1Tor reSunedin one
transaction being improperly time stamped leaving the patron mistakenly $300 short of the
$10 K reporting threshold. Redacted g

i Redacted i

Redacted

Issue: Reported late (38 days)
Details:i.....Redacted _{indicates LCT paperwork was inadvertently mixed in with other
paperwork and was not found until March. ; Redacted

Thisiepont is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the. Gammg Pchdy and Eaforcement Banch and ismol |
intended for use or circulation heyond specified recipienty without the peumssmn of the Exccuﬁve Dnector Autht aiul,
Compliatice Dmsmn ‘Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch. ; A Bt
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vy

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges this exception.; ! Redacted

i Redacted iThe tracking sheet was accidently
misplaced within the cage. As soon as the tracking sheet was located by the Service
Provider, BCLC Investigator was notified; Redacted

T

A review of GPEB audit reports for 32 gaming facilities audited during the review period
determined an exception where five LCTRs were not submitted to FINTRAC within 15
calendar days after transactions occurred:

Gaming facility: Grand Villa Casino

File #: COMM-7319

Date(s): 9-MAR-12to 17-DEC-12

Issue: Not reported.

Details: Five LCTRs created more than 15 days prior to GPEB audit fieldwork

(performed March 6, 2013) had not been submitted to FINTRAC. The large cash
transactions occurred between March 9, 2012, and December 17, 2012. BCLC indicated in
its response to the audit report that LCTRs were not submitted because the service provider
failed to collect all required information from the patron (specifically, proper identification).
Proper information was obtained in May 2013. BCLC committed to ensuring all reports
were submitted. BCLC also committed to ensuring staff were re-educated regarding large
cash transaction policies and procedures.

BCLC Respanse: BCLC acknowledges the above noted exceptions. BCLC conducted a
further review of the five [5] LCTRs identified by GPEB in COMM-7319 and determined
that one patron retumed to the gaming site in May 2013 at which point identification was
obtained and the LCTR completed and submitted to Fintrac. The remaining four [4] LCTRs
still await the return of the patron to the gaming facility in order for the site to complete and
file the LCTR to Fintrac. An Itrak incident file has been created and a directive placed on
each patron profile for no further gaming privileges in any BC gaming facility until they
produce valid government identification,

FINTRAC Guideline 7A: Submitting Large Cash Transaction Records to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 also states, in part, “Do not make a large cash transaction report
to FINTRAC if the cash is received from a financial entity ... Financial entities include those
listed in Schedule I or 1I of the Bank Act. These include Canadian and authorized foreign
financial banks with respect to operations in Canada.” FINTRAC Guideline 8A, Section
3.2 also states, in part, “... you have to report incoming and outgoing international electronic
funds transfers (EFTs) of $10,000 or more to FINTRAC....”

BCLC currently reports to FINTRAC all deposits to and withdrawals from Patron Gaming
Fund (PGF) accounts, including initial deposits received from Canadian financial institutions.
Instructions regarding the reporting of these transactions are included in anti money
laundering training materials as well as BCLC Casino and CGC Standards, Policies and
Procedures documents. (PGF accounts are offered to patrons by some service providers in an
effort to reduce the amount of cash entering and leaving gaming facilities and to enhance

“This repori i the properly of fhe Audil'and. Conipliance Division of the Gammg Policy and Enforcement Branch and is nnl
mimded for use or circulation beyond specified recipients lelmul the pcrmxsswn of ﬂxc Exetherrector, .Audxi tmd
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch. S - e
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patron safety.) Curently, all transfers of funds are being conducted between service
providers and Canadian financial institutions. Therefore, BCLC is currently reporting some
PGF transactions that are not required to be reported under FINTRAC guidelines.

Note: There has been discussion within GPEB and with BCLC that may result in permitting
service providersto process international EFTs in future, which would meet FINTRAC

reporting requirements.

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges the above noted exception. BCLC has

identified

this matter to the software vendor IView Systems. The reporting feature of initial account
deposits for the purposes of Patron Gaming Fund Accounts received from Canadian financial
institutions will be disabled in the very near future by way of a software upgrade.

4) FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 2009) The “24-Hour Rule” states, in part,
“You ... have to submit an LCTR if you conduct two or more cash transactions of less than

$10,000 each within 24 consecutive hours of one another ... that add up to $10,0

more...." “The 24-hour rule applies if you as a reporting entry know ... that the tr:

00 or
ansactions

were made within 24 consecutive hours of each other....” The Interpretation Notice includes a

number of examples to explain how LCTRs are to be calculated. The examples i

lustrate

situations where individual amounts may be included in more than one LCTR. A review of
BCLC LCTRs determined that this procedure is not being followed when determining
whether an LCTR should be created and reported to FINTRAC. Therefore BCLC is

underreporting LCTRs to FINTRAC, e.g.

LCT# Date & Time Amounts Reported by FINTRAC
BCLC Minimum
Requirement

Description

Redacted

Note: This is a repeat finding. GPEB Audit and Compliance Division has confirmed its
understanding of FINTRAC Interpretation Notice No. 4 (August 31, 2009) The “24-Hour
Rule” with FINTRAC. BCLC has indicated it believes its method of calculating LCTRs

meets FINTRAC guidelines. This issue remains unresolved.

This xepiort is the property of the Audit and Compliamee Division of the Gammg Pohcy snd Baforcement Branch andisnot
mlended dorvse or cxrculatmn beyand gpecxﬁed recipients without: 1he- permxesﬂm qf the Meeutxve Dlrec(mg Al}dﬂ’ ﬁn& o

Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Bnforcement Branch,
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BCLC Response: BCLC recognizes that this has been a repeat finding over the past four
years however BCLC continues to await clarification of the “24 Hour Rule” in the
Department of Finance Consultation Paper dated December 2011 entitled “Strengthening
Canada’s Anti-Money Laundering and Anti-Terrorist Financing Regime.” To date the
method by which BCLC calculates LCTRS has not been questioned by Fintrac. Most
recently BCLC engaged an external audit company Price Waterhouse Coopers to conduct a 2
year review of its AML Program as dictated by Fintrac Guidelines. Price Waterhouse
Coopers concluded BCLC’s interpretation of the 24 hour rule is compliant with Fintrac
reporting requirements, It should be noted that the Fintrac reporting software employed by
BCLC is also employed by several other gaming jurisdictions across the country. Any
changes to the reporting software at this time in the absence of Federal regulator clarification
could adversely impact all gaming jurisdictions across the country that employ the same
vendors Fintrac reporting software at a significant cost. BCLC feels it prudent to defer this
particular observation by GPEB until any future clarification can be received from Fintrac in
relation to the 24 hour rule prior to taking any definitive action in this area.

5) FINTRAC Guideline 3A: Submitting Suspicious Transaction Reperts to FINTRAC
Electronically, Section 3.2 states, in part, “Once you have determined that there are
reasonable grounds to suspect that the transaction or attempted transaction is related to a
money laundering or terrorist financing offence, your report, including all required and
applicable information, must be sent within 30 calendar days. This 30-day reporting time
limit begins when you or any one of your employees first detects a fact about a transaction
that constitutes reasonable grounds to suspect that it is relaied to the commission of a money
laundering or terrorist financing offence.”

A review of a sample of 120 Suspicious Transaction Reports for the period January 1, 2013,
to December 31, 2013, determined all reports were appropriately submitted within the
prescribed time frame. The review also noted that the time frame to report has been
significantly reduced in comparison to prior years with most reports submitted within a few
days of suspicious transactions occurring.

BCLC Respense: BCLC acknowledges the finding and that there were no exceptions.

CONCLUSION

BCLC has acknowledged the exceptions in this report and has provided responses indicating
issues have been addressed as noted. BCLC has requested to defer any definitive action
pertaining to the “24-Hour Rule” until it has received clarification from FINTRAC re: this issue.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
June 2, 2014

‘Thisreportis the propetty of the Audit and Compliance Division of the’ Gammg Policy and Enforcement Branch ‘and'is nol
intended for use or cirenlation beyond specified recipients without the permxsswn of the Bxemnve Dn‘ector, Audu and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Baforcement Branch. : e uE e e R s
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DISTRIBUTION LIST

Mr. Murray Dugger, Regional Director, Western Region, FINTRAC
Mr. Brad Desmarais, Vice President, Corporate Security and Compliance, BCLC

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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INTERNAL MEMO

To: Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

cc: Douglas Mayer, A/ Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

This is EXHIBIT “8” referred to in

From: Tim Storms, Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
Date:  April 16, 2015 British Columbia this _3 , day of
March, 2021.
Subject: COMM-8307 Edgewater — High Limit Cash Cage Activity
Dy, 7?[/7
— L
BACKGROUND A Tommissioner for taking

Affidavits in British Columbia
Gambling is a predominantly cash driven business, and as such, it is vulnerable to money

laundering and other criminal activities.

Under Canadian law, a money laundering offence involves various acts committed with the
intention to conceal or convert property or the proceeds of property (such as money) knowing or
believing that these were derived from the commission of a designated offence.

Section 86 of the Gaming Control Act requires specific information to be provided to GPEB
regarding anything that may be considered relevant to an investigation or investigative audit
including anything that may be related to the commission of a criminal offence. This includes
anything that may be related to the commission of a money laundering offence.

FINTRAC guidelines require casinos to report suspicious transactions where there are reasonable
grounds to suspect that a transaction or an attempted transaction is related to the commission or
attempted commission of a money laundering offence or a terrorist financing activity offence.

OBJECTIVE

The objective of the review was to observe and collect data surrounding large cash transactions
and suspicious cash transactions in high limit rooms at the Edgewater Casino. Surveillance and
cash cage staff were observed and transactions were reviewed to determine how staff deals with
patrons buying in with large amounts of cash.

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 1 of 6

BRITISH
COLUMBIA
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Auditors performed the review in the casino surveillance room and at the Salon cash cage. All
large cash transactions were cross-referenced with applicable iTrak reports, Section 86 reports
and Suspicious Transaction Reports (STRs) in order to understand the service provider’s criteria
for identifying and reporting large cash and suspicious transactions. The scope of this review was
limited to Edgewater Casino on February 20, 21 and 23, 2015, which coincided with Chinese
New Year celebrations. The timing of this work was based on a similar review (COMM-7744) at
the River Rock Casino over the 2014 Chinese New Year period. Activity was considerably
lighter this year at Edgewater than what was encountered at River Rock in 2014.

APPROACH

GPEB auditors attended Edgewater Casino on February 20, 21 and 23, 2015, to observe
surveillance staff and high limit room cash cage staff. GPEB auditors attended the gaming
facility during Chinese New Year celebrations in order to observe as many large cash and/or
suspicious transactions as possible and observe how staff perform its duties when the gaming
facility is busy. No cash-outs were observed from patrons who had previously completed a Large
Table Buy-In.

KEY OBSERVATIONS

e During the periods that auditors were onsite, a total of 10 Large Table Buy-Ins (LTBI) took
place at the Salon cash cage which reached or exceeded the $10,000 threshold for large
cash transaction (LCT) reporting. Individual large cash buy-ins ranged from $10,000 to
$20,000. None of these 10 buy-ins were considered suspicious by Edgewater surveillance
or cage staff.

e A further 23 buy-ins reaching or exceeding the LCT threshold that occurred during the
review period but when the auditors were not site were also analyzed to verify if reporting
was completed as required. These buy-ins ranged from $10,000 to $150,000.

| Pll - FINTRAC

e STR’s were not sent in for two other buy-ins containing 900 & 1,000 $20 bills
respectively. These two buy-ins were not documented in an iTrak incident report.
Surveillance staff indicated anything under $30K in twenties from a known patron would
not generate an STR.

Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 2 of 6
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STR’s were not filed for any of the LTBI’s that were comprised of $100 bills. These buy-
ins contained anywhere from 100 to 1,000 $100 bills and at least one contained bundles
wrapped in elastic bands. According to surveillance staff, STR’s are generally not filed for
buy-ins consisting of $100 bills.

Pll - FINTRAC

Of the 22 patrons who conducted LTBI’s during the period reviewed, 15 were on BCLC’s
Watch list as High Risk patrons.

CONCLUSIONS

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

High limit activity can vary considerably from one casino to another.

Similar to what was observed at River Rock Casino last year, instances were noted of large
volumes of cash coming into the high limit room wrapped in elastic bands.

Buy-ins with only $100 bills were not deemed suspicious regardless of the amount.

Buy-ins with only $20 bills were reported as suspicious only for larger amounts, as
determined by surveillance staff.

Total buy-in amounts and denomination type appear to main the main drivers for
determining if a transaction is suspicious. The influence on any other factor appears to be

minimal.

Compliance Division
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DATA SPECIFICS

Edgewater Casino
Salon & Satellite High Limit Cage
Large cash transactions (buy-ins)

February 20, 21 & 23,2015
20:00-03:00

Total of 32 LTBI's
processed

3 reported as
suspicous

29 not
i reported as
suspicious

BRITISH
COLUMBIA
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A

3 buy-ins with only $20 bills

Two not reported One reported as
as suspicious: suspicious:

Pieces Total
300 $18,000
1000 $20,000

Pieces Total
2500 $50,000

22 buy-ins with only $100 bills Pieces  Total
(none of them reported as suspicious) 35 $3500
100 $10000

300 $30000
200 $20000
1000 $100000
100 $10000
200 $20000
100 $10000
100 $10000
50 $5000
100 $10000
100 $10000
100 $10000
200 $20000
200 $20000
200 $20000
180 $18000
200 $20000
100 $10000
178 $17800
1000 $100000
100 $10000

Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 5 of 6
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6 buy-ins with mixed bills

Three reported as suspicious:

Denom: Total:
$5 $10 $20 $50 $100
2500 150 $65,000
2500 1000 $150,000

Four not reported as suspicious:

Denom: Total:
$5 $10 S$20 $50 $100
100 100 $15,000
100 300 100 $12,000
100 200 200 $15,000
100 100 110 $18,000

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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GAMING POLICY
AND AUDIT REPORT
ENFORCEMENT
BRANCH — 5
This is EXHIBIT “9” referred to in
: . the affidavit of ANNA
Anti Money Laundering
Suspicious Transaction Reporting |T/T£GERALD affirmed before me
for Large Cash Transaction Buy-ins | Burnaby, British Columbia
GPEB File # COMM-8224
2014/2015
A Commissioner for taking
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Affidavits in British Columbia

A review of suspicious transaction reporting for large cash buy-ins between $20,000 and $50,000
was conducted for three large BC casinos. The purpose of the review was to determine, if
possible, gaming facility service provider and BCLC methodologies and patterns of identifying
and reporting suspicious activity to FINTRAC.

The three gaming facilities reviewed were River Rock Casino Resort, Starlight Casino, and
Edgewater Casino, representing three different service providers. The sample period was July
2014; a previous review was conducted for the sample period April 2013.

The review concluded GPEB is currently not able to fully determine gaming facility service
provider and BCLC methodologies and patterns of identifying and reporting suspicious activity
to FINTRAC. This is due to a lack of additional information (e.g. client is accompanied and
watched, client appears to obtain money from suspected loan shark, client appears to be acting
on behalf of a third party), available for incidents deemed suspicious. It is recommended service
providers and BCLC be required to improve narratives for transactions deemed suspicious, and
improve methodclogies of identifying suspicious activity, if necessary.

Note: BCLC continues to develop its anti money laundering compliance regime and systems.
GPEB has conducted reviews of this program in the past, which have shown improvements over
time. GPEB continues to monitor, review and evaluate BCLC's systems regarding anti money
laundering. Some of the above concerns may be addressed during these reviews.

BACKGROUND

In response to a request from the Investigations team, the Audit team collected and analyzed data
pertaining to large cash buy-ins greater than $20,000 and less than $50,000 occurring at three
large BC casinos. This is the second time we have conducted this review.

The purpose of the review was to determine, if possible, gaming facility service provider and
BCLC methodologies and patterns of identifying and reporting suspicious activity to the
Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC).

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 permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.
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GPEB Compliance (Audit) believes there may be instances where:

o Service providers may not be consistently identifying suspicious transactions for large
cash buy-ins greater than $20,000 and less than $50,000.

o Some money entering BC gaming facilities originates and flows from organized crime.

e Loan sharks lend funds to gaming patrons who then bring the funds into gaming
facilities.

As stated in the casinos guidelines on the FINTRAC website, casinos are required to report
suspicious transactions where there are reasonable grounds to suspect that a transaction or an
attempted transaction is related to the commission or attempted commission of a money
laundering offence or a terrorist financing activity offence.

Under Canadian law, a money laundering offence involves various acts committed with the
intention to conceal or convert property or the proceeds of property (such as money) knowing or
believing these were derived from the commission of a designated offence.

Suspicion is all that is required. Also, there is no monetary threshold for submitting a report. An
assessment of suspicion should be based on a reasonable evaluation of relevant factors, including
knowledge of the customer’s business, financial history, background and behaviour. FINTRAC
guidelines remind those reporting that behaviour is suspicious, not people, and all circumstances
surrounding a transaction should be reviewed. A list of common indicators of suspicious
transactions is included in Appendix 1.

SCOPE

The review covered three large casinos (River Rock Casino Resort, Edgewater Casino, Starlight
Casino). A one month sample period (July 2014) of all cash buy-ins greater than $20,000 and
less than $50,000 was chosen for analysis.

PROCEDURES

Data for cash buy-ins greater than $20,000 and less than $50,000 resulting in large cash
transaction reports (LCTRs) was collected and reviewed. Transactions were analyzed to
determine whether incident reports and/or suspicious transaction reports (STRs) were created.
Narratives and rationales for reporting transactions as suspicious were also reviewed. Data was
then compared to data from the previous year’s review.

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 permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.
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One hundred and seventy discrete patrons generated a total of 315 LCTRs for buy-ins greater

than $20,000 and less than $50,000 during the sample period (July 2014):

Sample Period: July 2014

Number of
Total $ LCTRs Number of | Number
Gaming Facility (from buy-ins Discrete of STRs
(of LCTRs) ereater than $20K Patrons Filed
and less than $50K)
Totals $9,443,990 315 170 6
River Rock $4,811,350 161 90 2
Edgewater $4.133.905 135 66 3
Starlight $498,735 19 14 1
Sample Period: April 2013 (previcus review)
Number of
Total $ LCTRs Number of | Number
Gaming Facility (from buy-ins Discrete of STRs
(of LCTRs) areater than $20K Patrons Filed
and less than $50K)
Totals $7,393,972 238 130 13
River Rock $4,927 837 156 77 10
Edgewater $1,544,880 49 31 2
Starlight $921,255 33 22 1

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 permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.
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Comparisons:
Absolute changes from 2013 to 2014
Number of
LCTRs
Total $ Number of | Number
Gaming Facility (from buy-ins Discrete of STRs
(of LCTRs) greater than $20K Patrons Filed
and less than
$50K)
Totals $2,050,018 72 40 -7
River Rock -$116,487 5 13 -8
Edgewater $2,589.025 86 35 1
Starlight -$422,520 -14 -8 0
Percentage changes from 2013 to 2014
Number of
LCTRs
Total $ Number of | Number
Gaming Facility (from buy-ins Discrete of STRs
(of LCTRs) greater than $20K Patrons Filed
and less than
$50K)
Totals 28% 30% 31% -54%
River Rock 2% 3% 17% -80%
Edgewater 168% 176% 113% 50%
Starlight -46% -42% -36% 0%

GPEB4215.0004
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DATA ANALYSIS — INDIVIDUAL GAMING FACILITIES

River Rock Casino Resort:

For the sample period, 161 LCTRs for buy-ins totaling more than $20,000 and less than $50,000
were attributable to 90 discrete patrons. Sixty of the 161 LCTRs were attributable to 37 discrete
patrons that had previously had at least one STR filed in their name. And the two STRs filed
were attributable to two discrete patrons.

Changes from 2013 to 2014 sample periods for River Rock Casino Resort:
o The total dollar amount decreased 2% ($116,487)
e The total number of LCTRs filed increased 3% (5 LCTRs)
o The total number of discrete patrons increased 17% (13 patrons)
e The number of STRs filed decreased 80% (8 STRs)

This information taken together indicates that during the 2014 sample period a larger number of
patrons spent less per visit, resulting in a small decrease in the total dollar amount attributable to
cash buy-ins between $20K and $50K. Also, although the number of LCTRs filed and number of
discrete patrons increased, the number of STRs filed decreased. (See the Discussion section
below for possible explanations.)

Edgewater Casino:

For the sample period, 135 LCTRs for buy-ins totaling more than $20,000 and less than $50,000
were attributable to 66 discrete patrons. Forty-three of the 135 LCTRs were attributable to 26
discrete patrons that had previously had at least one STR filed in their name. And the three STRs
filed were attributable to three discrete patrons.

Changes from 2013 to 2014 sample periods for Edgewater Casino:

e The total dollar amount increased 168% ($2,589,025)

e The total number of LCTRs filed increased 176% (86 LCTRs)

e The total number of discrete patrons increased 113% (35 patrons)

e The number of STRs filed increased 50% (1 STR)
This information taken together indicates that during the 2014 sample period a larger number of
patrons spent more per visit, resulting in a large increase in the total dollar amount attributable to
cash buy-ins between $20K and $50K. Also, although the number of LCTRs filed and number of

discrete patrons increased significantly, the number of STRs increased by only one. (See the
Discussion section below for possible explanations.)

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 permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.
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Starlight Casino:

For the sample period, 19 LCTRs for buy-ins totaling more than $20,000 and less than $50,000

were attributable to 14 discrete patrons. Two of the 19 LCTRs were attributable to two discrete

patrons that had previously had at least one STR filed in their name. And the one STR filed was
for one discrete patron.

Changes from 2013 to 2014 sample periods for Starlight Casino:
¢ The total dollar amount decreased 46% ($4,22,520)
e The total number of LCTRs filed decreased 42% (14 LCTRs)
e The total number of discrete patrons decreased 36% (8 patrons)
e The number of STRs filed remained the same at one.

This information taken together indicates that during the 2014 sample period a smaller number of
patrons spent less per visit, resulting in a decrease in the total dollar amount attributable to cash
buy-ins between $20K and $50K. Also, the number of STRs filed remained the same at one. (See
the Discussion section below for possible explanations.)

DISCUSSION
There are three possible actions a site may take when a large cash buy-in takes place:

1) If a transaction is deemed not suspicious at the outset, narratives are not prepared and
retained.

2) If a transaction is deemed suspicious, a narrative is prepared and retained and an STR is
created and filed.

3) If a transaction is initially determined to be suspicious, but additional information
removes suspicion, a narrative may be prepared and retained but an STR is not created
and filed.

Narratives available for STRs indicate that in some cases STRs resulted from patrons being
suspected of associating with loan sharks and/or of unusual play. Based on FINTRAC
guidelines, these are clear and understandable reasons for deeming transactions suspicious. In
other cases, however, narratives indicate STRs resulted simply from patrons producing large
volumes of cash and how the cash was presented (e.g. bundles, bricks, large volumes of same
denomination bills). It is GPEB’s understanding that in most cases, particularly at larger sites,
patrons generally present cash consisting primarily of bundles of the same denomination of
currency. Therefore, it is unclear what differentiated the transactions deemed susp101ous from
similar transactions not deemed suspicious.

In summary, it is GPEB's understanding that LCTRs were created for patrons buying in with
similar amounts of cash presented in a similar way, yet some were deemed suspicious while

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 permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.
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others were not. This may suggest that narratives do not contain enough information to clearly
explain the reason transactions were deemed suspicious. This may also suggest there are
inconsistencies in applying the methodology used to determine whether activity surrounding
buy-ins should be deemed suspicious. For example, service providers may be paying less
attention to buy-ins totaling between $20,000 and $50,000.

In some cases, LCTRs were created without an associated STR for patrons for whom STRs were
created in the past. This may suggest that there are inconsistencies in applying the methodology
used to determine whether activity surrounding buy-ins should be deemed suspicious. It may also
suggest that transactions are no longer deemed suspicious because the service provider has
learned more about its patrons. This could explain changes from year to year (above); that is,
although the number of discrete patrons and number of LCTRs may have increased from one
sample period to the other, the number of STRs filed may have decreased as a result of service
providers learning more about patrons.

A significant issue for GPEB is that it is very difficult to determine the methodology used to
determine whether transactions should be deemed suspicious. If more information were provided
for transactions deemed suspicious, GPEB may be better able to understand and evaluate the
methodology applied.

CONCLUSION

GPEB is currently not able to fully determine gaming facility service provider and BCLC
methodologies and patterns of identifying and reporting suspicious activity to FINTRAC. This is
due to a lack of additional information available for incidents deemed suspicious.

RECOMMENDATIONS

GPEB may want to consider instituting its own policies and procedures to enhance identification
and reporting of suspicious transactions, regardless of whether BCLC improves its systems on its
own. For example, GPEB could require BCLC and its service providers to clearly and
consistently document rationales for transactions deemed suspicious. Documented rationales
should clearly differentiate suspicious transactions from those not deemed suspicious. Other
additional information GPEB could require for all large cash transactions:

e currency breakdowns for all large cash transaction reports (LCTRs);
e currency breakdowns in all applicable S.86 reports;

e descriptions of how cash is presented for all large cash buy-ins (e.g. how cash is
bundled);

e documentation detailing the rigorous review undertaken to determine whether any of
FINTRAC’s common indicators of suspicious transactions are present;

e documentation of the rigorous review undertaken for patrons previously associated with
transactions deemed to be suspicious.

Service providers are not required by FINTRAC to provide rationales for transactions not
deemed suspicious. Therefore, it is currently difficult for GPEB Compliance Division to

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 permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.
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determine if service providers are consistently applying FINTRAC’s guidelines. That is why we
stress it is important for service providers to be as clear as possible when documenting
transactions deemed suspicious. Again, documented rationales should clearly differentiate
suspicious transactions from those not deemed suspicious.

Note: BCLC continues to develop its anti money laundering compliance regime and systems.
GPEB has conducted reviews of this program in the past, which have shown improvements over
time. GPEB continues to monitor, review and evaluate BCLC's systems regarding anti money
laundering. Some of the above concerns may be addressed during these reviews.

Commercial Gaming Audit

Compliance Division
November 10, 2015

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Anna Fitzgerald, Director Compliance, Compliance Division, GPEB
Derek Dickson, Director Compliance, Compliance Division, GPEB
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APPENDIX 1: Common Indicators

FINTRAC guidelines include a list of indicators of suspicious transactions to assist those
evaluating transactions, whether completed or attempted, and are to be assessed in the context in
which transactions occurred or were attempted. Below is a partial list of common indicators that
may be relevant in a gaming facility setting:

o Client admits or makes statements about involvement in criminal activities.

¢ Client conducts transactions at different physical locations in an apparent attempt to
avoid detection.

e Client is accompanied and watched.

o Client shows uncommon curiosity about internal systems, controls and policies.

o Client has only vague knowledge of the amount of a deposit.

o Client over justifies or explains the transaction.

o Client is nervous, not in keeping with the transaction.

o Client is involved in transactions that are suspicious but seems blind to being involved in
money laundering activities.

« Client appears to be acting on behalf of a third party, but does not tell you.

¢ Client is involved in activity out-of-keeping for that individual or business.

o Client insists that a transaction be done quickly.

o The transaction does not appear to make sense or is out of keeping with usual or expected
activity for the client.

s Client attempts to develop close rapport with staff.

e Client uses aliases and a variety of similar but different addresses.

e Client spells his or her name differently from one transaction to another.

s (Client provides false information or information that you believe is unreliable.

o Client offers you money, gratuities or unusual favours for the provision of services that
may appear unusual or suspicious.

¢ You are aware that a client is the subject of a money laundering or terrorist financing
investigation.

¢ You are aware or you become aware, from a reliable source (that can include media or
other open sources), that a client is suspected of being involved in illegal activity.

o A new or prospective client is known to you as having a questionable legal reputation or
criminal background.

o Transaction involves a suspected shell entity (that is, a corporation that has no assets,
operations or other reason to exist).

It should be noted that the gaming patron himself (or herself) does not have to be suspected of
being the source of proceeds of crime for a transaction to be deemed suspicious. It is enough for
the patron to be suspected of being party to a money laundering or terrorist financing offence.

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 permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.
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~|This is EXHIBIT “10” referred

to in the affidavit of ANNA
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To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB g;::ni:“'a":sg yﬁ_”’t'jgy of
CC: Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

Doug Mayer, A/Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB
From: Tim Storms, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPAEROmMmMissioner for taking

Affidavits in British Columbia

Date: December 15, 2015
Subject: COMM-8513 Unusual Financial Transaction\Suspicious Transaction Verification Review
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

s A review was conducted on Unusual Financial Transactions (UFT’s) incident reports created in iTrak
by service provider staff. A risk was raised that BCLC was overriding the service providers’ concerns
and deeming these not suspicious and therefore non-reportable to FINTRAC. Our review found that
95% of all UFT’s created between July 1, 2014 and July 30, 2015 were deemed substantiated by

BCLC and reportable to FINTRAC.

» Incident reports for the period May 1 to July 31, 2015 were reviewed to see if suspicious transactions
were being missed from the reporting process due to incorrect categorization in iTrak, specifically as
a result of not being labelled as an Unusual Financial Transaction. There did not appear to be any
material evidence that suspicious transactions were not being reported as a result of incorrect

categorization.

» Large Table Buy-ins occurring at the River Rock Casino between January 1 and June 30, 2015 were
analyzed to determine if Unusual Financial Transactions were being created in iTrak for these. The
UFT designation is the precursor to the transaction being filed as an STR with FINTRAC. Key

observations were:

= 92% of Large Table Buy-ins consisting primarily of $100’s were not deemed suspicious
enough to be designated as an Unusual Financial Transaction and therefore not reportable to

FINTRAC through an STR.

s 98% of Large Table Buy-ins consisting of large volumes (> 2,500) of $20’s were considered
sugpicious enough to be designated as an Unusual Financial Transaction and therefore
reportable to FINTRAC. For amounts less than 2,500 in $20’s, the UFT designation falls to

approximately 25% of transactions.

» User access levels and transaction audit logs were reviewed in iTrak to determine if data had been
manipulated afier entry, by someone other than the originator. The risk identified was that individuals
could potentially be altering details of a UFT in iTrak to make it appear non-suspicious. There was no

evidence of this being done.

Compliance Division
BRITISH Gamiag Policy and Enforcement Branch
COLUMBIA
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PART 1: 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 our understanding of the framework BCLC is using for reporting unusual or
suspicious financial transactions to FINTRAC.

N

Identify the criteria BCLC is using as a determination for whether to report these transactions
to FINTRAC.

3. Evaluate whether these criteria are being used on a consistent basis throughout different
gaming facilities.

4. Identify transactions not reporied to FINTRAC which appear to have met the criteria as
outlined in objective 2.

5. Quantify the levels of non-reporting of unusual or suspicious financial transactions.
SCGPE

The scope of the review was limited to transactions or events occurring in six Lower Mainland casinos: River
Rock, Edgewater, Hard Rock, Grand Villa, Starlight and Cascades. The timeframe reviewed was dependent
on the test conducted. This review was intended to complement the work already being done as part of
GPEB’s BCLC Anti-Money Laundering Compliance Regime audit. Reliance was placed on work BCLC
Audit Services conducts to confirm that those transactions designated as a substantiated Unusual Financial
Transaction were filed as an STR with FINTRAC.

APPROACH

1. Document the criteria that BCLC uses to determine what constitutes an unusual or suspicious
transaction that will be reported to FINTRAC.

B Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page2af 13
COLLIATBIA
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2. Review the transactions deemed unsubstantiated by the BCLC lnvesugator to determme n“ the
decision follows the criteria identified in step 1.

3. Identify iTrak incident reports created by the six sites during the review period for large and/or
unusual currency transactions. ACL was used to search for key words indicating suspicious or
unusual transactions in incidents not tagged as a UFT in iTrak. Determine volume of suspicious
transactions which weren’t captured through the normal UFT/STR process.

4. 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.

PART 2: ANALYSIS

Component I — Review of BCLC’s Anti-Meoney Laundering Monitoring Program

A meeting was held with the BCLC AML Specialist on September 10, 2015. The purpose of the meeting was
to gain a further understanding of BCLC’s AML Compliance Regime and how suspicious events were
monitored.

Some key points discussed with the AML Specialist include:

e  Qversight of the program to ensure suspicious transactions are captured and reported to FINTRAC.
» Procedures to ensure consistency of policy between different service providers and gaming sites.
s Steps being taken by BCLC to reduce risk associated with suspicious activity.

L Oversight of the program

The BCLC AML team is responsible for anything AML related at BC gaming facilities. In his role as the
AML Specialist, he reviews incident report data in the Casino Reporting System (iTrak) related to potential
money laundering activity. The AML Specialist receives automatic notification, by email, from iTrak each
time an incident report is created with category of “Unusual Financial Transaction” or “UFT”. He will review
supplemental entries that investigators have created to either substantiate or unsubstantiated a UFT. Based on
what details are provided in the supplemental, he will approve the decision or request more info from the
investigator. The Specialist indicated that he will not directly override the decision of the investigator. If he
feels that their decision may not be correct he will go back to the investigator and have them review and/or
provide any further support needed. Final authority on whether a transaction should be reported still lies with
the AML Specialist.

The AML Specialist also scans iTrak looking for incidents that may relate to money laundering but which
weren’t classified as a UFT in iTrak, for example an incident tagged an “Exchange of Cash/Chips”. If he
feels these warrant reporting he will instruct investigator to channel the incident through the normal process
fora UFT.
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BCLC Audit Services conducts a review of all UFT’s every two weeks “The focus of thls review is to ensure
that there is evidence presented by the BCLC Investigator to support the decision to substantiate or
unsubstantiated the UFT. However, their review does not analyze the quality of the evidence and whether or
not the decision was a correct one. Audit Services feels that only the AML team has the sufficient knowledge
and experience to make that decision. Audit Services also confirms that the substantiated transactions are
reported to FINTRAC within the required timeframe.

IL Consistency of policy between service providers and gaming sites.

The AML Specialist indicated that the AML program is tailored to the size of the gaming facility, so that
what may be suspicious at one facility may not be considered suspxcwus at another. However the goal is to
ensure policy is bemz, s adhered to on a consistent basis across the province. For example Cascades Casino, a
smaller facility, is raising the threshold of what needs to be reported (i.e. reporting less immaterial
transactions) and River Rock Casino is lowering its thresholds (i.e. reporting more transactions). FINTRAC
has indicated to BCLC that it was important to ensure only reportable transactions were being received by
them as they could be overwhelmed by large volumes of immaterial transactions. However, in order to
ensure that the decision to report lies with BCLC, service provider staff have been encourage to err on the
side of caution and aver report . The AML Specialist indicated that service provider staff have never been
given a listing of what not to report.

BCLC works with service provider surveillance and compliance staff to ensure policies are being adhered to,
Extensive training has taken place and BCLC has provided gaming staff with tools to help determine what
constitutes a suspicious transaction. For example a large laminated poster detailing the risk level for certain
types of behaviors and transactions was developed for gaming staff.

III.  Steps being taken to reduce risk

BCLC has begun sanctioning high risk players that exhibit suspicious behavior, such as bringing in huge
amounts of currency or assogiating with known loan sharks. BCLC relies on service provider staff as the
initial contact to dissuade players from this type of behavior. Further suspicious behavior will then result in a
meeting with the BCLC Investigator. At the time of testing, the AML Specialist indicated they currently have
12 to 13 individuals that have reached the “second” status requiring an interview with BCLC with the
potential for 10 more, These patrons can be banned from gaming based on their willingness to meet with
BCLC Investigators and/or their inability to substantiate source of funds. BCLC has also begun issuing

directives agaiust high risk patrons such as prohibiting gaming with currency.

According to the:AML Specialist there are currently no hard and fast rules about what will result in a gaming
ban, for example there is no “three strikes and you are out” rule. The AML Specialist feels that given the
nature of the casino business, structured rules such as that are impractical and patrons need to be reviewed on
a case by case basis.
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Component 11 - 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” or
“UFT". 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 the six large Lower Mainland casinos (River Rock, Edgewater, Starlight,
Grand Villa, Hard Rock and Cascades) for the period July 1* 2014 to July 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:

e Was a reason provided?
e 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 KYC 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. The unsubstantiated transactions were also reviewed to identify any transactions where the
information provided in iTrak overwhelmingly indicated an attempted money laundering activity.

Between July 1% 2014 and July 31 2015 there were 2,008 incidents categorized as Unusual Financial
Transactions in iTrak for the six sites under review. The following chart breaks this number out by site and
by whether or notthe incident was considered substantiated, and therefore filed as an STR with FINTRAC,
or unsubstantiated.

UFT Breakdow:l. Substantiated vs. Unsubstantmted

. 'Total Substamiated i % | Unsubstantiated | %
River Rock 1250 1238 99.0% 1z 1.0%
Grand Villa 155 120 77.4% 35 22.6%
Starlight 211 182 86.3% 29 13.7%
Edgewater 355 349 98.3% 6 1.7%
Hard Rock 23 15 65.2% 8 34.8%
Cascades 14 8 57.1% 6 42.9%
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Overall, BCLC deemed 95% of all UFT’s to be substantiated and therefore reportable to FINTRAC. This
would indicate that there does not appear to be a significant attempt by BCLC to avoid reporting transactions
the sites deemed suspicious.

As noted in the table, 96 UFT’s were later deemed to be unsubstantiated by the BCLC Investigator reviewing
the circumstances. These 96 were therefore not forwarded to FINTRAC as an STR.

The review of the reasoning behind the service provider staff identifying these transactions as unusual are
varied, however there are several commonalities. The chart below summarizes the reasoning why they were
considered suspicious:

Reasoning for UFT Designation

& Buy-in large volume of $20's - 37

B Large value buy-in denominations other
than $20's - 18

& Chip or currency pass- 12

& Buy-in large volume of $20's pius other
indicators (cash out no play, colouring up
ete..) - 11

& Large value buy-in denominations other

than $20's plus other indicators - 7

m Others-6

@ Cash out with no or limited play - 3

« Feeding siot machine with $20's - 2

Once the transactions were tagged as a UFT in iTrak, the BCLC Investlgator for the site reviewed the details
as well as surveillance footage capturing the transaction. Based on that review the investigator did not feel
that these transactions met the criteria for reporting to FINTRAC as an STR.
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The following table summarizes the reasons why the BCLC Investigator felt they 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.

S Reasnns for deeming UFTas Unsubstanﬁated e
Occupatmn provzdes access to amount of funds 31
Recycled funds 25
funds put at risk 23
No facilitation of funds (patran had funds in possession from outset) 20°
No previous histary of STR's 22,
Long standing relationship with BC Casinos 19
No attempt to colour up or ask for cheque 16
Small denominations accessible through ATM or Global Cash 16
No suspicious indicators 15
Occupation provides access to denomination ($20's) 15
Buy-in amount/level of play consistent with regular play 13
Chip/currency pass OK - known associates 10

Chip/currency pass overt

Source of funds identified - not suspicious

Buy-in amount deemed insignificant

Large denomination ($100's) not suspicious

No commercial intent

PGF Activity - source of funds confirmed

Bundles of cash appear to be prepared by financial institution

Large valume of small denomination not considered suspicious for River Rock
No buy-in, chip-in only

STR submitted under other incident #

[N U JUR) PO FNO F PR FUR PN TV I
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This second table breaks down the explanations by gaming facility.

»._Oecupatmn prov(des access to amount offunds i
Reoyeledfings. . 1 1 22 1
Fundsputatrlsk B _‘ 3 2 5 12 1
No facilitation.of funds (patron hadfunds in '_ '
possess(on from. outset) ol S 1 2 17
Noprevioushistoryof STRs f | 3 1 1 15 2
Long standmgre!atlonshxp with Bccasmos ; 1 17 1
Nn attemptto colourupor,askfor cheque Ll 1 12 3

"Small dennminatlons accegsable thrzmgh ATM or !
_GlobalCash b N : 1 13

‘Nosuspxaqusmdmtors By - S 3 2 7 1 2
'Occupation prO\hdes access to denommatlon o
($20's) : . S 1 2 12
: Buy-m amnunt/]evel of play consastent wnth regular
play e 3 7 2 1
,‘ChlpICUrrenGy pass OK kniown assoclatg o f 3 3 2 1
Chtp/cﬁrrency pass werte 0 o 1
:'-Source of flmds ldentlﬁed notsusp;crous X
Buy-in amount deemed. mstgnmcant o o 1 1
 Large. deaommatson ($100's) not susmctous
No commerccahntent . 1
PGF. Acﬁvnty sburce offunds‘t:onf‘rmed e 2

Bundles-of msh appear to: be prepared by ﬁnanual
mstitutlon : e e e 1

'Large volume ofsmal! denomi natton not suspicious
for River Rock T , ; 1

No buy-in, chip:in only e : - 1
'STR submltted under othermcndeht# G 1
oM s 20 15 77 107 14 12

As previously noted, this analysis does not attempt to determine the validity of the investigator’s decision, as
the only information available for review is that contained in iTrak, i.e. no surveillance footage or access to
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BCLC’s KYC data was considered and/or available for review. However there were several transactlons |
noted which could present an increased risk of money laundering or proceeds of crime. These are presented
for information purposes.

I. IN20140052578 2014-10-17  Edgewater Casino:
SID#132455 wanted to exchange a bag of $20 bills (approx. $20K) to $100 bills. His request was
denied.

BCLC Reasoning for deeming unsubstantiated:

SID#132455 did atlempi to exchange the $20 bills into $§100 bills; however, once the site had denied
the exchange, SID#132435 continued to game for several more hours. Furthermore, although the
exact number of $20 bills is unknown, it appears to be a small amount that would be easily accessible
through an ATM or Global Cash. It is suspected that SIDil132455 wanted to change these bills
solely for convenience as he was wagering substantial amounts per hand and clearly had a large
amoint of 8100 bills in his possession this date as well

2. IN20140053029 2014-10-19 Edgewater Casino:
SID#15478. ... and observed him driving up to the valet circle. Once leaving his car, SID#15478 was
observed walking toward the taxi loop area while using his cell phone. SID#15478 entered a white
BMW SUV for a short while. The activity and/or transaction that occurred inside the vehicle could
not be confirmed either. After exiting the SUV SID#15478 headed into the salon and sat down at
MDB21, where he pulled out 2 X $5000 chips for play.

BCLC Reasoning for deeming unsubstantiated:

1 find that the chips that SIDU15478 produced for his buy in could have come from anywhere and
was not necessarily dropped off by the white BMW. On October 5 when SIDRIS5478 was at
Edgewater last, SIDI15478 may not have played his entire bankroll and left with some chips.
Furthermore, as the camera cannol sée inside the vehicle, it is unclear at this time as to the
conversation that took place and the activity that had accurred inside the BMW

3. IN20140053298  2014-10-21  Langley
SID#24602 is buyingin $2,000 with small denomination ($20's) at DDBJ2 and attempting to cash out
at the main cage without playing.

BCLC:Reasoning for deeming unsubstantiated:

No history of suspicious activity. SIDI24602 was noted to game on site for a period of 2hrs (prior to
this buy-in). SIDH#24602s occupation supports his level of play and he was gaming within his regular
level. was cooperative and did not conceal the fact that he wanted larger bills, which at
‘that amount he could have obtained from an ATM or a Glebal Cash muchine

4. IN20150020526  2015-04-18  Edgewater
14:25 - S1D#14237 attempted to buy-in for $150,000 in cash, $100 bills. The buy-in was denied (as
per BCLC directive no cash buy in's allowed). Subject took back the cash, exited the Salon (high limit
room) to sit with his female associate. He was seen making phone calls. 15:37 - A patron, who
appears to be SID#141503 sits next to SID#14237 and passes him a piece of paper. Surveillance
could not see what was on the paper, but judging by the shape of it, it could be a cheque. 16:05 -
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SID#14237 buys in with two cheques: one for $100,000 (RBC Royal Bank) and one for $30 000

(BMO Bank). 16:08 - Cheques are made in order to SID#14237, which is why cage returns them and

asks SID#14237 to correct it, cross out his name and put Edgewater instead.

BCLC Reasoning for deeming unsubstantiated:
Bank Drafts were used and not cheques this was not considered to be unusual, The circumsiances of
this report do not meet the criteria for filing a STR to FINTRAC.

Component 111 - Review of iTrak Ineident Report Data for miscategorized UFT’s

A risk was identified that gaming facilities could have miscategorized unusual financial transactions in iTrak,
whether intentionally or by error. As detailed in the background section, the BCLC Investigators.and the
BCLC AML team are primarily concerned with reviewing transactions that are labelled “Unusual Financial
Transactions™ in iTrak. Transactions that did not have the UFT designation may not have been captured in
that review process. A test was developed to “mine” iTrak incident reports during the review period for those
containing key words which may indicate inoney laundering or other suspicious activity.

iTrak Incident Reports (for the same six sites as used in the Part Il UFT Analysis) for the period May 1 to
July 31 2015 were analyzed to determine if they contained any of the key words. This was done by using the
ACL software application. 5,187 records came back as containing one of the key words. These were
manually reviewed to remove false positives, i.e. key word hit in an incident report that was not related to
money laundering, There were 996 records, or 263 discrete incidents, which contained indicators that
reflected a suspicious transaction. The 263 incidents were further reviewed to classify the risk (H/M/L) based
on BCLC’s Anti-Money Laundering Jdentifying High Risk Patrons — What to Look Out For documentation.

» 53 were submitted to FINTRAC under a related iTrak Incident Number

» 5 deemed to be HIGHER risk based on BCLC criteria - no indication in iTvak these were reported as an STR
70 deemed to be MEDIUM risk based on BCLC criteria - no indication in ilrak these were reported as an
STR

® 135 deemed to be LOW risk based on BCLC criteria

The incidents deemed to betated HIGH ar2 as follows:

IN20150022943 & IN20150024081 May 1, 2015 River Rock Casino

Female patron assaulted by BCLC Barred Patron SID 73465. References made to SID 73465 being a loan shark trying
to collect funds-from assaulted patron. When this issue was addressed with the AML Specialist he indicated it wasn't
considered @ UFT as no transaction had taken place in the casino.

IN20150026158 May 19, 2015 Edgewater Casino

Unknown Asian male (SID#177250) passed $27,030 total to an Asian female associate for an attempted 3rd
party cash out. BCLC Investigator indicates “As this is the second incident where this male has attempted to
be identified and refused, it appears as though he is attempting to avoid LCT reporting”.

iN20150026735 May 21, 2015 River Rock Casino
BCLC Prohibited Loan Shark drops off patron who subsequently attends to Phoenix Room to join tables.

A TaE
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iN20150027357 May 25, 2015 River Rock Casino
Third party cash out on behalf of a patron who has a directive against his involvement in such transactions.
After the transaction was refused another patron attempted to cash out with the same chips.

The main indicators as to why items why items were classified as Mediun are:

eason for MEDIUM Risk Rating
Covert chip orcurrency pass
Cash out patron did not present ID ar other required info 13
Buy-in patrondid not present id or other required info 7
F/X patron did not present 1D or other required info 7
Unknown source of chips for cash out 3

While these were not captured in the UFT automatic reporting to the BCL.C AML team, they were still
reviewed by the BCLC Investigator for the site.

