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Section I:
Gaming in Indian Country

State of Arizona – Arizona Indian Tribes
Gaming Compact (excerpts)
SECTION 8. CIVIL AND CRIMINAL JURISDICTION
Nothing in this Compact is intended to change, revise or modify the civil and criminal jurisdiction of the Tribe or
of the State. Nothing contained herein shall be deemed to modify or limit existing federal jurisdiction over Indians
and the Gaming Operations authorized under this Compact.

SECTION 13. PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY AND WELFARE
…
(e) Law Enforcement. The Tribe shall implement a written law enforcement services plan that provides a
comprehensive and effective means to address criminal and undesirable activity at the Gaming Facilities. This
plan shall provide that sufficient law enforcement resources are available twenty-four hours a day seven days per
week to protect the public health, safety, and welfare at the Gaming Facilities. The Tribe and the State shall
investigate violations of State gambling statutes and other criminal activities at the Gaming Facilities. To
accommodate investigations and intelligence sharing, the Tribe will provide that a police officer holding current
Arizona police officer standards and training certification is employed by the Gaming Facility Operator, the Tribal
Gaming Office, or the Tribal Police Department, and assigned to handle gaming-related matters when they arise.
Intelligence liaisons will be established at the Tribal Police Department or Tribal Gaming Office and also at the
State Gaming Agency. There will be federal, Tribal, and State cooperation in task force investigations. The State
Gaming Agency’s intelligence unit will gather, coordinate, centralize, and disseminate accurate and current
intelligence information pertaining to criminal and undesirable activity that may threaten patrons, employees, or
assets of the gaming industry. The State and the Tribe will coordinate the use of resources, authority, and
personnel of the State and the Tribe for the shared goal of preventing and prosecuting criminal or undesirable
activity by players, employees, or businesses in connection with tribal Gaming Facilities. Violations of State
criminal gambling statutes on tribal lands may be prosecuted as federal crimes in federal court.

App.C
Section II.F.2(a): The Security Department shall prepare a legible report regarding each incident observed by or
reported to a Security Department employee…involving an unusual occurrence, including, but not limited to…
criminal conduct or suspected criminal conduct;