In summary the reasons why the BCLC Investigator did not consider these reportable suspicious transactions
were:

The individuals involved are known associates.

Sharing of chips and cash in a common occurrence in BC Casinos.

The individuals involved have a long standing business relationship with the site.

The transaction was refused because identification or other required info was not presented.

With regards to the last bullet, the question is do these still qualify as suspicious and reportable because of
the attempted transaction.

In conclusion, given the low number of transactions with a higher risk rating and the relatively low number
of transaction of medium risk, it does not appear that there is an attempt to miscategorize unusual financial
transactions to avoid reporting. It should be noted that 472 transactions during the same period were reported
as UFT’s.

Component IV - Review of Large Table Buy-In’s to determine UFT reporting rates

- soniiene.,
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Patrons wishing to buy-in for table games play with large amounts of currency have the opt:on of presentmg
their funds directly to the cage as opposed to a chip purchase at the table. These Large Table Buy-ins 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 January 1 to June 30,
2015 were analyzed to determine if an Unusual Financial Transactions had been created in iTrak. 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 LTBI’s reviewed. The large number (2,000+) of LTBI’s revigwed, combined
with the sheer volume of other critical information (i.e. iTrak incident reports, surveillance footage, BCLC
KYC information) 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 LTBI's and
what has been reported.

A threshold was established to determine reasonableness as to whethér 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:

e LTBI's including 500+ $20's '
o LTBTs including 200+ $50's — with less than 500 $20's and less than 100 $100's
e LTBI's including 100+ $100's — with less than 300 $20's and less than 200 350°s

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
a similar combined field in the iTrak Incident Report extract for the same period. This lookup returned two
results, either a match indicating there was an incident report for that patron on the date of the LTBI or an
N/A indicating that there was no«iTrak incident report.

For those LTBI's where a match was returned — the incidents were reviewed in iTrak to confirm they
specifically related to the LTBI. 767 LTBI’s were returned with a match. There were 1,349 LTBI’s where an
N/A was returned, indicating no match. Given the large volume and the effort it would take to search iTrak
for confirmation no incident existed, a sample of 404 or 30% of the N/A’s were reviewed to gain assurance
that no incident existed.

The analysis identified the following breakdown:

£ "T-"a"?vz.*
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1} 1
Cash LTBI's with 500+ $20 1090 439 651 649
({regardless of volume pf $50's.and S100's)
1, \J
Cash LTBI's with 200+ $50's - 65 " 6
{no large volume of $20's or $100's - <510,000}
Cash LTBI's with 100+ $100's 955 881 74 -
{no large volume of $20's or $50's - <510,000)

The following points need to be taken into consideration:

s LTBI's with $100’s and no UFT/STR do not necessarily indicate an issue, Casinos frequently cash
out patrons in $100’s. LTBI’s could be made with $100’s sourced from previous disbursements and
therefore not considered suspicious.

¢ Patrons involved inthe LTBI’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”.

Emphasis was placed on the LTBI’s consisting of large volumes of $20 bills. The following chart shows the
breakdown between UFT and Non — UFT based on volume of $20’s:

'?Volume(nleceﬂof$20' Peigol L o0 ol b
‘. intIBI | Traosactionsj NoUFT | % | UL | %
10 000 or mare $520's 28 3 10.7% 25 89.3%
2,500 - 9,999 $20's 490 7 1.4% 483 98,6%
1,500 - 2,499 $20's 199 100 50.3% 99 49,7%
1,000 - 1,499 $20's 160 129 80.6% 31 19.4%
500 -999 $20's 213 200 93,9% 13 6.1%
‘Grand Total 1090 439 | 40.3% 651 59,7%
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a4 2,500-9,999x520
B8 10,0004 % $20

Conclusions from the data:

e Very few UFT’s are being created for LTBI’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 dollar value of the buy-in appear to strongly determine whether a UFT was created for those
LTBI’s conmstmg of large volumes of $20 bills. The overwhelming majority of the large value $20
LTBIs, i.e. 2,500 or more $20’s, did have a UFT created.

Component V - [ntegritv_bi‘ iTrak Data

Concerns were raised about the: integrity of the data in iTrak, specifically in regards to individuals having the
ability to change incident report data created by someone other than themselves. For example, did certain
user levels have the ability to change the data in other users’ supplementals? Was information recorded in
iTrak indicating a UFT potentially changed at a later date to make the transaction details appear
unsubstantiated or a non-reportable event?

Analysis wasundertaken to review ADD, MODIFY or DELETE actions recorded in the 1Trak Audit Logs
between April 1, 2014 and September 24, 2015. The analysis confirms that there are permissions that allow
users to edit ot delete supplementals that they did not create. There are approximately 600 user ID’s in iTrak
that allow this type of modification.

ST
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During the review period there were 12 instances where users edited supplementals that they dld not create.
There were no instances of a user deleting a record they did not create.

The 12 instances were reviewed to determine what if any information had been changed. There was no
indication of any change for nine of the instances. The remaining three were modifications done by system
administrators to correct a date error at the request of the supplemental originator.

While it does appear that users have the ability to modify other users’ data, the actual usage of this function is
extremely limited. For those cases where modifications were done, the reasons were valid and were
documented. Only three of the twelve related to UFT’s and for those three they were all substantiated
transactions that were sentto FINTRAC as an STR.

In conclusion, it does not appear that there was any attempt to modify information in order to avoid filing an
STR with FINTRAC.

PART 3: CONCLUSIONS

There does not seem to be intent on the part of BCLC to avoid filing an STR for unusual financial transaction
identified by service provider staff. More than 95% of all site-generated UFT’s are being treated as
substantiated and sent to FINTRAC.

Based on the analysis of the River Rock data it was noted that very few UFT’s are being created for Large
Table Buy-ins consisting primarily of $100 bills. This reaffirms previous work conducted indicating that buy-
ins of $100 bills are generally not considered suspicious based solely on volume. The dollar value of the buy-
in appear to strongly determine whether a UFT was created for those LTBI’s consisting of large volumes of
$20 bills. The overwhelming majority of the large value $20 LTBIs, i.e. 2,500 or more $20°s, did have a
UFT created.

There does not seem to be widespread intentional or erroneous miscategorizing of incidents in iTrak resulting
in unreported unusual financial transactions. The mining of the iTrak data identified only five high risk

events and 70 medium risk incidents. In all cases the BCLC Investigator still completed a review of the
incident. The 70 medium risk items consisted mainly of either chip passing (primarily amongst known
associates) and transactions refused because the patron did present identification or required information. It
could be argued that the refused transactions should have been reported if BCLC considered them an attempt
at money-laundering,

While it was identified that a certain class of users have the ability to modify data in iTrak they did not
author, there was very limited use of this; 12 times in the year reviewed. It did not appear that any of these
modifications were done to prevent a UFT from being reported to FINTRAC.

Compliance Division
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This is EXHIBIT “11” referred to in

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB |the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
cC: Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB British Columbia this 3, day of
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB  (March, 2021.
From: Tim Storms, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Divisiop, GPE
Date: April 27, 2016 A Commissioner for taking
_ Affidavits in British Columbia
Subject: Unusual Financial Transaction/Suspicious Transaction Verificgtion-Review Phase Il {COMM-
8629)
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The work conducted in this review is a follow up to COMM-8513 Unusual Financial Transaction/Suspicious
Transaction Verification Review Phase | 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:

e Component |: Review Unusual Financial Transactions (UFT’s) entered into iTrak during the period
August 1 to December 31, 2015 t6 determine the solit 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).

e Component lI: Review Large Table Buy-in (LTBI) transactions at the River Rock Casino for the period
July 1 to December 31, 2015 to determine if these were deemed substantiated UFT’s reportable to
FINTRAC.

Conclusions

Component |

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

.
AN
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there does not appear to be an intent on the part of BCLC to avoid reporting tanlN‘TRAC those mcldents
which service provider staff deemed suspicious.

Component il

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. LTBY'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 |. As was also noted in the Phase | 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 . Overal! the
number of large volume $20 LTBI'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 abjectives of this review were as follows:

1. Further the work conducted in Phase | 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 stope of Component lincluded all UFT’s entered into iTrak for the period August 1 to December 31,
2015.

The scope of Component il included all Large Table Buy-ins documented by River Rock Casino for the period
July 1to December 31, 2015,

The approach undertaken is to:

Compliance Division
o . . 5
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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 | - Review of Unsubstantiated “Unusual Financial Transact}lons" 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:

e Was a reason provided?
e Wasita valid reason explaining why not suspicious?
e Was there any consistency amongst different investigatars 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,

A,
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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 |
review) and the current review period, in terms of the percentage of UFT’s substantiated.

i Aug - Dec 2015 Jan- Jul 2015

UFT's: {phose 2) % (phase 1) %

Substantiated 623 84.9% 1,172 93.9%

Unsubstantiated 111 15.1% |i 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: Total UFT’s | Substantiated | % | Unsubstantiated | %
River Rock 525 448 85.3% 77 14.7%
Grand Villa 60 49 81.7% 11 18.3%
Starlight 35 32 91.4% 3 8.6%
Edgewater 94 50 95.7% 4 4.3%
Hard Rock 3 1 33.3% 2 66.7%
Cascades 1 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Fraser Downs/Elements 4 1 25.0% 3 75.0%
Other - Lower Mainland 3 0 0.0% 3 100.0%
Other - Vancouver Island 6 1 16.7% 5 83.3%
Other - Interior 1 ) 0.0% 1 100.0%
Other - Northern 2 0 0.0% 2 100 0%
Total . 734 623 84.9% 111 151%

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 ta
more being deemed unsubstantiated.

S, .
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The following chart and table show the monthly trend of reporting between August and December 2015.

AUGUST TO DECEMBER 2015

UNUSUAL FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS BY MONTH

@ Substantiated
& Unsubstantiated

300
250
200
150
100
50
] . v :
August September October November December
Unusual Finandial Transactions August to December 2015

&t B hsta aterd Total

August w7 139 146

September 5B 88 94

October 14 77 91

November 13- 102 115

December. 71 217 288

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:

or Global Cash machine.

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

BRITISH
COLUMBIA
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s No facilitation of funds - patron had funds in possession from outset and did not receive from 3™
party while onsite.

e Patren does not associate with high risk patrons ar persons of interest.

e Patron has no previous history of STR's.

e The buy-in amountand/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 If - 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 takle. 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 buy-
in. 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 LTBI's reviewed. The large number {(1,780) of LTBI'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 LTBI'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:

LTBI's including 500+ $20's
- LTBI's including 200+ $50's ~ with less than 500 520’s and less than 100 5100’s
LTBI's including 100+ $100's — with less than 500 520’s and less than 200 $50’s
All other LTBI's greater or equal to 510,000 that were not captured in the three categories above.

These thresholds intended to isolate the effect of each denomination on the decision to report. [n 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 twao results, either a match indicating

A Compliance Division
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there was an UFT incident report for that patron on the date of the LTBi or no match mdlcatmg 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) LTBI’s
identified during the review period.

For those LTBI's where a match was returned - the incidents were reviewed in iTrak to confirm they
specifically related to the LTBI. 876 LTBI’s were returned with a match.

There were 904 LTBI’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 LTBI’'s made up of $10,000 or more in $20 bills not already reviewed.
With this additional sample added, 46% of all LTBF'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:

5 UFT % NU_»UFT
fesnii b Bt nai | Created Created
Cash LTBI's with 500+ $20's . I : 5
823 552 67.1% | 271
{regardless of volume of $50's and $100's) £ S
Cash LTBI's with 200+ $50's : el :
34 14 41.2% | 20
{no large volume of 520's or 5100’s - <510,000) :
Cash LTBI's with 100+ $100's o o e
$ 844 217 25.7% | 627
{no large volume of $20's or $50's - <510,000} 1
Remaining Cash LTBI's > $10,000 ; =
. 310, 79 32 | 40:5% | 47
{not included in above categories :
Total 1,780 815 |458% |  7¢ 965
Compliance Division
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} A comparison was done between the results from the Phase |l analysis (Jul to Dec 2015) against the work
‘ previously conducted in Phase | (Jan to Jun 2015):

% of LTBY's Where UFT Created
Eoriine e Jan - Jun Jui - Dec
Cash LTBI's with 500+ $20's
_ 59.7% 67.1%
{regardless of volume of $50's and $100's)
Cash LTBI's with 200+ $50's
‘ 8.5% 41.2%
(no large volume of $20's or $100's - <$10,000)
Cash LTBI's with 100+ $100's
7.7% 25.7%
{no large volume of $20's or S50' - <510,000)
ni h LTBI's = $1
Remaining Cas s 2 $10,000 o/a 40.5%
{not included in obove categories
Total 34.5% 45.8%

The following chart illustrates the breakdown by primary denomination between LTBI's where an UFT was
created versus those where there was not:

River Rock LTBI's July 1 to December 31, 2015

900 -
800
700
600

8 No UFT Created
@ UFT Created

500
400
300

200 4+

100 +

500+ $20's 2004+ $50's 100+ $100's All others
510,000 or more
Primary Denomination of Buy-In
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Given the higher risk associated with $20 bills, further analysié was conducted on the LTBl's made primarily
with that denomination.

Volume of $20's in LTBI Total

> $100,000 151 145 96.0% 6 ik A%
$50,000 to $98,999 217 203 93.5%: 14 6:5%
$25,000 to $49,999 156 | 100 64.1% | 56 . 359%
$10,000 to $24,999 299 | 104 | 348% 195 65.2%
Grand Total 823 552 67.1% 271 32.9%

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:

» LTBI's with $100’s and no UFT/STR do not necessarily indicate an issue. Casinos frequently cash out
patrons ih $100's. LTBI's could be made with $100’s'sourced.from previous disbursements and
therefore not considered suspicious.

® Patrons involved in the LTBI’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:

e A greater percentage of LTBI's are being reported as Unusual Financial Transactions then was noted
in the review conducted an data for the first six months of 2015,

e 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 for 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.

e Few UFT’s are being created for LTBI's consisting primarily of $100 bills. This reaffirms previous work
we have done that indicates that buy-ins of 5100 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.

Compliance Division
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e The dollar value of the buy-in appear to strongly determine whether a UFT was created for those
LT8I's consisting of large volumes of $20 bills. The overwhelming majority of the large value $20
LTBI'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 numberis
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 LTBI's are being
reported as UFT’s than what was noted in the first phase of this analysis. LTBI’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 |. As was also noted in the Phase | 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 LTBI's reported as suspicious has increased.
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Review of BCLC Player Gaming Fund Accounts Pilot Project
Interim Audit Report
2009/2010
GPEB File # COMM-5224

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An interim audit of BCLC’s Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) pilot was conducted to verify _
compliance with the Gaming Control Act, Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and ;

directives.

The purpose of the audi't was to review the PGF pilot program to verify that PGF policies and
procedures are being followed and to provide an overall evaluation to the Ministry Executive.

Notable exceptions include a failure by Great Canadian Gaming Corporation (GCGC) to
correctly set-up the PGF bank account and procedural violations by GCGC cage staff.

2.0 AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The specific abjectives of this interim audit were to examine the PGF pilot programi to ensure
{hat the receipt and disbursement of player funds is properly managed by GCGC head office and
individual accounts are properly administered at site level.

3.0 AUDIT SCOPE

Information and data related to the program was analyzed for the period December 7, 2009 to ;
January 25, 2010. All PGF transactions were reviewed, 2 i

BRITSH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Division
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4.0 GENERAL INFORMATION & OBSERVATIONS

¢ A total of nine accounts have been opened, all opened at Great Canadian Gaming
Corporation’s River Rock Casino;

o PGF initial deposits range from $10,000 to $250,000;

o Total PGF Account balance is $38,200 (As of January 15, 2009);

o TFunds are used by high limit table players;

s Deposited funds are promptly used for gaming;

e Large dollar values are not maintained in accounts for extended periods;

o Patrons complain about the requirement to wire transfer money in to fund their PGF
account;

« Overall, PGF accounts are being managed well by the River Rock cage. Accounts are
reconciled accurately and required documents (LCTRs, Transfer in/out sheets) are
completed;

e There have been no issues identified in the management of verified wins in relation to the
PGF accounts;

e Failure by GCGC head office to follow policy.

5.0 AUDIT FINDINGS & EXCEPTIONS j

The details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below: ’

1. A PGF account opened December 23, 2009 had the following problems:

a. A Large Cash Transaction Record (LCTR) was not created for the initial wire transfer
deposit of $17,000.

Control Failure: Preventative control failure at GCGC. Per section 1.10.1 of BCLC PGF
policy LCTR’s must be completed for deposits greater than $10,000.

Severity: High
b. An Incident report was not created in ITRAX for the account opening.

Control Failure: Preventative control failure at GCGC. Per section 1.10.2 of BCLC PGF
policy an incident report in ITRAK must be completed when an account is opened.

Severity: Medium ‘

B;%SH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Division
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¢. There was lack of oversight by BCLC in a timely manner. BCLC did nohdenhfy the issues
until December 30, 2009. The site created the ITRAK incident file and the LCTR after the i
) p/» GPEB auditor advised them of these errors. |

Control Failure: Detective control failure at GCGC. Per section 5.7.3 of BCLC PGF
olicy BCLC Security Investigators shall conduct a review, on a daily basis, of all Patron.
Gaming Funds Account activity to ensure accordance with reporting requirements for
suspicious financial transactions/money laundering.

Severity: Medium

2. GCGC HQ did not open the PGF bank account in compliance with PGF policy. Specific i
problems include:

a. The account is interest bearing and $70.69 of interest was earned in December 2009.

Control Failure: Preventative control failure at the bank. Per section 1.8 of BCLC PGF
policy the Service Provider must open a non-interest-accruing bank account specifically for
use for patron gaming accounts funds.

Severity: High

b. The account is not restricted to only allowing deposits via EFT from a registered Canadian 5
bank.

n (‘1) Control Failure: Preventative control failure at the bank. Per section 1.9 of BCLC PGF
,yf \ 6% policy the initial deposit for opening of account must be either by electronic funds transfer
d m{ or wire transfer from a registered Canadian banking institution. !

r\\‘;bk‘ o " Severity: High

3. Electronic funds of $270,696.21CAD were accepted into GCGC’s HSBC PGF bank
account from a foreign bank (Macau) on December 11, 2009. These funds were returned to
the originating bank on December 15, 2009. ,

Control Failure: Preventative control failure at the bank. Per section 1.9 of BCLC PGF
policy the initial deposit for opening of account must be either by electronic funds transfer
or wire transfer from a registered Canadian banking insttution.

Severity: High

RTEH Gaming Policy-and Enforcement Division
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4. A bank draft for $30,000CAD from a domestic financial institution was deposited directly
by a casino patron to GCGC’s HSBC PGF bank account on January 22, 2010. These funds
were used for gaming by the patron on the same day. GCGC HQ failed to recognize the
deposit as anon-EFT and improperly authorized the River Rock cage to release the funds
for gaming.

Control Failure: Preventative control failure at the bank and detective control failure at
GCGC head office. Policy violation per section 1.9 of BCLC PGF policy stated above in
section 2(b).

Severity: Medium

6.0 CONCLUSION

Significant issues were identified in this interim audit. GPEB requires BCLC to provide in their
response by February 15" an action plan indicating how the outstanding issues will be corrected
and the date by which the issue will be addressed.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Branch
February 1, 2010

Distribution List:

Terry Towns, Vice President— Corporate Security, BCLC

Derek Sturko, Assistant Deputy Minister

Terri Van Slenwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance

Larry Vander Graaf, Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations
Bill McCrea, Executive Director, Internal Compliance & Risk Management
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Audit Report

Patron Gaming Fund Accounts Pilot Project
2" Interim Audit Report
For the Period January 26, 2010 - June 30, 2010
GPEB File # COMM-5507

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A second interim audit of BCLC’s Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) pilot was conducted to verify compliance
with the Gaming Control Act, Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The purpose of the audit was to review the PGF pilot program to verify that PGF policies and
procedures are heing followed and to provide an overall evaluation to the Ministry Executive.

Pll - FINTRAC

2.0 AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The specific objectives of this interim audit were to examine the PGF pilot program to ensure that the
receipt, management and disbursement of player funds is properly managed by Great Canadian
Gaming Corporation {(GCGC) and Gateway Casinos head offices and individual accounts are properly
administered at site level.

3.0 AUDIT SCOPE

Information and data related to the program was analyzed for the period January 26, 2010 to June 30,
2010. PGF transactions were reviewed on a full population testing basis and procedures reviewed
included testing: This is EXHIBIT “13” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD

¢ Individual account opening and management. |(affirmed before me in Burnaby,

e FINTRAC compliance. British Columbia this 2 , day of
e Reconciliation of PGF bank accounts. March, 2021.
(a4 Q)
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4.0 GENERAL INFORMATION & OBSERVATIONS

e Asof June 30, 2010 a total of 25 accounts had been opened at River Rock Casino, of which 3
were subsequently closed upon opening due either to patron voluntary self exclusion or BCLC
barring. Four accounts had been opened at Starlight Casino, of which 1 was subsequently closed
upon opening due to BCLC barring.

e AsofJune 30, 2010 the PGF Account balance at River Rock Casino was $116,050 and $100,000 at
Starlight Casino.

e All player gaming funds are appropriately accounted for.
e Bank reconciliations are appropriately completed. No interest has been earned on PGF funds.
e At River Rock Casino, initial deposits ranged from $10,000 to $100,000, with an average initial

deposit of approximately $45,000. At Starlight Casino, initial deposits ranged from $15,000 to
$120,000 with an average initial deposit of approximately $88,000.

e Large dollar values are not maintained in accounts for extended periods. Generally, funds held in
PGF Accounts are promptly used towards gaming.

e Subsequent deposits were primarily by gaming chips from verified wins and EFT’s.
e Overall, PGF Accounts are being well managed by Cage staff at River Rock and Starlight Casino.
Accounts are reconciled accurately and all required documents (Patron Profile Card, Trust Entry

List by Trust ID, LCTR's) are completed appropriately.

e There have been no issues identified in the management of verified wins in relation to the PGF
accounts at both River Rock and Starlight Casino.

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Ministry of Housing & Social Development Page 2 of 3
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5.0 AUDIT FINDINGS & EXCEPTIONS

The issue resulting from the audit procedures is discussed below:

Pll - FINTRAC

6.0 CONCLUSION

With the exception of the above finding, no other significant issues were identified in this interim
audit. GPEB requires BCLC to provide in their response by September 30, 2010 an action plan
indicating how the outstanding issue will be corrected and the date by which the issue will be
addressed.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
August 23, 2010

Distribution List:

Terry Towns, Vice President — Corporate Security, BCLC

Derek Sturko, Assistant Deputy Minister

Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance

Larry Vander Graaf , Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations
Bill McCrea, Executive Director, Internal Compliance & Risk Management
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA

The Best Place on Earch

Patron Gaming Fund Accounts Pilot Project
Final Audit Report
As of December 31, 2010
GPEB File # COMM-5781

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A final interim audit of BCLC’s Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) pilot was conducted to verify compliance
with the Gaming Control Act, Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The purpose of the audit was to review the PGF pilot program to verify that PGF policies and
procedures are being followed and to provide an overall evaluation to the Ministry Executive.

The only outstanding issue identified is a lack of oversight by BCLC in reviewing the reconciliation of
the PGF bank account statements by the service providers.

2.0 AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The specific objectives of this interim audit were to examine the PGF pilot program to ensure the
receipt, management and disbursement of player funds are properly managed by Great Canadian
Gaming Corporation, Gateway Casinos Limited and Paragon Gaming Inc. In addition BCLC’s
management of the PGFT pilot program was also reviewed.

3.0 AUDIT SCOPE

Information and data related to the program was analyzed for the full pilot period. PGF transactions
were reviewed on a full population testing basis and testing was performed to ensure that all required
documentation was completed for:

This is EXHIBIT “14” referred to

¢ Individual account opening, activity and withdrawals; (in the affidavit of ANNA

e ITRAK reporting; FITZGERALD affirmed before

e FINTRAC compliance; me in Burnaby, British Columbia
e Reconciliation of PGF bank accounts. this =_, day of March, 2021.

(e, A

Ministry of Public Safety and Sclicitor General . . Page 1 of4
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch A Commissioner for takmg
Audit and Compliance Division Affidavits in British Columbia

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Poli infor ;
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Review and testing for the period December 2, 2009 to June 30, 2010 was performed in the first and
second PGF audits. The final audit focused on activity from July 1, 2010 to December 31, 2010.

4.0 KEY STATISTICS

Statistics are for the period December 7, 2009 to December 31, 2010. As of December 31, 2010 the
province wide PGF balance is $430,725 and there are a total of 82 active accounts.

River Rock Casino

e 66 accounts were opened at River Rock Casino of which 25 were open the first half of the year
and 41 during the second half. 61 accounts are active.

e Three accounts were closed by BCLC because the patrons were barred for suspicious financial
activity and therefore the account was required to be closed. GPEB investigations division is
aware of these individuals.

e 2 accounts were closed due to the patron’s personal decision to close their account.

e PGF balance is $327,275. Deposits ranged from $10,000 to $300,000 with an average deposit of
$67,747 and median deposit of $50,000.

Starlight Casino

¢ 13 accounts were opened at Starlight Casino of which 4 were open the first haif of the year and

“““““ d half. 12 accounts are active.

nine during the second ha

e One account was closed by BCLC immediately following the opening of the account as the
account was opened pre-maturely. No gaming activity occurred for this patron through the
PGF.

e PGF balance is $63,000. Deposits ranged from $15,000 to $199,986 with an average deposit of
$76,343 and median deposit of $61,500.

Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 2 of 4
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
Audit and Compliance Division
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Grand Villa Casino

e 8 accounts were opened at Grand Villa Casino and all were opened in the second half of the
year. 7 accounts are active.

e One account was closed by BCLC because the Patron was barred for suspicious financial
activity therefore the account was required to be closed. GPEB investigations division is aware
of this individual.

e PGF balance is $40,000. Deposits ranged from $20,000 to $149,986 with an average deposit of
$72,981 and median deposit of $76,000.

Edgewater Casino

e 2 accounts were opened at Edgewater Casino and all were opened during the second half of the
year. Both accounts are still active.

e PGF balance is $0. Initial deposits were $80,000 and $150,000 with an average initial deposit of
$115,000.

5.0 GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

Observations are for the period December 7, 2009 to December 31, 2010.

o Large dollar values are not maintained in accounts for extended periods. Generally, funds held
in PGF Accounts are promptly used towards gaming. As at December 31, 2010, the closing
balance in majority of the accounts reviewed was nil.

¢ Subsequent deposits were primarily by gaming chips from verified wins, electronic fund
transfers or bank drafts.

e Overall, PGF Accounts are being well managed by Cage staff at the casinos. Accounts are
reconciled accurately and required documents (Patron Profile Card, Trust Entry List by Trust
ID, LCTR’s) are completed appropriately.

Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 3 of 4
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e PGF bank accounts statements have been reconciled accurately for all sites for each month by
each service provider. No issues were identified with the PGF funds held by the service
providers.

e BCLC operational auditors are reviewing PGF account activity at each site appropriately. This
includes ensuring that all required paperwork is completed for each PGF transaction.

e There have been no issues identified in the management of verified wins in relation to the PGF
accounts at both River Rock and Starlight Casino.

6.0 AUDIT FINDINGS & EXCEPTIONS

As of December 31, 2010 the only outstanding exception is as follows:

6.1  There is no evidence to confirm that BCLC is reviewing the specific PGF bank account
statements for each service provider on a quarterly basis.

Control Failure: Bank statements should be reviewed to ensure that records are maintained

correctly and that funds held in PGF accounts are used in accordance with policy.
(BCLC CSPP 3-8.3, 5.7.20)

Impact: High

7.0 CONCLUSION

In our opinion we did not identify any material issues which should impact the continuance of the PGF
program. The exception will be communicated to BCLC under separate document.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
February 4, 2011

Disiribuiion List:

Sue Birge, Acting Assistant Deputy Minister

Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance

Larry Vander Graaf , Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations
Bill McCrea, Executive Director, Internal Compliance & Risk Management
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BRITISH

COLUMBIA

Audit Report

Patron Gaming Fund Accounts Pilot Project
For the Period January 1, 2011 — June 30, 2011
GPEB File # COMM-6607

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of BCLC’s Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) pilot project was conducted to verify compliance with
the Gaming Control Act, Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The purpose of the audit was to review the PGF pilot project to verify PGF policies and procedures are
being followed and to provide an overall evaluation to the Ministry Executive.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The specific objectives of this audit were to examine the PGF pilot project to ensure that the receipt,
management and disbursement of player funds is properly managed by Great Canadian Gaming
Corporation, Gateway Casinos and Entertainment Limited and Paragon Gaming Inc. The
administration of the PGF accounts at the casino site level was also examined.

AUDIT SCOPE

Information and data related to the PGF pilot project was analyzed for the period January 1, 2011 —
June 30, 2011. PGF transactions were reviewed on a full population test basis and procedures included
a review of:

e Individual account opening, withdrawals, deposits and activity; [This is EXHIBIT “15” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD

e iTrak reporting; affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this 3 , day of
e FINTRAC compliance; March, 2021.

e PGF bank account reconciliations. ///
APy,

A Commissioner for taking
Affidavits in British Columbia
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND KEY STATISTICS

e As at June 30, 2011, the province-wide PGF account balance is $225,400 and a total of 144
accounts have been opened.

e Large dollar values are not maintained in accounts for extended periods. Generally, funds held
in PGF accounts are promptly used towards gaming.

e Reconciliations for PGF bank accounts were accurately performed by the Service Providers on
a monthly basis.

River Rock Casino

e A total of 102 accounts have been opened, of which three have been subsequently closed. A
total of six accounts currently have a PGF account balance.

e The PGF account balance as at June 30, 2011, is $122,400.

Starlight Casino

e A total of 21 accounts have been opened, of which five have been subsequently closed. All
active accounts have zero balances.

e The PGF account balance as at June 30, 2011, is zero.

Grand Villa Casino

f 16 accounts have been opened, of which two have been subsequentiy closed. A total
of two accounts currently have a PGF account balance.

e The PGF account balance as at June 30, 2011, is $73,000.

Edgewater Casino

e A total of five accounts have been opened, all of which are active. One account currently has a
PGF account balance.

e The PGF account balance as at June 30, 2011, is $30,000.

Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 2 of 5
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AUDIT FINDINGS

Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:

1. PGF Account Number 75 was opened at River Rock Casino for a patron that had enrolled in the
volunteer self exclusion program for the period October 2, 2009 to October 2, 2012. Despite
being self excluded, the patron was permitted to make an initial deposit of $15,000 into their
PGF account and then subsequently buy in at table games and make additional deposits via
bank drafts into their PGF account. It is also worth noting that this particular patron had two
different Subject IDs in iTrak.

Control Failure: Patrons that have enrolled in the casino or community gaming centre self
exclusion program are not permitted to enter any gaming facility with slot machines. The
Service Provider is also required to search the Voluntary Self Excluded and Barred Patron
databases in CRS to ensure the patron is eligible to open a PGF account. (CSPP $3-8.3, 12.2.4)

Impact: High

Pll - FINTRAC

3. Patron Profile Cards were not created for PGF accounts opened at Edgewater Casino.

Control Failure: A Patron Profile Card must be created and retained in the PGF account file.
The purpose of the Patron Profile Card is to document all deposits and withdrawals from the
account, types of negotiable instruments presented and other miscellaneous information
collected which may lead to further knowledge of patron activities. (CSPP $3-8.3, 4.4)

Impact: Medium

Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General Page 3 of 5
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4. Incident Reports were not created for the openings of PGF Account Numbers 97 and 98 at
River Rock Casino.

Control Failure: An Incident Report is required to be completed for PGF account openings.
(CSPP 83-8.3, 12.2.11).

Impact: Medium

5. The Declaration of Source of Funds form was completed incorrectly at Edgewater Casino for
PGF Account Number 318602. The patron’s initial deposit upon account opening was $20,000;
however, the amount was incorrectly reported on the form as $10,000.

Control Failure: The Declaration of Source of Funds form should be reviewed by the
appropriate Cage staff to ensure all information entered is correct. (CSPP §3-8.3, 5.1.3)

Impact: Low

6. Copies of photo identification were not retained in the PGF account files for several PGF
accounts at both Starlight Casino (PGF Account Numbers 15, 16 and 17) and Grand Villa
Casino (PGF Account Numbers 11 and 17).

Control Failure: A copy of photo identification used for acceptable identification is required to
be retained as part of the PGF account file when an account is opened. (CSPP $3-8.3, 5.1.1.h)

Impact: Low

DIRECTOR’S CONCLUSION

The PGF pilot project has been continuously reviewed since its launch in December 2009. Overall, the
PGF accounts have been well administered by head office and casino staff, however, several
inconsistencies attributed to all four lower mainland casinos have been identified throughout the course
of our reviews. Significant issues were identified in this audit report which will be communicated to
BCLC under a separate document. In our opinion, the issues identified should not impact the
continuance of the PGF pilot project. For sites with few PGF accounts, the exceptions can be attributed
to the learning curve and a lack of familiarity with policies and procedures. Our review of the PGF
pilot project on a full population test basis will continue until the end of this calendar year, at which
time we will re-evaluate our audit approach.
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Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
September 7, 2011
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Sue Birge, Executive Director
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Larry Vander Graaf, Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations
Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division
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Gaming Policy and

Enforcement Syl

Branch BRITISH

AUDIT REPORT COLUMBIA

BCLC
Patron Gaming Funds Account Audit
For the Period July 1, 2011 — December 31, 2011
GPEB File # COMM-6862
2011/2012

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of BCLC’s Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) project was conducted to verify compliance
with the Gaming Control Act, Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The scope of the audit included a review of all new PGF accounts opened during the period July
1, 2011 to December 31, 2011. The following aspects of the accounts were reviewed: receipt and
disbursement of player funds, management of individual account files and overall administration
at the site level.

A notable exception at Edgewater Casino identified that the Declaration of Source of Funds form
was not being completed for subsequent deposits into the account.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were 1o verify the receipt and disbursement of player activity, verify
that appropriate records were maintained on file for each account holder and that accounts were
being appropriately administered at the casino site level.

AUDIT SCOPE

All new PGF accounts opened during the period July 1, 2011 to December 31, 2011, were
reviewed on a full population test basis. Audit procedures included a review of:

This is EXHIBIT “16" referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this 3, day of

e FINTRAC compliance; March, 2021.

e PGF bank account statements, accounts and reconciliations. () /g 7{ @%

A Tommissioner for taking
Affidavits in British Columbia

e Individual account opening, withdrawals, deposits and activity;

e iTrak reporting;

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND KEY STATISTICS

e The province-wide PGF account balance as at December 31, 2011, is $334,559.00. A
total of 199 accounts have been opened as of this date, of which 64 have been
subsequently closed.

e Many patrons use their accounts for only short periods of time, and then discontinue their
use once funds have depleted. Such accounts are often kept open, however with little to

no activity.

o Large dollar values are not maintained in accounts for extended periods. Generally, funds
held in the accounts are promptly used towards gaming,.

e PGF bank statements and accounts are being accurately reconciled on a monthly basis by
the service providers.

e Overall, the accounts are being well administrated by the service providers and cage staff.

River Rock Casino

e A total of 132 accounts have been opened, of which 30 have been subsequently closed.
The PGF account balance as at December 31, 2011, is $280,859.00.

Starlight Casino

e A total of 35 accounts have been opened, of which 13 have been subsequently closed.
The PGF account balance as at December 31, 2011, is $53,700.00.

Grand Villa Casino

e A total of 21 accounts have been opened, of which 13 have been subsequently closed.
The PGF account balance as at December 31, 2011, is nil.

Edgewater Casino

e Atotal of 11 accounts have been opened, of which eight have been subsequently closed.
The PGF account balance as at December 31, 2011, is nil.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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EXCEPTIONS
Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:

1. The Declaration of Source of Funds form was not completed for subsequent deposits
made into accounts at Edgewater Casino. The form was only completed for initial
deposits made to open the account.

Control Failure: The Cage Manager / Supervisor are required to complete the Declaration
of Source of Funds form for all subsequent deposits made into the patron’s account after
initial opening. (CSPP 5.3-8.3, 3.13)

Impact: High

BCLC Response: BCLC Investigator and BCLC Auditors spoke with an Edgewater Cage
Manager to ensure that the site understood the requirements in relation to proper protocol
surrounding the completion of a Declaration of Source of Funds form for all subsequent
deposits made into PGF accounts held at Edgewater Casino. It was determined that
Edgewater has remedied this “exception” and are now compiiant with BCLC Policy in
this area.

2. Patron Profile Cards were not created for accounts opened at Edgewater Casino. This
issue was also identified as an exception in our previous audit report.

Control Failure: A Patron Profile Card is required to be created upon account opening.
The Patron Profile Card is used to manually document deposit and withdrawal activity in
the patron’s account. (CSPP §.3-8.3, 2.10.1.b)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response: BCLC Auditors spoke with an Edgewater Cage Manager to ensure that
the site understood the requirements in relation to proper protocol surrounding the
completion of Patron Profile Cards for every PGF account opened at the Edgewater
Casino. It was determined that Edgewater Casino had remedied this “exception” prior to
this audit and are now compliant with BCLC Policy in this area.

3. Signature Cards were not on file for two accounts opened at Starlight Casino.

Control Failure: Signature Cards are required to be created and maintained securely on
file for each PGF account holder. The purpose of the Signature Card is to compare the
signature on the Signature Card to the identification presented. (CSPP $.3-8.3, 2.10)

Impact: Low

BCLC Response: A BCLC investigator spoke with a BCLC Auditor about this issue and
determined that all PGF accounts held at Starlight Casino contain the Patron Signature

“This report is-ihie property of the Audit and Comphance Division of the Gammg Policy and Enforcement Branchandisnot. =
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients wuhonl the permzsswn of the Pxecutwe Dlrector, Amm and i i
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Cards as dictated by BCLC policy. it was however determined that the two accounts
identified by GPEB [Accounts 24 & 25] contained several volumes and the Patron
Signature Cards got buried in the paperwork. As a result the signature cards have now
been placed in a location in the file where they can easily be observed during the course
of an audit.

CONCLUSION

Several issues were identified in this audit. BCLC has acknowledged the exceptions in this report
and either the risk will be accepted or changes will be made to the service provider operations as
noted.

The PGF pilot project is now complete, and BCLC has incorporated the process into normal
casino operations. GPEB will continue to monitor the PGF program on an ongoing basis.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
April 24,2012

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Terry Towns, Vice-President, Corporate Security and Compliance, BCLC
Larry Vander Graaf, Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations, GPEB
Bill McCrea, Executive Director, Internal Compliance and Risk Management, GPEB
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This is EXHIBIT “17”

Internal Memo referred to in the affidavit of

To: Len Meilleur, Excecutive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB  |[ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in

CC: Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB Burnaby, British Columbia

- Doug Mayer, A/Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB  |ihis 3, day of March,

2021.

From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Divisipn, GPEB

Dale: August 20, 2015 /)

Subject: COMM-8490 PGF Review / January 1, 2015 - - June 30, 2015 A oL ing
Affidavits in British

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Columbia

The Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program allows patrons to deposit funds into thetruecommts; wichrcamthernr

be withdrawn for gaming, re-deposited for subscquent play or retumed to the patron, Qur objective is to
analyzc 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

i

Since the introduction of the PGl 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, 2013, a total of $164,926,511 was deposited into PGI¢
accounts, and $164,136,075 was withdrawn. This represents a decline of 30% from the previous six
month period, and a decline of 62% {rom one ycar ago.

Fluctuations in PGI activity arce atiributed to the program’s dependence on a few patrons. 52% of
PGI 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 generaied by 10 patrons.

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

In January 2015, BCIL.C revised its policy (o 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 morc dormant accounts will remain open.

Cornpliance Division

BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page | of 4
COLUMBIA



PG0444.0002

130

This document is the property of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (Compliance Division). It is confidential and shall not be released
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PART 1: PGF ACCOUNT STATUS

The Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program was created 1o 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 {o deposit funds inio their PGF accounts, which can then be withdrawn for gaming, rc-
deposited for subsequent play or returned to the patron. The PGE program was launched in December 2009.
The following five approved casinos offer PGIF accounts to their patrons:

Site ) B PGY Program Launch Date
River Rock Casino December 2009
Starlight Casino : _ | January 2010 .
Grand Villa Casino July 2010 _
lidgewater Casino Sceptember 2010
(Mard Rock Casino | cbruary 2013 B

Since the PGI program was introduced, a total of 823 accounts have been created, of which 46% have
subscquently 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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In January 2015, BCILC revised its policy to state that if an account is inactive for three years, and no
direction has been received [rom the patron, the account may be closed. Prior to the revision, accounts which
were inactive for one ycar 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.

Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 2 0of 4
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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
Site ) PGF Account PGF Account Closing PGF
Deposits Withdrawals Account Balance,

i o N ___June 30, 2015
River Rock Casino $782,872,229 $781,493,348 $1 ,378,881
‘Edgewater Casino D a6 | $274,255, 521 . - $247, _100_
‘Grand Villa (‘dsmo ) _ $2]5,28l 824 $215,181,824 $100 000
Stcllllghl Casino o L $94, 806,894 - $94 786,894 o _@_Q})Q_
Hard Rock Casino  $17,616,330 $17,571,475 | _$44.855

(Total oo 81,385079,898 | §1,383,289,062 . $1,790,836

The line graph below shows total PGI' deposits and withdrawals at different intervals throughout the past 5 %
years. During the period, January 1, 2015 -- June 30, 2015 atotal 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.

I
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
$1,000,000,000 —
900,000,000 - -
> )\$431,153,869
$800,000,000 o ==mrn e e
$700,000,000 1 - : / \
$600,000,000
$500,000,000 4= - . i A . .n.z 97;1;5; B " Total PGF Deposits
; 207,525,932 . 1,069 o~ ] .
#0090 o ~ =~ Tatal P61 Withdrawels
5300.000‘”(!] . . P - $15°:926r511
46,534,681
$200,000,000 4 - &’ e — e em
$207,968,146 $164,136,075
$100,000,000 +..... - - _$§Tuf6’i.3q_-... e memmimbe v - ——— et
80 b e e g . ey ey
l December 1, 2009 - January 1, 2013 - June Julyl 2013 - Jenuary 2, 2014 June July1, 2014 - January 1, 2015 - June
, December 31, 2012 30,2013 Decamber 31, 2013 30,2014 December 31, 2014 30, 2014

Fluctuations arc largely attributed to the program’s dependence on a few patrons to generate majority of the
dollar volume activity. For instance, although, therc are 443 PGF accounts that arc currently open, 52% of
the activity during the current review period January 1, 2015 — June 30, 2015 was gencrated by 10 patrons.
During the previous six month period, July 1, 2014 - - December 31, 2014, 75% of the activity was gencrated
by 10 patrons. For the period January 1, 2014 - - June 30, 2014, when PGIF 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 PGI accounts can be made by bank drafl, certified cheque, cheque from a Canadian casino, wire
transfer, clectronic 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 opcning the
account.

The pic chart below provides a detailed breakdown of the $1.385 billion that was deposited into PGEF
accounts since the program was introduced. Approximately 30% of the funds deposited into the accounts
were from bank drafis, with less than onc percent from wire transfers, and certified cheques. Together, bank
drafts, wire transfers, and certificd 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 PGE 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 issucd (o a patron at a Canadian casino different from the casino the patron is
depositing them at.

Tatal PGF Deposit Breakdown
Far the period December 1, 2009 - June 30, 2015
Total PGF Depasits: 51,385,079,898

C .
$358,000

\\\_‘(le(-_qu ¢ from a Canadian

Casino 2,25%
$31,226,524

Re-Depaosits and Verified Wins:
67.55% 'Wire Transfors: .64%

_5985,657,067 $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 PGY accounts consist of funds moving around the casino (re-
deposits and verified wins). Without the existence of PGE accounts, patrons would cither cash out their
gaming chips or leave the facility with the gaming chips until their next visit. To this exient, re-deposits of
funds into PGY" accounts reduces the amount of cash patrons may leave and subscyucently re-enter the casine
with. In relation to “new money” such deposits into the accounts have been almost always with bank drafis.
Only a handful of deposits have been madce by wire transfers and certified cheques, while the other options
for authorized deposits such as electronic funds transfer (K1), debit card transactions, or internet banking
transfers from an authorized personal bank account have not been utilized. The PGE program is highly
dependent on a small number of patrons that gencrate a vast majority of the activity. Almost half of the
accounts created {o date have been closed, and the majority of those that remain open arc seldom used,
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. _ ANNA FITZGERALD affirmed before me in Burnaby,
INTERNALMEMO British Columbia this - , day of March, 2021.

(AR

A Corfimissioner for taking Affidavits in British COLUMBIA
- . |Columbia
Toi Len M E_i“_:el-ll'_;_r E)de(:utiye Dire_ctgr,,ComplianCe Di.ViSiOh",'GPEB_

BCLC policy permits a patron to.d; o
cheque from a reguiated ﬁnanci ]

prewous audrt work
deposited chips _.frqm

The purp M.se of this
provade GPEB Co

idit was to. conduct an in-depth: review of PGF files and account: transactlons to -
t nce (lnvestlgat:ons) and Executive with results on the following four objectwes,

Result Gf the 291 PGF accounts aud:ted cash was. depos;ted mto only one account as detaned in the
followmg paragraph There was: no other evidence of cash deposited into PGF-accounts.

On two occas:ons, a total of $770, 000 was deposned into PGF Account # 572 at River Rock, whoch belongs
K the most active PGF playerin the Province at this time, interms of dollar volume

Compliance Division
- d
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activity. We identified the folldwing issues with the circumstances under which the cash was accepted for
deposit:

o Thetime frame for sourcing the cash does not seem to reflect the same criteria applied to chip
deposits. Although, BCLC palicy does not detail the duration to which cash shall be sourced, it does
provide guidance inrelation to chip deposits, which states, “chips can on!v be accepted for deposit
in'the same gaming day or, if the gaming time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same
gammg session as the verified win.” The guidance provided for chip deposits should rationally apply
to cash, but such was not the case for i} ;

» OnAugust 8, 2016, [} deposited $700,000 cash into his PGF accoum; Through GPEB
Compliance (Investigations) follow-up, BCLC indicated that the deposrt was) sourced
payouts made to him over the previous seven months] PIl -FINTRAC
and on October 8, 2016, [Jjj deposited $70,000 cash into his PGE. account which was
sourced to his gaming sessions on August 8 - 10, 2015

e In relatron to the $700,000 cash deposit on August 8, 2016?‘ BCLC mformed GPEB Compliance
(lnvestrgatrons) that - had called Great Canadlarr "Gammg Corporatron (GCGC) on August 3,
2016, to inform them he would be brmgmg n  the cash;f-BCLC advrsed GCGC in an email dated
August 3, 2016, the “cash is previous wnnmngs and no UFT or sectlon 86 required.”

funds withdrawn from the account and subStantratedIWltH table play or sourced to a documented table
win. This was confirmed through a rewew of table tracklng cards corresponding to each chip deposit.

‘Objective# 3: Confirm if bank‘_draft'depOsrts Were'from Canadian or US regulated financial institutions.
Result. We manually veriﬁed 100% o‘f the all bank drafts deposited into PGF accounts for the period June
1, 2016 to the Iast da; fleldwork November 8, 2016 During thss period an bank drafts were from

ming from the patron s personal bank account. CIBC s the only fi nancial institution
: 'e mdmdual’s name on the bank draft, and based on our review of CIBC bank drafts we did
any material concerns

‘adequate supporting documentation was on file for each account deposrt
GE account files were well administrated at the site level and adequate supporting
documentatrcn 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 ac_:cepted'fer deposit in
the same gaming day or, if the time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same session as the verified
win. ' '

Compliance Division
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BACKGROUND

In August 2016 GPEB Comphance (investlgations) ransed concern around the Patron Gammg Fund (PGF)
program,’ specsﬁcally the possablmy of cash bemg depos;ted mto accounts;. the issuing source of bank drafts;
and the. potentlal of mtroducmg unsourced chips for deposit. The mformatxon prowded specaﬁed the period

as June 2016 onwards.

BCLC policy permits a patron to deposit funds into their PGF account via means of; :
cheque from a regu!ated flnancsal mstltut:on, cheque from a Canad;an casmo,

our past work in mlnd

OBJECTIVE

The scope of the at ,mcluded an examination of 100% ofall deposits made to PGF accounts at Rwer 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 3.1 fle!dwork days, by a team of
two and three auditors. PGF accounts at Elements Casino were not audited due to fow risk.

Compliance Division
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APPROACH

The audit approach included the following steps:

¢ Coordinate with service provider management to obtain _werking spaces in their fac_ilities to conduct
reviews of PGF account files.

e Prior to the commencement of fieldwork, request from service provider management PGF trust
ledgers, which are used by the sites to document each account transactlon '

e Prepare a list of all PGF account files with activity during the audit pe_riod.

® Perform the following specific audit procedures:

» Ensure adequate supporting documentation was on ﬁle for each account deposit

» Analyze table trackmg cards to confirm chip depos;ts vere substantlated

» Ensure the name on the bank draft was of th f‘accou" t holder (where possible).

» Confirm mformatlon entered by the sntes on PGF trust Ie' g rs'for accuracy and completeness

Of the 291 PGF accounts audsted, cash was depostted mto only one account, as detailed below. There was
no other evidence of cash de osuted 'nto PGF aceounts

the s sa\ _e. gammg day or, if the gaming time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same gammg
session as the verified win.” The guidance provided for chip deposits should rationally: apply to cash,
but such was not the case for [JJJj:

» OnAugust 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 month‘ Pll - FINTRAC
and on October 8, 2016, [JJJjj 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 deposnt on August 8 2016 BCLC: mformed GPEB Comphance

(Investigations) that . had called Great Canadian Gaming: Corporat:on (GCGC) on August 3, 20i6
toinform them he would be bnngmg in the cash. BCLC advised GCGC in:an email dated August 3, -
2016 the "cash is previous winnings and no UFT or sectlon 86 required.’ -

RE:. OBJECTIVE #2 — Determine if: patrons introduced new chips to top up their PGF re-
deposlts

New chips were:not introduced to top up re-deposvts Chips deposnted to PGF acs:ounts vere from funds
withdrawn from the account and substantiated with table play or sourced to a loct '
was confirmed through a review of 100% of the table tracking cards correspondc

the 291 PGF accounts. audxted

 To - $136,537,311
Note 1 ~The PGF trust fedgers, for Gateway Caslnc:lts{ﬁmnd Vﬂla and Starfight] do not lbt the name of the bank draft financial huﬂtuﬂon

Compliance Division
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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, 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 administrated at the site level and adequate supportmg documentatlon to
support current policy was on file for each account deposit, specifically:

® A ‘Declaration of Source of Funds’ form was completed as requtred and sngned by the patron
attesting to the source of funds, and site staff as acknowledgement for recetpt.;v here apphcable,
dealer supervisor or floor manager signed off attestlng to tab!e actuon for & any Chlp deposnts

o Negotiable instruments presented for deposit were. bank drafts and casmo cheques for which copies
were on file. In addmon, table tracking cards were on flle to substantaate table play and verified wins
for chlps deposits and jackpot slips were on f;le,to suppert siot 1S deposnted

¢ The information documented by the sites on PGF trust ledgers for each account transaction was
corroborated with source documents onfile;. Thei ormatton stated on the trust ledgers was
accurate and complete. S

Overall, funds deposited into PGF: accounts were from sourced deposits; bank drafts were from regulated
and recogmzed North Amerlcan financlel mstututwns, and where venﬁable, the names on bank drafts were

streng‘&hen contmfs around c:ash deposnts to PGF accounts Specuflcally cash, similar to chlps, should only be
accepted for depos;t inthe same gaming day or, if the time frame has overlapped gaming days, in the same
session as the verified win.

Compliance Division
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Thrs is EXHIBIT “19" referred to ln the affldavrt of ANNA

ITZGERALD affirmed before me in Burnaby, British
INTERNAL MEM(S lumbia this =, day of March, 2021.

U~

A Commissioner for taking Affidavits in British Columbia
To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

cC: Anna Fitzgerald, Senior Regional 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, Gambling Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

Date: August 9, 2017

Subject: COMM-8939 BCLC Directive Impact on Cash Buy-ins and New Money PGF Deposits
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the latter part of 2015, BCLC began issuing directives to certain high risk patrons advising them they
are no longer permitted to buy-in with ‘unsourced’ cash. Patrons that received the directive were those
conducting buy-ins with substantial amounts of cash, primarily $20s.

A two year time period was chosen for review (January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2016} and involved five
gaming facilities: River Rock, Edgewater, Grand Villa, Starlight and Hard Rock Casino. The objectives of
our review were to:

1. Assess if the BCLC unsourced cash directive resulted in a reduction in cash buy-ins with $20s,
2. Determine if the directive resulted in increased new money deposits to PGF accounts.

REVIEW RESULTS

Objective #1: Assess if BCLC unsourced cash directive resulted in a reduction in cash buy-ins with $20s,

& The BCLC unsourced cash directive had a significant impact in reducing the amount of cash
buy-ins with $20s, particularly at River Rock Casino.

» Cash buy-ins with $20s decreased by 53% in 2016 compared to 2015 at River Rock. The
decrease notably started around directive issuance, in the second fiscal quarter of 2015,

# For the two guarters before the directive, cash buy-ins at River Rock with $20s ranged
from $37 to $47 million. For the six quarters post directive, cash buy-ins with $20s at
River Rock ranged between $13 and $14 million each quarter.

Gaming Pclicy and Enforcement Branch / Compliance Division Page1of8
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e Edgewater Casino, which is in close proximity to River Rock, experienced a 25% decrease in
cash buy-ins with $20s in 2016 compared to 2015, Post directive, cash buy-ins with $20s
steadily declined each quarter.

e The directive did hot adversely nor materially impact cash buy-ins conducted with $20s at
Grand Villa, Starlight or Hard Rock Casino. This makes sense, from the perspective that the
directive primarily targeted high limit gamblers at River Rock.

Objective # 2: Determine if the directive resulted in increased new money deposits to PGF accounts.

® When the directives started being issued to patrons, one theory was that in the short term it
may lead toa reduction in the amount of gaming chips purchased; however, in the long term
patrons would adjust, by sourcing their cash or transitioning to PGF accounts. Our analysis
showed that the directive did result in increased new money deposits to PGF accounts.

# Forthe six months before the directive, the average monthly new money deposit to PGF
accounts was 511.6 million. For the 18 months post directive, the average monthly new
money deposit to PGF accounts was $14.5 million, which represents an increase of 25%.

» Total new money deposits to PGF accounts for the cafendar year 2016 were $186.1 million
compared to $145.4 million in 2015, which represents an annual increase of 28%.

k¥4

River Rock was most impacted by the directive. Our analysis at River Rock showed that the
correlation between the decrease in cash buy-ins with $20s and the increase in new money
deposits to PGF accounts started around the time of directive issuance.

CONCLUSION

Although fluctuations in the amount of money coming into casinos (cash and new money deposits to
PGF accounts) may partly be attributed to changes in player behaviour, frequency and duration of visits;
the most material procedural change over the past two years was the BCLC unsourced cash directive.
The results of our analysis showed that the directive resulted in a significant reduction in cash buy-ins
with $20s which correlated with an increase in new money deposits to PGF accounts.

i
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

In the latter part of 2015, BCLC starting issuing directives to certain high risk patrons advising them they
are no longer permitted to buy-in with ‘unsourced’ cash. Unsourced cash is defined as cash without a
bank or ATM withdrawal slip; however, patrons under the directive 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.

OBJECTIVE

The objectives of our review were to:
1. Assess if the BCLC unsourced cash directive resulted in a reduction in cash buy-ins with 520s.
2. Determine if the directive resulted in increased new money deposits to PGF accounts.

SCOPE

The following five casinos were reviewed for the two year period January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2016:
River Rock, Edgewater, Grand Villa, Starlight and Hard Rock Casino. Although the BCLC unsourced cash
directive targeted primarily those frequenting the high limit rooms at River Rock, we expanded our
scope to include the other four big iower mainiand casinos to determine if they were impacted,
APPROACH

The approach consisted of the following steps:

e Analyzing GMS ‘Report Drop Reconciliation’ reports, which document cash buy-ins for the casino,
by denomination.

e Analyzing PGF ‘Trust Ledger’ reports, which document PGF account transactions.

» Evaluating trends or patterns that emerged.
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REVIEW RESULTS
Objective #1: Assess if BCLC unsourced cash directive resulted in 3 reduction in cash buy-ins with $20s

GMS ‘Report Drop Reconciliation’ reports document cash buy-ins for the casino, by denomination.
These reports were filtered and then analyzed to show the total dollar amount of cash buy-ins with
$20s,

On the following page, Chart 1 provides a summary of cash buy-ins with $20s, for the period January 1,
2015 ~ December 31, 2016, at River Rock, Edgewater, Grand Villa, Starlight and Hard Rock Casino. The
chart highlights the following key points:

s The BCLC unsourced cash directive had a significant impact in reducing the amount of cash buy-ins
with $20s, particularly at River Rock Casino.

» Cash buy-ins with $20s decreased by 53% in 2016 compared to 2015 at River Rock. The
decrease notably started around directive issuance, in the second fiscal quarter of 2015.

% For the two quarters before the directive, cash buy-ins at River Rock with $20s ranged from
$37 to $47 million. For the six quarters post directive, cash buy-ins with $20s at River Rock
ranged between $13 and $14 million each quarter.

s Edgewater Casino, which is in close proximity to River Rock, experienced a 25% decrease in cash
buy-ins with $20s in 2016 compared to 2015. Post directive, cash buy-ins with $20s steadily
declined each quarter.

s The directive did not adversely nor materially impact cash buy-ins conducted with $20s at Grand
Villa, Starlight and Hard Rock Casino. This makes sense, from the perspective that the directive
primarily targeted high limit gamblers at River Rock.
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Chart 1: Cash Buy-Ins with $20 Bills
For the period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2016
J'/ e
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River Rock |  $47,769,320 $37,671,500 $13,932,520 $14,348,040 $13,102,520 $13,075,060 $13,614,5490 $13,627,220 $167,140,720
Edgewater |  $12,089,140 $16,317,980 $13,700,780 $13,290,900 $12,466,100 $11,644,860 $8,770,640 $8,933,260 597,213,660
Grand Villa]  $15,771,380 $10,764,480 $11,379,820 $12,560,160 $13,312,340 $12,259,540 $12,658,860 $12,533,660 || $101,240240 |
stariight $6,270,680 $5,874,460 $5,663,720 $5,919,200 $6,215,420 $6,772,820 $6,717,920 $6,397,260 || 549,831,280
Hard Rock |  $5,323,980 5,324,060 $5,459,840 $6,042,520 $6,120,560 $5,387,380 $6,014,160 $6,197,460 || 545859,960
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Objective # 2: Determine if the directive resulted in increased new money deposits to PGF accounts.

When the diractives started being issued to patrons, one theory was that in the short term it may lead
to a reduction in the amount of gaming chips purchased; however, in the long term patrons would
adjust, by sourcing their cash or transitioning to PGF accounts.

Table 1 provides a quick year over year comparison of total PGF deposits. As shown, total deposits to
PGF accounts for the calendar year 2016 were $564.3 million compared to $353.5 million for 2015,
which represents an annual increase of 59%.

‘Table 1: PGF Deposit Summary Croopye 016 | %Change
New Money PGF Deposits $145,415,364 $186,053,911 +28%
Churn $208,141,407 $378,254,906 +82%
Total PGF Deposits $353,556,771 $564,308,817 | +59%

New Money - A patron may deposit new money into their PGF account via means of a bank draft or
certified chegque from a regulated financial institution, wire transfer, electronic funds transfer {domestic
and international) debit card transaction, or internet banking transfer from an authorized personal bank
account. Despite various options, almost all new money deposits into PGF accounts are done with bank
drafts.

Churn - A patron may deposit churn into their PGF account via means of a cheque from a Canadian
casino (either verified win cheque or a ‘Return of Funds’ cheque), chips from funds previously withdrawn
from the account and substantiated with table play or sourced to a documented table win, siot jackpot
slips, and cash from a verified win issued at the same casino.

Chart 2 on the following page provides a summary of new money PGF deposits on a monthly basis for
the period January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2016. The chart highlights the following key points:

e For the six months before the directive, the average monthly new money deposit to PGF accounts
was $11.6 million. For the 18 months post directive, the average monthly new money deposit to
PGF accounts was $14.5 milfion, which represents an increase of 25%.

e Total new money deposits to PGF accounts for the calendar year 2016 were $186.1 million
compared to $145.4 million in 2015, which represents an annual increase of 28%.
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Chart 2: PGF New Money Deposits
For the period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2016
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The BCLC unsourced cash directive targeted primarily those frequenting the high limit rooms at River
Rock. Consequently, River Rock was most impacted by the directive. Chart 3 compares cash buy-ins with
$20s and new money deposits to PGF accounts at River Rock, The chart highlights the following key
points:

e The decrease in cash buy-ins with§20s and increase in new money deposits to PGF accounts was
most significant from July 2015 onwards when BCLC starting issuing directives to certain high risk
patrons advising them they are no longer permitted to buy-in with ‘unsourced’ cash.

e Overall, cash buy-ins with $20s at River Rock for the calendar year 2016 were $53.4 million
compared to $113.7 million in 2015, which represents a decrease of 53%. New money deposits to
PGF accounts at River Rock for the calendar year 2016 were $102.2 million compared to $87.3
million, which represents an increase of 17%.

Chart 3: River Rock Casino: Comparison of Cash Buy-Ins with $20s and
PGF New Money Deposits
For the period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2016
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'CONCLUSION

Although fluctuations in the amount of money coming into casinos (cash and new money deposits to
PGF accounts) may partly be attributed to changes in player behaviour, frequency and duration of visits;
the most material procedural change over the past two years was the BCLC unsourced cash directive.
The results of our analysis showed that the directive resuited in a significant reduction in cash buy-ins
with $20s which correlated with an increase in new money deposits ta PGF accounts.
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This is EXHIBIT "20" referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
147 affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia thISB_ day
Gaming Policy and March, 2021,

Enforcement g N
Branch B /% BRITISH

INTERNAL DOCURfRER" British Columbia

Great Canadian Gaming Corporation
River Rock Casino - VIP High Limit Table Rooms
GPEB File # COMM-6711
2011/2012

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of River Rock Casino’s VIP high limit table rooms (Maple Leaf, Dogwood Club and
Salon Prive) was conducted to verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act, Regulation and
all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The objectives of the audit were to verify that Large Cash Transaction Reports (LCTR’s) were
being completed for patrons in the VIP high limit table rooms. The scope of the audit included a
review of gaming operations in the VIP high limit table rooms for the period November 1, 2011
to December 1, 2011.

During the period reviewed, no exceptions were identified.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The audit is based on information from GPEB Investigations of a risk that LCTR’s may not have
been prepared for some patrons in the VIP high limit table rooms. The objectives of the audit
were to verify that LCTR’s were being completed as required for such patrons and that controls
were in place to ensure this.

AUDIT SCOPE

The scope of the audit was limited to patron play in the VIP high limit table rooms. The audit
period was November I, 2011 to December 1, 2011. Surveillance footage, internal working
papers, LCTR’s, and FINTRAC reporting requirements were reviewed for this period. Interviews
were also conducted to gather information about processes, procedures, roles, responsibilities,
and internal controls.
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AUDIT PROCEDURES

The period of field work was November 30 to December 1, 2011. Audit procedures were
conducted on a sample testing basis to provide reasonable assurance of compliance. The auditors
performed on-site compliance work through observation, interview and testing. Specific
fieldwork included:

e Obscrving gaming operations in the VIP high limit table rooms.

e Interviewing Dealer Supervisors, floor staff, and Surveillance Operators regarding
processes, procedures, LCTR’s, internal controls and staff roles and responsibilities.

e Reviewing surveillance footage to ensure that coverage in the VIP high limit table rooms
was adequate and of sufficient quality.

e Reviewing internal working papers prepared by Surveillance Operators to monitor
gaming activity of patrons in the VIP high limit table rooms. Information on patrons
identified through the internal working papers as having reached the LCT threshold was
traced to physical LCTR’s. The LCTR’s were reviewed to ensure that all required
information was documented and corresponded to information recorded on the internal
working papers.

e Comparing LCTR’s to corresponding electronic submissions in iTrak to ensure that
information was entered correctly and within the required timeframe.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

River Rock Casino has adequate controls in place to ensure that LCT’s in the VIP high limit
table rooms do not go unreported. Specifically, the following controls are in place:

e Dealer Supervisors arc familiar with their patrons and have a good understanding of
which patrons will likely reach the LCT threshold. Gaming activity for such patrons is
monitored immediately.

o Dealer Supervisors track patron activity on player tracking cards and on CMS when
transactions for a patron reach $3,000.00.

e Surveillance is notified when transactions for a patron reach $7,000.00. A patron’s
gaming activity is monitored by Surveillance from this point forward.

e Dealer Supervisors, Floor Persons and Surveillance are in constant communication. If a
patron that is likely to reach the LCT threshold moves from one table to another or from
one area of the gaming floor to another, this information is shared.
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e Each VIP Room has a Guest Services Department which maintains a computerized log to
keep track of patron preferences (complimentary benefits). The log is shared by Guest
Services Departments in all three VIP high limit table rooms. If a patron moves from high
limit table room to another, Guest Services is aware and will notify appropriate staff.

e Player tracking cards are reviewed by Shift Managers each morning.

CONCLUSION

No exceptions were identified. LCT requirements appear to be met in the VIP high limit table
rooms at River Rock Casino.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
January 31,2012

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Larry Vander Graaf, Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations, GPEB
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Branch B
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Cash Alternatives Review the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
For the Period Ended September 30, 20t#firmed before me in Burnaby,

GPEB File # COMM-7199 British Columbia this _3 , day of
2012/2013 March, 2021.

To:  Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance|Division
Karen Kraan, A/Director, Commercial (Casino), Audit and Cor::R i {vi ) i
" ommissioner for taking

From: Parminder Basi, CGA, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Audit e CiiayiEnde HiFfigh Columbia

Date: November 19, 2012

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A review of the policy initiatives introduced by BCLC on April 2, 2012, to reduce the volume of
cash being utilized within gaming facilities in BC was conducted to provide management with
an overall summary and analysis of the policy in practice,

The scope of the audit was limited to a review of Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts, Customer
Convenience Cheques, debit transactions at the cash cage and the use of the Hold Cheque Option.

Our review concluded that while the PGF accounts are being utilized, the other cash reduction
initiatives are either not being used, or utilization is minimal.

BACKGROUND

On April 2, 2012, BCLC introduced a series of policy changes governing how patrons buy-in at
gaming facilities. The intent of these policy changes was to.provide non-cash alternstives for
patrons to use for buy-ins, thereby reducing the reliance on cash transactions. Policy changes
consisted of the following:

o Allowing bank debt cards to be used at the cash cage for patrons to purchase funds to be
used towards gaming.

e Accepting a Hold Cheque Option which allows a patron to provide a negotiable financial
instrument such as a certified personal cheque as collateral in exchange for funds to be used
towards ganting..
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¢ Making enhancements to the Patron Gamihg Find (PGF) program, specifically, in
relation to-authorized deposits and withdrawals.

In addition to the above, a policy was also introduced to allow service providers to issue cheques
to patrons up to a maximum amount of $5,000 for retuin of buy-in funds or for small unverified
wins.

Together, the intent of these policy ¢hanges was to strengthen the existing anti-money launidering

controls already in place, reduce the amount of cash being brought into gaming facilities and
to further enhance patron safety.

OBJECTIVE

The objective of this review is to provide management with an overall summary and analysis of
the progress of the cash alternative policy chatiges introduced by BCLC on April 2, 2012.

SCOPE
The scope of the andit was limited to a review of:

* PGF accounts opened from inception of the program on December 9, 2009 to September
30, 2012. :

* - Customer Convenience Cheques issued from inception of the program April 2, 2012 to
September 30, 2012.

e Debt transactions at the cash cage from inception of the program on May 1 to September
30,2012,

o Hold Cheque Options utilized.
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND KEY STATISTICS
Patron Gaming Fund (PGF} Accounts

Approved casinos may offer Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts to patrons wherein

funds may be deposited, withdrawn for gaming, re-deposited for subsequent play or returned to
the patron. PGF accounts were created primarily to offer high limit players at lower mainland
casinos a viable option to transport large sums of cash to gaming facilities. Presently, the
following casinos are approved to offer PGF accounts:

-\:m_tx:n‘;:ﬂ’: A’r’ v‘ﬁ‘h %%W 3
.

545 beririecds (3 A £
gewater Casino Scptembcr 2010.
Grand Villa Casino . July 2010
Starlight Casino July 2010

River Rock Casino December 2009

On April 2, 2012, enhancements were made to the PGF program, specifically in relation to-
expanded terms for authorized deposits and withdrawals. Initially, patrons could deposit funds
from bank drafts, certified cheques, cheques from a Canadian casino, wire transfers, electronic
fund transfers, cash or chips from a “verified win® issued at the same casino. Now, patrons are
also permitted to deposit funds into their account by debit card transactions and internét banking
transfers from an authorized personal bank account. Authorized withdrawals from the PGF
account are now permitted to be made by internet transfer to an anthorized bank account, in
addition to the previous means of cash, ‘return of funds” cheque, electronic funds transfer, and
wire transfer.

Table 1 below, provides a summary of PGF account use for the period December 9, 2009 to
September 30, 2012. Of the 282 PGF accounts opened, 43% have subsequently been closed.
Through a review of the deposits and withdrawals, it has been determined thatfunds deposited
into PGF accounts are promptly used towards gammg, and are not maintained for extended
periods of time.
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@md 31 13 $1,630,840.00 | $52,607.74 | $34,504,462.00 | $34,474,462.00 | $30,000.00
Starlight | 43 16 $3,269,958.00 | $76,045.53 V$44,224,198 $44,224,198.00 | $0.00
Casino

River 188 83 $11,124,820.00 | $59,174.57 | $116,905,236.48 | $116,800,674.00 | $104,562.48

Rock

Tables 2.and 3 below, provide a summary of PGF account usé for the 6 month period (April 1 —
September 30, 2012). since the new policy changes were iniroduced and compares the results and
activity to the's month period (October 1, 2011 ~ March 31, 2012) prior to the policy changes
being in effect. Based on the comparisons, early indications are that the expanded terms of use
governing PGF accounts have not made a noticeable impact in terms of the number of new PGF
account-openings, or the amounts of deposits and withdrawals into PGF accounts. The two new
initiatives introduced for authorized deposits (debit card transactions and internet banking
transfers from an authorized personal bank account) have not been utilized. Internet transfers to
an authorized bank account for withdrawals have also not been utilized.
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TABLE 2: COMPARISON BETWEEN PGF ACCOUNT OPENINGS FOR 6 MONTH PERIOD APRIL 1 -
SEPTEMBER 30, 2012 TO PREVIOUS 6 MONTH PERIOD OCTORBER 1, 2011 - MARCH 31, 2012

April 1, 2012 — September 30, 2012 ot 2011 —March 3

ANy
o 55"’*;{ §5=aﬁr~»%4'"~£:

AREPHELE S Rn i TR i R T LR G A e
Edgewater 6 $212 000 00 $35 333 33 6 $258,800.00 $43,133.33
Casino
Grand Villa 5 $150,600.00 $30,000.00 {7 $375,000.00 $53,571.43
Casino .
Starlight 3 ‘ $238,000.00 $79333.33 Q14 $894,000.00 $63,857.14
Casino .
River Rock: 32 $2,208,800.00 | $69,025:00 §31 $2.203,920.00 | $71,094.19
Casino .

TABLE 3: COMPARISON BETWEEN PGF ACCOUNT ACTIVITY (DEPOSITS AND WITHDRAWALS)
FOR 6 MONTH PERIOD APRIL 1 - SEPTEMBER 30, 2012 TO PREVIOUS 6 MONTH PERIOD OCTOBER
1,2011 —MARCH 31,2012,

April 1, 2012 — September 30, 2012 October 1, 2011 — March 31, 2012

‘V

Edgewater | 341955000 ] $3.416,550.00 $2,s40,350.00 si 700,350.00
Casino
Grand Villa | $5,483,980.00 [$5,533,980.00 | $4,744,10000 | $4,679,100.00
Casino
Starlighi $7.677.600.00 $7,677,60000 | $10,111,625.00 | $10,183,725.00
Casino |
RiverRock | $26,635,252.00 §27,208850.00 |$28,541,846.48 | $28,270,834.00
Casino

TG0
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Customer Convenience Cheques

Service providers may at their discretion and upon request from the patron, issue a cheque that is
not for a verified win. These cheques, referred to as Customer Convenience Cheques, must not
exceed $5,000 and may be issued for returnt of buy~in funds or for small unverified wins.
Customer Convenience Cheques can only be issued by a service provider to a patron once &
weok. The intent of this policy is to enhance patron saféty by reducing the amount of cash patrons
leave the gaming facility with,

The policy governing the issuance of these cheques has changed since first being introduced.
Initially, service providers were required to authenticate the identity of the patron by verifying
and confirming the patron’s name, date of birth, home address, and place of residence, phone
mumber, and occupation details. Setvice providers were dlso required to make a copy of
acceptable photo 1dent1fimuon

However, in mid May of 2012, BCLC, in consultation with GPEB and service providers, revised
the pohcy in an effort to simplify the type-and amount of data collected. Under the revised pol;cy,
service providers are requlred to.establish the identity of the patron by verifying photo
identification (no requirement to photocopy).and by documenting the patron’s full name and date
of birth.

For the six month period April 1 —September 30, 2012, a total of 32 Customer Convenience
Chieques were issued for d total amount of $126,224.40, as illustrated in the chart below. During
the first quarter (April — June), 12 cheques were issued, and during the second quarter (July —
September 30), 20 cheques were issued, which represents a 67% increase.

CUSTOMER CONVENIENCE CHEQUES ISSUED FOR THE PERIOD APRIL 1 - SEPTEMBER
30, 2012

Page G of 8
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Debit Transactions at Cash Cage

At the service provider’s discretion, bank debit cards may be used at the cash cage for patrons to
purchase funds to be used for gaming. The monetary threshold, both low and high, within which
the use of the debit card will be accepted, is established by the service provider. At River Rock,
for example, the minimum debit card purchase is $3,000 with nio maximum limit.

During the six month period April 1 — September 30, 2012, the total dollar value of debit
transactions at the cash cages of all the participating sites was $667,450. During the first quarter
(April - June), thetotal value of debit card purchases at the cash cages was $135,850 and during
the second quarter (July — September), the value was $531,600 which represents an increase of
290%.The average value of debit card purchases at the cash cage was $3,500.

Despite significant increases in debit card purchas&s at the cash cages from quarter one to quarter
two, the total value of the purchases in comparison to net win revenue at the sites durmg the
period April 1 — September 30, 2012 is less than 1% as detailed in table 4 below, Net win
revenue represents the total cash collected less the prizes paid, which is the true revenue to
BCLC.

TABLE 4: TOTAL DOLLAR VALUE OF DEBIT TRANSACTIONS AT THE CASH CAGE IN
COMPARISON TO NET WIN REVENUE FOR THE PERIOD APRIL 1 -SEPTEMBER 30, 2012

Trm‘*%ﬁ, T
k‘ o
" __f“r'lug

el
L,‘ : ’-‘:"Iw

Boulevard Casino $172,000.00 “1$60.236,467.42 0.286%

Fraser Downs Racetrack  |$57.870.00 $22,731,874.45 0.255%
and Casino

River Rock Casino $363,800.00 $126,216,002.55 °  0.288%
View Royil Casino $9,600.00 $31,226,119.83 0.029%
Treasure Cove Casino $64,780.00 $19,560,313.88 0.33%

A —— — o xG
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Hold Cheque Option

Service providers are permitted to offer a Hold Cheque Option to individual patfons wherein a
negotiable financial instrument such as a personal cheque will be authorized and accepted to be
held for an agreed period of time, withdrawn and used for gaming before the cheque will be
deposited and withdrawn from the patrons’ personal bank account. The following participating
casinos have received approval to offer the Hold Cheque Option.

Edgewater Casino April 10, 2012
Grand Villa Casino May 24, 2012
Starlight Casino May 13, 2012
River Rock Casino July 20, 2012

As at September 30, 2012, this option has not been utilized by any of the gaming facilities. Per
discussions with a cage shift manager at River Rock Casino, patrons have iriquired about the
option, however, have declined once informed that it takes the site about five business days to.
perform credit record cheques on the patron before the personal cheque can be accepted and the
hold cheque deferred payment option can be authorized.

CONCLUSION

While the PGF accounts are being utilized, the other cash reduction inifiatives that were
introduced in April, 2012 are either not being used, or utilization is minimal,

Commercial Gaming Audit
Aundit and Compliance Division
November 19, 2012
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Enforcement Sl

Branch BRITISH
COLUMBIA

This is EXHIBIT “22" referred to in
INTERNAL DOCUMENT [the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD

BCLC affirmed before me in Burnaby,
GPEB File # COMM-6883 British Columbia this 3, day of
2011/2012 Ma/rcll\2021.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (\//)a 7‘&%

A review of BCLC’s anti-money laundering strategies employed, speci QB’M&&QB%@OF taking _
denomination of currency flowing through gaming facilities, was condybtglavits in British Columbia

The objectives of the review were to verify that when a patron buys-in with a large amount of
small denomination bills that the site pays cash-outs in the same denomination. The scope
included a review of cash-out procedures at Cascades, Edgewater, Grand Villa, River Rock and
Starlight Casino.

Our review concluded that the practice of cashing out patrons in the same denomination of bills,
for which they bought in with, is subject to discretion. Patrons that buy-in with large number of
small denomination bills can be cashed out with large denomination of bills, if the site deems
that the patron had reasonable play and / or reasonable net gaming losses.

OBJECTIVES

Presently, when a patron buys-in with a large number of small denomination bills, BCLC advises
that current practice is to pay cash-outs in the same denomination. This practice is intended to
prevent a patron from coloring up and placing proceeds of crime into the legitimate economy.
The objectives of the review were to verify that this practice was being adhered to.

SCOPE

The scope was limited to a review of the cash-out procedures for large cash transaction buy-ins
involving small denomination currency, i.e. $20 bills. The review period was March 2012 and
was limited to Cascades, Edgewater, Grand Villa, River Rock and Starlight Casino.

PROCEDURES

Procedures focused on interviews with management and front line staff, email confirmations
with service providers, and a limited review of casino working paper and surveillance footage.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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CONTROLS IN PLACE

The practice of cashing out patrons in the same denomination of currency that they bought in
with is based on what constitutes reasonable play. The following criterion is taken into
consideration by all five sites when making this determination:

e The amount being wagered in proportion to the buy-in.

e The amount of time spent gaming in proportion to the buy-in. A patron’s gaming activity

would be deemed 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.

o The amount of the gaming loss on part of the patron would not be consistent with a
money-laundering scheme.

Edgewater Casino is the only site that has a quantitative threshold established in determining
what constitutes reasonable play as follows:

o The patron’s average bet amounts to 5% or greater of the buy-in.
e The customer’s total wagers (the handle or turnover) exceed the original buy-in.

CONCLUSION

Although processes are in place to reduce the risk of patrons exchanging small denomination
bills for large denomination bills for the purpose of money laundering, the practice is subject to
dl.Q(‘.T’Pﬁ.(\ﬂ m‘nnnd "‘Uh at congtitntac roqor\nabla nlay

A3LA VAL QAU Wi Y ARGL WURILDLILUILWLLY L wQoULL ~ yla_y.
Sites hold the view that reasonable play and / or reasonable net gaming losses on part of the
patron (in proportion to the buy-in), is indication that the patron is not involved in money

laundering activity. In such circumstances, the patron would be allowed to cash-out in large
denomination bills despite buying in with small denomination bills.

Based on the sites interpretation of the policy, some concern exists. Due to the relationships
between the sites and their patrons, the sites may be tempted to error on the side of the patron
when determining if they were engaged in reasonable play prior to cashing out. This concern is
slightly offset by the fact that gaming staff receive anti-money laundering training and thus
should exercise better judgment.

With BCLC developing alternate means for patrons to bring funds into gaming facilities, some of
the above mentioned concerns may be minimized.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
April 18, 2012

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Larry Vander Graaf, Executive Director, Investigations and Regional Operations
Derek Dickson, Director, Casino Investigations, LMD

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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This is EXHIBIT “23” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD 161 (’
affirmed before me in Burnaby, ‘ '
British Columbia this 3 , day of

s

BRITISH
A ComiNSERMNAL MENMO COLUMBIA
Affidavits in British colambpia
To: Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division

Karen Kraan, Director, Commercial Gaming Audit (Casino)
From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor
Date: January 25, 2013

Subject: Review of BCLC Cash Alternatives — 2012/13 Q3 Update

On April 1, 2012, BCLC introduced a series of initiatives to provide non-cash alternatives at gaming
facilities. The intent of these initiatives was to enhance patron safety and strengthen existing anti-money
laundering controls. These initiatives include:

l. Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts — utilized since December 9, 2009.
2. Debit card transactions at the cash cage — utilized since May 1, 2012.

3. Hold Cheque Options —approved April 1, 2012,

4. Convenience Cheques — utilized since April 1, 2012.

On a quarterly basis, we are analyzing patron utlllzatxon of the cash alternatives that BCLC has
implemented within commercial gaming facilities in BC. This third quarter update covers the period
from the inception of each initiafive to December 31, 2012.

In addition to our quarterly reviews; we will cotiduct additional work as comparative information to the
previous year becomes. avaﬂable

Although PGF accounts are bmni7 atilized with new account openings and increased activity, 50% of the
total PGF-accounts opened have subsequently been closed and 23% have had minimal or no activity.

Since the =1ntroc‘1uc‘txo_n of the_f’c:l;eblt card initiative, we have seen an increase in the dollar value of debit
transactions each quarter; the Hold Cheque Option has not yet been utilized at any gaming facility; and,
the number of convenience cheques issued has been consistently low from quarter to quarter.

In conclusion, we are seeing that patron safety initiatives are being utilized by a small number of patrons
and the number of debit transactions is steadily increasing. At this point, we are unable to conclude on
the effectiveness of these initiatives to strengthen anti-money laundering controls. We do expect that
our ongoing quarterly analysis and the additional reviews of casino cash flows that we are conducting,
along with the analysis that the Investigations Division is undertaking, will help to inforn: the Branch an
the effectiveness of the controls.

In regards to BCLC’s Third Quarter Report, we generally agree with the information contained within
this report.

Page 1 of 5
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BCLC’s Third Quarter Changes

The option to use debit cards at the cash cage was made available to patrons at four additional gaming
facilities (Cascades, Edgewater, Grand Villa and Starlight Casino).

October 12, 2012: The minimum aflowed amount for debit card transactions at the cash cage was
changed to $500 per transaction. Previously, service providers had the discretion to stipulate monetary
thresholds for both minimum and maximum amounts.

December 6, 2012: A change to the restriction in the PGF and Hold Cheque Option policies was
authorized by GPEB to allow the use of U.S. bank accounts to fund these programs. This option is not
yet available to patrons, es BCLC is in the process of developing policies governing these transactions.
December 7, 2012: The maximum dollat amount for a conyenience cheque was increased from $5,000

to $8,000.

Analysis of Cash Alternative Options

1. Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Accounts

The following four approved casinos offer PGF accounts to their patrons:

Sites s GEProgram’l
Edgewater Casino | September 2010
Grand Villa Casino ' July 2010
River Rock Casino ) " | Décemiber 2009
Starlight Casino o Januaty 2010

Initially, patrons could only deposit funds into their PGF account using bank drafts, certified cheques,
cheques from a Canadian casino, wire transfers, electronic fund transfers and cash or chips from a
‘verified win’ issued at the same casino.

On April .1,,=.*20ﬁ1.2;-'-p01icy changed to allow patrons to:

e Deposit funds into their PGF account using debit card transactions.
e Use internet banking transfers for PGF account deposits.and withdrawals.

As of December 31, 2012:

e Theré have been no deposits made to PGF accounts through debit card fransactions at the cash
cage. This is to be expected because once the debit card purchase has been processed by the cash
cage; the patron receives cash, IVS tickets or chips.

e Although approved, Internet banking transfer functionality is not yet available to patrons.

Page 2 of 5




GPEB4629.0003

f 163

PGEF Account Openings

Since the PGF program was launched on December 9, 2009, there have been a total of 305 PGF account
openings, of which 152 (50%) have subsequently been closed. Accounts are primarily closed by sites
due to inactivity for a period of 12 months although some have resulted from patrons being barred or by
self-excluding. As at December 31, 2012, there were 153 accounts that were still open. However, a fotal
of 35 (23%) accounts have had either:

e No activity (initial deposit is still pending);
¢ No activity within the past 12 months; or
s One deposit and three days or less of account activity.

FGF Depuosit and Withdrawal Activity

A total of $246,754,743 has been deposited into PGF accounts, and $246,534,681 has been withdrawn
since the program launch. The closing PGF account balance as at December 31, 2012, was $220,062,
and our analysis indicates that funds deposited into these accounts are not maintained for extended
periods of time.

Edgewater | September 1, 2010 — December 31, $T.111,660 | 87,111.660|

Casino 2012

Grand Villa | July 1, 2010 — December 31, 2012 $37.716,894 $37.686,894 $30,000

Casino ‘

River Rock | December 9, 2009 — December 31, $159,216,406 | $159,121,344 $95,062

Casino 2012

Starlight January 1, 2010 — December 31, 2012 542,709,783 $42.614,783 £95,000

Casino , ,
Totai - . $246,754,743 | $246,534,681 | §220,062

As shown in the table below, 36% of the funds deposited into the PGF accounts are by way of bank
drafts, wire transfers, electronic fund transfers and certified cheques, which together represent new
money being brought into the gaming facilities. Re-deposits represent 64% of the total deposits. Re-
deposits are funds that patrons have withdrawn from their account and then subsequently deposited
back. For the purposes of this table, verified wins have been classified as re-deposits into PGF accounts
as recognized by most sites.

~ Percentageof
o (December 9, 2009 to Decer _ Total PGF Deposits
New Deposits into PGF Accounts $88 8!3 §68 36%
Bank Drafts 579,852,500
Wire Transfers 8,723,268
Centified Cheques 176,000
EFTs 67,000
$88,813,168
Re-deposits into PGF Accounts $£157.941,575 64%
Total Deposits inte PGF Aceonnts §246,754,743 100%
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The table below lists the top ten PGF account holders, in terms of PGF dollar volume (total of deposits
and withdrawals). These ten accounts generate approximately 46 % of all PGF dollar volume in BC.

PGF Site PGF Account Total PGF Total PGF PGF | Account
Account Opening Date Deposits | Withdrawals Closing | Status
# Balance 5
. ) : (Dec31/12)
48 River Rock | October 2010 $17,746,000 $17.746,000 30 | Active
5 Starlight January 2011 $15,760,325 $15,760,325 $0 | Active
26 River Rock | December 2010 $15,624,100 $15,624,100 $0 | Active
28 River Rock | July 2010 $13,625,880 $13,625,880 $0 | Active
1 Grand Villa | July 2010 $11,444,682 $11,444,682 $0 | Closed
{Ootohber 2011)
26 Grand Villa | February 2012 $10,972,200 $10,942,200 $30.000 | Active
149 River Rock | February 2012 $9,482,000 $9,482,000 $0 | Active
: Grand Villa | July 2010 $8,157,930 $8,157,930 $0 | Active
2 Starlight April 2010 $5.886,071 35,791,071 $95,000 | Active
77 River Rock | February 2011 $5,625,000 $5,625,000 $0 | Closed
{May 201 1)
Total S114,324,188 | $114,199,188 $125.000

2. Debit Transactions at Cash Cage

At the service provider’s discretion, bank debit cards may be used by patrons at the cash cage to
purchase funds to be used for gaming. The service provider may stipulate monetary thresholds for the
maximum allowed amount of the debit card transaction. However, as of October 12, 2012, the
minimum amount must be at least $500 per transaction.

The option to use debit cards at the cash cage was made available to patrons at select sites on May 1,
2012. Four additional sites (Cascades, Edgewater, Grand Villa and Starlight Casino) made this option
available to their patrons in the third quarter of 2012.

The total value of debit transactions at the cash cages has increased steadily overall from quarter one
through quarter three, as more sites have made this option available to their patrons.

Sekt Transactions af Cash Cages for the Period May 1, 2012« December 31, 2012

Site . Quarter 1 Quarter2 | Quarter 3’  Total
; April—June July = October - e
: September December
River Rock Casino $58.000 $305,800 $404,000 $767,800
Boulevard Casino $54,000 $118,000 $330,700 $502,700
| Edgewater Casino * $357,200 $357,200
Treasure Cove Casino $23.,850 $40,930 $82,900 $147,680
Grand Villa Casino * $120,000 $120.000
View Royal Casino $9,000 $56,000 $65,000
Fraser Downs Casino $57.870 $0 $57,870
Starlight Casino * $33.500 $33,500
Cascades Casino * $29,300 $29.300
Total $135,850 $531.600 $1,413,600 52,081,050
Approved O3

This réport is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy'and Enforcement Branch and is not interrded for use
or circulation beyond specified recipientsiwithout the peemission of the Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division, Gaming

Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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3. Hold Cheque Option

Service Providers are permitted to offer a Hold Cheque Option to individual patrons wherein a
negotiable financial instrument such as a personal cheque can be held for a period of time before being
settled (cashed). The cheque would be accepted for the purpose of allowing the patron to use funds for
gaming at the facility. The following participating casinos have received approval to offer the Hold
Cheque Option.

SeL s | Hold Cheque Option Approval Date
Edgewater Casino April 10,2012

Grand Villa Casino May 24, 2012

River Rock Casino July 20, 2012

Starlight Casino May 13,2012

As of December 31, 2012, no patrons have utilized this option at any of the sites. A cage manager at
River Rock Casino indicated that patrons have inquired about the option but declined the service due to
the five business day delay for credit record checks.

4, Convenience Chegiies

Upon request from the patron, service providers may, at their discretion, issue a cheque that is not for a
verified win, but for the return of buy in funds or small unverified wins. Convenience cheques can only
be issued by a service provider to a patron once a week. The intent of this policy is to enhance patron
safety by reducing the amount of cash patrons leave the gaming facility with. On December 7, 2012, the
maximum limit for convenience cheque issuance was increased from $5,000 to $8.000,

For the nine month period April 1 — December 31 2012, a total of 55 convenience cheques were issued
for a total amount of $216,947, as illustrated in the chart below. The number of convenience cheques
issued each quarter: Q1 — 12; Q2 —23; and Q3 - 20. All cheques were issued in compliance with policy
requirements.

Mumber of Convenionse Cheatey sued for the Poriod Apeil 3, 2012 = Deceenber 31, 200 2

B,
), N %

et dobo oo,

onbhoHERS

4

o
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Gaming Policy and

Enforcement sl

Branch BRITISH

AUDIT REPORT COLUMBIA

BCLC
Cash Alternatives Compliance Audit
GPEB File # COMM-7365
2012/2013

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of the policy initiatives introduced by BCLC to reduce the volume of cash being
brought into gaming facilities was conducted to verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act,
Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The scope of the audit included a review of the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program, debit card
transactions at the cash cage, and the issuance of convenience cheques for the period April 1,
2012 — March 21, 2013.

Although exceptions were identified in this audit, there were no significant (high impact) issues
noted.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the audit were to:

e Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR);

e Verify compliance with GPEB standards, policies and directives;

o Verify compliance with BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards,
Policies and Procedures (CCGC SPP);

e Verify best practices are followed in the absence of policy.

AUDIT SCOPE

The scope of the audit included a review of the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program, debit card
transactions at the cash cage, and the issuance of convenience cheques for the period April 1,
2012 — March 21, 2013. This is EXHIBIT “24” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this , day of

O S

ACerAimissioner for takiﬁ§
Affidavits in British Columbia

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the G
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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AUDIT PROCEDURES

Fieldwork was conducted throughout the audit period at BCLC gaming facilities. Audit
procedures were conducted on a sample testing basis to provide reasonable assurance of
compliance. Audit work included:

e Review of PGF account records, deposits, withdrawals and activity;

e Review of casino working papers, including CMS reports and slips, cheque registrars,
and account ledgers;

e Review of iTrak and FINTRAC reporting;

o Discussions with front line site staff and management;

e Email correspondence.

EXCEPTIONS

Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:
Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Accounts

1. PGF account number 594036 at Edgewater Casino was opened on January 27, 2013, without
the signed consent of the patron. During discussions, a cage manager indicated that the
account was opened at the request of the VIP hostess in the high limit room. As of the audit
date, March 14, 2013, there had been no activity in the account. The following concerns were
noted:

e The ‘Patron Gaming Funds Account Application & Operating Agreement’ was not
signed by the patron and a required witness. This document states the terms and
conditions that apply to the operation of a PGF account as administered by the site.

o The ‘Patron Gaming Fund Account Signature Card’ was not signed by the patron and a
required witness. The purpose of the signature card is to compare the signature to the
identification presented.

e The ‘Account Holder Rules Regarding Deposits to Patron Gaming Fund Accounts’
document was not signed by the patron. This document states the terms the patron must
abide with in relation to cash and casino chip exchanges.

e An incident report was created in iTrak indicating that the site was opening a PGF
account for the patron.

e The PGF account was listed as ‘Active’ on the site’s account log.

o The photocopy of the patron’s identification on file was expired.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Control Failure: A PGF account may not be opened for a patron by the service provider
without the patron’s signed consent on all required account opening applications and
agreements. Required documents must be signed to ensure that the patron understands the

terms and conditions that apply to the operation of their PGF account. (CCGC SPP S.3-8.3,
2.10.2)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response: The opening of the PGF Account in question was never completed. A
BCLC Gaming Compliance Officer (GCO) reviewed the opening of PGF accounts with the
Cage Manager at the Edgewater Casino on March 29, 2013. Since this issue was identified
by GPEB, the Cage Manager has written a supplemental report in the incident file
IN20130004582 to explain that the Patron did not make an initial minimum deposit of
$10,000 that is required to open a PGF Account; therefore the account was never opened.