Section II:
Criminal Jurisdiction in Indian Country

General Guide to Criminal Jurisdiction in Indian Country
Jurisdiction: Jurisdiction can be defined as the power or authority of a court over a particular person, area, or
subject matter.
Criminal Jurisdiction: In a criminal case, jurisdiction is the power or authority of the court to try and to punish
the accused for any violation of a government’s penal (or criminal) code.
How Does a Criminal Action Differ from a Civil Action: Criminal actions generally differ from civil actions in
at least two important ways. First, the government itself generally brings criminal actions to protect the public
interest or the community as a whole whereas civil actions are generally brought by one private party against
another private party. Second, the available sanctions in a criminal action include imprisonment whereas
imprisonment is not available as a remedy in civil actions (except for the court’s contempt power). It is important
to note, however, that these distinctions between criminal and civil actions have been developed from AngloAmerican law and did not necessarily exist in traditional Native justice systems.
What is Indian Country: The definition of Indian Country is set forth by federal law (18 U.S.C. § 1151) as
follows:
(a) all land within the limits of any Indian reservation under the jurisdiction of the United States
Government, notwithstanding the issuance of any patent, and, including rights-of-way running
through the reservation, (b) all dependent Indian communities within the borders of the United
States whether within the original or subsequently acquired territory thereof, and whether within
or without the limits of a State, and (c) all Indian allotments, the Indian titles to which have not
been extinguished, including rights-of-way running through the same.
Tribal, Federal, and State Jurisdiction
Criminal Jurisdiction
General Scope of Criminal Jurisdiction in Indian Country*
Type of Crime
"Major" Crime (as defined by
All Other Crimes
Major Crime Acts)
Indian perpetrator, Federal (under Major Crimes Act) & Tribal jurisdiction
Indian victim
Tribal jurisdiction
Indian perpetrator, Federal (under Major Crimes Act) & Federal (under General Crimes Act) & Tribal
Non-Indian victim Tribal jurisdiction
jurisdiction
Non-Indian
Federal (under General Crimes Act)
Federal (under General Crimes Act) jurisdiction
perpetrator,
jurisdiction
Indian victim
Non-Indian
State jurisdiction
State jurisdiction
perpetrator,
Non-Indian victim
* Please note that this general criminal jurisdiction chart does not apply to jurisdiction where Public Law 280, 18
U.S.C. 1162, or other relevant federal statutes, have conferred jurisdiction upon the state.
Inherent Sovereign Authority: Indian tribes - as sovereign nations - historically have inherent jurisdictional
power over everything occurring within their territory. Tribal courts are courts of general jurisdiction which
continue to have broad criminal jurisdiction. Any analysis of tribal criminal jurisdiction should begin with this
sovereign authority and determine whether there has been any way in which this broad sovereign authority had
been reduced (see below).
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Federal or State Concurrent Jurisdiction: Congress has granted limited jurisdictional authority to the federal
courts (under the General Crimes Act and the Major Crimes Act) and to state courts (under Public Law 280). It is
important, however, to note that tribal courts maintain concurrent (or joint) criminal jurisdiction.
Criminal Jurisdiction over Non-Indians: Tribal courts no longer have criminal jurisdiction over non-Indians,
unless Congress delegates such power to them. Oliphant v. Suquamish Indian Tribe, 435 U.S. 191 (1978).
Criminal Jurisdiction over Non-Member Indians: The Supreme Court ruled that tribal courts did not have
criminal jurisdiction over non-member Indians. Duro v. Reina, 495 U.S. 676 (1990). Congress, however,
overturned this decision and restored tribal court criminal jurisdiction over non-member Indians by adding the
following language to the definition of “powers of self-government” in the Indian Civil Rights Act (25 U.S.C. §
1301) - “means the inherent power of Indian tribes, hereby recognized and affirmed, to exercise criminal
jurisdiction over all Indians” (Public Law 102-137).
Sentencing Limitation: The Indian Civil Rights Act ((25 U.S.C. § 1301 (Definitions); § 1302 (Constitutional
rights); § 1303 (Habeas corpus)) provides that tribal courts cannot “impose for conviction of any one offense any
penalty or punishment greater than imprisonment for a term of one year or a fine of $5,000 or both.”
Charging Defendant in both Federal and Tribal Court is NOT a violation of Double Jeopardy: The U.S.
Supreme Court has held that the source of the power to punish offenders is an inherent part of tribal sovereignty
and not a grant of federal power. Consequently, when two prosecutions are by separate sovereigns, (e.g. the
Navajo Nation and the United States), the subsequent federal prosecution does not violate the defendant’s right
against double jeopardy. United States v. Wheeler, 435 U.S. 313 (1978).
Federal Criminal Jurisdiction
Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction (that is, they cannot hear all cases - there must be specific
constitutional or statutory authority in order to bring a case in federal court). Congress has granted criminal
jurisdiction in Indian country to the federal courts in certain circumstances, including the following:
General Crimes Act (18 U.S.C.§ 1152): This federal statue (enacted in 1817 and set forth below) provides that
the federal courts have jurisdiction over interracial crimes committed in Indian country as set forth below:
Except as otherwise expressly provided by law, the general laws of the United States as to the punishment of
offenses committed in any place within the sole and exclusive jurisdiction of the United States, except in the
District of Columbia, shall extend to the Indian Country.
This section shall not extend to offenses committed by one Indian against the person or property of another
Indian, nor to any Indian committing any offense in the Indian Country who has been punished by the local law of
the tribe, or to any case where, by treaty stipulations, the exclusive jurisdiction over such offenses is or may be
secured to the Indian tribes respectively.
Major Crimes Act (18 U.S.C. § 1153): The Major Crimes Act (enacted following the U.S. Supreme Court’s
1883 Ex Parte Crow Dog decision) provides for federal criminal jurisdiction over seven major crimes when
committed by Indians in Indian country. Over time, the original seven offenses have been increased to sixteen
offenses currently.
State Criminal Jurisdiction
The states generally do not have jurisdiction over crimes occurring in Indian Country with three exceptions set
forth below:
Public Law 280 (18 U.S.C. § 1162): Congress in 1953 authorized states to exercise jurisdiction over offenses by
or against Indians. Public Law 280 provided for broad state concurrent criminal jurisdiction on those states and
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reservations impacted by Public law 280 (both mandatory states and those states which opted to assume PL280
jurisdiction).
Other Federal Acts conferring State Jurisdiction: Some tribes have been affected by federal legislation in
which states have received a federal mandate to exercise jurisdiction outside of Public Law 280, e.g., through
state-wide enactments, restoration acts, or land claims settlement acts.
Non-Indian v. Non-Indian Crimes: The U.S. Supreme Court ruled in United States v. McBratney, 104 U.S. 621
(1881), and Draper v. United States, 164 U.S. 240 (1896), that state courts have jurisdiction to punish wholly nonIndian crimes in Indian country.
Criminal Actions May Need to Be Treated as Civil Actions in Certain Circumstances
Please note that actions which might be treated as a criminal action in federal or state court may need to be treated
as civil actions in tribal courts. This may be due to many factors, including legal jurisdictional limitations (such as
the lack of tribal jurisdiction over non-Indians), practical jurisdictional limitations (such as Public Law 280), and
resource limitations. Consequently, victims of crime in Indian Country and their advocates may need to research
victims’ rights in civil procedures to a much greater extent than would be needed in federal and state courts.
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Title 25, Ch.15, Sub.Ch.1
25 USC § 1302. Constitutional rights
No Indian tribe in exercising powers of self-government shall—
(1) make or enforce any law prohibiting the free exercise of religion, or abridging the freedom of
speech, or of the press, or the right of the people peaceably to assemble and to petition for a
redress of grievances;
(2) violate the right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects against
unreasonable search and seizures, nor issue warrants, but upon probable cause, supported by oath
or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched and the person or thing to be
seized;
(3) subject any person for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy;
(4) compel any person in any criminal case to be a witness against himself;
(5) take any private property for a public use without just compensation;
(6) deny to any person in a criminal proceeding the right to a speedy and public trial, to be
informed of the nature and cause of the accusation, to be confronted with the witnesses against
him, to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and at his own expense to
have the assistance of counsel for his defense;
(7) require excessive bail, impose excessive fines, inflict cruel and unusual punishments, and in
no event impose for conviction of any one offense any penalty or punishment greater than
imprisonment for a term of one year and [1] a fine of $5,000, or both;
(8) deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of its laws or deprive any
person of liberty or property without due process of law;
(9) pass any bill of attainder or ex post facto law; or
(10) deny to any person accused of an offense punishable by imprisonment the right, upon
request, to a trial by jury of not less than six persons.