When a customer expresses an intention to open a PGF account, the Cage staff will prepare
the required documents, in order to expedite the process when the customer arrives with
the initial minimum deposit that is required to open a PGF account. Moving forward,
documents pertaining to a pending opening of a PGF account will not be kept indefinitely.
If the customer does not return within 48 hours, the documents will be destroyed. In future
occurrences, the incident file for a new PGF account will only be opened after the required
minimum $10,000.00 deposit is received.

2. At Edgewater Casino, the ‘Declaration of Source of Funds’ form was not signed by the dealer
supervisor / floor manager confirming table action for re-deposit of gaming chips into PGF
accounts. For verified win deposits, a copy of the table tracking card was not included with
the deposit receipt or paperwork.

Control Failure: The Declaration of Source of Funds form must be signed by the dealer
supervisor / floor manager for any re-deposit of gaming chips into a PGF account. The
signature of the dealer supervisor / floor manager confirms table action and ensures that the
previously withdrawn funds were bet within the gaming floor. For verified wins, the table
tracking card confirms the verified win. (CCGC SPP S.3-8.3, 5.3.9d (1))

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response: A BCLC GCO reviewed the ‘Declaration of Source of Funds’ form with
the Cage Manager at Edgewater Casino on March 29, 2013, and with the Table Games
Manager on April 09, 2013.

The “declaration of source of funds” form in use at the Edgewater Casino at the time of the
cited occurrence did not contain a field for the Dealer Supervisor / Floor Manager to
confirm table transactions. The GCO has provided the Cage Manager with an updated
copy of the “Declaration of Source of Funds” form which contains a field that is signed by
the Dealer Supervisor / Floor Manager when confirming table transactions for re-deposit
of gaming chips into PGF accounts. The cage and table staff will ensure that the

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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‘Declaration of Source of Funds’ form is signed by the dealer supervisor / floor manager
confirming table action for re-depesit of gaming chips into PGF accounts. The cage and
table games managers will also ensure that the table tracking card is attached to the
applicable paperwork for verified win deposits.

3. The occupation of the patron was not stated on the ‘Patron Gaming Funds Account
Application & Operating Agreement’ for PGF account number 38 at Grand Villa Casino.

Control Failure: All required sections of the Patron Gaming Funds Account Application and
Operating Agreement must be completed in full. Documenting the occupation of the patron is
part of meeting customer due diligence obligations to ensure that the site knows the patron
with whom they are dealing with. (CCGC SPP $.3-8.3, 2.10)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response: The occupation for PGF account number # 38 has now been documented
within the associated Itrak Subject Profile. The Application and Operating Agreement has
been updated by a Cage Supervisor on April 2, 2013. A BCLC GCO has notified the Cage
Manager of this issue, staff will ensure all required fields are completed as per policy.
There were nine (9) PGF accounts opened at Grand Villa Casino during the period under
review; 8 of the 9 were completed with the required information in the “occupation” field.

4. An incident report was not created for the opening of PGF account number 333185 at
Edgewater Casino.

Control Failure: An incident report is required to be created for PGF account openings. The
purpose of creating an incident report is to note the details of the occurrence while they are
fresh in the minds of those who witnessed the event. This information may be useful when
dealing with future matters stemming from the incident. (CCGC SPP $.3-8.3, 3.12)

Impact: Low

BCLC Response: A BCLC GCO reviewed the opening of PGF accounts with the {age
Manager at Edgewater Casino on March 29, 2013. Surveillance has opened, fiicident
IN20130015946 for the opening of this PGF account, and the Cage Manager has atffichind
the required supplemental report. There were 13 new PGF accounts opened at Edgdwatgr
Casino between April 01, 2012 and March 30, 2013; 12 of the 13 account openipg gvemis
were documented in a CRS Incident File.
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5. The ‘Patron Gaming Fund Account Signature Card’ was not signed by the patron for PGF
account number 208 at River Rock Casino.

Control Failure: Signature cards are required to be signed by each PGF account holder. The

purpose of the signature card is to compare the signature to the identification presented.
(CCGC SPP $.3-8.3,2.10.1(a))

Impact: Low

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges the Patron Gaming Fund Account Signature Card
for PGF Account Number #208 was net signed by the patron. This was the only instance in
which a Patron Gaming Fund Account Signature Card was unsigned during the review
period, wherein seventy (70) PGF accounts were opened. This represents a 1.4% exception
rate. Cage Personnel have been instructed to obtain a signature from this Patroen upon
his/her next visit to the Casino. Cage personnel have been reminded to ensure Signature
Cards are completed with all required information as per policy.

Debit Card Transactions at the Cash Cage

6. Debit card purchases at the cash cage were completed for less than the minimum allowed
amount of $500 per transaction (effective October 12, 2012) on two separate occasions at
Edgewater Casino. The debit card purchases were $300 each and occurred February 18 and
March 3, 2013.

Control Failure: The service provider may stipulate monetary thresholds for the maximum
allowed amount of the debit card transaction; however, effective October 12, 2012, the
minimum allowed amount shall not be less than $500 per transaction. The idea of
establishing a minimum threshold per transaction is to avoid delays occurring at the cash
cage due to small dollar withdrawals by patrons.

Impact: Low

BCLC Response: A BCLC GCO reviewed debit card usage with the Cage Manager at
Edgewater Casino on March 29, 2013, and with the Table Games Manager on April 09,
2013. The Cage staff will adhere to the transaction limits for debit cards; and add a report
in the Casino Reporting System (CRS) for discrepancies/deviation from the stated policy.
The GCO noted that there were a total of 274 debit card transactions at the Edgewater
Casino cash cage between October 12, 2012 and March 21, 2013; these were the only two
(2) of the 274 transactions that were in amounts less than $500.00 minimum.
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Convenience Cheques

7. A review of convenience cheques issued for the period April 1, 2012 - March 21, 2013,
identified numerous instances at all sites reviewed where the patron’s name, date of birth and
/ or convenience cheque amount were not documented in the ‘narrative’ field of the iTrak
incident report.

Control Failure: An incident report is required to be created in iTrak for the issuance of any
convenience cheque. The incident report shall state in the ‘narrative’ field the surname and
given name of the patron, date of birth and cheque amount. The purpose of the narrative field
is to provide a brief description of the incident without the user having to open up the entire
record or read the follow-up supplemental reports. (CCGC SPP S.3-9.4, 3.2.3)

Impact: Low

BCLC Response: The BCLC Compliance & Trend Analyst and the BCLC Manager,
Operational Gaming Compliance reviewed the records associated to the issnance of
convenience cheques during the period of review. There were 76 convenience cheques
issued during this period. While the DOB was not documented in the narrative field of
numerous entries, the patron’s name was documented in this field in 73 of the 76 entries. In
two of the three instances in which the patron’s name was not documented, the patron’s
CRS Subject ID was documented. In all instances, the information missing from the
narrative field was recorded in the patron’s Subject Profile, which is attached to the
Incident File. BCLC recognizes these documentation errors and is satisfied with the level of
compliance in this process.

CONCLUSION

Issues were identified in this audit. BCLC has acknowledged the exceptions in this report and
either risk will be accepted or changes will be made to service provider operations as noted.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
May 17, 2013

DiSTRIBUTION LiST

Laird Robinson, Manager, Operational Gaming Compliance, BCLC
Bill McCrea, Executive Director, Quality Assurance and Risk, GPEB

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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This is EXHIBIT “25” referred to in the affidavit of ANNA
FITZGERALD affirmed before me in Burnaby, British
Columbia this 2, day of K#rch, 2021.

> Eategl
( % o , BRITISH
missioner for taking Affidavits in British Columbia [COILUMBIA

INTERNAL MEMO

To: Terri Van'gleuwen, EBxecutive Director, Audit and Compliance Division
David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Audit and Compliance Division

From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor
Date: July 19,2013

Subject: COMM-7530 BCLC Cash Alternatives Review / Quarter 1 Update (April 1- June 30, 2013)

Executive Summary

On April 1, 2012, BCLC introduced a series of initiatives to provide non-cash alternatives at gaming
facilities. These initiatives included expanded terms of use governing Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts,
use of debit card transactions at the cash cage, issuance of convenience cheques and the creation of the Hold
Cheque Option. Our objective is to analyze the utilization of these initiatives within commercial gaming
facilities in BC. This first quarter update covers the period April 1 -June 30, 2013.

Key Observations

o 188 PGF accounts currently remain open. 22% of these accounts had no activity within the past six
months to one year, and 6% of these accounts had no activity for more than one year.

e $63,067,095 was deposited into PGF accounts, and $61,958 925 was withdrawn during the first
quarter. 39% of the funds deposited into the accounts were bank drafis and cheques from a Canadian
casino, which together represent “new money.” Re-deposits and verified wins accounted for 61% of
the funds deposited into the accounts.

e 5,240 debit card transactions were conducted at the cash cage this quarter for a total amount of
$6,195,972. This represents a 212% increase in the number of transactions and a 77% increase in the
dollar value of transactions from the previous quarter. The increased activity is slightly attributed to
recent floods in Calgary, Alberta which disrupted service, resulting in ordinary debit card transactions
which would otherwise get processed at ATMs on the gaming floor, being processed at the cash cage.

e 24 convenience cheques were issued this quarter for a total amount of $99,347. A total of 99
convenience cheques have been issued to date for a total amount of $415,652.

Conclusion

The cash alternative initiatives has had mixed results this quarter. The dollar value of PGF activity was
significant; however, much of the activity was generated by a small number of patrons. Debit card
transactions at the cash cage have increased significantly each quarter, while utilization of convenience
cheques is minimal. We will continue to monitor these initiatives as they progress.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation
beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.

Page 1 of 5



First Quarter Policy Updates

Effective April 1, 2013, U.S. regulated financial institutions are now acceptable as authorized bank accounts
for the purpose of deposits and withdrawals into PGF accounts and for cheques presented for the Hold
Cheque Option. In addition, a service charge may be applied to a debit card transaction at the cash cage, at
the service provider’s discretion, subject to specific conditions.

Analysis of Cash Alternative Options
1. Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Accounts

173
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As of June 30, 2013, 188 PGF accounts cutrently remain open, as shown below. 22% of these accounts had
no activity within the past six months to one year, and 6% of these accounts had no activity for more than

one year.
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uarter 1 (April 1~ June 30, 2013) PGF Account Deposit and Withdrowal Activi

A total of $63,067,095 was deposited into PGF accounts, and $61,958,925 was withdrawn during the first
quarter. The closing PGF account balance as at June 30, 2013, is $1,646,332 as detailed below:

' ' : Apriti—Jone 30, 2013 =
Site Opemng Balance ; PGF Acconnt|  PGF Account C’losmg Balancei»
G April 1, 2013 | ___ Deposits Withdcawals | June 30, 2013
River Rock Casino $408,162 $33,050,770 $32,325,800 $1,133,132
Grand Villa Casino $30,000 $4,367,625 $4,012.625 $385,000
Edgewater Casmo $0 $21,264,700 $21,136,500 $128,200
Starlight Casino $100,000 $4,219,000 $4,319.000 $0
Boulevard Casino $0 $165,000 $165,000 $0
Total $538,162 | $63.067,095 $61,958,925 $1,646,332.

This teport isThe propéty
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The pie chart below provides a detailed breakdown of the $63,067,095 that was deposited into PGF accounts
during the first quarter. 39% of the funds deposited into the accounts were bank drafts and cheques from a
Canadian casino, which together represent “new money.” 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. Re-
deposits and verified wins accounted for 61% 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. There were no deposits into the accounts from any U.S. regulated financial institution
during this quarter.

PGF Deposit Breakdown
For the Period April 1- June 30, 2013

$21,802,800
35%

$38,723,295
61%

£ Bank Drafts
$21,802,800

& Chequesfrom CDN Casino
$2,541,000

7 Re-deposits and Verified Wins
$38,723,295

" $2,541,000
4%

The following five PGF accounts generated 51% of all PGF dollar volume activity (total of deposits and
withdrawals) during the first quarter. Of note, PGF account # 90745 (Edgewater Casino) and # 249 (River
Rock Casino) are both held by the same patron.

e e April 1 - June 30, 2013
Sie  |PGF Opening Balance | PGF Account |  PGF Account Closmg Bulance
~ |Account# |  April1,2013|  Deposits| Withdrawals |  June 30,2013
Edgewater Casino | 90745 50 $8,545,000 $8,545,000 $0
Edgewater Casino | 153706 $0 $7.398.600 $7.398,600 $0
River Rack Casino | 249 50| $6,885,000 $6,885,000 §0
River Rock Casino | 245 $0 $4.930,000 $4,930,000 $0
River Rock Casino | 208 50 $4.668,600 $3,819,100 $849,500
Total | T80 832,427,200 | 831,577,700 §849,500

Thiiy report isthie gropeny of the Audit sad Complianee Division of 1l Ganiing Policy and Enforcement Bancdhand isnot fotended for ise or umnlzmmt
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2. Debit Card Transactions at Cash Cage

At the service provider’s discretion, bank debit cards may be used at the cash cage for patrons to withdraw
funds for gaming purposes. The service provider may stipulate monetary thresholds for the maximum
allowed amount of the debit card transaction, however the minimum allowed amount shall not be less than
$500 per transaction.

The total dollar value of debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage during the first quarter of this
fiscal year amounted to $6,195,972 as shown below. This represents a 77% increase ftom the previous
quarter, and is also more than the total dollar value of the previous four quarters combined.

ollar Value of Debi rd Transactions at Cash Cage
Quarter Totals for the Period April 1, 2012 - June 30, 2013
Total Amount: $11,780,724

47,000,000

$6,195,972

$6,000,000 o
$5,000,000 .
£4,000,000 48,500,702
$3,000,000 /

$1,413,600 /

$2,000,000
$531,600 /
$1,000,000

$135,850 i
50 = — Qz S Q; _,;;_.,__. —
Apr 1-Jjun 30, 2012 Jull-Sep 30,2012 Octl-Dec3Q, 2012 jan 1 - Mar 31,2013 Aprl-jun 30,2013
Debit Card Transactmn at Cash Cage by Site
o ! | Fiscal 20122013 (Quarters 1-4) | Fiscal 2013/2014 (Ouarter 1) | T
Site - - April 1,2012 -March 31,2013 |  April 1- June 30,2013 | . Total
River Rock Casino : _ $1,512,800 $1,314,000 $2,826,800
Grand Villa Casine $936,423 $1,591,160 $2,527,583
Edgewater Casino ; ' $978.500 $918,386 $1.896,886
Boulevard Casino $971,100 $641,410 $1,612,510
Starhight Casino $363,000 $761,600 $1,124,600
Cascades Casino _ $440,679 $523,995 $964.674
Treasure Cove Casino | $234 480 $313.150 $447,630
View Royal Casino $86,000 $166,595 $252,595
Fraser Downs Casino $61,770 $56,326 $118,096
Casino Nanaimo - $9,350 $9,350
Total : $5,584,752 ' $6,195972 |  $11,780,724

The number of debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage has also increased significantly each
quarter as shown below. During the first quarter of this fiscal year, there were a total of 5,240 debit card
transactions conducted at the cash cage, which represents a 212% increase from the previous quarter and is
almost double the combined total of the previous four quarters.

This report is the property uf the Audit and Complinnee Division of the Gaming Policy and Eaforcement Braneh anil 1s nof fiveénded 1or use r sivulation
bevond spesificd reci pients witliout the permission of the Exéeutive Direelor, Audit and Qompliance Division, Gaming Policy ond Enfoccement Brnch,
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Calgary Flood Impact on Debit Card Transactions at Cash Cage

Due to the recent floods in Calgary, Alberta, ATMs at various gaming facilities across BC were temporarily
out of service during the period June 21 - 27, 2013. As a result, patrons that required debit card services were
permitted to process their transactions at the cash cage, below the minimum allowable amount of $500 per
transaction. During this disruption, 1,407 debit card transactions were processed at the cash cage below the
minimum $500 threshold for a total amount of $271,761.

3. Convenience Cheques
Upon request from the patron, service providers may, at their discretion, issue a cheque that is not for a

verified win, but for the return of buy-in funds or small unverified wins, up to a maximum amount of $8,000.
A total of 24 convenience cheques were issued this quarter for a total amount 0f'$99,347, as shown below.

Cenvenience Cheguesissued
Quarter Totals for the Period April 1, 2012 - June 30, 2013 i
Tatal Convenience Cheques Issued: 99/ Total Amount: 5415,652 i
i
BO s e e e e e s i - i
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3 } 20 M’
§ 20 1_._~._.... aimiman o _
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w
; ‘é DR e e - —— S ——— s e Attt
o
| 8
! E 10
-
I R —
! o
H
i S O e e e i ot e e A A S U0 U —
a1 a2 Q3 Q4 Q1 §
Apri-jun 30,2012 Jui i -Sep 30,2012 Octi - Dec 31, 2012 Jan 1- Mar 31,2013 Apri-Jun 30,2013 H
850173 $76,052 $90,722 599,358 $389,347 }

4, Hold Cheque Option

Service providers are permitted to offer a Hold Cheque Option to individual patrons wherein a negotiable
financial instrument such as a personal cheque can be held for a period of time before being settled (cashed).
Once cleared, the full amount of the cheque can be accepted for gaming. As of June 30, 2013, no patrons
have utilized this option at any of the approved sites.

Tiriscbyiort s ie grbpeity uf e Andivand Couipanee Divisjon of the Gauilig Folicy and Eofocenont Brssich anil iswop inteired o s o cieilation
havond speetfied rectpients without thie permissian-of the Executive Director Audit and Complinnce Division, Gaming Policy and Iintoreement Branch. -
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BRITISH
INTERNAL MEMO COLUMBIA
To: Terri Van Sleuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division
David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Audit and Compliance Division
From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor
Date: October 7, 2013

Subject: COMM-7429 Cash Flow Inventory Review / River Rock Casino / January 1 — June 30, 2013

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Gaming facilities in BC are primarily a cash intensive business. The objective of our review is to understand
the volume of cash by denomination flowing through the casino. The scope of the review was limited to River
Rock Casino for the period January 1- June 30, 2013. Review procedures consisted of: analyzing currency
used for gambling; analyzing currency flow between the casino and its financial institution and reviewing
suspicious financial transaction reports.

KEY OBSERVATIONS

Buy-ins for table games consisted of 87% cash and 13% non-cash (i.e. use of patron gaming fund
accounts, debit card transactions conducted at the cage, cheques from a Canadian casino). The
breakdown by denomination type for cash buy-ins was as follows: 47% with $100s, 44% with $20s
and the remaining 9% with $50s, $10s and $5s.

The Salon Privé (high limit room) contributed 43% of all table drop revenue. A review of cash buy-ins
at the Salon Privé cage determined that 73% were with $20s, 23% with $100s, and the remaining 4%
with $50s, $10s and $5s.

The denomination breakdown for slot play was as follows: 54% with $20s, 24% with $100s and the
remaining 22% with $50s, $10s and $5s. With majority of the slot machines on the gaming floor being
penny games (one cent to 99 cents), slot play with lower denomination bills is not unusual.

A review of bank deposit slips determined that the majority of bills deposited into the casino’s bank
accounts were $20s. Furthermore, only 12% of the $100 bills that the casino received through table and
slot play was deposited into the casino’s bank accounts.

273 suspicious financial transaction reports were submitted. The location of the suspicious incidents
for 88% of the reports submitted was the Salon Privé. In addition, 90% of the reports submitted were in
relation to large cash buy-ins with small denomination bills.

This is EXHIBIT “26” referred to in the affidavit of ANNA
FITZGERALD rmed before me in Burnaby, British

f@% , day of Margh, 2021.

A~Comm|ssmner for taklng Affldawts in British Columbia
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GENERAL COMMENTS

The denomination of currency used for table play in the high limit rooms, in particular cash buy-ins conducted
at the Salon Privé cage is of concern. Reserved for high stakes betting, red flags arise when significant amount
of large cash buy-ins with small denomination bills are processed at the high limit cage.

Although the casino has a high volume of $100 bills coming in through table and slot play, only a small
percentage of those bills were deposited into the casino’s bank accounts. This partly supports our finding from
a previous review (COMM-6883) conducted in 2012, where the casino acknowledged that it does not always
pay out patrons in the same denomination of bills for which they bought in with. Their practice is subject to
discretion.

The risk of patrons using slot machines to launder money is not high, based on our analysis of the
denomination of currency used for slot play and review of suspicious financial transaction reports. Of the 273
suspicious financial transaction reports submitted, only four were in relation to suspected money laundering at
slot machines.

PART 1: CURRENCY USED FOR GAMBLING

The currency volumes and denominations used for gambling were analyzed by reviewing each table and slot
count report for the period January 1 — June 30, 2013. A total of 181 table count and 181 slot count reports
were reviewed.

TABLE PLAY ANALYSIS

River Rock Casino has a total of 108 table games. The casino has three high limit rooms. The three high limit
rooms consist of the Salon Privé (19 tables), Dogwood Room (10 tables) and Maple Leaf Room (six tables).
For the period reviewed January 1 — June 30, 2013, the total table drop revenue was $436,568,355, which
equates to an average daily drop of $2,411,980. The chart below provides a breakdown of the table drop
revenue by location. As shown, 64% of the revenue was from the casino’s three high limit rooms and 36%
was from table games on the regular gaming floor.

Table Drop Revenue by Location
Total Table Drop Revenue for the Period Reviewed January 1 - June 30, 2013 : $436,568,355

Gaming Floor: 36%
$155,865,685

Salon Prive:43%
$188,626,056

Maple Leaf Room:3%
$12,177,147

Dogwood Room: 18%
$79,899,467

Page 2 of 8



PG0407.0003

179

CASH BUY-INS

87% of the total table drop revenue of $436,568,355 was from cash buy-ins. The remaining 13% consisted of
non-cash buy-ins (i.e. use of patron gaming fund accounts, debit card transactions conducted at the cage,
cheques from a Canadian casino). The chart below provides a breakdown by denomination type of the cash
buy-ins for table games. As shown, 47% of the cash buy-ins was with $100s, 44% with $20s and the
remaining 9% with $50s, $10s and $5s.

Cash Buy-Insby Denomination T
Total Cash Buy-ins for the Period Reviewed January 1 - June 30, 2013: 5379,814,470
$10Bills: 1%
S5 Bills: 2% 81,908
92,578
$1008Bills: 47%
3,033,780
$20 Bills: 44%
2,809,530
$50 Bills: 6%
- 379,278

SALON PRIVE (HIGH LIMIT ROOM)

The Salon Privé is River Rock Casino’s premier high limit room, offering 19 table games in a private setting.
River Rock Casino estimates that between 60 — 180 patrons per gaming day enter the Salon Privé. In
comparison, the casino estimates approximately 10,000 visitors per gaming day. For the period reviewed
January 1 — June 30, 2013, the total table drop revenue at the Salon Privé was $188,626,056, as shown below:

Salon Privé Table Drop Revenue

$188:626;056

$107,659.805: 57% ; $80,966,251: 43%

- Cash-buy-ins conducted directly-at-the gaming table -~ Cash-buy=-ins processed at Salon Privé cage.
and non-cash buy-ins (i.c. use of patron gaming fund g
accounts, debit card transactions conducted at-the
cage, cheques fron a Canadian casino).
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All cash buy-ins that take place at the Salon Privé cage are documented on a tracking sheet. Large cash buy -
ins with small denomination bills gets processed at the Salon Privé cage to minimize delays and disruptions at
table games.

For the period reviewed January 1 — June 30, 2013, the cash buy-ins processed at the Salon Privé cage
amounted to $80,966,251. The chart below provides a breakdown of this figure by denomination type. As
shown, 73% of the cash buy-ins was with $20s, 23% with $100s, and the remaining 4% with $50s, $10s and
$Ss.

Cash Buy-ins Processed at the Salon Privé Cage by Denomination Type
Total Cash BuylIns Processed at Salon Privé Cage for the Period Reviewed January lune 30, 2013: 580,966,251

$5 & $10 Bills: 1%
10,503

$100 Bills: 23%
474,398

$50 Bills: 3%/b-—

64,497
$20 Bills: 73%
1,510,886
SLOT PLAY ANALYSIS

Slot machines require a patron to insert a bill ($5, $10, $20, $50 and $100) into the machine’s currency
acceptor, in exchange for machine credits. The machine credits, allow the patron to begin slot play. Slot
machines do not take any coins. When the patron is finished playing, the slot machine will print out an IVS
ticket. Remaining credits on the IVS ticket may be redeemed at the cage or NRT machine or used towards
additional slot play.

River Rock Casino has a total of 1,110 slot machines, of which 91% (1,008 slot machines) are penny games
(one cent to 99 cents) and 9% (102 slot machines) are dollar games. A patron can, however, wager S1 or more
per spin on a penny game, because with multi-line games, players can choose to play many credits over many
lines, and some players will often play the maximum number of lines.

For the period reviewed January 1 — June 30, 2013, the total slot count revenue was $272,257,765, which
equates to an average daily drop of $1,504,187. The chart below provides a breakdown by denomination type
of the total slot count revenue. As shown, 54% of the contents of the slot cassettes were $20s, 24% were $100s
and the remaining 22% were $50s, $10s and $5s.

Page 4 of 8



PG0407.0005

181

Slot Count Revenue by Denomination Type
Total Slot Count Revenue for the Period Reviewed January 1 -June 30, 2013: $272,257,765

5_5 Bills: 15%

1,110,881

$100 Bills: 24%

1,733,176

$10 Bills: 4%
265,241
$50 Bills: 3% _— f—
231,085

$20Bills: 54%
3,958,955

PART 2: CURRENCY FLOW BETWEEN CASINO AND FINANCIAL INSTITUTION

The currency flow between River Rock Casino and its financial institution (HSBC) was analyzed by
reviewing bank deposits and the replenishment of bills.

BANK DEPOSIT ANALYSIS

River Rock Casino has 6 bank accounts for its gaming operations. Five bank accounts were analyzed below.
The one bank account which was not analyzed was the foreign exchange bank account, which consisted of

foreign deposits outside of US currency (primarily the British Pound, Hong Kong Dollar and the EURO). This
bank account was not analyzed because deposits made were not separated by denomination type.

¢ Account - Tables and Slots

e Account - US Dollar

e Account - Players Gaming Club Wins (PGF Funding)
e Account - Bad Beat Poker-Seed

e

Account

- Bad Beat Poker Jackpot

During the period reviewed January 1 — June 30, 2013, a total of $161,764,795 was deposited into the five
bank accounts analyzed. The chart below provides a breakdown of this figure by denomination type. As

shown, 73% of the bills deposited into the bank accounts were $20s, 11% were $100s, and the remaining 16%
were $50s, $10s and $5s.

laneE Bvision ol i Gating Policy-and Nntoraoment Hranch andis ot ¥
' ¢ Director; Anditand Complianae Division: Gamisig Pol 7
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Bank Deposits by Denomination Type
Total Bank Deposits for the Period Reviewed January 1 - June 30, 2013: $161,764,795

$5Bills: 2% $10 Bills: 5%

131,159 245,202

100 Bills: 11%

588,201

$50 Bills: 9%

475560

20 Bills: 73

3,802,944

US DOLLAR ACCOUNT

River Rock Casino plays host to many foreign tourists every year, and as such, offers currency exchange
services. The US dollar is the foreign currency most often exchanged for Canadian dollars at the casino.

Of the total $161,764,795 deposited in the five bank accounts analyzed, $6,635,960 was deposited into the US
dollar bank account. The chart below provides a breakdown of this figure by denomination type. As shown,
56% of the bills deposited into the US dollar bank account were $100s, 35% were $20s, and the remaining 9%

were $50s, $10s and $5s.

US Dollar Account Bank Deposits By Denomination Type
TotalUSDollar Account Bank Deposits for the Period Reviewed January 1 - June 30, 2013: $6,635,960
S5 Bills: 3 %

2,906 $10 Bills: 4%
3,675

— 520 Bills: 35%

35,409

100 Bills: 56%

57,433

\§50 Bills: 2%
2,664
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COMPARISON BETWEEN BILLS RECEIVED AND DEPOSITED

The table below provides a comparison between the volume of $100 and $20 bills that the casino received
through table and slot play to those which the casino deposited into its bank accounts.

During the period reviewed January 1 — June 30, 2013, the casino deposited into its bank accounts 56% of the
$20 bills and only 12% of the $100 bills that it received through table and slot play. The low percentage of
$100 bills being deposited in the casino’s bank accounts, partly supports our finding from a previous review
conducted in 2012 (COMM-6883) where the casino acknowledged that it does not always pay out patrons in
the same denomination of bills for which they bought in with. Patrons that buy-in with large number of small
denomination bills may be cashed out with large denomination bills, if the site deems that the p atron had
reasonable play and/or reasonable net gaming losses.

Bills Received from Table Play 3033780 B 2,809',“5310'
Bills Received from Slot Play 1,733,176 3,958,955
Total Bills Received from Table and Slot Play 4,766,956 6,768,485
Total Bills Deposited into Bank Accounts 588,201 3,802,944

CURRENCY REPLENISHMENT ANALYSIS

On a weekly basis, River Rock Casino receives a re-supply of bills from its financial institution. The process
consists of the casino returning a fixed amount of currency back to its financial institution in exchange for
newer bills and bills of different denominations. During the period reviewed January 1 - June 30, 2013, River
Rock Casino returned back to its financial institution $3,723,000 in exchange for $2,761,000 worth of $5 and
$10 bills and $962,000 worth of coins. The replenishment of currency was primarily to refill NRT machines
and to provide float money to cashiers and slot attendants.

PART 3: SUSPICIOUS FINANCIAL TRANSACTION REPORTS

The Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act requires casinos to report suspicious
financial transactions to the Financial Transactions and Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC). During the
period reviewed January 1 — June 30, 2013, River Rock Casino filed 273 suspicious financial transaction
reports. The location of the suspicious incidents for 88% of the reports submitted was the Salon Privé, while
the location for 11% of the suspicious incidents was the regular gaming floor, Dogwood Room and Maple
Leaf Room; and 1% was for suspicious activity in the casino parking lot.

The chart below summarizes the type of suspicious financial transaction reports submitted by River Rock
Casino. 90% of the reports submitted were in relation to large cash buy-ins with small denomination bills; 5%
for other suspicious activity (minimal play, refusal of identification, and suspicious parking lot activity); 4%
for chip passing; and 1% for suspected money laundering at slot machines.

s wepartin e praperty GF ihe Audiana Complia
Ibeyond specificd: ission
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Summary of Suspicious Financial Transaction Reports Submitted
Total Number of Reports Submitted for the Period Reviewed January1 - June 30, 2013: 273

300

246

90%
250 v

200 -

150 A

100 -

Number of Reports Submitted

12 11 a
5% 4%
0 - T TS
Large Cash Buy -Ins with Small Other Chip Passing Suspected Money Laundering at
Denomination Bills Slot Machines

PART 4: APPENDIX - GAMING TERMINOLOGY

Slot Cassette — Cassette box inside slot machine used to hold currency received by slot currency acceptor.
Slot Count Report — Electronic report that details the count of all currency contained in a slot cassette.

Slot Currency Acceptor — Device on slot machine that accepts and reads currency by denomination in order
to accurately register customer credits on the slot machine.

Table Buy-In — Purchase of casino chips for table play.
Table Count Report — Electronic report that details the count of all currency contained in a table drop box.

Table Drop Box - Locked container affixed to the gaming table that serves as a repository for currency
collected from the table game.

Table Drop Revenue — Currency collected from table games.
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This is EXHIBIT “27” referred to in the affidavit of ANNA GPEB4024.0001
FITZGERALD affirmed before me in Burnaby, British
Columbia this "3 , day gf@#grch, 2021.

O AT oo

INTERNAL MEMO |A Commissioner for taking Affidavits in British Columbia }COI‘UM BIA

To: Terri Van!|
David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Audit and Compliance Division

From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor
Date: January 27, 2014

Subject: COMM-7530 BCLC Cash Alternatives Review / July 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013

Executive Summary

On April 1,2012, BCLC introduced a series of initiatives to provide non-cash alternatives at gaming
facilities. These initiatives included expanded terms of use governing Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts,
use of debit card transactions at the cash cage, issuance of convenience cheques and the creation of the Hold
Cheque Option.

Our objective is to analyze the utilization of these initiatives within commercial gaming facilities in BC. This
update covers the period July 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013.

Key Observations

e PGF dollar volume activity was at its highest levels this period, with slightly over $207 million
deposited and a similar amount withdrawn. However, 61% of this activity was generated by 2% of the
account holders and 85% of the activity was generated by 10% of the account holders.

e 33% ofthe funds deposited into PGF accounts were bank drafts and wire transfers, which represent
“new money.” Re-deposits and verified wins accounted for 66% of the funds deposited into the
accounts, and cheques from a Canadian casino accounted for the remaining 1%.

e 7,911 debit card transactions were conducted at the cash cage this period for a total amount of
$14,303,054. This represents a 14% increase in the number of debit card transactions and a 47%
increase in the dollar value of transactions from the previous six month period.

e 62 convenience cheques were issued this period for a total amount of $355,355. This represents a
41% increase in the number of convenience cheques issued from the previous six month period.

e The Hold Cheque Option has not been utilized by patrons at any gaming facility.

Conclusion

The cash alternative initiatives has had mixed results this period. The dollar value of PGF activity was
significant; however, much of the activity was generated by a small number of patrons. Debit card
transactions at the cash cage have increased significantly each period, while utilization of convenience
cheques is minimal. We will continue to monitor these initiatives as they progress.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation
beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Analysis of Cash Alternative Options

1. Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Accounts

Approved casinos may offer PGF accounts wherein funds may be deposited, withdrawn for gaming, re-
deposited for subsequent play or returned to the patron. A minimum of $10,000 must be initially deposited
by a patron to open a PGF account. Subsequent deposits to PGF accounts after initial opening may be for less
than $10,000.

A total of 460 PGF accounts have been created, of which 221 (48%) have subsequently closed. As of
December 31, 2013, there are 239 PGF accounts that remain open, as shown below.

PGF Accounts Currently Open
fotal Number of PGF Accounts Currently Open: 235

160 3

140 |
120 -
wo
go |
60

Number of PGF Accounts

40

20

River Rock Casine  Edgewater Casinoe Grand Villa Casina  Starlight Casino Hard Rock Casino

Of'the 239 PGF accounts that remain open, 29% had no-activity during the past six months or more as shown

below:

e 66 accounts had no activity within the past six months; and

¢ 4 accounts had na activity for more than a year.

PGF Account Deposits and Withdrawals for the Period July 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013

A total'of $207,525,932 was deposited into PGF accounts, and $207 968,146 was withdrawn during the
period July 1, 2013 oy December 31, 2013, The closing PGF account balance as at December 31, 2013, is
$1,204,118 as detailed below.

e s i July 1, 2013- December 31, 2013 i e

Site ‘Opening Balance PGF Account | PGF Account - Closing Balance

SRt July 1, 2013 Deposits ‘Withdrawals | Decéember 31, 2013
River Rock Casino $1,133,132 $129,940,647 $130,665,416 $408,363

Grand Villa Casino $385,000 $45,316,100 $45.271,100 $430,000

Edgewater Casino $128,200 $23,941,550 $24,069,750 $0
Starlight Casino $0 $5,875,000 $5,875,000 $0

Hard Rock Casino 30 $2,452 635 $2,086,880 $365,755

Total $1.646,332 $207,525,932 '$207,968,146 $1,204,118

This repont is tie propeny of the Auditaid Compliace Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is siof intended for use or girculntion. —

beyond specified recipients wihout the permission of (e Exeeutive Director, Auditand Complidice Divisian, Gamiing Policy iod Enforcement Branch.
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The pie chart below provides a detailed breakdown of the $207,525,932 that was deposited into PGF
accounts. 33% of the funds deposited into the accounts were bank drafts and wire transfers which represent
“new money.” Re-deposits and verified wins accounted for 66% 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 1% of the total deposits.

During the period reviewed, there was one deposit into a PGF account from a U.S. regulated financial
institution. The deposit was a wire transfer in the amount of $105,807. The amount is shown as part of the
total wire transfers into PGF accounts, in the chart below.

PGF Deposit Breakdown
Forthe Period july 1, 2013 - December 31, 2013
Total Deposits: $207,525,932

Wire Transfers: <1%
$165,807 —

Bani Drafts: 33%
$68,254,454

Cheguesfrom Canadian
$137,858,631 Casino: 1%
$1,247,000

The below five PGF accounts generated 6 1% of all PGF dollar volume activity (total of deposits and
withdrawals) during the period. These five, represent 2% of the total 239 PGF accounts that are currently
open. Overall; 85% of all PGF dollar volume activity was generated by 10% of the account holders.

Jﬁ'&f?l,ZO'IB-—-necemhér»"ﬂ'lg 2"0’13&“ N
obifes Tk o S Opemng e i ~ Closing
Cort ot PGF Gl Balance | PGF Account | PGFAccuunt . Balance
Account# | July 31,2013  Deposits |  Withdrawals | December 31,2013
River Rock Casino | 176 $5,000 $65,739,625 $65,694,625 $50,000
Grand Villa Casino | 49 $0 $31,897,300 $31,467,300 $430,000
Edgewater Casino | 135706 $0 $12.255,350 $12,255,350 %0
River Rock Casino | 249 $0 $11,430,000 $11,430,000 $0
Grand Villa Casino | 48 $0 $6,011,800 $6,011,800 $0
T dtal §5,000 $127,334,075 $'126;859,075'  ‘ $4806,000
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2. Debit Card Transactions at Cash Cage

At the service provider’s discretion, bank debit cards may be used at the cash cage for patrons to purchase
funds to be used for gaming. The service provider may stipulate monetary thresholds for the maximum
allowed amount of the debit card transaction however; the minimum amount shall not be less than $500 per
transaction.

The following gaming facilities presently offer debit card services at the cash cage: Cascades Casino, Casino
Nanaimo, Chances Chilliwack, Chances Maple Ridge, Edgewater Casino, Fraser Downs Casino, Grand Villa
Casino, Hard Rock Casino, Lake City Casino Kelowna, River Rock Casino, Starlight Casino, Treasure Cove
Casino, and View Royal Casino.

The total dollar value of debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage during the period July 1,2013 -
December 31, 2013, was $14,303,054. This represents a 47% increase from the previous six month period,
and is also more than the previous 15 months combined, as shown below.

Do! fue of Debit Card Transactions Conducted atthe Cash C:
Total for the Period April 1, 2012 - Decamber 31, 2013: $26,083, 778

§
!
t
i

gszs,oou,mo o $14,303,054

511,(”0,000 b4 ot At e s . 0 N—— s me

§12,000,000 - - : A S—

SB,N0.000 v ot O PN NN e e A, A A A AN\ et St b et e

$6,000,000 -

54,000,000 - .
§ i $1,945,zoo/
£ 52,000,000 : 5135'35:/

50 .
April 3,2012 - June 30, 2012 hxiyl 2012 - December 31, 2012 January 1,2013 - June 30,2013 July1, 2013 - December 31, 2013

The number of debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage has also increased each period as shown
below. During the period July 1, 2013 - December 31, 2013, there were a total of 7,911 debit card
transactions conducted at the cash cage, which represents a 14% increase from the previous six month period.
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3. Convenience Cheques

Service providers may, at their discretion and upon the request of the patron, issue a cheque that is not for a
verified win, but for the return of buy-in funds or unverified wins, up to a maximum amount of $8,000.

A total of 62 convenience cheques were issued during the period July 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013, which
represents a 41% increase from the previous six month period, as shown below. The total dollar value of
convenience cheques issued this period was $355,355. To date, a total of 161 convenience cheques have been
issued for a total amount of $771,007.

Convenience Chegues Issued
For the Perlod April 3, 2012 - December 31, 2013
TotalCheques ssued: 161/ Total Dallar Amount : 771,007
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River Rock Casino has issued 107 of the total 161 convenience cheques, as shown below.

Convenience Cheques Issued by Site
For the Period April 1, 2012 - December 31, 2013

120
100 ¥
80 1 .
60 |
ae | m
4 8 7
SRS e m am am s aw er dw w swr e e
RiverRock Edgewater  Fraser Lakedty Lake Clty v:ewﬂoyal LakeCity HardRock Casino  Grandvilla Cascades Chances  Maple

] Casino  Casino Downs  Casino Caslno.  Casimo Casino Casino  Namaimo  Casino Casino  Chilliwack  Ridge CGC
! Casino Xelowna  Vernon Panticton

4. Hold Cheque Option

Service providers are permitted to offer a Hold Cheque Option to individual patrons wherein a negotiable
financial instrument such as a personal cheque can be held for a period of time before being settled (cashed). Once
cleared, the full amount of the cheque can be accepted for gaming. As of December 31, 2013, no patrons have
utilized this option at any of the approved sites.
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This is EXHIBIT “28” referred to in the affidavit of PG0414.0001
ANNA FITZGERALD affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this ~Z] Oy of March, 2021.

24 ATy

A\Gm{mlssmner for taking Affidavits in British Cl(s)ll{ U\I [Sgil A
INTERNAL MEMO |Columbia AR
To: Terri Van $leuwen, Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Divisio

David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Audit and Compliance Division

From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor
Date: March 18, 2014
Subject: COMM-7866 Accuracy Review of BCLC’s Third Quarter Report — Reducing Reliance on

Cash, New Payment Initiatives

Executive Summary

In February 2014, we received a copy of BCLCs “Third Quarter Report — Reducing Reliance on Cash, New
Payment Initiatives.” The report issued by BCLC analyzed data pertaining to cash alternative/reduction
initiatives for the period April 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013. As we have continuously monitored these
initiatives since inception, a decision was made to review the report issued by BCLC for accuracy. Our
review focused on the accuracy of information presented, from both a financial and assertion perspective,
specifically as it relates to: patron gaming fund accounts; debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage;
issuance of convenience cheques; and the utilization of the Hold Cheque Option.

Key Observations

¢ Financial information presented in BCLC’s third quarter report regarding Patron Gaming Fund (PGF)
accounts, specifically total deposit and withdrawal activity, and figures pertaining to the Hard Rock
Casino were not accurate.

e Financial information presented in the report regarding debit card transactions conducted at the cash
cage, issuance of convenience cheques and utilization of the Hold Cheque Option were accurate.

e A discrepancy was noted concerning policy requirements pertaining to the issuance of convenience
cheques. BCLC’s report incorrectly suggested that a patron was only permitted to receive one
convenience cheque per week. However, under current BCLC standards, policies and procedures, a
patron is permitted to receive more than one convenience cheque per week, provided that the cheques
are issued by different service providers.

Conclusion

Although, discrepancies were noted in regards to specific information presented by BCLC in their third
quarter report, the misstatements as a whole were not material enough to impact a user’s assessment of the
effectiveness of cash alternative/reduction initiatives.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation
beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Accuracy Review of BCLC’s Third Quarter Report

1. Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Accounts

PGF Deposit and Withdrawal Activity

The BCLC third quarter report states that during the period April 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013, the total
deposits into PGF accounts were $277,367,701 and total withdrawals were $271,121,891. These figures
suggest a closing PGF account balance of more than $6 million, which is not accurate. -

Based on our analysis, as shown in the table below, the opening PGF account balance as at April 1, 2013,
was $538,162 and the closing balance as at December 31, 2013, was $1,204,118. These opening and ¢losing
balances were reconciled to the cumulative PGF account bank statements, general ledgers and trust ledgers at
each individual site. During the period April 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013, the total PGF deposits were
$270,593,027 and PGF withdrawals were $269,927.071.

River Rock Casino $408.162 $162 991 417 $l’62 991 2!6 $408 363

Grand Villa Casino $30,000 $49.683,725 $49.283,725 $430,000

Edgewater Casino $0 $45,206,250 |  $45,206,250 $0

Starlight Casino $100,000 $10,094.000 | $10,194,000 $0

Hard Rock Casino $0 $2,617,635 $2.251,880 $365,755

Total : $538,162 | $270,593,027 | $269,927,071| $1,204,118
Hard Rock Casino

The BCLC report states, “PGF account use at the Hard Rock Casino had its strongest month in December
with over $2.8 million in deposits. This monthly total is greater than the combined deposit totals from April
to November ($1.8 million).” These statements are both incorrect.

Based on our analysis, the total deposits at the Hard Rock Casino for the month of December 2013 were
$1,205,580 and not $2.8 million as suggested in the BCLC report. On March 14, 2014, we emailed BCLC for
an explanation. In their response back to our email, BCLC indicated that they were given incorrect data by
Hard Rock Casino, and the actual PGF deposits for the month of December 2013 were more in alignment
with our figure.

Additional Comments

The BCLC report states that 159 PGF accounts were opened during the period April 1, 2013 — December 31,
2013. This is correct; however, it is worth noting that during the same period, 82 PGF accounts were also
closed. The report also states that “PGF accounts continue to be an excellent option for VIP players at the
lower mainland casinos.” Although PGF accounts represent a good viable option for patrons, our analysis has
shown that overall, the accounts are being used by a small number of patrons, and a small percentage of those
are VIPs.

Thisreport jathep gmpeny of the Auditind Complisnee Divisian of the Gaming Policy and Bnforceément Hranch and IS nof iriten ded forige or tireulntion.
beyond specified recipient: withaut fhe permissicn of the Executive Director, Audit and Complitnce Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Bragal,
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2. Debit Card Transactions Conducted at the Cash Cage

The information presented in the BCLC third quarter report about debit card use at the cash cage is accurate.
In their report, BCLC also recommended the three suggestions below to make the initiative more successful.
We have offered our thoughts about each suggestion in italics.

e Offer Debit Use at the Cash Cage at More Gaming Facilities — Presently, 11 of the 15 casinos and
two of the 19 community gaming centres in the province offer debit card services at the cash cage.

¢ Remove the Minimum Debit Purchase Limits — No comment.

e Advertise the Service to Patrons — Agreed. Based on our onsite observations at various casinos and
community gaming centres, there is very minimal signage posted at the sites advertising the service.

3. Convenience Cheques

The financial information presented in BCLC’s third quarter report for the issuance of convenience cheques
for the period April 1, 2013 — December 31, 2013 is accurate. However, a discrepancy was noted about the
following assertion:

e BCLC’s report states, “patrons are permitted to receive one cheque per week” This statement is not
accurate. BCLC standards, policies and procedures, state that patrons are restricted to receive only
one convenience cheque, per week, per patron, per service provider. The key word here is service
provider. Therefore, a patron may receive more than one convenience within the same week, provided
that it is issued by different service providers. In fact, we have had one instance, where a patron
received two convenience cheques in the same week. The patron in question received an $8,000
convenience cheque from River Rock Casino (GCGC) on November 19, 2013 and an $8,000
convenience cheque on November 20, 2013, from Edgewater Casino (Paragon).

4. Hold Cheque Option

Information presented in the BCLC third quarter report in relation to the Hold Cheque Option is accurate. As
of December 31, 2013, no patrons have utilized this option at any of the approved sites.

5. Internet Banking Transfers / ATM / Global Cash / Credit Card Advance Tools

The accuracy of information presented in the BCLC third quarter report pertaining to internet banking
transfers, ATMs, global cash and credit card advances was not reviewed as part of our analysis.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation
beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Gaming Policy and

Enforcement S

Branch BRITISH

AUDIT REPORT COLUMBIA

BCLC
Cash Alternatives Compliance Audit
GPEB File # COMM-7758
2013/2014

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of the policy initiatives introduced by BCLC to reduce the volume of cash being
brought into gaming facilities was conducted to verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act,
Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The scope of the audit included a review of the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program, debit card
transactions conducted at the cash cage, and the issuance of convenience cheques for the period
April 1, 2013 - February 6, 2014.

A notable exception included the issuance of a convenience cheque by Lake City Casino

Kelowna greater than the maximum allowed amount of $8,000, This is EXHIBIT “29” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
AUDIT OBJECTIVES affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this _3 , day of
The objectives of the audit were to: March, % Vi amy

e Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Rlegulation W \%

A Commissioner tor taking
e Verify compliance with GPEB standards, policies and directivigffidavits in British Columbia

e Verify compliance with BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards,
Policies and Procedures (CCGC SPP);

o Verify best practices are followed in the absence of policy.

AUDIT SCOPE

The scope of the audit included a review of the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program, debit card
transactions conducted at the cash cage, and the issuance of convenience cheques for the period
April 1, 2013 - February 6, 2014. The scope was limited to sites that utilized these initiatives.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
intended for use or circulation beyond specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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AUDIT PROCEDURES

Fieldwork was conducted throughout the audit period at applicable gaming facilities. Audit
procedures were conducted on a sample testing basis to provide reasonable assurance of
compliance, and included a review of:

e PGF account records, deposits, and withdrawal activity;

CMS and GMS debit card transaction reports;

e Convenience cheques issued;

iTrak incident reports;

Gaming related paperwork and transaction slips.

EXCEPTIONS

Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:
Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Accounts

1. At River Rock Casino, numerous PGF accounts were created for patrons that had not made
their initial minimwm deposit of $10,000. As of February 5, 2014, the site retained personal
information and photocopies of the identification of these patrons on file. In addition, for
these pending accounts, PGF account numbers were assigned, and incident reports created
referencing the account openings, despite the initial deposits not being made to effectively
open the accounts.

Control Failure: Patrons must make an initial minimum deposit of $10,000 to open a PGF
account. Incident reports indicating account openings shall only be created after receipt of the
initial minimum deposit. The account is not considered open until then. Documents
containing personal information of the patron (account application, signature card, and
photocopy of identification) shall not be retained for extended periods if the account has not
been opened. (CCGC SPP 5.3-8.3, 3.12)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges this issue and accepts the risk associated with this
practice. Player ID is collected from the Patron prior to receiving the initial deposit. PGF
account paperwork is completed, an account is created and immediately designated
“inactive”. The collected information is secured at all times and if no deposit is received
within 30 days all paperwork 1s destroyed. Assisting patrons in completing the paperwork in
advance promotes the use of a cash-alternative program; no account is activated until the
requisite initial deposit is received. When the patron has made their initial deposit of 10K or
more, iTrak is updated. At no time is an account activated for less than the required 10K.

This report is.the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is: not
intenided for use or circulation beyond specified recipicnis without the pemilssmn of !ht’.: hxccuhve Dlrcclor. A'ﬂdll and.
Compliance Division, Ganting Policy and Enforcement Branch, SRR ; 5 Sk
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This process provides an efficient and timely exchange for the patron during their first
deposit transaction as the paperwork has been prepared in advance.

2. For PGF account number 39 at Grand Villa Casino, and PGF account numbers 47 and 50 at
Starlight Casino, the table tracking cards were not included with the Declaration of Source of
Funds form to support the deposit of gaming chips. Although the forms were signed by the
dealer supervisor/table games floor manager confirming table action, this does not
substantiate the net win or loss of the associated table tracking card to ensure that the table
play matches the amount of the deposit.

Control Failure: The Declaration of Source of Funds form must be signed by the dealer
supervisor/table games floor manager for any deposit of gaming chips into a PGF account.
Their signature confirms table action and ensures that any previously withdrawn funds were
bet within the gaming floor. A copy of the table tracking card shall be included with the form
for gaming chip deposits to further substantiate the re-deposit, net win or loss. (CCGC SPP 8.3-
8.3,5.3.9d (1)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges this issue. As of March 24, 2014 Gateway Casinos
Cage supervisors and table games managers and supervisor were spoken to and received an
email reminding then of the requirement for the tracking card to be signed by the attesting
Dealer Supervisor prior to attaching to the Declaration of Source of funds. if a tracking card
has not been properly completed when handed to the Cage and prior to completing the
transaction, the Cage has been instructed to call over a host/supervisor/manager in order to
have the tracking card taken back and completed properly, Cage/Cashier Supervisors are now
to conduct daily/weekly checks on all open PGF Accounts paperwork.

3. The following discrepancies were noted in relation to the occupation field on the Patron
Gaming Funds Account Application and Operating Agreement:

¢ At Hard Rock Casino, the occupation of the patron for PGF account number 16 was
stated as “business ownet”. This description is too vague and differs from the stated
occupation on the Declaration of Source Funds form and subject details tab in iTrak.

e The occupation of the patron was not stated on the application for PGF account
number 132642 at Edgewater Casino, and PGF account number 51 at Starlight
Casino.

Control Failure: All required sections of the Patron Gaming Funds Account Application and
Operating Agreement must be completed. A vague description of the occupation such as
“business owner” or “self-employed” is not acceptable. Documenting sufficient information
in relation to the occupation is part of meeting customer due diligence obligations to ensure
that the site knows the patron with whom they are dealing with. (CCGC SPP 5.3-8.3, 2.10.2)

Impact: Medium
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BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges the finding at Edgewater Casino. As of March 24,
2014, the occupation for the holder of PGF Account # 51 has been updated accordingly.
Edgewater Casino Cage and cashier supervisors received an email with applicable BCLC
policy and procedure reminding them that a vague occupation of a patron is not acceptable.
Cage/Cage/Cashier Supervisors are now to conduct daily/weekly checks on all open PGF
Accounts paperwork.

In relation to the matter identified at Hard Rock Casino, BCLC acknowledges this finding.
The noted omission was an isolated occurrence and was due to the oversight by the on duty
Cage Supervisor. All cage management were reminded of the PGF check list that was
developed to ensure required information is collected upon application. The BCLC Gaming
Compliance Officer reviewed all PGF account applications completed since this date and
confirmed the completion of these duties on 28 March 2014 with no issues noted.

4. The following discrepancies were noted in relation to the Patron Profile Card:

» At Edgewater Casino, the card for PGF account number 98432 was blank, despite the
patron having PGF transactions.

o At Starlight Casino, the card for PGF account number 54 was missing the signature
and GPEB identification tag number of the employee that attested to the transactions.

Control Failure: A Patron Profile Card must be created and retained in the PGF account file.
The purpose of the card is to manually document all deposits and withdrawals from the
account, types of negotiable instruments presented and other miscellaneous information
collected which may lead to further knowledge of patron activities. The signature and GPEB
identification tag number of the employee attesting to the transactions must also be
documented. (CCGC SPP $.3-8.3, 2.10.1.b)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges the finding at Starlight Casino. As of March 24,
2014, for PGF Account # 54 the missing signature and GPEB tag # of the employee who
attested to transaction have been recorded. Gateway Cage/Cashier Supervisors are now to
conduct daily/weekly checks on all open PGF Accounts paperwork.

In relation to the matter identified at Edgewater Casino, BCLC acknowledges this finding.
Through confirmation by the BCLC Gaming Compliance Officer and the site Director of
Cage Operations, the account holder opened PGF#98432 immediately prior to the new High
Limit Salons being opened, which caused confusion as to the physical location of the file,
due to the site being unaware where the patron would be attending and using the PGF
account. It was confirmed that all transactions were being recorded and the folder has since
been updated with all associated play by this patron. With the full operations of the high limit
salons, this type of incident is unlikely to reoccur.

This report is the property of the Audit and Corapliarice Division of the Gammg Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not
i for use or circiilation beyaml specilied recipients without ;he penmssmn of thc Lxecutwc Dn’ector‘ Audz an s
Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Faforcement Branch. ; SRas it N
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Debit Card Transactions at the Cash Cage

5. For the period reviewed August 1, 2013 — January 31, 2014, numerous debit card purchases
at the cash cage were completed for less than the minimum allowed amount of $500. The
exceptions were identified at the following gaming facilities: Cascades Casino, Casino
Nanaimo, Chances Chilliwack, Chances Maple Ridge, Edgewater Casino, Fraser Downs
Casino, Grand Villa Casino, Starlight Casino and View Royal Casino.

Control Failure: The service provider may stipulate monetary thresholds for the maximum
allowed amount of the debit card transaction; however, the minimum allowed amount shall
not be less than $500 per transaction. The idea of establishing a minimum threshold per
transaction is to avoid delays occurring at the cash cage due to small dollar withdrawals by
patrons. (CCGC SPP 5.3-9.5, 1.2)

Impact: Low

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges this finding, however it is noted that in the interest of
safety and customer service, our Service Partners will conduct debit card transactions at their
Cash Cages in amounts less than $500.00 in the event that on-site ATM service becomes
temporarily unavailable. In such an event, the Service Provider is required to complete an
Incident File to notify BCLC of the issue.

Convenience Cheques

6. A convenience cheque was issued by Lake City Casino Kelowna in the amount of $15,163,
which is greater than the maximum allowed amount of $8,000. It is worth nothing, that soon
after the incident ocourred, the site did speak with cage staff to remind them of the policy

LAt WLALLL .

requirements pertaining to the issuance of convenience cheques.

Control Failure: Service providers may, at their discretion and upon the request of the patron,
issue a cheque that is not for a verified win, but for the return of buy-in funds or unverified wins,
up to a maximum amount of $8,000. (CCGC SPP 5.3-9.4, 3.2)

Impact: High

BCLC Response;: BCLC acknowledges this finding, however it is noted that this was an
isolated occurrence which resulted from an individual staff training deficiency. BCLC finds
that the risk associated with this event is low, whereas the cheque issued to the patron was
affixed with notation indicating the funds were not for a verified win. The staff member has
received supplemental instruction in this regard.

7. A review of convenience cheques issued for the period April 1, 2013 — January 31, 2014,
identified numerous instances where the patron’s date of birth was not documented in the
‘narrative’ field of the iTrak incident report. In addition, several instances were identified
where the narrative field did not state any information.
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Control Failure: An incident report is required to be created in iTrak for the issuance of any
convenience cheque. The incident report shall state in the narrative field the surname and
given name of the patron, date of birth and cheque amount. The purpose of the narrative field
is to provide a brief description of the incident without the user having to open up the entire
record or read the follow-up supplemental reports. (CCGC SPP $.3-9.4, 3.2.3)

Impact: Low

BCLC Response: BCLC acknowledges this finding. BCLC Gaming Compliance Officers will
continue to monitor these Daily Log entries to ensure the required information is included.
The BCLC Manager, Operational Gaming Compliance has issued noticed to all Compliance
Officers regarding the importance of reviewing this process and communicating
discrepancies to our Service Partners in a timely manner.

CONCLUSION

Significant issues were identified in this audit. BCLC has acknowledged the exceptions in this
report and either risk will be accepted or changes will be made to service provider operations as
noted.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
April 28,2014

DISTRIBUTION LIST
Laird Robinson, Manager, Operational Gaming Compliance, BCLC

Donna Dickson, Coordinator Audit Services, BCLC
Bill MeCrea, Executive Director, Internal Compliance and Risk Management, GPEB
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This is EXHIBIT “30” referred to in the
affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD affirmed 199
before me in Burnaby, British Columbia
this 2, day of March, 2021.

%Q BhiTIeI;

A ConiNRERNA MEMO COLUMBIA

Aﬁdmﬂf!"v&ﬁ%leuwem ExecItive Director, Audit and Compliance Division

David Py mercial Gaming, Audit and Compliance Division
From; Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor
Date: July 24, 2014

Subject: COMM-8030 BCLC Cash Alternatives Review / January 1, 2014 — June 30, '-2014

Executive Summary

On April 1, 2012, BCLC introduced a series of initiatives to provide non-cash alternatives at gaming
facilities. These initiatives included expanded terms of use governing Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts,
use of debit card transactions at the cash cage, issuance of convcmence cheques and the creation of the Hold
Cheque Option. » .

Our objective is to analyze the utilization of these mltlatxves wnhm commerclal gaming facilities in BC on a
semi-annual basis. This update covers the period Januaxy 1, 2014 - June 30,2014.

Key Observations - '_:;;.-:'*-~:z:;i»;:g;,___ )

¢ PGF dollar volume activity was at record highs, with slightly over $430 million deposited and a
similar amount withdrawn. This represents a 107% increase from the previous six month petiod,
However, 52% of the total PGF deposits and thhdrawals this period were generated by one patron,
and 84% generated by 10 pan ons. ’ W

¢ 20% of the funds deposxted mto PGF accounts were from bank drafts which represent “new money.”
Re-deposits and yerified wins accounted for 74% of the funds deposited into the accounts, and
cheques from a Canadlan casmo accounted for the remaining 6%.

e Dcbit cald transactlons conduclcd at the cash cage amounted to $18,158,390, which represents a 27%
mcrease ﬁom the prewous six month period.

¢ ':_-48 convemence cheques were issued this period for a total amount of $266,083. This represents a
22% decrease in the number of convenience cheques issued from the previous six month period.

° The Hold Cheque Option has not been utilized by patrons at any gaming facility.

Conclusion

The cash alternative initiatives has had mixed results this period. The dollar value of PGF activity was
significant; however, much of the activity was generated by a small number of patrons. Debit card
transactions at the cash cage have increased each period, while utilization of convenience cheques is
minimal. We will continue to monitor these initiatives as they progress.

{This report is the propeity’o
heyond specified recipients without ih
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1. Patron Gaming Fund {(PGF) Accounts

GPEB0187.0002

Approved casinos may offer PGF accounts wherein funds may be deposited, withdrawn for gaming, re-
deposited for subsequent play or returned to the patron, A minimum of $10,000 must be initially deposited
by a patron to open a PGF account, Subsequent deposits to PGF accounts after initial opening may be for less

than $10,000,

During the petiod January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014, a total of 134 new PGF accounts were created and 52
existing accounts were closed. 321 accounts remain open as at June 30, 2014, as shown below.

oti GF Acco
Total Number of PGF Accounts Currently Open: 321

Number of PGF

River Rock Caslno

e

Edgewater Casino

e e 1

Grand Villa Caslno

Stariight Casino

T

Hard Rock Casino

PGF Accounﬂ)’é . os:

) andW1thdrawals for the Period January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014

A total of $431,1 53,869 was _defiésited into PGF accounts, and $429,751,069 was withdrawn during the
period January 1,2014 — Jux‘ijt_':: 30, 2014. The closing PGF account balance as at June 30, 2014, is $2,606,918

as detailed below. -

Uanuary 1, 2014 S June 30,2014 [

';S:itg”'i .

© PGE Account

Closing Balance_

| OpeningBalance } . . PGF Account | . = PGFAccount | .. C .
oo oo | January 3,2004 0O Deposits | . Withdrawals | . June 30,2014
River Rock Casino $408,363 $105,228,246 $193,420,846 $2,215,763
Edgewater Casino $0 $127,159,260 $126,818,260 $341,000
Grand Villa Casino $430,000 $74,783,513 $75,208,213 $5,300
Starlight Casino $0 $23,945,800 $23,945,800 | $0
Hard Rock Casino $365,755 $10,037,050 $10,357,950 | $44,855
Total $1,204,118 $431,153,869 $429,751,069 $2,606,918
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The total PGF deposit and withdrawal amounts increased by 107% from the previous six month period, as
shown in the following chart,

PGF Daposit and Withdrawa nis

/ ) $431,153,868 $429,751,069
$450,000,000 r L Y

$400,000,000 ?
$350,000,000 1

$300,000,000 ?

$207,525,932  $207,968,196

i3 PGF Deposits
.- | POV, 1> . .' o i IV B PGF Withdrawals

$250,000,000
$200,000,000 -
$150,000,000
$100,000,000 77 - hutiy SESEA R
$50,000,000 %

$0 Bu——— \ T

20138 2014
July 1 - December 81 January 1 -Jjune 30

PGF Deposit Breakdown for the Period Janu LLI..'.ZOM—.June"éO. 2014 '-

The pie chart below provides a detailed brcakdowu of the $431 153, 869 that was deposited into PGF
accounts duting the period January 1, 2014 = June 30, 2014. 20% of the funds deposited into the accounts
were bank drafts which represent “new.money.” Rc-deposnts and verified wins accounted for 74% 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 6% of the total deposits. Cheques fiom 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. During the period reviewed,
there were no deposits into PGF accounts from a U.S. regulated financial institution.

Total PGF Deposit B do
For the Perfod Jonuary 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014
Tatal Deposits: $431,153,869

sss,zz7,7s4

chegues from Canadian
ca .

-de. d $26,459,800

ns:
$319,466,305
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In-Depth Look at PGT Activity for the Period January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014

Although PGF deposit and withdrawal amounts for the period January |, 2014 — June 30, 2014, were at
record highs, 52% of this activity was generated by one patron. This patron has three PGF accounts (an
account at Edgewater, River Rock and Starlight Casino).

During the period January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014, this particular patron had PGF deposits of $224,629,500
and PGF withdrawals in the same amount. To put this into perspective, the PGF deposits and withdrawals of
this one patron were more than those of all account holders combined during the pxev;ous six months and
13.6 times greater than the patron’s own activity during the same period.

The pie chart below provides a detailed breakdown of this patron’s PGF deposns of $224, 629 500. 7% of the
funds deposited into this patron’s PGF accounts were bank drafts which represent ‘new money’  while re-
deposits and verified wins accounted for 83% and cheques from a Canadmn ¢asino accounted for the
remaining 10%. :

PGF Deposit Breakdown of One Patron
For the Perlod Jenuary 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014
Totol Deposits: $224,629,500

Bank Drafts: 7%
$14,782,000

Cheaues from Canadian
Caslno: 10%
$22,460,000

$187,387,500

Ovcrall, of the ftotal 321 PGF aéébunts that are currently open:
. 93 accounts had no actlv:ty within the past six months;

o 7 accqunts had no activity for more than 365 days; and

o 52%of thév"t'o.tal PGF deposit and withdrawal activity was generated by onc patron, and 84%
generated by 10 patrons.

speclﬁeél cecipients wi
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2. Debit Card Transactions at Cash Cage

At the service provider’s discretion, bank debit cards may be used at the cash cage for patrons to access funds
for gaming. The service provider may stipulate monetary thresholds for the maximum allowed amount of the
debit card transaction. Although BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards, Policies and
Procedures state that the minimum amount shall not be less than $500 per transaction, BCLC has allowed
service providers to let patrons purchase funds below the minimum threshold,

Presently, 17 of the total 34 casinos and community gaming centres in the province offer debit card services
at the cash cage as follows: Cascades Casino, Casino Nanaimo, Chances Abbotsford, Chances Campbell
River, Chances Chilliwack, Chances Courtenay, Chances Maple Ridge, Edgewater Casino, Fraser Downs
Casino, Grand Villa Casino, Hard Rock Casino, Lake City Casino Kelowna, Playtime Gammg Langley,
River Rock Casino, Starlight Casino, Treasure Cove Casino, and View RoyaI Casmo ,

Debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage during the period January l 2014 - J une 30 20 14,
amounted to $18,158,390. This represents a 27% increase from the p1ev1ous six month perlod as shown

below.

ablt Car lons Conducted at the Cash Cage
Total for the Perfod April 1, 2012 - June 30, 2014: $44,242,168

$20,000,000
$18,158,300

$18000,000 /
$16,000,000
su.soaxny/
$14000,000 /
$12000000
$10000000 1 $9.699,674 /
- //
$6,000,00 /

$400,000
$1915200 /
$2,000000
$135,850 /
e

$0 T T T T 1
April 4, 2012 June 30, 2012 July 1, 2012 - December 81, 2012 January 3, 2013~ June 30, 2013 Joly 1, 2013 - December 31, 013 Janvary 3, 2014 - June 30, 2014

Tt s e popE S
bﬁyon_smcui' wd recipients without the
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3. Convenience Cheques

Service providers may, at their discretion and upon the request of the patron, issue a cheque that is not for a
verified win, but for the retutn of buy-in funds or unverified wins. At the launch of this initiative, the maximum
limit for convenience cheque issuance was $5,000, which was later increased to $8,000 and now effective April
2014, has been increased to $10,000.

A total of 48 convenience cheques were issued during the period Januvary 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014, which
represents a 22% decrease from the previous six month period, as shown below. The dollar value of convenience
cheques issued this period was $266,083, which represents a 25% decrease from the previous six month period.
To date, a total of 209 convenience cheques have been issued for a total amount of $1,037,090.

Convanlence Chedques lssuad
For the Period April 1, 2012 - June 30, 2014
Total Number of Cheques Issued: 209 / Totol Dollor Amount: $1,037,090
)
v 62
& & A
ﬁ. 50 5 44 "’”"w‘%
: e
g L
; /-
) i
; /
8 3
a /
&0 -
£
2
0 T T T ] 1
Apdl] 3012-June 20, 2012 July1,2012- December 31, 3012 Januaty 1, 2013- June 30, 2013 July 1, 2013 - December 31, 2013 January J, 2014 - June 30, 2014
550,173 §166,774 §193.205 $358,355 $266,083

Since this lmtlative waslaunched ‘-
o Rwel RockCasmo h:asl.‘issuéd 140 of the total 209 convenience cheques.
° 24 palrons havereceived more than one convenience cheque each,
. One patron has teceived 19 convenience cheques fotaling $146,000.

4. Hold Chegque Option

Service providers are permitted 1o offer a Hold Cheque Option to individual patrons wherein a negotiable
financial instrument such as a personal cheque can be held for a period of time before being settled (cashed), Once
cleared, the full amount of the cheque can be accepted for gaming. As of June 30, 2014, no patrons have utilized
this option at any of the approved sites.
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This is EXHIBIT “31” referred to in the affidavit of ANNA
FITZGERALD affirmed before me in Burnaby, British
Columbia this 2 daQ&)iaarch 2021.

BRITISH

A Commissioner for taking Affidavits in British Columbia FOLUMBI A

INTERNAL MEMO

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division
David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Compliance Division

From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor
Date: November 27, 2014

Subject: COMM-8038 Cash Flow Inventory Review / Grand Villa Casino / January 1 —June 30, 2014

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e The denommatlon breakdown for slot play was as follows: 54% with $20s, 25% with $100s and the
remammg 21% with $50s, $10s and $5s. With majority of the slot machines on the gaming floor
being penny ames (one cent to 99 cents), slot play with lower denomination bills is not unusual.

e A review of bank deposit slips determined that majority of the bills deposited into the casino’s bank
accounts were $20s, while only a small percentage were $100s.

e 65 suspicious financial transaction reports were submitted. 82% of the reports were in relation to
large cash buy-ins with small denomination bills; 11% pertained to cash passing between patrons; 5%
for other suspicious activity (unusual activity in the parking lot, minimal play, etc.); and 2% for chip
passing and suspected money laundering at slot machines.

w"’g“é":“—.'”nil‘i; -i?vé)”—f“t g&‘- ﬁe\ sssss r'-&“ﬁrimg}s‘p't.‘ﬁ?: .‘: e Y T R 'v. v: j'.:a 0 5 A 3 ".*.’..' C3 0 7?'l_6:in_
dspecifieds &m&&% %i@a@ﬂm ExerutiveiDirécine; Audit and Compliance Division; Gdming Polity:
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GENERAL COMMENTS

The denomination of currency used to conduct cash buy-ins for tables in the Cypress Room (high limit room)
was consistent with that for cash buy-ins for tables for the rest of the casino. This is notable, considering that
the Cypress Room is reserved for high stakes betting, and a reasonable expectation would be greater cash
buy-ins with the more manageable currency of $100 bills. However, a majority of the table buy-ins that
occurred in the Cypress Room were conducted through the use of PGF accounts, which is an alternative to
cash. Overall, in an industry that is still predominantly cash intensive, Grand Villa Casino, submitted 53
suspicious financial transaction reports to FINTRAC in relation to large cash buy-ins with small
denomination bills, which equates to less than one report per day, over the six month period reviewed.

A comparison between the volumes of cash being brought into the casino to that being deposited to its bank
accounts raises concerns of possible money refinement. Specifically, only 4% of the $100 bills that the
casino received through table and slot play was deposited into the bank, compared to deposrts 6F51% of the
$20 bills received. This, together with work that our audit and compliance dwnsnon has conducted at the
casino in the past, suggests that the site does not always pay out its: pattons in the same denomination of bills
for which they bought in with. Although the casino’s payout practlces at the cash cage may be subject to
some discretion, the disproportionate percentage of deposits i$ dlsturbmg L

The risk of patrons using siot machines to launder money does ‘not appeau hlgh based on our analysis of the
denomination of currency used for slot play and a rcvnew of s susplctous 1" nancial transaction reports.

PART 1: CURRENCY USED FOR GAMBLING :

The currency volumes and denominations used f01 gambhng Wi c “analyzed by revicwing each table and slot
count daily report for the period January 1, 2014 Junc 30 2014. A total of 181 table count and 181 slot
count reports were reviewed. . :

TABLE PLAY ANALYSIS .

Grand Villa Casino has a'total-of 50 tables (excluding eight tables in the poker room). The casino has two
hlgh limit rooms, which.consist of the. Cypress Room (12 tables), and the Lions Room (8 tables). The regular
gaming floor has 30 tables; For the period reviewed January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014, the total table drop
revenuc was $229; 332 675 whlch equatcs to an average daily drop of $1,267,031. As shown in the chart
below, 61%;ofthe table buy-ins occurred in the two high limit rooms (Cypress Room and Lions Room) and
39% on th egular gammg ﬂoor

Grand Vills Casino Table Drop Revenue by Location
Total Table Drop Revenue for the Period January 1, 2014 < June 30,20148:5229,322,675

Lions Room : 8%
$18,608,015

RepularGaming Floor:39%
$89,671,155

Cyoress Reom:53%
$121,053,505
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CASH BUY-INS

Cash buy-ins consisted of 70% ($161,525,315) of the total table drop revenue of $229,332,675. Non-cash
buy-ins, which occurred through the use of PGF accounts accounted for the remaining 30%.

The chart below provides a breakdown by denomination type of the total $161,525,315 cash buy-ins for table
games for the casino as a whole. As shown, 50% of the cash buy-ins occurred with $20s, 39% with $100s,
and the remaining 11% with $50s, $10s and $5s.

Grand Villa Casino Cash Buy -Ins by Denomination Type
Total Cash Buy-ins for the Period Reviewed January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014: 5161,525,315

$50 Bills: 6%
162,799

$20 Bills: 50% $100 Bills: 39%

$10 Bills: 3% S5 Bills: 2%

98,108 74,769

CYPRESS ROOM (HIGH LIMIT.ROOM

sino’s:premier high limit room, offering 12 table games in a private
) phance Gateway Casinos and Entertamment Limited, the average

For the perlod evnewed January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014, the total table buy-ins in the Cypress Room was
$121,053,505, which equates to 53% of the casino’s total table drop revenue.

In the Cypress Room, 48% ($57,816,145) of the buy-ins were with cash, and 52% ($63,237,360) were non-
cash buy-ins through the use of PGF accounts. The chart below provides a breakdown by denomination type
for the total cash buy-ins of $57,816,145 in the Cypress Room. As shown, 49% of the cash buy-ins occurred
with $20s, 45% with $100s, and the remaining 6% with $50s, $10s and $5s.

Sriotintended for pSEoRCirklal
?ﬁﬁ?anﬂﬁn{éﬁ%&ﬁf@:
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Grand Villa Casino Cash Buy -insby Denomination Type in the Cypress Room
Total Cash Buy -Ins for the Period Reviewed January 1, 2014 -June 30, 2014: 557,816,145

5 Bills: 1%
6,135

$10Bills: 3%
34,134

5100 Bills: 45%
464,354

$20 Bills: 49%
497,104

S50 Bills: 2%
21,333

PATRON GAMING FUND (PGI) BUY-INS

PGF accounts are a non-cash alternative, wherein funds may be depos1ted by patrons, withdrawn for gaming,
re-deposited for subsequent play or retumed to the, vpairon

The total amount of PGF buy-ms during the perlod rev1ewcd January 1,2014 - June 30, 2014, was
$67,807,360. Of the PGF buy-ins, 93% ($63,237 ;360) was for table play in the Cypress Room, and 7%
($4,570,000) for table play in the Lions Rooms Together PGF buy-ins contributed to 30% of the casino’s
total table drop revenue.

The illustration below prowdcs a brcakdown of thc PGF buy-ins of $67,807,360 for the period reviewed
January 1, 2014 — June 30,2014: As shown 84% of the PGF buy-ins was by two account holders, while 16%
was by 23 account holders R i,

Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Account Bu -Ins
Total PGF Buy -Ins for the Period Reviewed January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014: 567,807,360

PGF Buy -Ins of 23
Account Holders: 16%
$10,818,710
PGF Buy -Ins of 2 Account
Holders: 84%
$56,987,650
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SLOT PLAY ANALYSIS

Slot machines require a patron to insert a bill ($5, $10, $20, $50 and $100) into the machine’s currency
acceptor, in exchange for machine credits. The machine credits, allow the patron to begin slot play. Slot
machines no longer take any coins. When the patron is finished playing, the slot machine will print out an
IVS ticket. Remaining credits on the [VS ticket may be redeemed at the cash cage or NRT machine or used
towards additional slot play.

As at June 30, 2014, Grand Villa Casino has a total of 1,138 slot machines, of which 85% (970 slot
machines) are penny games (one cent to 99 cents) and 15% (168 slot machines) are dollar games. A patron
can, however, wager $1 or more per spin on a penny game, because with multi-line'games, players can
choose to play many credits over many lines, and some players will often play the maximum number of lines.

Grand Villa Casino Slot Count Revenue by Denomination Type
Total Slot Count Revenue for the Period Reviewed January 1, 2014june 30, 2014: 5223,500,190

S5 Bills: 14%
799,296

$100 Bills: 259 $10 Bills: 4%
o 211,631
1,462,830
$50 Bills: 3%
193,242
$20 Bills: 54%
3,072,115

gt iaten: ,Lsd\%é‘ iscoEBirulaing
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'pﬁ.éa,,m
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PART 2: CURRENCY FLOW BETWEEN CASINO AND FINANCIAL INSTITUTION

The currency flow between Grand Villa Casino and its financial institution, Bank of Montreal (BMO) was
analyzed by reviewing bank deposits and the replenishment of bills.

BANK DEPOSIT ANALYSIS

Grand Villa Casino deposits cash from its gaming operations into the below three bank accounts. The casino
also has a PGF bank account; however, cash is not deposited into this account. PGF deposits consist of bank
drafts, certified cheques, cheques from a Canadian casino, wire transfers, electronic fund transfers, and return
of funds cheques and verified win cheques. As there were no cash deposits made to: the PGF bank account, it
was not analyzed. i

e Tables and Slots Bank Account

e Foreign Currency Bank Account
e U.S. Dollar Bank Account

TABLES AND SLOTS BANK ACCOUNT

During the period reviewed January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014 a; total of $73 529 195 was deposited into the
tables and slots bank account. The chart below prov1des the brcakdown of this figure by denomination type.
As shown, 82% of the bills deposited into the bank account were SZOs 10% were $50s, 4% were $100s and
the remaining 4% were $10s and $5s. ; ,

Grand Villa Casino Tables and Slots Bank Account Deposits
Total Deposits for the Period Reviewed January 1, 20khe 30, 2014: $73,529,195

50 Bills: 10%
276,703

100 Bills: 4%
114,225

5 Bills: 1%
43,367

$10 Bills: 3%
96,725
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FOREIGN CURRENCY AND U.S. DOLLAR BANK ACCOUNT

Grand Villa Casino plays host to many foreign tourists, and as such, offers currency exchange services. The
U.S. dollar is the foreign currency most often exchanged for Canadian dollars at the casino. The table below
shows the total foreign currency deposited by the casino into its foreign currency and U.S. dollar bank
accounts during the period reviewed Januaryl, 2014 — June 30, 2014.

51,151,145 U.S. Dollar. -

el ¥ 944,000 Japanese Yen

- € 87,730 Euro

COMPARISON BETWEEN BILLS RECEIVED AND DEBOSIf ED.

The table below provides a comparison between the: volume 20 1;1115 that the casino received
through table and slot play to those deposited into the tables and slots ank account.

During the period reviewed January 1, 2014~ TJune:30, 2014, the casino deposited into its bank accounts 51%
of the $20 bills and only 4% of the $100 bi s:that it re ‘elved through table and slot play. The low percentage
of $100 bills being deposited in the casimo’s bank accounts partly supports our finding from a previous
review conducted in 2012 (COMM«68 83) where Grand Villa Casino acknowledged that it does not always
pay out patrons in the same denomination of ills for wlnch they bought in with. Patrons that buy-in with
large number of smail denomitiation bills:may be’ cashed out with large denomination bills, if the site deems
that the patron had reasonable play.an r. reasonable net gaming losses.

1)551’087 e p e n

Bills Received from Table:Play: .
Bills Received from Slot Play, 1.462.830 3.072.115

Total Bllls Recelved»from Table and Slot Play 2,672,917 4,623,202

Total Bllls Deposnted into'} ”ank Accounts 114,225 2,354,373

CURRENCY REPLENISHMENT ANALYSIS

On a weekly basis, Grand Villa Casino receives a re-supply of bills from its financial institution. The process
consists of the casino returning a fixed amount of currency back to its financial institution in exchange for
newer bills and bills of different denominations. During the period reviewed January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014,
Grand Villa Casino returned back to its financial institution $1,043,600 in exchange for $10 bills, $5 bills and
coins. The replenishment of currency was primarily to refill NRT machines and to provide float money to
cashiers and slot attendants.
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PART 3: SUSPICIOUS FINANCIAL TRANSACTION REPORTS

Casinos are required to send a suspicious financial transaction report to the Financial Transactions and
Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC) when there are reasonable grounds to suspect that a
transaction or an attempted transaction is related to the commission or the attempted commission of a money
laundering or financing offence.

During the period reviewed January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014, Grand Villa Casino submitted 65 suspicious
financial transaction reports to FINTRAC. The chart below summarizes the type of suspicious financial
transaction reports submitted. 82% of the reports submitted were in relation to large cash buy-ins with small
denomination bills; 11% pertained to cash passing between patrons; 5% for other §iispicious activity (unusual

activity in the parking lot, minimal play, etc.); and 2% for chip passing and suspected money laundering at
slot machines. :

Grand Villa Casino Summary of Suspicious Financial Transaction Reports Submitted to FINTRAC
Total Number of Repaorts Submitted for the Period Reviewed January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014: 65

60

53

82%

Number of Reports Submitted to FINTRAC

1 1
1% 1%
Large Cash Buy-In with Cash Passing Other Suspicious Activity Chip Passing Suspected Money
Small Denomination Bills Laundering at Slot Machines

PART 4: APPENDIX GAMING TERMINOLOGY

Slot Cassette Cassette box m51de slot machine used to hold currency received by slot cutrency acceptor.

Slot Count Report Elcctromc report that details the count of all currency contained in a slot cassette.

Slot Count Revenue — Currency collected from slot cassette.
Table Buy-In — Purchase of casino chips for table play.
Table Count Report — Electronic report that details the count of all currency contained in a table drop box.

Table Drop Box - Locked container affixed to the gaming table that serves as a repository for currency
collected from the table game.

Table Drop Revenue — Currency collected from table games.
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CBR.I’I‘ ISH "
INTERNAL MEMO CLLMEBL
To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division This is EXHIBIT “32” referred to in
David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Compliance D’i\ﬁéi%‘?ﬁdavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
bef in B by,
From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor gfr?trirsnhedc oli ::bei arr:te]ilsngurn:a;of
Tim Storms, Commercial Gaming Auditor March. 2021 =
Date: December 18, 2014
Subject:  COMM-8189 Project Fallout ACo C°mf"'33'°”ef for taking
AffidavitsimBrittstrSotumbia—
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A comprehensive review of one patron,

Chen, was conducted due to the extraordinary dollar

volumes and behaviours exhibited with her gambling. The scope was limited to a review of her gambling
activity, behavior, and associates, from available resources. The period of'the review was December 1, 2010
— November 30, 2014, which is the known start of her gambling activity in BC casinos. The objective of the
review was to ascertain if there is any evidence of impropriety or impairment to the integrity of gaming,.

Key Red Flags
[ Chen's gambling activity has increased substantially since January 1, 2014. Her total table

i

buy-ins, | Redacted { during the period January 1,
2014 — November 30, 2014, was $153 million. This is an increase of 400% from her combined table
buy-ins from all previous periods dating back to 2010. In addition, she has deposited $224 million
into her Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) actount and withdrawn the same amount during the review
period January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014. This represented 52% of all PGF dollar volume activity in
BC.

i The occupation details provided by Chen are vague and not readily verifiable. Although, Chen states

that she is the president of'a fruit company that is involved in the import and export business, the
name and location of hér business was not provided.

The frequency of her casino visits and duration of play does not correspond to her stated occupation.
Chen is.observed attending the casinos on a daily basis, for extensive hours (in excessive of eight
hours) during all hours of the day.

2 Two lawsuits were filed against [Jj Chen in December 2014 with the BC Supreme Court

registry in Vancouver. The first lawsuit names [JJj Chen, along with others, as the defendants.
The plaintiff in this case is claiming damages for fraud, breach of contract, breach of trust and breach
of fiduciary duty after the defendants deceived her into providing funds for a fruit business, which
they misappropriated for their own use. The second lawsuit, was filed by private investors, and
accuses Chen of defaulting on her mortgage for the amount owing of $224,757. The mortgage in this
case was secured at an interest rate of 15% per annum. Both civil claims have yet to be proven in
court.

THis repartjs e prqpeny ‘nf the Cumpbanccmvssmuuﬂhc Guniing Palicy iid Enforcement Branch fad is not intended fviise or circtilition beyond
specified recipients witliout the permission of the Exectiive Director, Compliance Division, Gaming Poliey and Enforcement Branch,
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j= Her marital status is conflicting. One of the associates known to accompany Chen to the casinos is a
former River Rock Casino table games supervisor (employment ceased as of February 2014) and is
believed to be either her boyfriend or common-law partner, while two others have been identified by
the sites as her husband based on her comments.

f+ Bank draft deposits have been made to Chen’s PGF account from six different Canadian regulated
financial institutions (BMO, CIBC, HSBC, RBC, Scotiabank and TD). As the bank drafts do not
contain the name or account the monies were drawn from, the source of the funds cannot be
ascertained other than which financial institution the funds were deawn on. Therefore, the bank drafts
deposited into Chen’s PGF account may be from anybody’s accounts. An important component of
any anti-money laundering control is being able to identify the source of the funds.

}= The closing balance for Chen’s PGF account is almost always zero. At the end of each gaming
session, Chen typically clears out her PGF account by receiving a ‘Retumn of Patron Gaming Fund
Account’ non-verified win cheque. Such cheques are redeemable at any Canadian casino and are also
accepted by financial institutions.

}+ Despite having a PGF account that she uses extensively, Chen has continued to conduct large cash
buy-ins with small denomination bills.

i+ On numerous occasions, Chen has left the casino in possession of a large amount of gaming chips.
Gaming chips may be used as alternate form of cuwrrency in illegal transactions.

f#* Chen has been associated with numerous individuals with a history of incident reports in iTrak for
occurrences such as: suspicious financial transactions, chip passing and unusual activity. On one
occasion, Chen issued a complaint against Paul King Jin at Starlight Casino for following her. When
approached by Starlight security, Panl King Jin stated that he was following her because, “she owed
him money” and that she “defrauded” him. An incident report at River Rock Casino has referred to
Paul King Jin as a “known loan shark.”

I Chen utilizes numerous bank accounts to conduct her banking activity associated with gambling. For
instance, up tosix different bank accounts have been used by Chen to deposit cheques that she has
received from River Rock Casino. This together, with funding her PGF account with bank drafts from
numerous financial institutions, may be an attempt to layer transactions. The primary purpose of
layering a transaction is to conceal the origin of the proceeds.

{7 Chen’s gambling activity appears to have ceased in September 2014. Information has been received
that she has left Canada and is presently in China.

Conclusion

The results of this review have provided indications or red flags that something may be amiss. However,
there is no evidence of illicit activity. There may be reasonable explanations for Chen’s activities,
actions and behayior, including an inheritance, a wealthy partner, family support, or other, all of which is not
known to us. It may also be that any illicit activity is taking place outside the casino environment. The
resources available to conduct this review do not provide any authority to investigate or review beyond those
related to casino activity. For example, we do not have the authority to review Chen’s bank accounts for
suspicious activity. Therefore, the results of this review are not conclusive and should be used with caution.

i repart i the properly of the Complissice Divisian of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and isndtintended for use or cuvmlmmh beyond o
‘specified récipients withaut ilie permission of he Execative Director, Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Foforcement Bramell, S
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PART 1: INTRODUCTION

Background

A GPEB review of Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) accounts conducted in July 2014, revealed that one patron,
- Chen, had deposited $224 million into her PGF account and withdrawn the same amount during the
review period January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014. Her PGF deposits and withdrawals represented 52% of the
total PGF dollar volume activity and was more than all other account holders combined during the six
months reviewed. In addition, her PGF activity was 13.6 times greater than her activity during the previous
six months. Due to the extraordinary dollar volumes and behaviours exhibited with her gambling activity, it
was determined that an in-depth look at [Jj Chen was warranted.

Objective

The objective of the review is to ascertain if there is any evidence of impropriety or impairment to the
integrity of gaming. The intelligence provided within this report will be shared within GPEB and other
agencies deemed appropriate.

Scope

The scope is limited to a review of [Jj Chen, her gambling activity, behavior, and associates, from those
available resources, including iTrak, and surveillance footage obtained from River Rock Casino. The review
period is from December 1, 2010 — November 30, 2014, which is the known start of her gambling activity in
BC casinos.

Who is - Chen?

I Chen is a ] year old, Chinese national, female, that resides in Richmond, BC. She holds permanent
residency in Canada. She is a well-known, high limit gambler at Edgewater, River Rock, and Starlight
Casino. She gambles frequently on an almost daily basis, most often at River Rock Casino. Like most high
limit Asian players, her game of choice is Baccarat. She has a history of gambling for extensive hours (in
excess of eight hours), during all hours of the day, and oftentimes at multiple sites on the same day. Chen has
three PGF accounts. Her accounts at Edgewater and River Rock Casino were opened in May 2013, while her
account at Starlight Casino was re-opened in January 2014. Her account at River Rock is her most active.

Her marital status is conflicting. One of the associates known to accompany her to the casinos has been
identified by the sites as either her boyfriend or common-law partner |||l former table dealer
supervisor at River Rock Casino), while two others have been identified by the sites as her husband (Jjjjjjjj

N )

The occupation details provided by Chen are vague. Although, she states that she is the president of a fruit
company, the name and location of her business was not provided. Two lawsuits were filed against
Chen in December 2014 with the BC Supreme Court registry in Vancouver. The first lawsuit names

Chen, along with others (including [ . vhom was described as Chen’s husband at one point) as
the defendants. The plaintiff in this case is claiming damages for fraud, breach of contract, breach of trust and
breach of fiduciary duty after the defendants deceived her into providing funds for a fruit business, which
they misappropriated for their own use. The second lawsuit, was filed by private investors, and accuses Chen
of defaulting on her mortgage for the amount owing of $224,757. The mortgage in this case was secured at
an interest rate of 15% per annum. Both civil claims have yet to be proven in court.

“This report is the property of the Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation beyond
specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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PART 2: GAMBLING ACTIVITY

Redacted

Chen’s known gambling activity in BC dates back to December 1, 2010. During the period
December 1, 2010 — November 30, 2014, her total table buy-ins, | Redacted i
§ Redacted ;were $184,443,773 (shown below). Of the table buy-ins, 83% occurred since January 1,
2014.

Tahle Buy-ins
Total Toble Buy-Ins for the Period Decernber 1, 2010 - November 30, 2014: $184,443,773
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During the period December 1, 2010 — November 30, 2014* Pll FINTRAC [The table below shows
her average table buy-in for each LCTR. As you can sge, her average table buy-ii Within the past 11 months
is significantly higher than all prior periods.
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Analysis of Table Tracking Cards

An analysis of table tracking cards was conducted in part to determine if the amounts being cashed out by.

Chen at the conclusion of gaming sessions were reasonable given the level of her buy-ins and the
amounts she won or lost during play. Table tracking cards are used by casinos to track wins or losses by a
patron playing a table game in order to determine the amount of the verified win for the session. Verified
wins can be paid out by cheque or re-deposited into a patron’s PGF account.

Table tracking cards were reviewed for the months January, July and August 2014. The amounts cashed out
by Chen, were compared against her buy-ins and net chip position (l]m_m dnmat.tha.ta.ble) to determine if
her play was reasonable and substantiated. Our analysis showed thatt Pl FINTRAC 1ad reasonable
verified wins which tied back to actual wins as documented on the table tracking cards. fn the case of the two
that were not considered reasonable, the unsubstantiated portions of the verified wms were $ 107 000 and
$33,400 respectively. :

Based on our analysis it appears that the casinos are adequately substantiating [Jj Chen’s verified wins
and it does not appear she is routinely introducing extra chips to increase the value of these wins,

Analysis of Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Account

Chen has three PGF accounts. Her accounts at Edgéther and River Rock Casino were opened in
May 2013, while her account at Starlight Casino was re-opened in January 2014. Her account at River Rock
is her most active.

During the period January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014, Chen had PGF deposits of $224,629,500 and PGF
withdrawals in the same amount. Her PGF deposits and withdrawals represented 52% of the total PGF dollar
yolume activity and was more than-all other 320 account holders combined during the six months reviewed.
In addition, her PGF activity was 13.6 times greater than her activity during the previous six months.

The pie chart below provides a detailed breakdown of Chen's deposits of $224,629,500 during the period
January 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014. 7% of the funds deposited into her PGF account were bank drafts which
represent “new money” while re-deposits and verified wins accounted for 83% and cheques from a Canadian
casino accounted for the remaining 10%.