U.S. Supreme Court
U.S. v. MCBRATNEY, 104 U.S. 621 (1881)
104 U.S. 621 104 U.S. 621
UNITED STATES
v.
MCBRATNEY.
October Term, 1881
CERTIFICATE of division of opinion from the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of Colorado.
The facts are stated in the opinion of the court.
The Solicitor-General for the United States.
Mr. Thomas G. Putnam, contra.
MR. JUSTICE GRAY delivered the opinion of the court.
The defendant, having been indicted and convicted, in the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of
Colorado, of the murder of Thomas Casey, within the boundaries of the Ute Reservation in that district, moved in
arrest of judgment for want of jurisdiction of the court. The indictment does not allege that either the accused or
the deceased was an Indian. The certificate of division, upon which the case has been brought to this court, states
that at the trial it appeared that both were white men, and that the murder was committed in the district of
Colorado, within the Ute Reservation, the said Ute Reservation lying wholly within the exterior limits of the State
of Colorado; and that, upon the motion in arrest of judgment coming on to be heard before Mr. Justice Miller and
Judge Hallett, their opinions were opposed upon this u estion: 'Whether the Circuit Court of the United States
sitting in and for the district of Colorado has jurisdiction of the crime of murder, committed by a white man upon
a white man, within the Ute Reservation in said district, and within the geographical limits of the State of
Colorado.'
The Circuit Courts of the United States have jurisdiction of the crime of murder committed in any 'place or district
of country under the exclusive jurisdiction of the United States;' and, except where special provision is made, 'the
general laws of the United States as to the punishment of crimes committed in any place within the sole and
exclusive jurisdiction of the [104 U.S. 621, 622] United States, except the District of Columbia, shall extend to
the Indian country.' Rev. Stat., sect. 629, cl. 20, sect. 2145, sect. 5339, cl. 1.
By the second article of the treaty between the United States and the Ute Indians, of March 2, 1868, the United
States agreed that a certain district of country therein described should be set apart for the absolute and
undisturbed use and occupation of the Indians therein named, and of such other friendly tribes or individual
Indians as from time to time they might be willing, with the consent of the United States, to admit among them;
and that no persons, except those therein authorized so to do, and except such officers, agents, and employees of
the government as might be authorized to enter upon Indian reservations in discharge of duties enjoined by law,
should ever be permitted to pass over, settle upon, or reside in the territory so described, except as otherwise
provided in the treaty. The sixth article provided that, 'if bad men among the whites or among other people,
subject to the authority of the United States, shall commit any wrong upon the person or property of the Indians,'
the United States, upon proof made to the agent, and forwarded to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, would
proceed at once to cause the offender to be arrested and punished according to the laws of the United States, and
'if bad men among the Indians shall commit a wrong or depredation upon the person or property of any one,
white, black, or Indian, subject to the authority of the United States and at peace therewith, the tribes herein
named solemnly agree that they will, on proof made to their agent, and notice to him, deliver up the wrong-doer to
the United States, to be tried and punished according to its laws.' By the seventh article, 'the President may at any
time order a survey of the reservation, and, when so surveyed, Congress shall provide for protecting the rights of