F sit k: r Cchen H
Total PGF Deposits by [} €h<n for the Period January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014: $224,628,500 i

Bank Drafts: 7%
$14,782,000

Re-Deposits and Verified Wins:.

$187,387,500

10%
$22,460,000
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As shown in the pie chart, a total of $14,782,000 of new money was deposited into Chen’s PGF account
through bank drafts. The bank draft deposits were from the following six Canadian regulated financial
institutions: BMO, CIBC, HSBC, RBC, Scotiabank and TD.

Although a bank draft is a secure alternative to writing a cheque, the payment itself is guaranteed to be
available by the issuing bank not the patron. Bank drafts do not contain any personal information about the
individual, including their name or banking information. Due to privacy concerns, the only information that a
service provider such as Great Canadian Gaming Corporation can confinm, through their financial institution,
is that the bank draft is valid. Essentially, with bank drafts, the controller of the funds is unknown. Bank draft
deposits into [ f Chen’s PGF accounts may be either from her own accounts, or from accounts of other
people or companies.

PART 3: GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR

Review of Incident Reporis

Pll FINTRAC

and/or for which a Section 86 report was sent to GPEB. Casinos are required to send a suspicious financial
transaction report to FINTRAC when there are reasonable grounds to suspect that a transaction or an
attempted transaction is related to the commission or the attempted commission of a money laundering or
financing offence. A Section 86 report is required to be sent to GPEB, for any real or suspected conduct,
activity or incident that affects the integrity of gaming at a gaming facility.

Of the total 21 incident reports created in iTrak, 17 were created prior to 2014, when her table buy-ins were
modest by her current standards, and only four were created from January 1, 2014 — November 30, 2014,
when her gambling was at peak levels. The table below provides a summary of the type of incident reports
submitted by the sites, in relation to [ Chen’s behavior, as at November 30, 2014.

iTralc Incident Report Summary
Total Number of Incident Reporis as at November 30, 2014: 21

Large Cash Buy-In with Small Denaminatian Bills Chip Passing Unusual Activity i

The most recent incident report created for Chen was in relation to a large cash buy-in for $70,000 that she
conducted at River Rock Casino, on September 20, 2014; Redacted i

i Redacied ibecause the denominations of the bills were primarily $205 and the cash was
“bundled in bricks wrapped with elastic bands.”

specmcdi&xpmm withont xhepmnimonofmc Execuiive; huecmr‘ Compliiee Division, Gaming FPolicy and Enforcemen Bruncli,
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Review of Surveillance Footage

Surveillance footage of Chen’s gambling at River Rock Casino was obtained and reviewed. Footage
was selected for August 17, 18 and 19, 2014, at varying points during the day and night. The following
uriusual indicators were noticed during the review:

e Large buy-ins with minimal funds wagered each hand.

» Focus placed on a small amount of chips segregated from the main-buy in stacks. The large dollar
value stacks are rarely if ever touched during play.

e Lack of personal investment in the game being played. Her demeanor and actions lend itself to the
gambling activity being a job as opposed to entertainment.

s Extremely long hours of play, at times, in excess of 10 hours at a time in one high limit room.
Abnormal level of fatigue during play. At certain points, she appears to fall asleep.at the table.

e Playing two tables within the high limit room. She will switch back and forth between each table after
every 10 to 15 minutes of play.

s Does not bet on every Baccarat hand dealt. Gaps of four or five hands between bets are common.

Review of Banking Activity

Cheques issued by River Rock Casino to Chen were reviewed to determine any irregularities or
unusual patterns and to see if she was passing cheques issued to her onto other individuals through
endorsement. Reasons for this activity could include Tepayment of funds borrowed or obtained to gamble.

Verified Win Cheques

All verified win cheques issued to -Che'nabetween January — March and May — August 2014, were
reviewed. Verified win cheques for the month of April were not available for review. Verified win cheques
provide a stronger means to legitimize the source of funds, as the winnings are confirmed by the casino.

During the period reviewed, 42 verified win cheques were issued to Chen. The table below provides a
summary of where these cheques were deposited. As shown, the verified win cheques were either deposited
into a financial institution (BMO, CIBC, HSBC, RBC, and TD) or endorsed back to River Rock Casino for
table buy-ins. The cheques which were déposited at financial institutions were not endorsed before being
deposited. This.would tend to indicate that Chen was not passing these cheques on to other individuals for the
purpose of transferring ownership of the funds.

Bank' | Account Deposited To. | Total Deposit
BMO 3977328 $470,500
BMO 1991709 $280,000
BMO Unidentified * $160,000
CIBC 5704294 $496,000
TD 6339306 $85,000
RBC 5136841 $32.,500
RBC Unidentified * $15,000
HSBC/CIBC / River Rock Casino | Used for Table Buy-In $1.616,000
Unknown Cheque Images Not Provided $722,500
Total $3,877,500

*Aecount nimber was not written on the back side of the chegite.
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Return of Patron Gaming Fund Account Cheques (Non-Verified Wins)

A judgmental sample of 190 ‘Return of Patron Gaming Fund Account’ cheques issued January — August
2014 was conducted. Sampling, as opposed to full population testing was conducted on these cheques due to
the high volume and low risk associated with these non-verified win cheques.

The sample analysis showed that majority of the non-verified win cheques were endorsed back to River Rock
Casino for table buy-ins. The remaining cheques were deposited into what appears to be the same accounts as
those used for the verified wins. 17 of those were endorsed by Chen prior to being deposited into one of two
BMO accounts. The reason for this is unclear as ownership of those accounts cannot be established (i.e. it is
unclear if Chen had endorsed those cheques over to another individual).

Bank Deposited To | AccountDepositedTo | ‘Total Deposit.
CIBC River Rock CIBC River Rock - Used as Buy-ln $93,231,000 |,
HSBC River Rock HSBC River Rock - Used as Buy-In $12,767,500 |
BMO 1991709 $3,940,000
BMO 1566772 $3,520,000
BMO 3977328 $1,633,000
BMO Unidentified * $1,970,000
RBC 5136841 $8,000
TD 6339306 $2,630,000
Total $119,699,000

Edocount number was not written on the back side of the cheque.

Based on our review, it is unusual that the verified win cheques and the Return of Patron Gaming Fund
Account cheques are being deposited into five to six different bank accounts. It is unclear as to why Chen
was endorsing a portion of cheques prior to deposit, other than those used for buy-in purposes. However,
given the low number of these incidents, it does not appear to be a wide spread practice with a possible intent
to transfer ownership of the cheque and the funds.

Review of Vehicle Information

Casinos in BC utilize license plate recognition technology (iLPR) to track the arrival of certain patrons, such
as those that are voluntarily self-excluded or who have been involved in notable incidents. Four vehicles have
been associated with Chen. These range from a Toyota Prius to a BMW X5 SUV. The vehicle most
recently used has been the BMW X5 SUV. This vehicle was captured arriving at casinos by the iLPR 113
times betweefi February and July 2014, primarily at the River Rock Casino. The data captured indicates that
Chen often visits the same casino numerous times during a single day. For example, on July 30, 2014, her
vehicle is captured at River Rock Casino four times during the day, as follows: 3:54 p.m., 5:33 p.m., 9:14
p.m., and 11:36 p.m.

Thisirepart is the propeity of 1li¢ Complisice Division of the Gamiing Policy nid Enforcement Brunch and is 1ot intended for use or r.n-culmmbevond
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PART 4: GAMBLING ASSOCIATES

B < !ationship with [l Chen is described as either that of boyfriend or common-law
partner. This is based on our recent discussion with surveillance staff at River Rock (August 22, 2014) and
review of supplemental attached to past incident reports involving the two. ||| is 2 former table
dealer supervisor at River Rock Casino. According to information we received from GPEB Registrations, he
resigned from River Rock with his last day of work being February 2, 2014. He was on conditional
registration from 2011 when he was the subject of an investigation by GPEB Casino Investigations. He is
known to accompany Chen to the sites, and has been involved in chip passing incidents with her.

relationship with [j Chen is described as that of husband and wife. This was stated in
a River Rock Casino incident report dated October 30, 2013. He has numerous incident reports in iTrak
involving large cash buy-ins with small denomination bills, and has been involved in various chip passing
incidents with Chen. In December 2014, he along with |Jj Chen and others were named as defendants
in a corporate writ filed with the BC Supreme Court registry in Vancouver.

has a very brief incident report history in iTrak. The three incident reports pertaining to him were all
created in 2011, and two of those involved chip passing incidents with [Jfj Chen. One of those incidents
occurred on February 11, 2011, at Starlight Casino, in which they claimed to be husband and wife.

Paul King Jin (Age .)

Paul King Jin has been involved in numerous incidents involving chip passing, large cash buy-ins with small
denomination bills, and unusual activity. Presently, he’s provincially barred from all BC casinos for five
years, until November 17, 2017. Despite, being provincially barred, he’s been identified as the “accused” in
numerous incident reports post barring involving chip passing, and suspicious financial transactions, in areas
visible by surveillance but not within the casino. Chen issued a complaint against him on September
30, 2012, at Starlight Casino for following her. When approached by Starlight security, Paul King Jin stated
that he was following her because, “she owed him money” and that she “defrauded” him. An incident report
at River Rock has referred to Paul King Jin as a “known loan shark.” A City of Richmond Violation Report,
dated October 20, 2011, contained a comment by Richmond RCMP that “it is suspected that Jin was meeting
with members who are associated to drugs and violence.” This comment was in reference to Jin’s place of
business, the Watercube Vancouver Health Club Ltd.

has an extensive history in iTrak, with incident reports consisting of: chip passing, large cash
buy-ins with small denomination bills, refusal to produce ID, and counterfeit currency. He has an association
with Paul King Jin. On August 7, 2013, he was served with a five year BCLC provincial barring for the
inappropriate transfer of chips. ||| Q] w2s involved in various chip passing incidents with
Chen, and they were observed playing at the same table together prior to his barring.

‘This report is the property of the Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation beyond
specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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Branch BRITISH
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INTERNAL MEMO This is EXHIBIT “33” referred to in

e affdavitor ANNA FITZGERALD

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division aff.il:med before: me.in Burnaby,
David Pyatt, Director, Commercial Gaming, Compliance D BEilbsh Columbia this 32, day of

March, 2021.
From: Bojan Nikolic, Commercial Gaming Auditor

Date: January 13,2015 ()/Q: i,i @t@

A Commissioner for taking
Subject: COMM-8170 Chip Inventory Flow Review — Grand Villa {Adidavits in British Columbia

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Casinos use value chips in lieu of cash to facilitate gambling and maximize their gaming operations. The
objective of this review is to gain a familiarity with the volume in dollars and by denomination of chips
that are purchased by patrons. Once the chips are in the hands of the patrons they can be moved
throughout the gaming floor and may even leave the casino with the patron. This was done by analyzing
daily fluctuations of gaming chips, understanding the accounting system used for calculating outstanding
chips and through interviews with all levels of staff involved with chip management. The purpose was to
determine if these outstanding chips could be used for purposes other than table play. For example, are
the chips being used as a source of currency especially for illegal activity. The scope of this review was
limited to Grand Villa Casino for the period January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2014, Further reviews may be
undertaken elsewhere if warranted.

KEY OBSERVATIONS

e The controls in place for chip monitoring are adequate. Chip inventory is being monitored
monthly by the casino cash cage and Gateway head office management.

e The casino’s entire primary chip stock value is $23,901,571. The analysis shows that on
average the daily chip liability at the casino was $§720,068 during the audit period. This
represents 3% of the primary stock.

o The highest outstanding liability of all chip denominations is for $5000 chips. On average
52 chips ($260,000) are outstanding at the end of a gaming day.

e The $500 chips appear to have the most consistent amounts outstanding over time. That is,
with other denominations large redemptions are observed regularly.

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation beyond
specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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e The casino inventory for $5000, $1000, $500, $100 and $25 chips was never below 90% of
the primary stock during the audit period.

CONCLUSION

Based on our 6-month analysis of chip fluctuations, the risk associated with large volumes of chips
being used as an alternative form of currency for extended periods of time appears low. However, this
review deals only with one casino and other casinos may have different patterns. We may continue to
monitor chip inventory going forward.

PART 1: INTRODUCTION
Background

Casinos in British Columbia bear major similarities to other casinos around the world. Use of gambling
chips as a stand-in for cash is one of them. Every casino in BC has its own unique chips with site-
specific logos that differ from those at other casinos. Although this was initially designed as a marketing
tool to improve branding of each site, it was also used as a way to fight against money laundering.
BCLC standards stipulate that the casinos in BC can only cash out their own chips.

Gaming chips have no expiration date; therefore the casinos will redeem their genuine chips even when
they are not in use any more.

Objectives

The objective of our review is to gain understanding of changes in the volume of outstanding chips that
occur over time at casinos. It is also to gain an understanding of the accounting for outstanding chips,
how chip liability is monitored and what measures are in place to cover the liability.

Scope

The scope of the review was limited to Grand Villa Casino for the period January 1, 2014 - June 30,
2014. Review procedures consisted of collecting and analyzing chip tracking reports and interviewing
the casino staff involved in chip management.

PART 2: CHIP TRACKING AND MONITORING

The casino staff tracks daily, and at gaming tables — hourly, the amount of chips on hand and in
players’ possession. The tracking is broken down by chip denomination — $5,000, $1,000, $500,
$100, $25, $5, $2.5, $1 and 50 Cents, and to the following accounts: Chip Vault, Chip Bank
(Tango Cage), Table Inventory, Cashier Station: Poker Cash Drawer and Cashier Station: Cash
Drawer.

At the end of each gaming day at 7am, the cash cage and table games management generate
reports which show the end balance for the previous gaming day and start balance for the new
day. All data is entered into the Gaming Management System (GMS).

This report is the property of the Audit and Compliance Division of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch and is not intended for use or circulation beyond
specified recipients without the permission of the Executive Director, Audit and Compliance Division, Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch.
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The Gateway Casinos Administration Manager monitors chip inventory, chip movements
including addition of new chips and removal of damaged or defective ones, and net chip liability.
A chip tracking sheet provided to the auditor notes all relevant information regarding the casino
primary chip inventory changes.

PART 3: CHIP INVENTORY
The primary stock of new gaming chips was set for the opening of Grand Villa Casino in
October 2008. New chips are added to the inventory seldom, only to replace damaged or

defective chips, or for a special occasion like the opening of the poker room in April 2012,

A review of Daily Chip Inventory Reports of closing balances for the audit period noted the
following average ratio between chips held by the casino and players.

Avg. Held by
Denom. Players
50 c. 17,560 (58.43%)
$1 24,823 (41.35%)
$5 10,927 {18.22%)
$25 1,745 (5.82%)
$100 807 (2.70%)
$500 395 (4.02%)
$1,000 48 (0.97%)
$5,000 52 (2.62%)

The reports show that the casino inventory for $5000, $1000, $500, $100 and $25 chips was
never below 90% of the primary stock during the audit period. As per discussion with the
casino’s cage management there was never a shortage of chips of any denomination.

PART 3: CHIP LIABILITY

The casino cage management records chip liability information into the GMS daily. The
outstanding liability tepresents the amount/value of all chips not accounted for by the casino at
7am - the end of the previous gaming day and start of a new day. A review of Daily Chip
Inventory reports for the audit period shows the following data ranges for the outstanding
liability:

b‘aily {iability per chip piece - January - lune 2014

| $soochips |4 5 | $5000 chips

31 chips $25 chips
30706 2624 480 194
13289 1166 342 2
24823 1744 395 52
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Daily liability values per chip denomination - lanuary - June 2014

500 | 5655000 | S108

530,706.00 L0000 | $240,00000 |-
,.‘ $29,150.00 | $65;€

cSTB-00
{ $171,000.00 |52

Smallest

R

$1,320,138
$431,413
$569,316
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DATA SPECIFICS
Grand Villa Casino
Daily chip liability

January 1 — June 30, 2014

The following charts and data show daily fluctuations of gaming chips at the casino. The amounts represent casino liability at closing of each
gaming day — total amount of chips in the primary stock minus chips that the casino has on hand.
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Smallest daily liability —2 pieces ($10,000); Highest — 194 ($970 000) Average — 52 ($260,000)

$5000 chips are mostly used by high limit players. Apart from scattered days with peaks of chip liability, the chart also shows extended periods
of high chip liability such as the one right after the Chinese New Year celebrations (January 31 to February 14, 2014). It also shows two periods
of very low chip liability, one at the beginning of January and the other during the last three weeks of June 2014.
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Smallest liability —25 pieces ($25,000); Highest — 98 ($98,000); Average — 48 ($48,000)
" $500 chips
400 i
300
200
| | T
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Smallest liability 342 pieces ($171,000); Highest — 480 ($240,000); Average — 395 ($197,500)

At the end of any given gaming day during the audit period there was at least 342 outstanding $500 chips. This equals to $171,000 in liability
which is almost twice as much as the maximum liability for $1000 chips ($98,000). Also, notice that the peaks and troughs are smaller with
greater amounts of time in between. This graph is different from the other denominations in that there are not large redemptions occurring
regularly.
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Smallest liability 656 pieces ($65,600); Highest — 1,069 (§106,900); Average — 807 (8$80,700)
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Smallest liability —6,608 pieces ($33,040); nghest — 16,977 ($84,885); Average — 10,927 ($54,635)
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Smallest liability — 13,289 pieces ($13,289); Highest — 30,706 ($30,706); Average — 24,823 ($24,823)
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Smallest liability — 17,222 pieces ($8,611); Highest — 17,995 (88,997); Average — 17,560 (38,780)

The chart shows an increasing liability of 50 cent chips. From January 1 to June 30, 2014, there was 775 more chips ($387.50) recorded as
liability. As per discussion with the casino cage management, these chips are most likely taken by patrons as souvenirs or they were simply lost.
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GAMING POLICY

AND AUDIT REPORT
ENFORCEMEN T
BRANCH

BCLC

Cash Alternatives Compliance Audit
GPEB File # COMM-8305
2014/2015

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An audit of the policy initiatives introduced by BCLC to reduce the volume of cash being
brought into gaming facilities was conducted to verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act,
Regulation and all applicable standards, policies and directives.

The scope of the audit included a review of the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program, debit card
transactions conducted at the cash cage, and the issuance of convenience cheques for the period
February 7, 2014 — February 6, 2015.

Although exceptions were identified in this audit, there was no high impact areas noted.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were to:
s Verify compliance with the Gaming Control Act (GCA) and Regulation (GCR);
e Verify compliance with GPEB standards, policies and directives;

e Verify compliance with BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards,
Policies and Procedures (CCGC SPP);

s Verify best practices are followed in the absence of policy.

AUDIT SCOPE

The scope of the audit included a review of the Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) program, debit card
transactions conducted at the cash cage, and the issuance of convenience cheques for the period
February 7, 2014 — February 6, 2015. The scope was limited to sites that utilized these initiatives.

Compliance Division
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AUDIT PROCEDURES
Fieldwork was conducted throughout the audit period at applicable gaming facilities. An exit
interview was conducted on February 6, 2015, with the BCLC Gaming Compliance Officer to
discuss preliminary audit findings. Audit procedures were conducted on a sample testing basis to
provide reasonable assurance of compliance, and included a review of:
e PGF account records, deposits, and withdrawal activity;
o (CMS and GMS debit card transaction reports;
o Convenience cheques issued;
e iTrak incident reports;
# Gaming related paperwork and transaction slips.
EXCEPTIONS
Details of the issues resulting from the audit procedures are discussed below:
Patron Gaming Fund (PGF) Accounts
1. AtRiver Rock Casino, PGF account deposit and withdrawal transactions entered in the trust
accounting system for the period August 1 - 3, 2014, were accidently voided by the site.
Furthermore, instead of keying the canceled transactions back into the trust accounting
system to restore the data back to its original form, the site opted to adjust the opening

account balances. As a result, PGF opening account balances were misstated and the trust
accounting system did not reflect PGF transactions conducted by account holders.

Control Failure: The automated accounting system used by the site for maintaining and
tracking PGF accounts must reflect account holder transactions. Failure to maintain the
accuracy and completeness of the data increases the risk of unreliable reports being
generated, (CCGCSPP 8.3-8.3, 2)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response - The BCLC acknowledges the finding. The noted PGF transactions were
reviewed with the cage shift manager who confirmed the withdrawals were accidentally
voided in the system resulting in the increase in the account balance. The only way to correct
the mistake is o re-enter all transactions into the system using the paperwork on file until the
account had the correct balance. The cage shift manager confirmed all deleted transactions
were re-entered into the system. The BCLC Gaming Compliance Officer has reviewed the
procedure of closing PGF accounts with the Cage Shift Manager. The program (TABS3) that

Compliance Division
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is used for PGF transactions requires all transactions to be deleted first before the account can
be closed; the program will not allow the account to be closed without first deleting all
transactions. Going forward prior to deleting all transactions, cage staff will print the
patron’s account ledger as well as save the information in a text format in the PGF file to
ensure that there is a permanent record of all transactions.

2. At Edgewater Casino, the ‘Patron Gaming Funds Account Application and Operating
Agreement” and ‘Signature Card’ were not completed upon the re-opening of the following

two accounts:

¢ PGF account number 615610 was closed in 2014 and then re-opened January 2015. The
operating agreement and signature card on file were dated October 10, 2013. In addition,
the occupation stated on the operating agreement was “CEOQ of College” while the
patron’s current occupation as detailed in iTrak is “Farmer/Rancher.”

BCLC Response — BCLC accepts the finding in relation to the Patron Gaming Fund account
being re-opened, January 5, 2015. Documentation has been added to the Signature Card
confirming the PGF account has been re-opened. Further documentation on the PGF Account
Application and Operating Agreement related to the patron’s occupation has been amended to
reflect the occupation documented in iTrak.

e PGF account number 619304 was closed in 2014 and then re-opened January 2015. The
operating agreement and signature card on file were dated April 4, 2013. In addition, the
operating agreement on file did not state the occupation of the patron.

BCLC Response — BCLC accepts the finding in relation to the Patron Gaming Fund account
being re-opened, January 17, 2015, Documentation has been added to the Signature Card
confirming the PGF account has been re-opened. Further documentation on the PGF Account
Application and Operating Agreement has been added, noting the patron’s occupation.

Control Failure: To meet customer due diligence and know your client obligations, service
providers must ensure compliance with required processes for account openings and re-
openings, to confirm that the information on file is current and accurate. (CCGC SPP §.3-8.3,

2.10)

Impact: Medium
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3. The occupation of the patron was not stated on the ‘Patron Gaming Funds Account
Application and Operating Agreement’ for PGF account number 69 at Grand Villa Casino,
and PGF account number 60 at Starlight Casino.

Control Failure: All required sections of the Patron Gaming Funds Account Application and
Operating Agreement must be completed. Documenting sufficient information in relation to
the occupation is part of meeting customer due diligence obligations to ensure that the site
knows the patron with whom they are dealing with. (CCGC SPP §.3-8.3, 2.10.2)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Response — BCLC accepts the finding. Review of this PGF application reveals that
there is no occupation listed on the PGF Application and Operating Agreement. The
oversight was corrected by the Senior Cage Supervisor at Starlight Casino and the occupation
is now listed as per the requirement.

Convenience Cheques

4. Two convenience cheques were issued to the same patron within the same week by River
Rock Casino. The patron in question received a convenience cheque from River Rock in the
amount of $8,000 on June 29, 2014, and then another convenience cheque in the same
amount from River Rock on July 3, 2014.

Control Failure: Service providers are restricted to the issuance of only one ‘Return of Funds-
Not Gaming Winnings’ convenience cheque per week per patron. (CCGC SPP §8.3-9.3, 3.2.4)

Impact: Medium

BCLC Respense — BCLC accepts this finding. The reviews completed during the last three
quarters did not find any issue relating to this finding. The BCLC Gaming Compliance
Officer reviewed the above transactions with the Cage Shift Manager. The site has adequate
procedures in place to prevent the issuing of more than one convenience cheque to a patron
within the same week. The second cheque issued was an error by the cage staff who
miscounted the days between the issuing of the cheques during a very busy time in the cage.
Cage staffs has been reminded to be more diligent in completing the required checks; which
involves checking the log sheet to verify if any cheques have been issued recently to the
customer, and checking the patrons subject profile for comments regarding convenience
cheques issued. This incident was reviewed with the site by the BCLC investigators at River
Rock casino on July 03, 2014.
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5. A review of convenience cheques issued for the period March 1, 2014 — January 31, 2015,
identified numerous instances where the patron’s date of birth was not documented in the
‘narrative’ field of the iTrak incident report. In addition, a few instances were identified
where the narrative field did not state any information.

Control Failure: An incident report is required to be created in iTrak for the issuance of any
convenience cheque. The incident report shall state in the narrative field the surname and
given name of the patron, date of birth and cheque amount. The purpose of the narrative field
is to provide a brief description of the incident without the user having to open up the entire
record or read the follow-up supplemental reports. (CCGC SPP S.3-9.4, 3.2.3)

Impact: Low

BCLC Response — Cascades Casino Langley — IN2014-0022056 BCLC accepts the finding
relating to IN20140022056 (May 1, 2014). This IN File was generated as a result of the
BCLC FY14/15 Q1 AML Compliance Review. On February 25, 201, the Surveillance
Manager corrected the IN File Narrative section to capture all required information relating to
the issuance of this Convenience Cheque.

BCLC Response — Cascades Casino Langley — IN2014-0054399; 2014-0063029; 2014-
0063057, BCLC does not agree with findings related to: IN20140054399 (October 27, 2014);
IN20140063029 (December 15, 2014) and IN20140063057 (December 15, 2014). These
Incident Files were noted by the BCLC Gaming Compliance Officer during the FY14/15 Q3
AML Compliance Review and brought to the attention of the Surveillance Manager at that
time. Resolution to the related issues identified in the BCLC Q3 AML Compliance Review
FY14/15 were implemented January 23, 2015 by the Surveillance Manager , who updated
each of the Incident File Narrative sections documenting all required information. Further
as part of the resolution, the Surveillance Manager forwarded communication to members of
the Surveillance Department outlining reporting requirements. This information had been
added to the above noted Incident File Narrative sections prior to the GPEB Audit
Notification letter being received by BCLC.

BCLC Response ~ Edgewater Casino — IN2014-0023784; 2014-0024407; 2014-0024409;
2014-0026651; 2014-0029355; 2014-0031614; 2014-0033609; 2014-0038414; 2014-
0043953; 2014-0045264; 2014-0046866; 2014-0050086; 2014-0051682; 2014-0053213;
2014-0054368; 2014-0058803. BCLC accepts the findings. The Surveillance Manager has
directed Surveillance staff to ensure the patron’s name, DOB, and convenience cheque
amount is documented in the narrative field of the incident report.

BCLC Response — Grand Villa Casino — IN2014-0038047. BCLC accepts the finding. The
Service Provider has directed appropriate staff to ensure all required information related to
Convenience Cheque transactions are documented in iTrak.
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BCLC Response— Chances Cowichan — IN2014-0062509, BCLC acknowledges the
finding. Staff responsible for the specified oversight have been directed to ensure the
Patron’s name, date of birth and Convenience Cheque amount be documented in the narrative
field of the iTrak Incident file. The absence of an iTrak Incident File to document the
Issuance of this Convenience Cheque was identified as an issue in the Q3 AML Compliance
Review completed on December 2, 2014.

BCLC Response- Hard Rock Casino — IN2014-0049447. BCLC accepts this finding. The
Cage Manager was advised of the missing DOB in the narrative, which resulted in Cage Staff
being directed by the Cage Manager to ensure the DOB is entered in the narrative as required.
It should be noted the DOB was noted in the Subject Profile of the Incident file.

BCLC Response - Hard Rock Casino — IN2014-0058611. BCLC accepts this finding. The
CagE Manager was advised of the missing DOB and amount of the convenience cheque in
the narrative, which resulted in Cage Staff being directed by the Cage Manager to ensure the
DOB and cheque amount is entered in the namrative as required.

BCILC Response — Lake City Casino Penticton — IN2014-0035641. BCLC acknowledges
this finding. This incident was categorized as a convenience cheque due to the fact there are
no other options for mailed in electronic gaming tickets in the iTrak drop down menu. The
synopsis clearly identified this event as a “Tito tickets mailed in for redemption” as well as all
the documentation in the incident itself is very clear. There is no requirement imn BCLC P &
Ps to document the Patron's name, date of birth, and convenience cheque amount in the
narrative field for mailed in electronic tickets. The drop down selections may not suit all
circumstances and further examination of the incident may be needed for any event. The
category for this incident has been changed to blank to avoid further confusion. BCLC will be
adding a drop down option to identify mailed in electronic gaming tickets in iTrak.

BCLC Response - Lake City Casino Penticton — IN2014-0036727. BCLC acknowledges
this finding. Thisincident was categorized as a convenience cheque due to the fact there are
no other options for mail in electronic gaming tickets in the iTrak drop down menu. The
synopsis clearly identified this event as an “IVS ticket received by mail” as well as all the
documentation in the incident itself is very clear. There is no requirement in BCLC P & Ps to
document the Patron's name, date of birth, and convenience cheque amount in the narrative
field for mailed in electronic tickets. The drop down selections may not suit all

circumstances and further examination of the incident may be needed for any event. The
category for this incident has been changed to blank to avoid further confusion. BCLC will be
adding a drop down option to identify mailed in electronic gaming
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BCLC Response — Lake City Casino Penticton — IN2014-0046300. BCLC acknowledges
this finding. This incident was categorized as a convenience cheque due to the fact there are
no other options for mail in electronic gaming tickets in the iTrak drop down menu. The
synopsis clearly identified this event as an “TVS ticket received by mail” as well as all the
documentation in the incident itself is very clear, including a supplemental report attached by
the BCLC OCO. There is no requirement in BCLC P & Ps to document the Patron's name,
date of birth, and convenience cheque amount in the narrative field for mailed in electronic
tickets. The drop down selections may not suit all circumstances and further examination of
the incident may be needed for any event. The category for this incident has been changed to
blank to avoid further confusion. BCLC will be adding a drop down option to identify mailed
in electronic gaming

BCLC Response — Lake City Casino Kelowna - IN2014-0057551. BCLC acknowledges
this finding. This incident was categorized as a convenience cheque due to the fact there are
no other options for mail in electronic gaming tickets in the iTrak drop down menu. The
synopsis clearly identified this event as a “Convenience Cheque” This has been corrected to
reflect “Mailed in IVS Ticket”. However all the documentation in the incident itself is very
clear this was a mailed in ticket. There is no requirement in BCLC P & Ps to document the
Patron's name, date of birth, and convenience cheque amount in the narrative field for mailed
in electronic tickets. The drop down selections may not suit all circumstances and further
examination of the incident may be needed for any event. The category for this incident has
been changed to blank to avoid further confusion. BCLC will be adding a drop down option
to identify mailed in electronic gaming.

BCLC Response — Lake City Casino Kelowna - IN2014-0062436. BCLC disagrees with
this finding. The date of birth was documented in the narrative; however there was an
mcorrect entry of the year 2014 instead of 1961. The correct year was documented elsewhere
in the iTrak incident. The year has now been modified in the narrative to reflect 1961.

BCLC Response — Lake City Casino Kelowna — IN2014-0065100. BCLC accepts this
finding. The date of birth has now been entered into the narrative. The correct information
was documented elsewhere in the iTrak incident.

BCLC Response — Lake City Casino Vernon — IN2014-0048493,. BCLC acknowledges this
finding. This incident was categorized as a convenience cheque as there are no other options
for mail in electronic gaming tickets in the iTrak drop down menu. The synopsis has been
corrected to reflect “Mailed in IVS Ticket”, However all the documentation in the incident
itself is very clear this was a mailed in IVS ticket. There is no requirement in BCLC P & Ps
to document the Patron's name, date of birth, and convenience cheque amount in the narrative
field for mailed in electronic tickets. The drop down selections may not suit all
circumstances and further examination of the incident may be needed for any event. BCLC
will be adding a drop down option to identify mailed in electronic gaming.
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CONCLUSION

Issues were identified in this audit. BCLC has acknowledged the exceptions in this report and
either risk will be accepted or changes will be made to service provider operations as noted.

Commercial Gaming Audit
Audit and Compliance Division
May 7, 2015

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Brad Desmarais, Vice President, Corporate Security & Compliance, BCLC
Gurmit Aujla, Director, Audit Services, BCLC

i Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 8 of 8
COLUMBIA



This is EXHIBIT “35” referred to in 239
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this 3 , day of
March, 2021.

A Commissioner for taking
Affidavits in British Columbia




PG0446.0001

240

This doctment is fhe property of the Craming Pohcy und Enforcement Brarich {Complianee Mivision): 1t is mm‘ denit;ﬂ and shalf xmt be rclgahsed
ordisclosed in whole or part withoul (he pennission of the General Manager or a delesated aufhority, — © ;

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-8506 Debit at Cage and Convenience Cheque Review / January 1 - June 30, 2015
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On April 1, 2012, BCLC introduced a series of initiatives to provide non-cash alternatives at gaming
facilities. Among these initiatives were the use of debit card transactions at the cash cage, and the issuance of
convenience cheques. Qur objective is to analyze the utilization of these initiatives within commercial
gaming facilities in BC on a semi-annual basis. This update covers the period January 1, 2015 — June 30,
2015.

Key Observations

e Debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage during the period January 1, 2015 — June 30, 2015,
amounted to $26,090,157. This represents a 31% increase from the previous six month period. Since
the launch of the initiative, April 1, 2012 - June 30, 2015, a total of $90,200,570 of debit card
transactions at the cash cage have been conducted.

e A total of 19,591 debit card transactions were conducted at the cash cage during the period January 1,
2015 - June 30, 2015. This represents a 55% increase from the previons six month period. Since the
launch of the initiative, April 1, 2012 - June 30, 2015, a total of 57,820 debit card transactions at the
cash cage have been conducted.

e 46 convenience cheques were issued during the period January 1, 2015 — June 30, 2015, which
represents a 32% decrease from the previous six month period. Since the launch of the initiative,
April 1, 2012 — Jure 30, 2015, a total of 323 convenience cheques have been issued for $1,636,962.

» River Rock Casino has issued 199 of the total 323 convenience cheques to date. Notable large, lower
mainland casinos, specifically Grand Villa, Hard Rock and Starlight Casino, have all issued less than
10 convenience cheques each.

» Since the introduction of the convenience cheque initiative in April 2012, 38 patrons have received
more than one convenience cheque in total. One patron has received 24 convenience cheques totaling
$183,000. Overall, based on the low volume and small dollar amounts of convenience cheques issued,
it does not appear that convenience cheques have been exploited or misused by patrons.
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DEBIT CARD TRANSACTIONS AT THE CASHCAGE

At the service provider’s discretion, bank debit cards may be used at the cash cage for patrons to access funds
for gaming. Debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage during the period January 1, 2015 - June 30,
2015, amounted to $26,090,157. This represents a 31% increase from the previous six month period. A total
of $90,200,570 of debit card transactions at the cash cage have been conducted since the initiative was
introduced in April 2012. Overall, debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage have increased each
period, as shown in the chart below.
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The number of debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage has also increased. During the period
January 1, 2015 — June 30, 2015, there were a total of 19,591 debit card transactions conducted at the cash
cage, which represents a 55% increase from the previous six month period. To date, there has been a total of
57,820 debit card transactions conducted at the cash cage, as shown below.
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‘CONVENIENCE CHEQUES

Service providers may, at their discretion and upon the request of the patron, issue a cheque that is not for a
verified win, but for the return of buy-in funds or unverified wins. Presently, convenience cheques may be
issued up to a maximum dollar amount of $10,000. Convenience cheques, must have prominently endorsed
on the face the phrase — “Return of Funds —~Not Gaming Winnings”.

For the review period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015, a total of 46 convenience cheques were issued, which
represents a 32% decrease from the previous six month period. To date, a total of 323 convenience cheques
have been issued for a total of $1,636,962, as shown in the chart below.

Convenience Cheques issued
For the Period April 1, 2012 - June 30, 2015
Totel Number of Cheques Issued: 323 / Total Dollar Amaount: $§1.636,962
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Of the total 323 convenience cheques issued to date, 199 have been issued by River Rock Casino, as shown
in the chart below. Notable large, lower mainland casinos, specifically Grand Villa, Hard Rock and Starlight
Casino, have all issued less than 10 convenience cheques each.
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Since the introduction of the convenience cheque initiative in April 2012, 38 patrons have received more than
one convenience cheque in total. One patron has received 24 convenience cheques totaling $183,000.

Overall, based on the low volume and small dollar amounts of convenience cheques issued, it does not
appear that convenience cheques have been exploited or misused by patrons.
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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: 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 of refining (colouring up). The scope is limited to a
review of the cash buy-ins conducted at the cages for the period January [, 2015 - June 30, 2015.

Key Observations for Period Reviewed January 1, 2015 - June 30, 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 $Ss.

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

s 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.

o 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).

e 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.
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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 concemn,
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 tisk 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 concemns, 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 Privé, 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.

S
: Compliance Division
BRITISH Goming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 2 0f 12
COLUMBIA



GPEB4222.0003

246
This document is the property: of the Guming I‘oncy and Buforcement Braricli (Complianee Division}. Tt v s conf dantml and shall nntbereleased
or disclosed i wWhole or parf withou! the permission of (e General Manager or 2 delegated aufhority: o T AR

PART 2: ANALYSIS OF TABLE DROP REVENLUE

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 Privé (21 tables), Phoenix Room (18 tables), Salon Premium (10 tables), Dogwood
Room (10 tables) and the Maple Leaf Room (six tables). The Salon Privé, Salon Premium and the Phoenix
Room are VIP access high limit rooms. The Salon Premium opened in February 2015, and is the site’s
newest VIP 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 Privé, 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 Dro| el Location
7otal Table Drop Revenue for the Period Januery 1, 2015 - Jupe 30, 2015; 540,144,956

Sajon Premium: 8%
$43,769,163

Re loor:
$154,304,082

Salon Prive: 28%
$148,593,884
Mapie LeafRoom: 5%
525,503,871
Dogweao 3 St
$94,749,636 $73,224,320

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 Privé, 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 Privé, 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'
Total Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at the Cage for the Period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015: 5140,997,590

Main 1 2%
$3,197,873

A\

T
)

»."i.g

Cage:
$41,284,145

ca .
$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, $10s 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.

€ ~'" ».“"‘1:‘-{.,:‘
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Cash Buy-Ins Conducted at Cage by Denomination as Documented on the 'Cashier Drop Buy-In Tracking Sheet!
Totol Cosh Buy-ins Conducted at Cage for Period January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015: $140,897,550

5 Bils: <196 $10 Bills: <15
19,684 Bills \ 23,283 Bills

651,938 Bills

$508ill: 5%
201,990 Bills

420 Bills: 78%
3,268,652 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 buy-
ins. 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.

33 patrons conducted cash buy-ins at the cage
for $1 million or more,

32 patrons conducted cash buy-ins at the cage
between $500,000 - $999,993.

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

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. Of the 482 patrons, 348 were male, 98 female, |
y 1 and for the remaining 36 patrons, a subject
profile was not available in iTrak.

The 122 PGF account holders |
contributed to 66% of the total |
cash buy-ins at the cage. 7
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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—ms 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

:?-Denomlnauon .Breakdown'of(:ash Buy-lns o

+$20 Bills: 1,830,679 (77%;
«S508ills: 130,198 (5%)
. ’$$99'5i"5’_'="_°i25.i@“%?%)-“‘-?- :

a5 P ; structlon and Property Developrnent
3 Pafrons-HeaIth Care industry. e

a2 Patrons House Wife.
g Patron Financual Adwsor s
8] Pat on - Restaurant Manager

i ﬂ-When a patron iniT rak is p!aced on e;ther ban or "watche' { :

~ BCLC, they will appear on the home page in red (for banned patrons) or

“orange (for those on "watched" status) as applicable. Patronswillbe ©
placed-on "watched"" status due to unusual or suspicious actlv:ty Of the .

_top 33 patrons that conducted cash buy-ins at the cage, 28 areon

~ "watched" status, 2 have voluntarily self-excluded and2 athers have

o been banned by BCI.C due to mappropnate behaviour R :

-Around August 2015, BCLC‘S AML unit stamed issumg Jetters: to e
 particular patrons to advise them that they.are no longer permittedto.
 ‘buy-in at any BCLC site with "un-sourced” cash (all cash without 3 bank
~or ATM withdrawal slip). Of the top 33, patrons that conducted cash

~ 'buy-ins, 16 were lsmed such directives,. mcludmg eight ofthe top 10
patrons T !

P ik
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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 of refining (colouring up). With the data that is fracked 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 $100s 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 $100s 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 $100s to pay out patrons.

CASH TRANSFER ANALYSIS | Tatwans bovencinwien | 0
BETWEEN VIP CAGE AND kit g?,,gg,,"g%,, e
VAULT FOR JUNE 2015 P

Vohnne of £20 Bis 334,990
.Tramremed anu

Volune of $20 Bills
Transterved Up to VIP C‘n
Woltme ofSLOO RS
CTamnslered Ui MVIP (.a

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 $100s 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.
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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 buy-
ins 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 peripd January 1, 2015 - June 30, 20135.

T IM | 130874 | Trading Company | Sheng Yang Tai Ying | $7.071710
' QOwner : Food Industry
2 GAQ, JiaGui | M 142378 Real Estate Nanjing Laxingna $6,277.680
Deyelopment President | Development Lid,
3 M 74341 Petroleum Company Shi You Corporation | $4,508,565
i Owner Lid.
4 M 99395 | Realtor Rong Tian Group $4,392,200
5 M 100893 Property Developer Gold Bay Construction | $4,320,240
Group
6 M 25566 Import/Export Paper Fu Lin Enterprise $3,974,250
Material
7 M 109940 Import/Export Logistics | Forlunc Transportation | $3,635,085
8 M 111325 Trading Company Heng Wei Co. $2,751,800
Owner
9 M 90767 Steel Company Owner | Bo Hua Industry $2,743,390
Company
10 M 20497 Winery Owner $2,706,020
11 M 10241 Telecom Company Nanjy $2,594,200
Owner Telecommunications
Company
12 M 22868 Coal Mine Owner Yi Li Mining Co $2,506,990
Compliance Division
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13 M 43366 Construction Company | Harbin Consh‘uchon $2 50’) 940
Owner Company
14 XU,- M 115965 Restaurant Manager $2.,443 960
15 - M 88248 Real Estate Company Han Jiang Indusuries $2,430,150
Qwner
16 M 14033 Real Estate Company Dong Sheng Real $2,366,880
Owner Estate Company
17 \ M 25239 Property Developer Jiangsu You Li $2,028,220
Construction Company
I8 M 107757 | Construction Company | China Heng Jing Chun | $2,000,025
(CEQ) Construction
19 M 95916 Real Estate Manager Beiyjing Real Estate $1,906,950
Company 5
20 CAO, M 11435 Hotel Owner Black Swan $1,904,000
Binshun
21 M 121068 Vice President $1,759,840
Pharmaceutical
Company
2 N |F 71083 | Housc Wife $1,654,010
2 | 144809 | House Wife $1.579,670
2 ' 't 115177 | Manager Mcdical Beijing Chang Cheng | $1,578,130
Company Pharmaceutical
5 | M 10226 | Real Estaic Manager | Kai Yang Corp. $1,439,910
26 M 100474 Manager Consttuction: $1,364,000
Material Sales
27 M 114152 | Manager Energy Hui Feng Energy $1,320,000
, Company Comp.
28 M 26564 Financial Invcstor Shang Hai Shang Dao | §1,254,040
Investment Company /
China
29 M 58336 Physician Y1 Kang Nutrition Inc. | $1,210,520
(China)
30 CHEN, M 88040 Shaoe Factory Owner Fushida Shoes and $1,185,753
Plastics Co Lid.
31 M 10128 Winery Import/Export Lulu Ice Wine Co. $1,184,085
2 M 663 Real Estate Board $1,060,000
Chairman
33 ‘M 40443 Hotel Owner Golden Phoenix (Hong | $1,000,000
_ Kong)
34 XUy M 107059 Clothing Canadian Global $993,060
Importer/Exporter Trading Co.
35 - M 30853 Construction Company | C.I. Construction $948 600
Owmer Company
36 M 77247 Farmer/Rancher Lawrence Farm in $926,450
Chilliwack
37 M 165503 Company Manager Data Group Inc. $880,100
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38 X M 175028 Mining Company $875 060
Owner
39 F 131623 House Wife $868,160
40 M 83756 Flower Shop Owner Fu Zhou Floral and $853,000
Bird Market
4] M 36465 General Manager Haicheng Haifang $835,750
Textile Co.Ltd.
42 F 11822 Construction Company | Sumitono Car Rental | $823,630
Owner Ltd.
43 M 86709 Restaurant Owner Zhing Hong . $807,120
Restaurant '
44 M 124162 Real Estate Investor $805,900
45 XU, F 141503 House Wife $770,745
46 M 170270 Electrical Engineer IEM $767,020
47 M 133281 | Construction Travel Wan Ke Real Estate | $766,050
Agent Company
48 M 10455 Restaurant Owner Peaceful Restaurant $751,040
49 M 75408 | TruckDriver Bl Trucking $710,430
50 M 31644 Land Development B I Consituction | $675,110
Company Owner
5] M 42924 Construction Company | Meijing Constiuction | $668,040
52 M 43209 Stogk Trader Zhen Jiang Industrial | $660,010
: Co. Ltd.
53 M 165304 | Exporting Manager - $659,990
‘ Sewing Company
54 M 107764 | Stock Trading Company $650,050
; Manager
55 M 174570 | Investment Company Laide Investment Co. | $618,815
Owner
56 M 67404 Real Estate Developer $614,960
57 : ‘M 20440 Real Estate Agent $596,940
58 M 24307 Mining Company $570,000
5 : Owner
59 M 10248 Sales Manager Chang Le Car Co. $557,580
60 M 131920 Auto Sales Manager $550,550
61 M 140770 Construction Company | Shanghai Construction | $530,060
Owner
62 M 141909 Mining Company Sha Bei Luo Mining $530,020
Owner
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63 M 57040 Stock Investor $524,l 80
64 M 124914 Clothing Store Owner Night Market Vendor | $504,000
Stand
65 M 110107 Realtor $500,000
66 XU, M 102258 | Import/Export Agent Cowry Cabinets $460,000
67 F 67255 House Wife $453,740
68 LO, TsuiHua | F 9921 House Wife . $450,400
(Amy Lo)
69 ﬁ M 110647 Construction Home Jianze Construction $440,000
Builder Company i
70 M 21822 Import Export Company | Hua Shun Xin Ltd. $440,000
Owner
71 M 12611 Manager Transportation | Beijing Yu Yang $430,090
Company Group Corp.
72 F 10841 Housc Wife $428,400
7 |V 25148 | Oil Company Owner | Peijing Yin Di $425,980
Company
74 BAO, Bo M 28212 Real Estate Agent $420,000
75 F 32654 House Wife $419,020
76 XU, M 84950 Shoe Factory Owner Shen Yan Bing Wei $415,830
Shoe Store
77 Y| 52499 Real Estate President $414,980
78 M 30304 Real Estate Developer $410,050
79 M 13222 Restaurant Qwner Dragon King $402,020
Restaurant
80 RONG, Jian. | F 16985 House Wife $387,780
M 120576 Clothing Manufacturer | Light Sea Construction | $376,060
Investment
M 47784 Trading Company Long Champ Trade $370,050
Owner Co.
M 19384 Longshoreman $350,000
M 56671 Real Estate Company Heng Yu $348,060
Owner
M 139536 Real Estate Investor He Nan Xin Xiang $347.070
Advertisement Lid.
M 11495 Building and Selling $344,040
Houses
M 161500 Construction Company | Hua Fei Construction | $334,700
President Group
o Compliance Division
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88 M 129352 | Construction Company $33l 670
Owner
89 F 93226 Import/Export Company | Han Lee International | $330,050
90 M 140113 Automotive Service Hua Xing Simon Auto | $328,050
Provider sales Ltd.
91 M 103060 Real Estate Investor Zhong Hua Fu $325,000
Development Lid.
92 M 64240 Real Estate Manager $317.500
93 M 11065 Insulation Installer GC Insulation'Inc. 1$311,600
94 M 170278 | Executive Assistant Viceroy Investment |, $307,000
Group
95 M 118300 Real Estate Company Jia Hong $290,040
Manager Deyelopments . Corp.
96 F 141493 House Wife ' $288,900
97 M 85608 Construction Company | Feng Feng $283,140
Qwner Construction Co.
98 M 174914 Manufacture Electronics | Dalian Pacific $280,000
(CEQ) Electronics Co. Ltd.
99 XU,‘ F 147935 Office Clerk Dongsheng Investment | $280,000
‘{:Holding Ltd.
100 M 111273 Real Estate Campany Dan Long Real Estate | $280,000
Owner and Development Ltd.
101 M 16445 Chef Tsikiji Japancse $279,940
Restaurant
0z [T v 98922 | Constiuction Developer $279,700
103 M 71311 Real Estaie Developer Xintai Real Estate $273,580
Development Lid.
104 M 86158 Clothing Manufacturer $270,000
105 M 66318 Construction Home Long Mei Realty Co. | $265,000
Builder
106 ‘ M 112727 Hotel Manager Jun Guan Hotel $256,640
Total Cash Buy-Ins at Cage of $250,000 or More $120,793,665
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INTERNAL MEMO

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB BRITISH
COLUMBIA

CC: Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB

From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB

S

February 15, 2016

which indicates that most of
are the casino’s three VIP h :

$3,197,873 $2 583,890

$137,799,717 $99,813,810

oy
the year 2015spresented 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.