such Indian settlers in their improvements, and may fix the character of the title held by each;' and 'the United
States may pass such laws on the subject of alienation and descent of property, and on all subjects connected with
the government of the Indians on said reservation and the internal police thereof, as may be thought proper.' 15
Stat. 619-621. [104 U.S. 621, 623] By the first section of the act of Congress of Feb. 28, 1861, c. 59, to provide a
temporary government for the Territory of Colorado, all territory which, by treaty with any Indian tribe, was not,
without its consent, to be included within the territorial limits or jurisdiction of any State of Territory, was
excepted out of the boundaries and constituted no part of the Territory of Colorado; and by the sixteenth section,
'the Constitution and all laws of the United States which are not locally inapplicable shall have the same force and
effect within the said Territory of Colorado as elsewhere within the United States.' 12 Stat. 172, 176. If this
provision of the First section had remained in force after Colorado became a State, this indictment might
doubtless have been maintained in the Circuit Court of the United States. United States v. Rogers, 4 How. 567;
Bates v. Clark, 95 U.S. 204 ; United States v. Ward, 1 Woolw. 17, 21.
But the act of Congress of March 3, 1875, c. 139, for the admission of Colorado into the Union, authorized the
inhabitants of the Territory 'to o rm for themselves out of said Territory a State government, with the name of the
State of Colorado; which State, when formed, shall be admitted into the Union upon an equal footing with the
original States in all respects whatsoever;' and the act contains no exception of the Ute Reservation, or of
jurisdiction over it. 18 Stat., pt. 3, p. 474. The provision of section one of the subsequent act of June 26, 1876, c.
147 ( 19 Stat. 61), that upon the admission of the State of Colorado into the Union 'the laws of the United States,
not locally inapplicable, shall have the same force and effect within the State as elsewhere within the United
States,' does not create any such exception. Such a provision has a less extensive effect within the limits of one of
the States of the Union than in one of the Territories of which the United States have sole and exclusive
jurisdiction.
The act of March 3, 1875, necessarily repeals the provisions of any prior statute, or of any existing treaty, which
are clearly inconsistent therewith. The Cherokee Tobacco, 11 Wall. 616. Whenever, upon the admission of a State
into the Union, Congress has intended to except out of it an Indian reservation, or the sole and exclusive
jurisdiction over that reservation, [104 U.S. 621, 624] it has done so by express words. The Kansas Indians, 5
Wall. 737; United States v. Ward, supra. The State of Colorado, by its admission into the Union by Congress,
upon an equal footing with the original States in all respects whatever, without any such exception as had been
made in the treaty with the Ute Indians and in the act establishing a territorial government, has acquired criminal
jurisdiction over its own citizens and other white persons throughout the whole of the territory within its limits,
including the Ute Reservation, and that reservation is no longer within the sole and exclusive jurisdiction of the
United States. The courts of the United States have, therefore, no jurisdiction to punish crimes within that
reservation, unless so far as may be necessary to carry out such provisions of the treaty with the Ute Indians as
remain in force. But that treaty contains no stipulation for the punishment of offences committed by white men
against white men. It follows that the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of Colorado has no
jurisdiction of this indictment, but, according to the practice heretofore adopted in like cases, should deliver up
the prisoner to the authorities of the State of Colorado to be dealt with according to law. United States v. Cisna, 1
McLean, 254, 265; Coleman v. Tennessee, 97 U.S. 509 , 519.
The record before us presents no question under the provisions of the treaty as to the punishment of crimes
committed by or against Indians, the protection of the Indians in their improvements, or the regulation by
Congress of the alienation and descent of property and the government and internal police of the Indians. The
single question that we do or can decide in this case is that stated in the certificate of division of opinion, namely,
whether the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of Colorado has jurisdiction of the crime of murder
committed by a white man upon a white man within the Ute Reservation, and within the limits of the State of
Colorado; and, for the reasons above given, that question must be
Answered in the negative.