C 2‘052 201.,,_”, : -37

0 Bl i

$100 Bills 651,938 557,294 -15%
$50 Bills 201,990 107,645 -47%

31,796 -26%

$10 and $5 Bi — 42,96
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e 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 Buins Conducted at Cages
For the Period July 1, 2015December 31, 2015
Total : $102,397,700

$45,000,000

$40,000,000 $38,547,410
435,000,000 \\
$30,000,000

25,000,000
220000000 521,275,110
5= 000000 T $14479875  $11,061,730
$1o‘ooo'ooo I — >10,391,475

5,000,000 R — R L)

g) T T T T T 1
July August October November December

Analysis of PGF Activity

During the period July 1,2015 - Dccember 31 20 15, a total of $ 124 211,019 was depos:ted (new money
and re-deposits) into PGF accounts, and $124, 553 019 ‘was Wwithdrawn. This represents an increase of 39%
in PGF deposits from the previous six month perlod as shown below. The closing PGF account balance at
River Rock Casino as at December 31, 2015, was-§1,036,881, which reflects that funds being deposited

into the accounts are not being retamed for long penods of time.

River Rock Casino PGF Deposit and Withdrawal Activity

For the Period January 1, 2015 - December 31,2015

Deposits
$124,211,019

Withdrawals
$124,553,019

$140,000,000 -

AW\

$120,000,000 - Deposits.  Withdrawals
$89,285,204 588,364,569
$100,000,000 A
$80,000,000 -
$60,000,000 A

$40,000,000 ¥

$20,000,000

$0

January 1, 2015 - June 30, 2015

July 1,2015 - December 31, 2015
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Analvsns 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, table net win also dropped.

‘Table Drop Revenue $540,144,956 $339307,567 | $200837.389 | -37%
Total revenue from table games.

Table Net Win $118,649,612 $104,094,916 o
Table revenue net of prizes paid. (Note 1) (Note 2) $14,554,696 -12%

Note 1 - Table net win figure obtained from BCLC.

Note 2 - At the time of this repori, we had not received the table net win figures; om BCLC. Reason
fo compzle and were not available at report issuance. However, materially,
representation of table net win, based on our past analysis.

Impact of BCLC Un-Sourced Cash Directive

longer permitted to buy-in at any BCLC site with
withdrawal slip). The sngmﬁcant drop in cash buy

130874 | [2ding Company $7,071.710 | September 11 §1358.020 | -83%
wner
Real Estate st
GAO, Jia Gui | 142378 | Development $6,277.680 | Aprll4 (1) $40,000 -90%
. October 8 (2™)
President
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[ EREES gevffr‘l’:“m Company | ¢4 508,565 | September 11 $673,050 -85%
99395 | Realtor $4,392,200 September 11 $199,960 -95%
100893 | Property Developer $4,320,240 Scptember 24 $4,813,205 +11%
Import/Export ’ 0
B | 109940 Logistics $3,635.085 | October19 | $1,200,020 -67%
90767 | Steel Company $2,743390 | Septemberll | $692,000 75%
Owner
10241 &lﬁm Company $2,594,200 | September 11 |- §1,370,260 -47%
SHA, Li Lin 22868 | Coal Mine Owner $2,506,990 | September 11 $20,000 -99%
I | 43366 | Construction Owner | $2,502,940° Septcmberll_ I $2,510,275 +1%
B oo | RealBstac $2430,150 % | September 11 | 52310110 | 5%
Company Owner i, Ak
14033 | Real Estate 52366880 fiSeptember 11 $1.825040 | -23%
Company Owner i I
CAOQ, Binshun | 11435 | Hotel Owner ©.$1,904 000"21'1.__ September 29 $220,020 -88%
i | 144809 | House Wife % 7|= $1,579,670 | September 11 $0 -100%
ISR B Mcd“’?‘ §1,578130° | November 10 $3.497235 | +121%
ompany" &
B | 10226 | Real Estate Manager . $1.439910 | September 11 $0 -100%
_ 58336 | Physician - & | 7:$1,210,520 | Scptember 11 $615,000 -49%
Real Estate: Board wlo o
[ ] 663 Cliaimman $1,060,000 | September 11 $1,100,660 +4%

BCLC un=Sourced cash dlrecnves were issued to high limit patrons, who were buying in with a large
volume of small denommatlon bills. Dcsplte 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 mshtutxon 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 at the cages for the
period reviewed July 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015, at River Rock Casino, declined by $38.6 million (- 27
%) from the first half of the 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 PGF activity increased, the net effect was a
significant decline in both table drop revenue (-37%) and net table win (-12%) at River Rock Casino.

Compliance Division
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INTERNAL MEMO :

BRITISH
COLUMBIA
To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
CcC: 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 27, 2016
Suhject: COMM-8621 River Rock Casino Cash Transfer Analysis between High Limit Cages and Vault
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To prevent a patron from refining bills for the purposes of money laundering, sites are advised by BCLC to
pay out patrons in the same denomination in which they bought in with. This requirement is not stated in
the BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards, Policies and Procedures. However, through
interviews with staff at the River Rock Casino, it was determined that a patron will be paid out in the same
denomination as their buy-in, if they did not engage in reasonable play.

The ohjective of our review was to determine the extent the high limit cages at the River Rock Casino paid
out patrons in the same denomination of bills that they bought in with. The review period was July 1, 2015
- December 31, 2015.

As casinos in BC are 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:

e An analytical review of cash transfers between patron buy-ins, the high limit cages and the vaulit.

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

o Total cash buy-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.

& 3 Compliance Division
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s 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 $80 million in $100 bills was
transferred from the vault back up to the high limit cages.

e 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 loss incurred by the patron.

e The onus is on the tables department (i.e. dealer supervisor or other flgor staff) and surveillance
operators to inform the cage if a patron did not engage in reasonable play,

CONCLUSION

Our analysis of cash flows between patron buy-ins, the high limit vcages'a’nd the vault at the River Rock
Casino for the period July 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015, found that nearly all patrons that bought in with
$20 bills were not paid out in this denomination.

At a macro level, the high limit cages retained a disproportionate amount of $100 and $20 bills relative to
cash buy-ins of the same denomination, The excess supply of $100 bills available at the high limit cages
suggests that patrons were primarily paid out in this denomination, while the minimal supply of $20 bills
suggests that patrons were rarely paid out inthis denominatioh.

Although River Rock does have criteria in place to help prevent refining from occurring for the purposes of
money laundering, the criterion apphed 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. As'a result, based on the analysis performed and interviews with site staff it is
reasonable to conclude that refining.is occurring through the high limit cages at the River Rock Casino.
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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 Privé, Salon Premium and Phoenix room).

With this in mind, we wanted to determine the extent the high limit cages were paying out patrons in the
same denomination of bills that they bought in with. Our review focused on the River Rock Casino. River
Rock was selected based on our past work and because it generates the highest table game revenue in the
Province,

OBJECTIVE
The objectives of our review were:

¢ To determine the extent the high limit cages at the River Rock Casino paid out patrons in the same
denomination of bills that they bought in with.

o To evaluate whether refining was occurring through the high limit cages at the River Rock Casino,
SCOPE

The scope focused on the high limit cages (Salon and Phoenix) at the River Rock Casino for the period July 1,
2015 — December 31, 2015.

= (Casinos in BC are not required to document the denomination of cash payouts from the cage. Due to
this limitation, we were unable to analyze payouts on an individual transaction basis. The analytical
compaonent of our review focused on the cash transfers between the high limit cages and the vault as
tracked on the GMS 'Report Inventory Movement Audit Trail Group by Transaction’ and the cash buy-
ins conducted at the high limit cages as tracked on the ‘Cashier Drop Buy-In Tracking Sheet.’

¢ 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.

‘ Compliance Division
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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.
July 1, 2015 Decernber 31, 2015
K ; B C =A~B+C
Bill Cash Buy-Ins Cash Transferred Cash Transferred | Net Cash Available at
Denomination COnducted at H:gh " Down from High | UpFromVaultto High Limit Cages
~ Limit Cages lelt Cages to Vault High Limit Cages
$100 1554223 ooo 54% . $8,041,000 $90,173,000 $136,355,000
$50 $5,229,200 | 5% |  $5505,000 $215,000 N/A
$20 _540,-120,'92;3, - 40% | 7540;07:,1301 $62,000 $75,740
$10 $164,850 | <1% |  $1,452,000° $1,382,000 $94,860
$5  $75830 | <% | $1.373,005 $1,369,500 $72,325
Total 599,813,810 | 100% |  $56,478,185 $93,201,500 $136,597,925

The table above highlights the following key points:

e Total cash buy-ins at the high limit cages with $20 bills amounted to $40 million. Of this amount, 99%
was transferred down tothe vauit, 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.

e 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 additional $90 million in $100
bills was transferred from the vault back up to the high 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.

»  Despite $5 million of cash buy-ins at the high fimit cages being conducted with $50 bills, no $50 biils
were retained to conduct subsequent cash payouts to patrons. The cash transfers between the high
limit cages and vault for $10 and 35 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.

and $100 Bills
Cash Buy-Ins vs Cash Transfers Between High Limit Cages and Vauit
60,000,000 | N
100,000 ; 520 Bills for the Period July 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015 $90 Million
. ®8$100 Bills
!
$75,000,000 |
$54 Miltion
$50000000 | 549 wiilion $40 Million
425,000,000 5
3 $8 Million $62
Thousand
LY A : e R, - : &
Cash Buy-ins at High Limit Cages Cash Transferred Down from ngh Limit Cash Transferred Up from Vault to High
Cages ta Vault Limit Cages

PART 2: EMPLOYEE INTERVIEWS

To prevent a patron from refining bills for the purposes of money laundering, sites are advised by BCLC to
pay out patrons in the same denomination in which they bought in with. This requirement is not stated in
the BCLC Casino and Community Gaming Centre Standards, Policies and Procedures.

Through interviews with cage management and cashiers at the River Rock Casino, we determined that the
practice of paying out patrons in the same denomination of bills, for which they bought in with, is subject to
discretion. The site holds the view that patrons that buy-in with small denomination bills can be paid out
with large denomination bills, if the patron had engaged in reasonable play. The following is taken into
consideration when determining whether play is reasonable:

s The amount being wagered in proportion to the buy-in.
e 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.

e The amount of gaming loss incurred by the patron,
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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
infarm the cage. |f the cage is hot informed of the patrons play, then it is assumed that the patroh 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 buy-ins are transferred to the
vault. Reason being, the cage does not pay out patrons in the $20 bills that they bought in with unless
informed by staff from the floor or surveillance operators that the patron did' not engage in reasonable

play.

s The high limit cages retain a large portion of the $100 bills received from cash buy-ins and also request
mainly $100 bills from the vault as patrons deemed to be engaged in reasonable play are paid out in
$100 bills.

CONCLUSION

Our analysis of cash flows between patron buy-ins, the high limit cages and the vault at the River Rock
Casino for the period July 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015, found that nearly all patrons that bought in with
$20 bills ware not paid out in this denomination.

At a macro level, the high limit cages retained a disproportionate amount of $100 and $20 biils reiative to
cash buy-ins of the same denomination. The excess supply of $100 bills available at the high limit cages
suggests that patrons were primarily paid out in this denomination, while the minimal supply of $20 bills
suggests that patrons were rarely paid out in this denomination.

Although River Rock does have criteria in place to help prevent refining from occurring for the purposes of
money laundering, the criterion applied is subject to discretion around what constitutes reasonable play.

The notion that nearly all patrans 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: As a result, based on the analysis performed and interviews with site staff it is
reasonable to conclude that refining is occurring through the high limit cages at the River Rock Casino.
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INTERNAL MEMO CorUMBIA

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

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

From: Lynn Li, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB
Date: April 29, 2016
Subject: Review of Transactions from China’s Sky Net list of 100 Most Wanted Fugitives

(COMM-8661)

Background:

China has implemented a massive anti-corruption campaign. ‘On April 22, 2015 it released a list of
100 alleged economic fugitives comprising former government officials, company executives, police
officers and more, who are suspected of taking bribes; embezzling funds and laundering money. Sixty-
six individuals on the list are believed to be in the U.5. and Canada.

Objective:

The objective of this revi&w,rwas.to_de‘terr;nine if any of the individuals identified on the alleged
fugitive list are gambling or have gambled'in BC gaming facilities and to identify any transactions
accurring at BC gaming facilities.

Scope:

The scope is [imited to a review of transactions or events recorded in BCLC's incident tracking system
used in gaming facilities {“ ITrak”) by searching on each alleged fugitive's full legal name, date of birth
or other aliases that are on the list and based on the assumption that the fugitives kept their name(s)
and birthday(s) unchanged.

Approach:

We downloaded the “Sky Net” list from the Central Commission for Discipline Inspection Department
website. The list contains the alleged fugitive’s legal name cr other aliases, picture, alleged crime,
possible country of residence, China Resident Identity Card number and other possible holding
passport(s) or ID(s), such as Hong Kong Permanent Resident ID, when they fled China. The Chinese
names were translated to Pinyin (the pronunciation of Chinese characters). In addition, the China
Resident {dentity Card contains the person’s date of birth listed in the Gregorian calendar format,

w Compliance Division
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which enabled us to extract the alleged fugitive’s date of birth from the ID numbers provnded on the
list, This information is used as key search criteria in our review.

Illustration of date of birth information embedded in the Chinese ID number:

5 WAR
wu Bk RSR
$ % 19200 5 M % DD ;

L BE SunRREREUETRTE
g &s&%%&?ﬂim‘i

AESHSE 110102YYYYMRDDBBBX

l Orcer code :

Review Summary:
We compared all 100 individuals on the Sky Net list to BCLC’s iTrak system and found five matching
player profiles. We compared photos of the individuals in iTrak with those posted on the Central

Commission for Discipline Inspection Department website to confirm their identity. The results of our
search can be summarized as follows:

1. Review of patronsin the iTrak system for incidents and status:
s All five patrons for which there was a match were barred by the BCLC AML (“Anti-money
Laundering”) Unit on October 27, 2015,
e Two of the five patrons had incident reports about them in the system for actions such as
Chip passing and theft of others peoples’ tickets.
e Oneindividual had been categorized as a high-risk patron and marked “on watch” and
monitoring on site for almost one year before being barred by the BCLC AML Unit,

® There is no information in iTrak detailing the reason why the other two individuals were
barred.

AT P
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Details of Incident records:

Full China | Possible Batalete Possihle
W Resldent | Date of :hl S lcountryof Alleged erime: Reason for Barred
S ) ID number| Birth ne residence :

Barred by BCLC AML effective 27, 2015. He
Falsely Making |was added to the BCLC High Risk patron list
20135 Canada |out Specialized |and placed on.watch 2od monitoring an site..,

wrnses | P]| - FINTRAC |

Barred by BCLC AML effectwe Oct 27, 2015

H Pl - FINTRAC :

IO T TR T oy TS = S S St i
BCLC barring effective on Oct 27, 2015.
Barred for BCLC Prohibition, no detailed
information disclosed in the iTrak repart.

20109 Canada Corruption

2012.12 UsA Bribery

7
| _PII-FINTRAC |
Barred by BCLC AML effective Qct 27, 2015.
2013.7 USA Corruption L demp";: mh;‘;tﬁn'?;;(zg‘ the [Trak
Canada Barred by BCLC AML effective Oct 27, 2015.
20113 New Embezzlement Complainant in theft of credits. Several
Zealand Incidents of claim of ticket theft from others

or claim of damaged tickets.

Pll - FINTRAC

3. Analysis of iTrak data for types of identification used by Sky Net fugitives:

e Our review found that all of the five individuals matched to the Sky Net alleged economic
fugitive list were using different identification from the one(s) released in the Sky Net
wanted list, but used the same legal name. Four out of these five fugitives had obtained
Canadian driver licenses.
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CONCLUSION

Five alleged individuals from China’s Sky Net economic fugitive list issued by the Central Commission
for Discipline Inspection Department were identified in BCLC's iTrak system. All five of them were
identified, monitored and subsequently barred from all provincial gaming facilities by BCLC on
October 27, 2015.
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Appendix |

Source: http://www.ccdi.gov.cn/xwtt/201504/t20150422 55183.htmi
Announced on 2015-04-22 17:57

Search Resuits: China "Sky Net" anti-graft operation: 100 Most Wanted Fugitives

. \Detailed Information on matched individual.
3 T : g ) A
23 SR BEL ) 3 ‘ Passible Maln
Full Name (SEX) {China ID B of Blr!ll)im i W;’aﬁ Dadt:::h - ‘Country.of Alleged crime: iTrak record Trak BDAY search rt‘;:: locations of Reason for Barring
numhber) : i et : residence : search : Incidents
Barred by BCLC AML
effective Oct 27, 2015.
Same name and o Several incidents of Chip
2010.9 Canada Corruption No record birthday found g River Rock | passing! Pil - FINTRAC |
match.
Pll - FINTRAC
BCLC barring effective on
Yes. In iTrak. Vo: tate soarch Oct 27, 2015. Barred for
Barred. it BCLC Prohibition, no
Confirmed & I detailed information
2012115 uaa Bribery 53ME Person by |1 o1 FINTRAC 51 I RiverRock | i closed in the iTrak
photo and ' report.
ch H {
fieeail | I ; i PIl - FINTRAC g
Barred by BCLCAML
: effective Oct 27, 2015. No
::;brzz::"d Nobody with that = River Rock / | detailed information
2013.7 usa Corruption Hicto Iooks' birth da’; i ot Starlight disclosed in the iTrak
like. Barred tomd Casino report: el EINTRAG . ...
Pll - FINTRAC
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7 - petalled information on matched individual .
ST Eg Possible | Main
Full Name {China IO ﬁgﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁ)& d D:;Eh::h Country of Alleged erime. iTrak record {Trak BDAY search f c;‘i locations of -~ Reason for Barring
number) R oy “residence search incidents
Photo looks Barred by BCLC AML
really alike. effective Oct 27, 2015.
Exactly same Complainant in theft of
h o
B Mile 20112 Canada, New | ¢ 1 ezrlement birthday. But Yas datestarc i ey River Rock | cradits, Several incidents of
Zealand worked [ ——— i . N
already have claim of ticket theft from
Canadian driver others or claim of damaged
license. Barred tickets.
Barred by BCLC AML
:‘;Iﬁ:’;ﬁ::s effective Oct 27, 2015. He
Falsely Making Exactly same Yes date search N :i:: ::?:i‘l?s:};: C;JLI;:c:LB "
2013.5 Canada out Specialized | birthday. But worked o rencd River Rock on watch and monitorin
VAT Invoices already have R n I“g‘,
Canadian driver
license. Barred
Passible il
i (iTrak Nobody with that —
Female 20034 USA Carruption file obtained)- | birthday L_-j'
No LCT
5 " Nobody with that ]
7 Male 2011.1 Singapore Corruption Na record birthday =3
1. Possible
-
LCT)
2. Found
rom Shan Nobody with that
Corruption, n birtnday on [l
201141 USA embezzle public ¥ Provincs. -one

funds

S _——
- 1
Pl - FINTRAC |

Siihaihie i

. Another,

Il born in

from
Shanghai.

Caucasian man on
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7 Betailed fnformation on matched individual
S B : Possible : Main
Full Neme ' (China ID Pos:;[:’anl:ats ﬁﬁm’?‘?ﬂﬁg ng«:;:ft Country-of Alleged crime. iTrak record iTrak BDAY search f c:; tocatlons of Reason for Barring
number} i g : rasidence ‘search ; g ‘incidents
& Nobody with that
2002.8 UsA Bribery No record Birthday
One birthday on
crime of dut: see
% Male 200111 | NewZealand v Na record photo’and one
Sacroachmt Caucasian female
on|
2010.3 Canada Eribery No recard E::;‘od'i\';’w'th that
% Male 2007.12 | SPEP Y jiegai toans No cecord :‘;’;;?yw"h that
Australia, Abuse of Nobody with that
2002,7 New Zealand | powers No recard birthday
2002,11 HongKang Corruption Na record z;::::;:‘:a“
20074 New Zealand | Corruption No record :;ﬁ:;‘:yw"h that
Bribery and . 7 persans with that
20115 UsA ahuse of Possible: X' birthday. One male
powers Chinese. No match.
Organize others ;Zﬁ:g?:;g:ktc?t
2004.1 England to'lllegally cross | No record each on'e Chinese
the horder male. No match.
Mane 6 female with that
20134 England Y No record birthday. 3 Asian.
Female Laundering No match
Compliance Division
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Detalfed information an matched mdividuat: =
SRS | - Wi T Posslble’ | v ; Main
Full Name %&u {China 1D Poss:bsl;tl_l)‘ate %?ﬁmfgn D::: ift Country of Alleged crime ifrak record ITrak BDAY search fgf lacations of Reason for Barring
{35 nimber} i {FassportarlD) svaa residence ; : saarch 7 indidents
= Embezzle public 2 male withthat
2008.1 Thailand funds No record birthday. No Asian.
3 male with that
2008.9 France Bribery No record birthday, all
Caucasian.
Qne male found
with the birthday
search. However,
USA, New Embezzle public no detailed
2002.6 Zealand funds No record information shows
the birthday and
photo Is really not
clear.
Two persons with
19891 | USA Korea | loudCheat o ecord that birthday, Al
and Swindle
Caucasian.
2 Asian female with
2012.11 Canada Corruption No record that birthday. No
match.
2 Asian Male with
¥ Male 2008.11 | USA, Australia | Corruption No record that birthday. No
match.
4 persons with that
2002.8 usa Corruption No record birthday. All
Female
Caucasian male.
1 Asian male with
2 Male 20029 USA Corruption No record that birthday. No
match.
iland 1 Asian male with
Y Male 1998.4 Thallan_ ! Corruption No record that birthday. No
Australia
match.
- - |
20105 Thailand Corruption No record E‘::;_loddavauh that |
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, Detailed information on matched Individual
SRHES : ; Possible: | Maln
Full Name m {China il F”:;ba;tza 3 ; ﬁ‘(ﬁfﬁfﬁﬁg Dg:‘::h Country-of . | Alleged critie || ITrak record iTrak BDAY:search :Cl;: locations of Reason for Barring
! : humber) 3 ) ' residenco | Lm0 : incidents .
Conceal the
'8 ‘I 2 Asian with that
Female 2010.8 USA pr.oceeds of No record birthday. All Males.
crime -
1 Aslan male with
¥ Male 2013.8 Canada Contract fraud Na recard that birthday, No
match.
Canada . 4 Asian males with
5 Male 2013.9 2 Corruption No record that birthday, No
Australia
match.
Cofruption 2 male with that
o | ¥ male 2002.6 USA P No record birthday. All
practise graft Caucasian.
1 Asian male with
45 Male 2013.7 Canada Embezzlement. | No record that birthday. No
match.
i 3 females with that
2001.12 Canads, USA | Corruption No record birthday. No Asian.
. 2 Asian males with
% Male 2010.8, Australia Bribery No record that birthday. No
match.
Singapore 2 Aslan males with
i © ) - : -
% Male 2014.2 Korea or USA Corruption No record that birthday. No
match.
& 1 Asian fernale with
2008.12 Australla Corruption No record that birthday, No
Female
match.
3 Asian males with
201212 Malaysia Financial fraud No recard that birthday. No
: match.
. 5 Asian males with
% Male 20145 | Indonesizor | Fraud,Cheat | o o0 that birthday. No
Singapore and Swindle
match.
Thailand or 1 Caucasian male
¥ Male 2014.9 Grenada Corruption No record with that birthday.
No match.
: Campliance Division
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.- Uetalled information on'matched ndividuat: -
: s ﬁﬁif%ﬂ : S . ool Possiblal | 3 ‘ Main
Full Name = gg% {China ID. Pa’:;‘;;:: ta‘” ﬁmﬁ? ; D:;:t:ﬁ ,C&un%iy of ‘Alleged erlme iTrak record iTrak BDAY search fc‘;: locations of Reason for Barring
- number) ; b | T residence sedrch : incidents: :
1 Asian male with
2000.1 UsA Contract Fraud No record that birthday. No
match.
Thailand or 2 female Caucasian
4. i . .
2014.9 Grenada Corruption No record with that birthday.
All males, No
Female 2007.1 Australia Corruption No record fgmale with that
birthday.
Nobody with that
2003.5 usa Bribery No racord birthday.
Embezzlement
4 and 3 female Asian with
2002.8 New Zealand | Concealment No record that birthday. No
Female
offshore match.
deposits
N tional 1 Asian male with i
5 Male 20123 Guinea-Bissau on-na h No record that birthday. No
staff of bribery
match.
3 Asian male with
B Male 201212 Hong Kong Corruption No record that birthday. No
match.
Canada or No Asian. 4 all
X % Mal . i
1 Male 20115 USA Corruption No record Caucasian.
i All males. No
2000.3 Australia Bribery No record female with that
Female N
birthday.
3 Asian male with
% Male 2011.12 Canada Corruption No record that birthday. Na
match.
1 Asian male with
53 Male 2010.12 USA Bribery No record that birthday, No
match.
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‘Betalled fnfocmation on matehed Individual.
wp | SHOEER : - : : Possible | . ‘Main
Full Name (ws’ax) (chinaip * [ Pce s ”‘(?;5542 nmﬁafg)g. Plicieft | countrvef | Allegedwrime | fTrakrecora | mrakBDAYsesreh | | tocationsof | Reason for Baring
humber) SHO 3 residence search Incidents:
1 Asian male with
2001.11 Canada Corruption No record that birthday. No
match.. -
2'Asian males with
that birthday. One
2001.8 Australia Corruption No record has o photo. No
match.
Canada of 3 Asian male with
2001.1 Corruption Na record that birthday. No
UsA
. match.
. Non-national 3 male with that
2013.6 Singapore staff of bribery No'record tirthday, no Asian.
Misaprroptistio 2 Asian males with
2002.12 Australia PRIOM No record that birthday. No
nof funds
match.
2001.2 | NewZealand .| Corruption No record One Caticasian
male,
3 Asian male with
5 Male 20111 Canada Embezzlement No record that birthday. No
match.
19985 USA Practisegraft | No record 3 8] Zarmale. No
match
1 Asian male with
that birthday. No
% Male 2008.2 NewZealand | Bribery No record match.
Secand birthday: no
Asian.
i Falsely Making 1 Asian female with
Femal 2014.1 Canada out Specialized | No record that birthday. No
emaie VAT Invoices match.
1 Asian male with
2006.5 UsA Corruption No record that birthday. No
match.
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- petalledinformation on matched individual
SENES N b i el L Main
Full Name (§Ex1 “{China ID Po:::?;tl;a@ ; {Passport orfg)a : Pg;‘::h Country of Alleged crime: iTrak record Trak BDAY search fc?: locations of Reason. for Barring
number) / OIS ; residenice ; saarch inciderits
i@ ‘ 1 Aslan female with
2000.1 Thailand Carruption No record that birthday. No
Female
match.
Falsely Making
& 1999.8 USA and out Specialized No record Qre fer.nale
Female Thailand - Caucasian.
VAT Invoices
1 Asian male with
% Male 1998.6 USA Fraud, Fheat No record that birthday. No
and Swindle
match.
Corruption and 3 Asian males with
% Male 2011.1 Canada abuse of No record that birthday. No
powers match.
& 1 Asian female with
20115 UsA Bribery No record that birthday. No
Female
match.
& 1 Asian male. No
Femal 2005.5 USA Corruption No record female with that
emale birthday.
?:;:::::on' 4 Asian males with
2000.8 Canada 5 No record that birthday. Na
harbaring
match.
stolen goods
1st birthday: no
bezzle publi Asian.
1989.5 UsA embezzie pUBIC | no record 2nd birthday: 4
funds .
Asian male. No
match.
Possible hit to
embezzle public | SID 44053 No female Asian
15985 YA funds M - | ith tht irthcy.
see store |
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“Thié document is the property-of the Guniiris Palicy ind Enforcement Braiich (Compliancs Division). Tt s unfidential and shall not be:reloased or Hisclosad fn Whiole o parl withiout flie perimission afthe Gereral Miinger ora delegatedd anfhority.

. Detalledinformation on matched individual; -

o | SHRIEERY G , s Possibla Main.
falvame | BB eninain PossiblaDate | JRFTIHEREE | patalet | e | Algederime | Mrakrecord | MrakBoavssarch | "0 | lacationsof Reason for Barring
{SEX) of Birth (Passport or 1D} China. i . LCTs : ”
nlimber) o : residence: search | mcdents |
profile

No Asian fale with
i i :
9 Male 2007.1 New Zealand | Corruption No record that blrthday

Contract Fraud |

and Two Asian males
7 Male 2010.2 UsA surreptitious No record with that birthday.

withdrawing No match

the contributed :

capital

i 5 persons with
2001.12 USA Cortuption Na record same birthday. All

r Corruption One female
% Male 2009.4 Canada Brib ption, No record Caucasian with that
roery birthday.
:I:;ﬂ:bmrbmg 3 Aslan males with
% Male 2013.11 UsA No record that birthday. No
depasits, Fraud
match.
Loans
i 1 Asian female with
2013.8 USA Embezzlement No record that birthday. No
female :
match. )
4 Asian males with
2008.12 Hong Kong Contract Fraud No record that birthday, No
match.
1 Asian male with
43 Male 2012.7 Canada Corruptlon No record that birthday. No
. match.
Corruntion and 1 Asian male with
4 Male 2003.1 Canada P No record that birthday. No
bribery
match.
4 persons with that
7 Male 2012.2 England Corruption No record birthday. All
Caucasian,
& Compliance Division
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:Detailed infogmation on matched individual

SRS ; 2 AT Possible 5 o o Main
Full Name {chinaiD: Possiole Pata mﬁmaﬂ - Datalslt Country of Alleged erirme. {Trak record iTrak BDAY search Rof locations of Reason for Barring
: of Bith {Passport or D) China residence ‘ ' RRARIY LcTs ‘néidants
------- 4 persons with that
2000.12 usa Corruption No record birthday. All
females.
Falsely Making 3 Asian males with
2012.9 Ghana out Specialized | No record that birthday. Na
VAT Invoices match.
2 Asian males with
2005.4 Canada Credit Fraud No record that birthday. No
______ match,
3 persons with that
2014.3 Canada Bribery No record birthday. All
Caucasian females. L
1 Asian male with
25 Male 2010.5 Korea Embezziement No record that birthday. No
match.
USA, 1 Asian male with
i male 201112 Thailand, Contract Fraud No record that birthday. No
Philippines match.
1 Asian female with
2001.9 New Zealand | Corruption No record that birthday. No
Female
match.
2002.3 New Zealand | Corruption No record { 2 Caucasian males.
{ No match.
o 2 Asian males with
2001.8 Belize, Usp, Corruption No record that birthday. No
Korea
match.
2 Asian males with
xu 9 Male 201211 USA Contract Fraud | No record that birthday. No
match.
St.Kittsand | Fraudulent 3 Asian males with
] 5 Male 2014.1 Nevis, loans. Forgery | Norecord that birthday. No
Vietnam financial bills match.
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7 “etailed informatior on‘matehed Individuat
) SHHEEN £ SEFTRCTERR. o Pdns,lb!e Main.
Fuil Name Ft (China 1D o ﬁ'gﬁtzam %(Pa n"‘ ; ﬁﬂ DZ::"::”' Country of Alleged crime {Trak record iTrak BDAY search :c‘;; tocatlons of Reason for Barring
(SEX) ‘numbes) ssoFtor D) otk ‘residence search el 'incidents v
Sudan 3 Asian males with
2006.3 PR Bribery No record that birthday. No
Guinea match:
illegal absorbing 1 Asian female with
2013.4 USA public's No recard that birthday. No
deposits match.
201112 Canada embezzle public No record: 2 Asian, all males.
funds
2 Asian males with
2014.5 usa Bribery No record that birthday. No
match.
20136 Canada | Bribery No record 2 Asian. All females.
3 Asian males with
201311 SriLanka Bribery No record that birthday. No
{ : match.
Hong Kong, 5 persons with
% Male 1996.11 Singapore, Corruptian Na record same birthday. All
‘ USA ; Caucasian.
Fraudulent 3 Aslan males with
7 Male 2012.3 Canada ra No record that birthday. No
loans
‘ match.
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INTERNAL MEMO

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
ccC: Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance Division, GPEB
From: Parminder Basi, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Compliance Division, GPEB.
Date: Aprif 28, 2016
Subject: COMM-8669 Review of Pravincially Banned Cash Eacilitators
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

e FEight 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 Casing, 11% at Edgewater and 10% at Starlight.

' FINTRAC

s 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 vear,

> Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 1 of 28
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s From the total $6.7 million cash facilitated to patrons: 70% was with 520 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.

s 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 }éh’uaw 1,2015 -
December 31, 2015, highlighted the following concerns:

e 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.

e 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 reasanably explain where they may have access to such large volumes of cash
{particularly small denomination bills) ; and assaciations with known cash facilitators and BCLC
undesirables;

Overall, the gaming facilities are doing an effective job monitoring and documenting the activities of
banned cash”;,faciHtatoréiiinclud ing submitting suspicious transaction reports to FINTRAC). However, priorto
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 buy-
in.

Complisnce Division
‘ Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch ape T of 2%
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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 abtained from.or connected to individuals provincially banned for
cash facilitation.

The review only focused on provincially banhed cash facilitators because BCLC and sites are familiar with
their undesirables. The review did not focus onany 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:

® Undera current BCLC prohibition; and

o Facilitated cash to a patron that directly led to a buy-in during the peried 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:

e Cash was obtained from the banned cash facilitator;
s (Cash was obtained from an associate / runner connected to the banned cash facilitator; or

e Cash was dropped off or obtained from a vehicle connected to the banned cash facilitator.

Compliance Division
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ANALYSIS OF FUNDS FACILITATED BY PROVINCIALLY BANNED CASH
FACILITATORS 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

Appendix 1 contains a profile sheet on each provincially banned individual listed below.

# Of Cash Total Cash
I:am‘e :if ¥ iTrak Reason for Facilitated | Facilitated
B::::‘: d ::a:h Subject | Period of Provincial Ban Receiving incidents Resulting in
: ID Provincial Ban Cage Buy-In
Facilitator
January 1 —December 31, 2015
Paul King Jin 5 Years: ‘Activity consistent
CALZMESD 1118418 |November5,2012—-2017 | with loan sharking”’ 24 $4,252,590
- 5 Years:
May 5, 2010 - 2015 ‘Activity consistent
- 39905 May 5, 2015 - 2020 with loan sharking.’ 4 $1,011,000
‘Inappropriate
] 3 Years: ,
) 153740 April 28, 2014 — 2017 transfers of cash. 3 $380,100
| 5 Years: ‘Inappropriate
.- 104999+ August 13, 2014 — 2019 transfers of cash.’ 3 »350,050
. ’ 5 Years: ‘Activity consistent
fack Qin 73485 | ) Lgust 13, 2014 - 2019 with loan sharking.” 4 $330,000
. g6423 |2 Years: fiicrl\?t:mtl':fe(f“h 3 3300,000
] "> | November 22, 2012 - 2017 ene
gamblers.
-Q% 29530 5 Years: ‘Inappropriate 4 $70,000
March 24, 2014 - 2019 transfers of cash.’ !
‘Inappropriate
1 5 Years: transfers of cash
Xu 102258 September 22, 2015 — 2020 | and a history of 1 370,000
similar incidents.’
Total 45 $6,763,740
& Compliance Division
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ission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.

_accepted as buy-ins at the River Rock Casino, 11% at Edzewater and 10% at Starlight{__ FINTRAC
; FINTRAC

i
L

Total Cash Accepted by BC Casinos from Funds Obtained by Patrons from Provinciall

Banned Cash Facilitators
For the Period January 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015
Total: 56,763,740

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 helow 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 $50 bills and the
remaining 1% with $10s and $5s. The immense volume of small denemination 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.

Bill Denomination Volume of Bills | Total Dollar Amount Percentage
$100 11,388 $1,138,800 17%
$50 16,406 $820,300 12%
$20 238,275 $4,765,500 70%
S10 3,408 $34,080 <1%
S5 1,012 $5,060 <1%
el o emsgee L
SE T Compliance Division
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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 banned cash facilitators and subsequently conducted a
buy-in at the cage, as shown in the table below.

Owner

BRI
COLUIMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Name of Patron | iTrak Occupation BCLC Number of iTrak Total Buy-Ins
Accepting the Subject ‘Unsourced Incidents in which | Conducted
Cash iD Cash’ Directive | Patron Conducted | from Funds
Date Buy-Ins from Obtained
(All Dates 2015} Funds Obtained from
from Provincially | Provincially
Banned Cash Banned Cash
Facilitators Facilitators
January 1~ December 31, 2015
] 100893 | Property September 24 6 $1,440,020
Developer
] 99395 | Realtor September 11 10 $1,040,030
Jia Gui Gao 142378 | President Real October 8 2 $600,000
Estate
Development
] 25566 | Export/Import 1 $590,000
Paper Material
B | 26303 | Real Estate 1 $450,000
. Developer
B | °0767 | Owner Steel September 11 2 $370,000
Company
] 85666 | Owner Real Estate | September 11 2 $369,990
Company
B  267/0° | Restaurant Owner 1 $250,000
] 58336 | Physician September 11 2 $240,000
] 663 Chairman Board September 11 1 $220,000
Real Estate
B | 0241 | Telecom Company | September 11 1 $200,120
T1SH
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] 67404 Owner Restaurant | September 11 1 $145,050
Xi 139536 | Real Estate December S 1 $140,000
Investor
s 140770 | Construction October 30 3 $130,000
Company Owner
Jian Qiu Rong 16985 Hotel Owner 2 $119,920
] 10226 Real Estate September 11 1= $100,000
Manager
] 109940 | Logistics October 19 1 $80,000
Import/Export
I 18354 | Manager Food 1 §70,000
Company
s 134459 | Pharmaceutical 1 $50,000
Company Owner
s 20027 Real Estate 1 $50,000
Company Owner
B | 129352 | Owner 1 $37,600
Construction
Company
[ 8278 Owner Detail 1 $21,000
Business 4
[ ] 171624 | Housewife 1 $20,000
I 61552 | Student 1 $20,000
] 142054 | Environmental 1 $10,000
Technician
Total 45 $6,763,740

The table above highlights the following key points:

= |n 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
recoghized financial institution. This directive was issued to 13 of the 25 patrons, inciuding 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.

BRIUJTSH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch
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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 hegated when the
cash they facilitate, particularly in clear view of site surveillance, is accepted by the gaming facility as a buy-
in.

Compliance Division
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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.

“Paul King Jin $4,252 590

] $1,011,000 | Page 16
I $380,100 : ' Page 18
T $350,050 Page 20
Jack Qin $330,000 T, g ’ Page 22
I §300,000 7 Page 22
B Chen $70,000 L Page 26
ir $70,000 . Page 28
Total §6,763,740

o Compliance Division
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Personal Details

Date of Birth

iTrak Occupation Spa Owner
Company Name Water Cube
iTrak Subject ID 118418

BC Driver’s Licence #

Home Address

Type of Ban

BCLC Prohibition

Ban Duration

5 Years
November 5, 2012 —November 5, 2017

Reason for Ban

“Activities consistent with ioan sharking”

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015

iTrak Incident # | Date Casino Patron that Total Denomination | STR
| (Al 2015 Conducted Buy-In | Amountof | Breakdown | Filed
| Dates} atC Buy-In

'IN20150002508 | January 13 | River Rock. m | 530,000 | $20x1,500 |lneewe

TN20150004645

January25

Abstract from IN20150002509 Supplemental Report: “At 10:49PM - is seen to take the elevator
downstairs and exits the site via the horth exit. It is noted that [} is not carrying anything in his hands.

Once outside he briefly enters an awaiting Bentley BCLP AD333G at 10:50PM. This vehicle is associated on
iTrak with JIN. JJJexits vehicle carrying a white bag less than 30 seconds later. ...
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 CDN”.

At 10:53PM [} takes the

River Rock :
s SID: 100893

- $150,000

Aparmrsc

WaTS00053A

January 30 j_f

Abetract frdm il\i-:201‘50'004645 Supplemental Report: ;’On tﬁe evening of 2015-JAN-25 a male casino- pefrdn ]
identified as || N oroduced $150K for play in River Rocks VIP room. [Jjj had the cash delivered
to him by two Asian males, one of them a POIl/Banned individual visually identified as JIN, Paul King.”

‘River Rock
. |Sipi129352

| 637,600

| '52?_: "1'38" .

PIIFINTRAC

Abstract from !N20150005342 Supplemental Report “An unknown Asnan male (resembles Paul JIN (SID
118418), exited the vehicle holding a black shopping bag; At 00:55hrs. The black shopping bag was handed

to [ .. ~: 00:53hes. - r<sented 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.”

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Fnforcement Branch
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iTrak Incident # Dalter Casino | ‘Patron that  Total Denominatlon STR
(All2015 Conducted Buy- | Amount of | Breakdown Filed
| Dates) , In at Cage Buy-in ]

| $190;Qoot'~', smo x:wo ; mm‘:
A ;‘\;’szoxsooo

m;o;&sdqqssvsgij JanuarySi .,River Rock

Abstract from IN20150005596 Supplemental Report _ bought in $190 000. At 11 32 Whlte
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
B ho is at this time empty handed , approached to SIENA , driver open trunk door and [JJJjjj was on
his way back to casino carrying black bag. At 11:33 ] enters cage and emptied black bag.”

IN20150007168 | February8 | Rverrock [N | 5100020 [$20%5000 e

Abstract from IN20150007168 Supplemental Report: “On the evening of 2015-FEB-08 a male casino patron
identified as ||| produced $100,020 (all in CDN $20 bills) for play in River Rocks VIP room.

- had the cash delivered to him by at least two Asian:males, one of them believed to be a POI/Banned
individual visually identified as JIN, Paul King (COS || IR - I =rrroached the van; spoke with

the male believed to be JIN and retrieved a white shopping bag from the open side door.”

© liPnenTrac

IN20150007446 | February 10 ] River Rock [N | $500,000 32024955

Abstract from INZ0150007446 Suppiemental 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.”

INZ0150008232 Februarvﬂ RiverRock SRR e

: SiD' 100893

Abstract from IN20150008232 Supplemental Report ”At 13 46hrs A whlte Toyota Sienna w:th 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 ||| Pav! /!N then re-entered the vehicle and drove off-

site. [ oroceeded back to Salon Prive. At 13:47hrs., || rresented Cash on CD19,

taken out from the black luggage. Total buy-in of $300K in $20's.”

IN20150013008 | March 10 | River Rock

o 5300'000 - $100x905 Pl FINTRAC
. 510:90752 i

| S50x 1,000
7 $20x 7,970

| Abstract from lN20150013008 Supplemental Report “A vehlcle reglstered to BCLC Barred Patron Paul King
JIN delivered $300,000 to JIN is barred for 5 years for loan sharking activity.”

Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 1] of 28
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iTrak Incident # | Date | Casino “Patron that Total .Denommatlon STR
(All 2015 Conducted Buy- | Amountof | Breakdown Filed
Dates) In at Cage Buy-In ‘

[IN20150013549 | March13 | RiverRock | JianQiuRong 599,920  |820%4,996 1

SR D . | SID: 16985 : e et e

Ab#tract from |N20150013549 Supplementa! Réport: “A vehicle asscciated 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 |Riverkock | | 550,000 | 520x2500 | lwwrwsc

Abstract from IN20150015487 Supplemental Report: “On the evening of 2015-MAR-23 a male patron
identified as [ produced $50K in cash (all in $20 bills) for buying in at one of River Rocks VIP rooms.
. had the cash delivered to him by unknown accupant(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.”

20150015651 [March24 [RiverRock [ 520000 [Sw00x50 |
cont e el : SID: 86709 A : $2_01c12',25ﬁﬁf -

Abstract from IN20150015651 Supplemental Report: T sccond 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 well-
known cash facilitator identified previously as JIN, Paul King (presently banned from all BC Casinos fora 5
year term).”

IN20150016861 [ March 27 |Edgewater (BB |550000  [520x5000  |mrm
o e iCasing: | SID: 134459 | . e
B oo

Abstract from IN20150016861 Supplemental Report: “On gaming date 2015-MAR-27 at approximately
19:27hrs, surveillance abserved patrons S 0#134459) and [ (S!0#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-
B & c:ch grabbed a bag. They walked back to the salon cage and proceeded to conduct LTBIs with
money in those bags. [JJij bouveht in for $50,000 ... i bought in for $50,000 all in $20 bills.”

IN20150017636 | April3. | River Rock $70,000 i'$100x449
G e e '$1ox1,soo '
o . “$5x1,oon

Abstract from |N20150017635 Supplemental Report _ produced a total of $70K in CDN

Compliance Division

Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch =12 0f2
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' currency for buying in at River Rocks VIP Salon {majority in small denomlnation b;lls) - 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.”

iTrakincident# |Date = [Casino @~ |Patronthat | Total Denomination | STR
| (Air2015 ' ‘Conducted Buy- | Amount of | Breakdown Filed |
| Dates}): ; ~ |InatCage Buy-In : ]

'1_?0;6&51101854935: ‘jApﬁi::g-a ~ |RiverRock  |JiaGuiGao saoo,ooao 5100600 [jrrareec]

- s{xgmu@gyg $zux§_z,m_ m_-;-‘

Abstract from IN20150018549 Supplemental Report ”GAO was dropped of'f wath the F rst $300K by the -
unconfirmed driver of a vehicle of interest described as a Toyota Sienna van with BCLP 603MMK (associated
to JIN).”

3. | PHFNTRAC
W

Abstract from IN20150020601 Supplemental Report: “On the above date at approximately 22:29
surveillance received an iLPR alert stating that BCLC prohibited SID#118418 Paul JIN (prohibited until 2017-
NOV-05) was on site. Surveillance immediately attained a visual and noticed SID#26303 | NN
exiting JIN's vehicle. At approximately 22:30 cage supervisor Janet HANSEN notified surveillance that [l
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 MDBlS At approximately 22:38 ] received another $250,000 at
MDB19.”

NDLIRE I NeyE | e Bos - /I 5000000 [320x5000 |mewme

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 beenoperated by an associate of JINs.”

Abstract from IN20150023818 Sppp!efnentei Report: “On May '5,‘2015“— had $1.00,4[')0(1) in $20 bills

IN20150024818 | May1l | RiverRock _ 3220000 | $20%10,300 e

e smmooo

JIN Paul. JIN exits driver-side accesses the trunk and provides a large duffel-type bag tol (who exited front
passenger side). [J] 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.”

Abstract from lN20150024818 Supplemental Repcrt “At 13 52 l is dropped off by whlte Sxenna dnven by ‘

Compliance Division
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iTrak Incident # | Date Casino - Patron that Total Denommatmn STR
‘ | (All 2015 ‘Conducted Buy-In | Amount of | Breakdown Filed
Dates) at Cage Buy-In :
IN20150024899 |May11 [RiverRock [ 550000 [ 520%2500  eiewrm
Lo e SID; 140770 e

Abstract from IN20150024899 Supplemental Report: “On the evening of 2015-MAR-23 a male patron
identified as [Jij eroduced $50K in cash (all in 520 bills) for buying in at one of River Rocks VIP rooms.
[l 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 ||l - 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.”

1IN20150029238 | juned | River Rock |$150,000 | 5100%20  {piFINTRAC

$20x7, 3U0

SID: 58336

$1oxzoo*- |

Abstract from IN20150029238 Supp!emental Report: “On the evenmg of 2015—JUN 04 a ma|e casino patron
identified as [ roduced $150K, 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 [JJJJj off with the cash.”

' :,_5145;050 $50x 1,500 ', PIFINTRAC

IN20150030694 | June13 | River Rock ’
- s 51‘9-,5‘7404, , o $20x3,503

Abstract from IN20150030694 Supplemental Report: “"On the afternoon of 2015-JUN-13 a male casino
patron identified as || procduced $145,060 in CDN cash for buying in at River Rocks VIP Salon,
Surveillance footage confirms that [Jfwas 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 ||| | j - A'though
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.”

IN20150034358 [July3  [Riverrock  |INNEENNEEEEN [590,000 [ 520%4500 b
e | SID:58336 o e

Abstract from IN20150034358 Supplemental Report: “On the afternoon of 2015-JUL-03 a male casino
patron identified as ||| rrocuced $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
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iTrak Incident # | Date Casino Patron that Total Denominatiqn '. STR ’
' [ (All2015 | | Conducted Buy-In | Amountof | Breakdown | Filed

__Da_tes} i _ i Buy-In
IN20150035266 [July® [ RiverRock 1%

T [32055000 [

Abstract from IN20150035266 Supplemental Report: “On July 8, 2015 [l w=s dropped off at the
River Rock casino by a white Bentley Sedan, BCL: AD333G. PING 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.”

) |35100x250

sz'o;x:z;&zqs
$10 x1

'Abstract from IN20150035886 Supplemental Report' ¥ rECeIVEd a cash dehvery 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.”

Abstract from IN20150040195 Supplemental Report: “On 2015AUGOZ at approx 22 OBhrs patron -
was observed speaking on his cell phone until approx, 22:13hrs. [JJJJj 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 B The driveralso
exits the vehicle and attends the trunk area. The driver then walks up to [JJJJj while carrying a large white
shopping bag and is passes it to [JJj Once ] receives the bag he heads 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”

Total Amount of Cash Facilitated to Patrons 54,252,590
Bill Denomination Volume of Bills | Total Dallar Amount: Percentage
$100 3,875 $387,500 9%
$50 2,542 $127,100 3%
520 184,943 43,698,860 87%
$10 3,407 $34,070 <1%
85 1,012 $5,060 <1%
Total | 54,252,580 100%
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Personal Details

Date of Birth _
iTrak Occupation Not stated.
Company Name Not stated.

iTrak Subject ID 39905

BC Driver's Licence # [ ]

Home Address I
Type of Ban BCLC Prohibition

Ban Duration 5 Years
e May5, 2010 - May 5, 2015
e May5, 2015~ May 5, 2020

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 Casino Patron that Total Denomination | STR
{All 2015 Conducted Buy-In | Amount of | Breakdown Filed
Dates) at Cage Buy-in ' '
IN20150012936 | March 10 | River Rock * $590,000 | 5100%2,676 |imrvmac
e ‘ \SID: 25566, , $50x2,448 |-
520 xmouo e

Abstract from IN20150012936 Supplemental Report: ”A vehicle registered to BCLC Barred Patron -

I < /ivered $590,000 to [ is b2rred for 5 vears for loan sharking activity.”

IN20150017034 | March31 | RiverRock | Jia GuiGao $300000 [swooxso0 [
i el : : $20 )\'. 53030

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 [Jjj 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 MDB #71 and games without
incident.”
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iTrak Incident #

‘Date
1 “(AII 2015

- at Cage

Casino: ‘Patron that Totél
e | Conducted Buy-in.

Amount of

Denommat:on
;Breavkdownv

| Filed

T,s‘m "

[ $50x2,000

1Pl FINTRAC

G

‘Abstra‘\ct ffém lN20150025535 Sdpplemeﬁtél Re;port':‘ ‘. exited from vehicle éaﬂrrying‘a bapéf bég 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, [J] produced 2000 in $50 bills for total of $100,000 buy-in.”

39905,

| Abstract from IN20150065886 Supplemerﬁ:al Rébort.
with bundles of $20 bills just after the cash was delivered by BCLC barred patron ||| | NN () s'0:

iPIFINTRAC

(m) SID: 8278 who bought in for $21K

Bill Denomination | Volume of Bills Total Dollar Amount _Percentage
$100 3,176 $317,600 31%
850 7,448 1 $372,400 37%
$20 . 16,050 $321,000 32%
Total : $1,011,000 100%
~ Compliance I?ivision
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Personal Details

Date of Birth —
iTrak Occupation College Student
College Name Sprott Shaw College
iTrak Subject ID 153740
BC Driver's Licence # i ]
Home Address I
Type of Ban BCLC Prohibition
Ban Duration 3 Years
April 28, 2014 — April 28, 2017
Reason for Ban “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 Resuiting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015

iTrakincident # | Date Casino Patron that Total Denomination | STR
| (Al 2015 Conducted Buy-In | Amount of | Breakdown Filed
‘ | Dates) at Cage Buy-In
IN20150026251 | May 19 River Rock | 599,980 | 550x1,000 |, urRac
R . SID: 99395 | 520%x 2,499

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
[l sccond buy in s likely BCLC banned individual [ (S!0 153740) ... WANG is a known associate
of a high profile banned individual: JIN, Paul King.”

nz0150026673 | May21 | RiverRock | 580000  [3100x30 [ erewree
e | 5ID: 109940 , 550200
[ 8203, 350

‘Abstract from IN20150026673 Supplemental Report: “As a result of information sharing between Rwer
Rock and Starlight (STAR) BCLC investigators the writer has learnt that the Mini-Cooper that dropped off the
$80K to [ is likely being operated by a BCLC banned individual || I (5'0 153740).”
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iTrakincident# | Date | Casino Patron that Tofal ; Denommatlon STR
? ‘(Aii’;?OIS‘ | e Conducted Buv-ln Amount of | Breakdown | Filed

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 || ) pv'led into the South Hotel loop. At approx.1756hrs patron [l
I (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. [JJJjjj i cbened one of the passenger
side doors to speak with the driver. At approx. 1757hrs [JJJj Xiao was observed walking away from the
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, 1302x550.00 and 6251x5$20.00 bilis) for a total value of $200,120.00.”

 Tatal Amount of Cash Facilitated to Patror

$380,100

oy

Bill Denomination o Volume of Bills: - | Total Dollar Amount ‘Percentage
$100 130 $13,000 3%

S50 2,502 | $125,100 33%

$20 12,100 $242,000 64%
 Total ; $380,100 100%

Complisnce Division
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“This document is the propirty of the Gaming Policy and Enforcetnent Bri{g@dompliance Division), It is conﬁdenhal and shall ot bc released or
disclosed in whole or pait withont the permission of e General Manager ora delegated aulthority. : .

Personal Details

Date of Birth I

iTrak Occupation Cook
Company Name Not Stated.
iTrak Subject ID 104999

BC Driver's Licence # _
Home Address A |

Type of Ban BCLC Prohibition
Ban Duration 5 Years
August 13, 2014 — August 13, 2019
Reason for Ban “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

‘iTrakIncident # | Date Casino Patron that Total Denomination | STR
| (All 2015 Conducted Buy-in | Amount of | Breakdown | Filed.
: ‘Dates} at Cage Buy-In '
IN20150025535 |May15 | Starlight B (5100000 | $100%3,000 [eewme
L SID; 99395 ‘ o

Abstract from IN20150025535 Supplemental Report: “At 2136:03 hrs a white Acura MDX BCLP#AM256V
arrived at the casino driveway, . was seen entering the front passenger door and the vehicle proceeded
heading to the lower parking lot. (it is noted that the white Acura MDX BCLP#AM256V is associated to a
BCLC prohibited subiect. .-) 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
I At 2140:06 hrs. exited the vehicle carrying the white shopping bag in hand while heading into the
casino. At21:41 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.”

NZ0150027159 | May2d  |Starlight — Pl
s SID: 99395 ‘ $50x 1,599
$2031,000

Abstract from IN20150027159 Supplemental Report: “At 1916:55 hrs a white Acura MDX BCLP#AMZSGV
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 BCLPRAM256V is
assoclated to a BCLC prohibited subject [ l]) At 19:19 hs the vehicle was seen stopping at the

w Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch ’
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lower parking lot, the female driver whom strongly resemble ||| exlted the drivers door and
entered the passenger side while an unidentified male enters the driver seat and drove off site shortly
after. At 1918:25 hrs [J] arrived at the cage window, ] was seen removing bundies of bills from the bag
and placing them on the cage counter. Each bundles were wrapped with elastic bands, ] produced 1000
in 520 bills, 1599 in $50 bills and 1 in $100 bill for total of $100,050 buy-in.”

iTrakIncident # | Date

| (ati 2015
L Potes).

Cfasinq

‘Patronthat
Conducted Buy-1 n
_ ‘atCage

9395

Total
| Amount of

Denomination | STR |
Breakdown | Filed

Pll FINTRAC

SUVs registered to her.

Abstract from IN20150028352 Supplemental Report: “On gaming date 2015-MAY-30 at approximately
00:23hrs, surveillance observed patron |l (S1D#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 $50 bills and $109,000 in $100 bills ...

confirmed, the Asian female resembled . (SID#104999) and the vehicle resembled one of the Acura

Although not

ash Facilitated to Patror
‘BillDenomination @ | VolumeofBills | Tatal Dollar Amount Percentage
$100 2,091 $209,100 60%
$50 2,419 $120,950 34%
520 1,000 $20,000 6%
Total | $350,050 1 100%
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Personal Details

Date of Birth

iTrak Occupation Trading Company Owner (Stocks)

Company Name Not stated.

iTrak Patron Subject ID 73465

BC Driver’s Licence # —

Home Address W

Type of Ban BCLC Prohibition

Ban Duration 5 Years
August 13, 2014 — August 13, 2019

Reason for Ban “Banned by BCLC from all casinos for his
involvement in facilitating cash for players (activity
consistent with loan sharking).”

Total Cash Facilitated Resuiting in Cash Buy-in at Cage
Period Reviewed: January1 2015 — December 31, 2015

iTrakIncident # | Date Casino Patron that Total - | Denomination | STR

: | (ANl 2015 Conducted Buy-In | Amount of | Breakdown | Filed

| Dt ' at Cage Buy-In e

~[soop00 [Szoxasen

Pl FINTRAC

Starlight

Abstract from IN20150012045 Supplemental Report: “A few minutes later, an Asian male resembling BCLC
Prohibited- QJN (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 L! &
Claudia YEUNG) who just recently exited Kirin restaurant. QIN appears to catch the attention of VIP host
Linda WANG who appears to give QIN a complementary taxi voucher. 22:30 hrs- can be see walking
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.”

{iPiFNTRAC

T3100,000 | 3100%300
510*99395 ,

- $snx1,4ou

Abstract from !N20150029525 Supplemental Report "At 12:06 . was outs:de hotel Iobby, 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 1400x3$50 and 300x$100 bills for $100,000 buy in.”

e
i &
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iTrak Incident # | Date Casmo Patron that Total . Denommatnon - STR
: |(anz015 v  Conducted Buy-in Amountof | Breakdown | Filed
| Dates) i ‘at Cage 1 e

IN20150062349 | December 1 f /ef Ro

Abstract from IN20150062349 Supplemental Report: “On December 1, 2015 || conducted a
suspicious buy-in for $140,000 at the River Rock casino. ] arrived at the River Rock casino as the driver
and sole occupant of a white Range Rover. [JJJJJj 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. [l exited the room carrying a large bag which contained the funds that [Jjj used to conduct
the suspicious buy-in.”

Bill Denomination | Volume of Bills Total Dollar Amount ‘Percentage
$100 300 $30,000 10%

$50 1,400 $70,000 21%

$20 11,500 $230,000 69%

Total $330,000 :

Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 23 of 28
COLUMBIA



[his document is the property of the Gaminig Policy and Enforeement Brigd® @ ampliince’ D;vxsmn), Ttig conﬁdermul and shall not be released.or

disclosed in whole or part wilhout (he permission of the Genersl Manaser or & delegated authority.

Personal Details

Date of Birth

iTrak Occupation Restaurant Waiter
Campany Name Not Stated.

iTrak Subject ID 66423

BC Driver's Licence #

Home Address

Type of Ban

BCLC Prohibition

Ban Duration

5 Years

Reason for Ban

I has @ documented history of facilitating

cash for high level gamblers in BC Casinos and is
currently prohibited from all BC Casinoas by BCLC.”

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015

itrak Incident # | Date Casino _Patron that Total Denomination:| STR
{All 2015 Conducted Buy-In | Amount of | Breakdown Filed
Dates) at Cage Buy-in

IN20150025204 | May 13 Starlight 15100,000 | $20x 5,000 |ioenresc

G e SID; 99395 e

Abstract from IN20150025204 Supplemental Report: “At 18:31 hrs a dark colored BMW X5 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 ||| | Gz
[l s/Dit66423, surveillance footage also showed the driver of the vehicle strongly resembles [ At
1836:05 hrs the dark colored BMW X5 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, FU produced 5000 in $20 bills for total of
$100,000 buy-in.”

S1D: 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.”

Compliance Division
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iTrak lncldent# Date: Casmo | Patronthat Total Denommatlon STR
 t@nzoss | ' xConducted Buy-In Amoun“t of Breakdown : _F'_l,ed

| Dates) | Bun : e
May23

IN20150026933

Abstract from IN20150026933 Supplemental Report: “On the date of May 23 2015 at approximately 13:40
hrs (S0 ©9395) 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 Jingwei . gets
dropped of by a Grey BMW BCLP 238 XRC driven by BCLC prohibited .- (siD 66423), [JJj] 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.”

Bill Denomination | Volume of Bills | Total Dollar Amount | Percentage
S$100 1,600 $100,000 33%
$20 10,000 $200,000 67%
Total ' : ' e $300,000 100%
: ~ Compliance Division
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Personal Details

Date of Birth

iTrak Occupation Housewife

Company Name N/A

iTrak Subject ID 89530

BC Driver's Licence # i

Home Address —
]

Type of Ban

BCLC Prohibition

Ban Duration

5 Years

March 24, 2014 — March 24, 2019

Reason for Ban

“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.”

Total Cash Facilitated Resulting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015

i
i

iTrak Incident # | Date Casino Patron that Total Denomination | STR
{All 2015 Conducted Buy-in | Amount of | Breakdown. | Filed
, | Dates) at Cage Buy-In.
IN20150015273 | March 22 RiverRock | Jian Qiu Rong 520,000 $20%1,000 |pienTRAC!
S SID: 16985 ' i

$20,000.”

IN20150022804 | April 30

River Rock |
SID: 171624

Abstract from IN20150015273 Supplemental Report: “Jian RONG conducted a buy-in for $20,000 that will
be the subject of this report. [Jij 2nd 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

$20 x 1,000

Pl FINTRAC

Abstract from IN20150022804 Supplemental Report: “On the afternoon of 2015-APR-30 a female patron
identified as | B \2s suspected of receiving delivery of $20K in CDN $20 bills by a prohibited

female identified previously as CHEN, [l Il was sambling with another female identified as [JJjjj
Il who helped herself to the cash from ] purse and initiated the buy in.”
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iTrakincident # |Date | Casino | Patronthat . Total : Denommatuon JSTR
| (alr2015 " : | Conducted Buy-in | Amountof | Breakdown. | Filed
| Dates) iy -at Cage Buy-in - =

“1 PHFINTRAC

IN20150059643 | November 11 | RiverRock [N 520,000  [$100x155

Abstract from IN20150059643 Supplemental Report: “At 20:08 [JjjjjJjj leaves Salon and Casino-East Lobby,
walking to 'The HOTEL' valet parking, where he enters a white BMW X6 (I/p AB186G). Vehicle is associated
with current BCLC Prohibited patron CHEN [JJl(sic#89530); However, 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. [JJl] meets the driver of the Venza and appears something may have been passed between the
driver and [} Il is observed to be carrying, what appears to be, a white plastic bag. At 20:53
WANG places bundle of various denominations at CD19-VIP Cage for a total of $20,000CDN.”

TNZ0150063176 | Decs

Abstract from IN20150059643 Supplemental Report: “On the evening of 2015-DEC-05 a male patron
identified as [ produced $10K in CDN $20 bills for purchase of chips in River Rocks VIP Salon.
Review of [} past casino transactions confirms $10K is not out of the ordinary for him. Shortly after
receiving the chips ] was seen meeting with a vehicle assaciated 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 camera (as above) and an unknown Asian male was operating
the X6 ([} CHEN did not appear to be inside the vehicie). In addition to the above indicators there is
no reasonable explanation asto where jjj may have come into possession of $10K in $20 bilis. “

‘Total Amount of Cash Facilitated to Patrons

‘Bill Denomination | Volume of Bills Total Doliar Amount | Percentage
$100 k 155 $15,500 22%

$50 20 $1,000 2%

320 | 2,675 $53,500 76%

Total $70,000 100%
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Personal Details

Date of Birth

iTrak Occupation Import / Export Agent
Company Name Cowry Cabinets

iTrak Subject ID 102258

BC Driver’s Licence #

similar incidents.”

Home Address I
Type of Ban BCLC Prohibition
Ban Duration 5 Years
September 22, 2015 — September 22, 2020
Reason for Ban “Inappropriate transfer cash/chips and a history of

Total Cash Facilitated Resuiting in Cash Buy-In at Cage
Period Reviewed: January 1, 2015 — December 31, 2015

Denomination

iTrak Incident # | Date Casino Patron that Total STR
1 (All 2015 Conducted Buy-In | Amount of | Breakdown | Filed
| Dates) t Cage Buy-in
IN20150068083 ‘December 30 | River Rock * | 570,000 S100 X661  [PuFINTRAC
e |'SID: 18354 i 850 x 75 |
: : 520x7
S10x 1

barred [ 5'0 102258. 2nd buy in:

Abstract from IN20150068083 Supplemental Report: “At 0057 hrs, [JJJJjj exits resort wnth. and both get
picked up by the same gray color Mercedes Benz bearing BC L/P AF635M. Vehicle is associated with a BCLC
At 0117 hrs, [} returns with [JJJj in 2 white BMW Sedan
bearing BC L/P CA588N. They enter west and take Dogwood elevator up to 3/F. Both sit at MDB 20 and
watch the game. At 0127 hrs,- leaves MDB 20 and remaves few bundles of various denominations of
bills from his jacket's pockets onto CD 19 totaling 70K.”

 Total Amount of Cash Facilitated to Patrons _| 870,000

Bill Denamination Volume of Bills Total Dollar Amount Percentage
$100 661 $66,100 94%

$50 75 $3,750 5%

$20 7 $140 <1

510 1 $10 <1l

Total $70,000 100%
M - Compliance Division
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PG0484.0001

INTERNAL MEMO C%%Sﬁ%&

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

CC: Angela Swan, Executive Director, Licensing, Registration, Certlflcatlon Dwusuon GPEB
Steve Lefler, Director, Certification and Game Integrity, GPEB -
Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Derek Dickson, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB: - o
Doug Mayer, Manager of Audit, Compliance vanswn GPEB

From: Tim Storms, Commercial Gaming Auditor, Com pliance Divi's‘i‘on, GPEB
Gord Bedingfield, Technical Investigator, Certification-and Game Integrity, GPEB

Date: May 5, 2016
Subject:  COMM-8654 Person of Interest Slot Play Analysis = Michael John MANCINI
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Staff from the Complianée Divisioﬁlénd Certification and Game Integrity team were asked to conduct a
combined analysis on:the game play of Mlchael John MANCINI. The objective of this analysis was to build a
profile of MANCINl's slot gamlng actnvuty “This would then be used to attempt to quantify the amount of
funds he wagered to generate the '$2.2 Million of disbursements paid to him between November 2014 to
October 2015' k :

The folloWi__r)g lists sqfﬁeiﬂft\he key observations of the analysis conducted on the gaming activity of
Michael John: MANCINI:

- Pll -FINTRAC

Compliance Division
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o ! I FINTRAC ;

! Pil - FINTRAC !These Jackpot wins were
predominantly paid back to MANCINI in cash. Only $375,000 of the $2.2 million in disbursements
was paid back in cheques, the rest was in cash. Casinos do not track the denomination of slot
jackpots paid to patrons.

e GPEB Certification and Technical Integrity staff did not identify any issues with the machines

MANCINI played which could potentially indicate a specific game theme, or platform that could
be exploited.

he. [’EVIEW period
art and stop times of

his play during each session, and therefore too mu
in any analysis conducted.

Backgrounddnvest ation onl ANCINI identified that he frequented various gaming facilities throughout
the province of BC. { Pil-FINTRAC

Pll - FINTRAC

Given that MANCINI had generated such a large volume of disbursements and the alleged tie to the criminal
element through the drugs and concealed currency in his vehicle, concerns were raised that his activity in
BC gaming facilities could be attributed to either money laundering and/or the use of proceeds of crime.

OBIJECTIVES

The objectives of this review were to:

e Determine how much he had spent to generate this volume of disbursements;

Compliance Division
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e Build a profile of his game play;

e Investigate any potential weaknesses in the integrity of the games he was playing.

This review is not intended to make a determination as to whether MANCINI is laundering money or using
the proceeds of crime to fund his gambling. The primary intent is to provide information to other
stakeholders who have the necessary tools and expertise to make a decision as to whether there needs to
be more due diligence attributed to large volume slot players around anonymous: play, and monitoring to
meet FINTRAC reporting requirements.

SCOPE & APPROACH

The scope of this review covers MANCINI’s gaming activity at all Bc"fécilitié't‘betyyé'er:\ the period November
2014 and October 2015. This period encompasses all of his knoWn gamlng actlwty

We were able to analyze MANCINI’s activity through data analysus and testmg Th|s included:

e Quantifying and documenting MANCINI's gamblmg actlv]ty by ldentlfylng jackpots, determining the
methods of payment for these jackpots by the casmos and |dent|fy|ng the various machines he
played; :

e Gathering technical data on the slot machmes MANCINI won jackpots on to build a profile on the
type of machines he was playlng,

e Quantifying, if possible, the amount of money MANCINI had bought in with in order to generate the
$2.2 million in jackpots. ;

LARGE CASH TRANSACTION RECORD REVIEW

Pll - FINTRAC

It is important to note that although MANCINI won $2.2 million in jackpots, this does not indicate his actual
net gaming win at the end of the period. Without the ability to identify how much money was initially bet,
his actual net win may be far less. A large portion of his identified disbursements may have been used to
fund his subsequent play, (i.e. churn).

Due to the inherent limitations in tracking the amount of money an individual places into a slot machine,
gaming facilities are not required to track or report to FINTRAC on “buy-ins” related to slot play. There were

Compliance Division
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no LCT records created as a result of table games play by MANCINI. No information has been provided
which would indicate that MANCINI plays table games on a regular basis.

PlIl - FINTRAC

‘The

vast majority of his activity took place at casinos in the Okanagan; Kamloops, Kelowna and Vernon. Given
his residence in the Shuswap area, this is to be expected. In the Lower Mainland he predominantly visited

the Cascades Casino in Langley, and had minimal activity at other Lower Mainland casinos.

PIl - FINTRAC

MANCINI LCT'S BY GAMING FACILITY
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Pii - FINTRAC
Pil - FINTRAC | With the
exception of one IVS/TITO ticket redemption disbursement for $1,656 in March 2015, all others were for
jackpots.
Compliance Division
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PIl - FINTRAC

e

Pl - FINTRAC i The jackpot limits vary from location to location, on $1.00 machines it generally

ranges between $1,000 and $2,000. A machine will lock up upon seeing a jackpot that is equal to or
exceeds the machine limit, requiring a hand-pay from a slot attendant.

Jackpots won which do not exceed the lock-up limit may be paid out by an IVS/TITO ticket. These tickets
can be redeemed at the 1VS Ticket redemption machine, up to a value of $2,499.99. There is no record kept
of patrons redeeming IVS tickets at the machine. -

The majority of the jackpot disbursements were made in cash. While MANCINl would have the optlon of

requesting a Verified Win Cheque for any of his jackpots, only a small portlon of hIS jackpot jere paid out
by this method.

The cheq ue amounts ranged from alowof$2,040to a high of $1

5 Cheques were |ssued from seven of

JACKPOT DISBURSEMENT S VALUE | # OF JACKPOT
BY PAYMENT TYPE & DISBURSEMENTS
BY PAYMENT TYPE

® Cash ®Cheques

# of Disbursments ®Cash ®Cheques

Cash Cash: 812
$1,813,610 Cheques: 62
Cheques
$374,614

Cash $1,813,610 82.9% 812 92.9 %
Cheque $374,614 171 % 62 71%

Compliance Division
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Pll - FINTRAC

WAGERING PATTERNS

BCLC had requested gaming facility surveillance staff monitor MANCINI’s play after the October 5, 2015
incident in Chilliwack. On October 6, MANCINI attended the Cascades Casino in Langley The following are
excerpts from the iTrak Incident Report created to document the review:

Pll - FINTRAC

It should be noted that the companion.w'ift-‘h MANCINI d:;ithes'é date was not identified in iTrak.

SLOT MACHINE INFORMATIQN__

Concerns had initially beén‘raised around the pOSSlbllIty, given the volume and amount of jackpots won by
MANCINI, that the ma hine i ing‘had somehow been compromised. In order to investigate this
pOSSlbI]Ity, it was ne ry.to veterm e'if there was a pattern to the types of machines that he was

Pll - FINTRAC

Where possible, the slot machine specifications, including manufacture, game platform/theme and
denomination, were pulled from the BCLC rCasino database. Game denomination and return to player
percentage information was not available in the database for five machines at Cascades Kamloops.

Compliance Division
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Several consistent features were identified:

¢ MANCINI consistently played $1.00 denomination slot machines. With the exception of a jackpot
won on a $.01 machine, all other jackpots, where the machine denomination was identified, were
won on $1.00 machines.

e The average returnto player percentage on the identified machines was 96%.

¢ Allidentified machines were manufactured by IGT. These machines ran on 3 drfferent platforms with

18 different themes. Many of these machines are older machines and offer a free game/free spin
bonus.

e MANCINI would often play the same game themes across th,é differént fe"c’:i'li.t'ives he visited.
These machines were compared to the availability of other $1 00 machmes at the casinos MANCINI visited

to see if the reason he was choosing these types was because no other $1. 00 machines were available. A
listing of all $1.00 slot machines in play in the provrnce was: reQUested from BCLC.

The three platform types of IGT machines that MANCIN! was playlng comprlsed approximately 56% of all
$1.00 machines at the facilities he was visiting. With the exceptron of Chances Salmon Arm, where all $1.00
machines were one of the three types, all other sites had numerous $1.00 machines running on platforms
other than the type MANCINI was playmg % »-'

The listing of slot machines and thelr specrflcatlons was provrded to the GPEB Certification and Registration
Division for any feedback on the machmes ‘and : any consistencies which may indicate a reason as to why
MANCINI focused on these types It was oted that most of these machines are in a medium to high %RTP
at 96% however there is no: consisten wnth the jackpot hit frequency. Almost all of the machines have a
free spin/free game-bonus. No other parent issues with the machines were identified based on the
information avallable Thére was: nothlng\ldentrfled that stands out as pointing to a specific game theme or
platform that can be explorted

SPEND ANA[;YSIS )
GPEB Compllance and Certrftcatlon staff were asked to try and determine the amount of money that
MANCINI would have spent to generate the $2.2 million in jackpots. Determining the amount of money
spent by a slot player is inherently difficult as a patron’s buy-in activity is not tracked in the way that
disbursements are. If a patron is a member of the BC Encore slot rewards program then data would be
available to track their activity. BCLC has indicated that MANCINI was not a BC Encore member, nor was an
Encore card used during the sample of his play analyzed as noted below.

With the assistance of BCLC staff at the Cascades Casino in Langley, and through work previously conducted
by the GPEB technical investigator, it was determined that the SDS Validator Transaction Report and the

Compliance Division
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SDS Attendant Paid Jackpot Control Report, out of the Bally Gaming Management System (GMS), would
provide details on an individual’s slot machine activity.

The Validator Transaction Report contains the following information:

e Bills inserted into the machine

* Machine Pay Jackpots

e Hand Pay Jackpots

e VS Tickets inserted for play

e |VS Tickets printed for cash out

* [nsertion and Removal of BC Encore Card

In order to identify play by MANCINI, reports were requested for a :
Casino.

Pll - FINTRAC

when trying to identify when he sat down at the machine‘and:

be determined when MANCINI was not at a specif
used by another patron at a point before an

proceeds of crimes nformation analyzed as part of this review is intended to provide factual
information about hIS gameplay, payouts, and an attempt to determine his wagering patterns. The review
will also be used to: a) inform BCLC of our findings to help address any concern around risk in the area of
anonymous play, b) assess any reporting concerns to FINTRAC, and c) provide background information on
anonymous slot play to the Joint lllegal Gaming Investigation Team (JIGIT)

Compliance Division
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Key observations from the analysis are:

e As MANCINI did not use a BC Encore card during his game play an accurate and complete accounting
of the dollar value or denominations wagered during the review period could not be determined
(i.e. anonymous play).

e The majority of MANCINI's jackpots were paid out in cash. While MANCINI had the option of
receiving a cheque for his jackpots, he rarely used the option.

) PIl - FINTRAC

¢ MANCINI frequented multiple gambling facilities throughoh‘ffhe Ithrior and the Lower Mainland.

e MANCINI focused his play on a narrow selection of machmes He focused almost exclusively on
$1.00 denomination machines that allowed him to bet up to $90 per: spin, but appeared to focus on
a small subset of these machines available atf‘the gammg‘_fac;htles he frequented.

o Noissues were identified with the machines: MANCINI played Wthh could potentially indicate a
specific game theme or platform that could be explonted :

Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 9 of 9
COLUMBIA




This is EXHIBIT “42” referred to in 323
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this % , day of
March, 2021.

(@S o

A Commissioner for taking
Affidavits in British Columbia




GPEB4273.0001

)h:s dactiment i§ the propcrty of the Gaming: l’nlscy andd Bnforcement Branch (Complisnce Divisiony; [ is ccnﬁdenlmi and shnll n.ot he teleaséd
rdiscloged in vehole or parl without the permission ofithe Geueral Manager or-2 delegated sathotity. eSS

INTERNAL MEMO COLUMBIA

To: Len Meilleur, Executive Director, Compliance Division, GPEB

cC: Anna Fitzgerald, Director, Compliance Division, GPEB
Doug Mavyer, 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
Columbiz, 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 letter sent to SP
management this date) patron is not allowed to buy-in at 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
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.

Compliance Division
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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 5 and 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:

e Buy-ins with unsourced cash and/or use of unsourced orborrowed 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. However, prevention was hot always possible in
cases where there was only a suspician of chip passing due to players’ activities at the tables (passing
chips under the table) and in areas without surveillance cameras (washrooms).

Highlights from the analysisfound:

e 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 jssued 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. Ih each case, the players
gambled at levels below the LCT reporting threshold.

e 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.

s Compliance Division
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s On several occasions throughout the review period, players not mcluded in the d|rect|ve
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:

s 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
cards as the source of funds;™

s The players’ activities at the casino property was monitored;

o [ncident reports were completed in iTrak; when needed a review of surveillance footage was
conducted;

¢ Suspicious activities were investigated;

s Buy-in with unsourced cash or placing bets with unsourced chips were denied or the play was
stopped; and

e 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 Investigatars added their supplemental reports to all but two incident reports in iTrak involving
the players under the Directive,

M 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 an their behalf.

2 %,
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INTERNAL MEMO
BRITISH
COLUMBIA
ThisTisS EXHIBIT “43”
refgrred to in the affidavit of
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

Date: August 16, 2016 A Commissioner for taking

. . . Affidavits in British Columbia
Subject: COMM- 8604- River Rock “High Roller” Occu
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A review was conducted to undersrand th:

I Estate with 135 patrons and $53.1 M in buy-ins
was Busmess Owners with 86 patrons and $38.5M total buy-ins for the year
} #3 onstructton with 56 patrons and $33.8M in buy-ins
#4 Finance with 30 patrons and $19.6M in buy-ins
#5_;?\/Ianagement 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
e #8 Petroleum with 6 patrons and $6.1M in buy-ins
e #9 Restaurant (Owners and Management) with 21 patrons and $5.8M in buy-ins
e #10Mining 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.

Compliance Division
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Incident reports were reviewed to determine if occupation was a factor in the UFT reporting:

e 42 Housewives with buy-ins of S$50K 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. -

e 9 Students with buy-ins of $50K or more had 62 transactions, and were durectly i volved in

11 UFTs. :
e There were 62 patrons with buy-ins of $1M or more that had 1915 trans tll'ons, and were
directly involved in 611 UFTs and indirectly in an addltlonal 156 UFTs

These patrons do not always work alone. It is not unusual for‘-mu‘_l_yt»iple patrdns frOm different
occupational categories to be involved in a single suspicioustransaction. Whehn a transaction is
reported as an UFTin iTrak, one incident report is created and is assomated with all the patrons
involved in the suspicious transaction. :

The legitimacy of the 52 companies listed by thé tbp 62 patrons in their iTrak profiles were reviewed
and testing was found to be inconclusive. There were 43 compames with Chinese names. The names
of the companies given were the English approxumatlons of the Chinese characters (names) and are
inexact. We were unable to conclusively determine whether the companies exist or are large
enough to supportthe patrons’ buy—ms amounts :

CONCLUSION

Real Estate was the largest oc"éiibatior'\'al groub’;‘bc)th in terms of number of patrons and Total Buy-ins. The
most active of the high rollers did ‘h'dt try to avoid stating their occupation. Housewives and Students were
more significant than anticupated with 75 patrons with total buy-ins of $14.3 million identified as
Housewives, and 36 patmns and $2 3 million in buy-in identified as Students.

The most common reas n for UFTs were for large cash buy-ins and buy-ins with a large number of small
denommatlon bills. Pat Ons had UFTs attached to their SID# not only from direct suspicious activity on their
part but also to. being assoctated with other patrons engaged in suspicious activity. Occupation played a
seconvdary role in‘that the occupations listed could either not support the level of play or could not explain
the amount of small bills used.

Determiﬁ)i'n'g‘fthe‘lnegitimacy 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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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.

reportable transactlon and to quantify the number of reportable“

non rép” rtable fransactions in the
review period. '

Through these two reviews data was obtained on patrons buy ng in ‘River Rock high limit rooms. The
data consists of information related to these individ als’ oscupatlons, related companies, gaming
frequency, buy-in amounts, and unusual or suspicious nsactions ‘From this we are able to perform an
occupational based analysis of the patrons conductlngl rge buy—ms at the River Rock Casino.

OBIJECTIVE

The objective of this review is.i unde,x:stand he occupational breakdown of the “High Rollers” at River
Rock Casino and the correlatlon of their'stated/occupation with the amounts of their buy-ins and the
denominations used in cash buy-m 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. Aundemng’%‘g;cffi/ities. The report will comment on the following:

How many UFTs were reported involving the subject group and whether occupation was considered
in the reporting criteria of UFTs.

e 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.

e 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:

e Reviewing cash buy-in information and stratify according to occupation to |dent|fy S|gn|f|cant
occupational groups and any correlation with buy-in amounts.

e Analyzing iTrak incident reports related to unusual or suspicious financial transactlons and
determining if any relationships between UFT reports and occupatlon ex:st

e Researching companies online using various search methods 0 determlne thelr legitimacy and the
probable income levels. - : :

e Engaging in discussions (preliminary and throughout) wnth GPEB Ma nager of Intelligence Program
for additional insight and feedback. R

e Evaluating patterns or trends that emerge-and discussing 'th’ose internally where appropriate.

PART ONE — BASIC OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSIS

Information on the “High Rollers” buyins from:the Player tracking sheets was compiled. The information
included patron name, date of bifth""bosition company and buy-in information. The information was sorted
and ranked by total annual buy—ln amount The occupations were standardized into groups. For example
anyone in the real estaté:industry:was grouped into “Real Estate”; anyone affiliated with the construction
industry was put, into "Constructlori" 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 e "ployees 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.
“Hougewife” and V,_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
ould 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 ID # 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 Cash Buy-ins of $243 Million.
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Top 10 Occupations by Total Cash Buy-in

Total Cash Buy-Iin at Cage

$6,174,245 5:937,480_34,881,740

® Real Estate

B Business Owner

@ Construction
B Finance

B Management
® House Wife
& Importer
Petroleum
Restaurant

o & Mining

Top 10 Occupations by iTrak Subject ID#

Top 10 by Number of Subject IDs

B Real Estate

® Business Owner
@ Construction

B Finance

B Management
House Wife
Importer

& Petroleum

84 Restaurant

Mining

Notable findings include:
e 36 Students had total Buy-ins of $2.3Million.
e 75 House Wives had total buy-ins of $14.3 million.
e The highest annual buy-in by one patron in the “Not Stated” group was $70K.
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° The ”Not Stated group of 77 patrons mcluded patrons who dld not have a SID# assigned to them

For the complete listing see Appendix 1- All High Rollers

Top 10 Occupational Groups- $100K+

i et L h A, 23y

Business Owner

$4,868,740.00

Patrons with individual Cash Buy-Ins of a 'minimum of SlOOk‘;Were reviewed. This group includes 288
patrons with Total Cash Buy-ins of $231. M. Notable findings are:

e Atotal of 26 House Wives with total buy -ins 0f $12.89 M.

e Atotal of 5 Students with total buy-lns of $1 66 M.

e 2 Servers with total buy—ins of: $367K.

e 2 Office Clerks in the Other category has total buy-ins of $410K.
1 Food Servic

gr!ge( ln.the Ot‘tg_er Category has total buy-ins of $164K.

For the complete bre k_wd‘own of this group see Appendix 2- $100K Breakdown
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is,;z;'?- i)
A

S500K Buy-ins

s of $191M. Notable Findings are:
e 9 House Wives with total buy-ins of $8.75M.
e 1 Student with a total buy-in of $819K.
o 1 Chef with total buy-ins of $785K.
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Business Owner 10 $30,621,305.00

Finance

Doctor/Dentlst

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 $1IVI group had total buy-ins of $160 Million which is 65% of the total buy-ins of
the entire subject gro i wed At thls level the total numbers of substantiated Unusual Financial

Transactions were aIso

Notable Fmdlngs includt
¢ 3 Ho e Wives W|th Total Buy-ins of $4.79M.

In gei’ieral across 'a l:’Bu"\']-in levels, several significant occupation groups such as Real Estate, Construction,
and M;nmg reﬂect the general economy and could possibly support the levels of buy-ins made by the

,{are occupations, such as House Wife, Student and Server that are not typically able to

vel of cash buy-ins made by those patrons.

Compliance Division
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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 in
the UFT as associated with the transaction, but not the primary buy-in individual.

The total number of UFTs are as follows:

gs_‘-:.u
$30,621,305.00

Finance

Importer

House Wife

Restaurant

Factory Owner

Doctor/Dentist

wdual in the group than the actual occupation.
e 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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reporte The.on'ly'occupatlonavlnfactor is whether the occupatton can‘supp'ort the level of pIay 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 "Occupatlon does not
support buy-in / small bilis”. ;
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Unemployed

Teacher
Student
Server
Other(susp)
Chef/Cook
Ship Builder
Restaurant
Real Estate
Petroleum
Mining

Mine Owner
Management
Importer
House Wife
Finance
Factory Owner
Doctor/Dentist
Construction

Business Owner

T

20
Total UFT's

30

40

50

B Associations

B Buy-in Small

& LCBI

B Chip/Currancy Pass

& Bundles not Bank

® Occupation does

8 Unsourced cash

PG0492.0011

Denomination

Standard

not support buy-in/
small bills

The UFTs for particularly suspicious occupations were also reviewed. Information on patrons with buy-ins of

$50K or more were included in this analysis.
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“Occupations o Transactlons :
Subject
IDs -

Chef/Cook 6 $1,108,630.00 39 11 6
House Wife 40 $13,849,275.00 495 87 39
Other (susp) 10 $2,351,645.00 90 13 710
Server 4 $395,020.00 15 1., 453
Student $1,934,870.00 62 11 9
Teacher $506,000.00 18 5 1
Unemployed $58,000.00 3 T a2
GrandTotal | 71 '$20,203,440.00 722 1300 70

A notable finding is that UFTs arising from associations with other known patrons were more prevalent with
Housewives than any other occupation reviewed. There weré: multlple mc:dences 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 conflrmed

There were some incidents that highlight some:of the overaII concerns with particular occupations. The

following are examples of such incident reports (names have been substituted with their SID#):

Pll - FINTRAC

BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Compliance Division
Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch

Page 12 of 17




PG0492.0013

PART THREE — COM PANMNAL\(SI

P wded’vby the $1 million patrons was conducted to determine the
legitimacy of the busmess and its ability to generate income (if an owner) or pay enough in salary to

based and the‘_ ames prowded to the gaming facility were the Enghsh approximations, not the actual
Chinese: name’ :proper cgaracters. This made finding the exact company extremely difficult.

An Aaﬂitor familiar with Chinese language and characters assisted in the search.

The patron-'s_-‘-,ﬁull"'?ﬁame, 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

= Compliance Division
BRITISH Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch Page 13 of 17
COLUMBIA
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converting Pinyin back to actual Chinese characters is that a same pronunciation can have many Chinese
Characters.
lllustration of one Pinyin and the list of Chinese Characters that we can select from:
For example: Beijing Chang Pharmaceutical
The Pinyin “Chang” can be converted to the following individual Chinese characters

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 Iookmg for without additional information
such as address, city or location, which is not provided to the gamlng facilities. }

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 statlng the|r occupation. Housewives and Students were
more significant than anticipated Wlth“r75 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"éCross bccupation lines. The most common reasons for UFTs
were large cash buy-ins, buy-in wnth large number of small denomination bills, not bundled in a manner
that would come from a recogmzed ‘bank and chip passing- similar to what has been previously report in
past reviews. Patronsha Ts attached to their SID# not only from direct suspicious activity on their part
but also to bemg associat other patrons engaged in suspicious activity. Occupation played a
secondary role in th“",_ he occupatuons listed could either not support the level of play or could not explain
the amount £ small bi gsed .This reasoning was consistent across occupational lines.

Assouatlons Wlth other patrons resulted in UFTs being linked to other patrons and seemed most prevalent
with the House lees group, possibly due to spousal connections.

Detemﬁiﬁi(qg __»..l’égitimacy 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:

Compliance Division
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA



PG0492.0015

Marketing $314,350.00 $104,783.33 15
Compliance Division
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Appendix 2- $100K Breakdown

BRITISH
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$5,000.00

$5,000.00 |,

$243,427,401.00 |

$304,440.50 |

d.

T ol

Business Owner

$1,032,371.81

B

$1,074,790.00

$495,962.88

$1,217,891.00

$811,456.67

'$986,718.33

Mine'Owner

$2,526,990.00

Manufacturing

$236,456.67

Pharmaceuticals

$1,759,840.00

$392,906.67

Engineer

héhef/Cook

'$1,041,530.00
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This is EXHIBIT “44” referred to in
the affidavit of ANNA FITZGERALD 344
affirmed before me in Burnaby,
British Columbia this .2 , day of
March, 2021.

COACA

A Commissioner for taking
Affidavits in British Columbia
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This document is the property of the Gaming Policy and Enforcement Branch (Compliance Division), It is contidential and shall not be
released or disclosed in whole or part without the permission of the General Manager or a delegated authority.

BRITISH
COLUMBIA
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:
e Develop an understanding of the types of indicators that exist for suspicious slot play.
e |dentify and evaluate the controls in place to mitigate the risk of money laundering through
slot and IVS machines.
e Build a profile and identify patterns of play for the top ten slot machine patrons.

The results of the review found:

e While BCLC has automated controls in place to detect suspicious slot play, they may not be
utilized to their full potential.

e 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.

e No significant indicators of suspicious activity were identified during the review of the play of
the top ten slot players.

e Anonymous play, or play without a player rewards card continues to be an issue. While the
vast majority of high volume players possess and use a BC Encore player rewards card, it was

™,
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