Section III:
Criminal Activity in the
Context of Indian Gaming
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18 U.S.C.A
A. § 1167

Effective: [See Text Ameendments]
United Staates Code Anno
otated Currentnness
Title 18. Crimes and Criminal
C
Proceddure (Refs & Annos)
A
Refs & Annos)
Paart I. Crimes (R
C
Chapter
53. In
ndians (Refs & Annos)
§ 1167. Thefft from gamingg establishments on Indian lands
(a) Whoevver abstracts, pu
urloins, willfully misapplies, or takes and caarries away witth intent to steaal, any money, funds,
or other prooperty of a valu
ue of $1,000 orr less belongingg to an establishhment operatedd by or for or liicensed by an Indian
I
tribe pursuuant to an ordiinance or resollution approveed by the Natioonal Indian Gaming
G
Commiission shall bee fined
under this title or be imprrisoned for nott more than onee year, or both.
(b) Whoevver abstracts, pu
urloins, willfullly misapplies, or takes and caarries away witth intent to steaal, any money, funds,
or other prooperty of a valu
ue in excess off $1,000 belongging to a gaminng establishmeent operated by or for or licensed by
an Indian tribe pursuant to an ordinance or resolution approved by thhe National In
ndian Gaming Commission
C
shhall be
b
fined under this title, or imprisoned for not more than ten years, or both.
§ 1168. Thefft by officers or
o employees of
o gaming estaablishments on
n Indian landss
(a) Whoevver, being an officer, employyee, or individuual licensee of a gaming estaablishment operated by or forr or licensed by an Indian trib
be pursuant to an ordinance or resolution approved
a
by thhe National In
ndian Gaming Commbezzles, absttracts, purloins, willfully misapplies, or takes and carries away with inteent to steal, anny momission, em
neys, funds, assets, or oth
her property off such establishhment of a vallue of $1,000 or
o less shall be fined not morre than
o imprisoned not
n more than five years, or both;
b
$250,000 or
(b) Whoevver, being an officer,
o
employyee, or individdual licensee of
o a gaming esstablishment opperated by or for or
licensed byy an Indian triibe pursuant too an ordinancee or resolution approved by the
t National In
ndian Gaming Commission, em
mbezzles, absttracts, purloins, willfully misapplies, or takes and carries away with inteent to steal, anny moneys, fundss, assets, or oth
her property off such establishhment of a valuue in excess of $1,000
$
shall bee fined not morre than
$1,000,0000 or imprisoned
d for not more than twenty yeears, or both.
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Office of the United States Attorney
District of Arizona

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Thursday, March 20, 2008

For Information Contact Public Affairs
SANDY RAYNOR
Telephone: (602) 514-7625
Cell: (602) 525-2681

PHOENIX WOMAN PLEADS GUILTY TO THEFT OF $10,000
FROM LOCAL CASINO
PHOENIX- Shirley Cota Santillano, 49, of Phoenix, pleaded guilty on Monday, March 17,
2008, to Theft by an Officer or Employee of a Gaming Establishment in federal district court in
Phoenix.
Shirley Santillano was charged with Theft by an Officer or Employee of a Gaming
Establishment after a variance of $10,000 was discovered on April 17, 2007 at the Vee Quiva Casino
in Laveen, Ariz. where she worked as a cashier. The theft was discovered by a casino cage manager
during an audit and was confirmed by review of video surveillance by the Gila River Tribal Gaming
Office. The review of surveillance tapes showed suspicious activity on the part of Santillano, including
placing a bundle of bills down her jumpsuit. After an investigation by the tribal gaming investigators,
it was determined that nearly $10,000 was missing from the casino and that it had been taken by
Santillano.
Sentencing is set before Judge Mary H. Murguia on June 2, 2008 at 1:30 p.m. A conviction
for Theft by an Officer or Employee of a Gaming Establishment carries a maximum penalty of 20
years in federal prison, a $ 1,000,000 fine or both. In determining an actual sentence, Judge Murguia
will consult the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines, which provide appropriate sentencing ranges. The judge,
however, is not bound by those guidelines in determining a sentence.
The investigation in this case was conducted by the Gila River Tribal Gaming Office and
the Gila River Police Department. The prosecution is being handled by Mark Brnovich, Assistant U.S.
Attorney, District of Arizona, Phoenix. Brnovich is assigned to prosecute casino related crime in the
District of Arizona.
CASE NUMBER:
RELEASE NUMBER:

CR-07-1220
2008-065(Santillano)
###
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Office of the United States Attorney
District of Arizona

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Thursday, March 20, 2008

For Information Contact Public Affairs
SANDY RAYNOR
Telephone: (602) 514-7625
Cell: (602) 525-2681

ANOTHER CASINO WORKER PLEADS GUILTY TO STEALING
FROM LOCAL CASINO
PHOENIX - Jason Carter Beal, 31, of Phoenix, pleaded guilty to Theft by an Officer or
Employee of a Gaming Establishment in federal district court today. His co-defendant Fernando
Lechuga, 25, also of Phoenix, pleaded guilty to the same charge on March 4, 2008.
On November 24, 2006, Slot Assistant Supervisor Jason Carter Beal and Slot Attendant
Fernando Lechuga falsified two jackpot tickets totaling $9,400 at the Vee Quiva Casino in Laveen, Ariz.
The crime was discovered during a revenue audit on November 26, 2006 and a review of surveillance
tapes by the Gila River Tribal Gaming Office confirmed that no jackpots had occurred on the machines
in question.
Sentencing for both Beal and Lechuga is set before Judge James A. Teilborg on May 19,
2008. A conviction for Theft by an Officer or Employee of a Gaming Establishment carries a maximum
penalty of 20 years in federal prison, a $ 1,000,000 fine or both. In determining an actual sentence,
Judge Teilborg will consult the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines, which provide appropriate sentencing
ranges. The judge, however, is not bound by those guidelines in determining a sentence.
The investigation in this case was conducted by the Gila River Tribal Gaming Office, the Gila
River Police Department and FBI. The prosecution is being handled by Mark Brnovich, Assistant U.S.
Attorney, District of Arizona, Phoenix. Brnovich is assigned to prosecute casino related crime in the
District of Arizona.
CASE NUMBER:
RELEASE NUMBER:

CR-07-1221-001-JAT
2008-066(Beal & Lechuga)
###
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Office of the United States Attorney
District of Arizona

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Wednesday, October 8, 2008

For Information Contact Public Affairs
SANDY RAYNOR
Telephone: (602) 514-7625
Cell: (602) 525-2681

PHOENIX MAN INDICTED FOR MAKING U.S. CURRENCY AT
ARIZONA CASINO
PHOENIX - A federal grand jury in Phoenix returned a 2-count indictment today against
John Tibor Vigh, 36, of Phoenix, for allegedly making and possessing counterfeit U.S. currency in a
hotel room at Harrah’s Ak-Chin Hotel and Casino in Maricopa, Ariz. Vigh will receive a summons
to make an initial appearance in federal court.
According to the indictment, which charges Vigh with Making and Possessing Counterfeit
Obligations, the defendant made and possessed counterfeit currency on April 23, 2008. Hotel security
officials discovered the materials used to make the counterfeit currency and the fraudulent bills in
Vigh’s casino hotel room after he overstayed his checkout time. Vigh had ink on his hands and ink
was visible on the bed sheets, a pillow case and a towel in the room.
During a search of the defendant’s belongings additional counterfeit currency, paper scraps
and a printer were discovered. The search warrant also contained information about a prior contact
between Vigh and authorities at the Fort McDowell Casino in Fountain Hills, Ariz. where he had
previously been questioned about possessing counterfeit currency.
An indictment is simply the method by which a person is charged with criminal activity and
raises no inference of guilt. An individual is presumed innocent until competent evidence is presented
to a jury that establishes guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.
A conviction for Making Counterfeit Obligations (currency) and Uttering (Possession) of
Counterfeit Obligations (currency) each carry a maximum penalty of 20 years in federal prison, a
$250,000 fine or both. In determining an actual sentence, the assigned federal judge will consult the
U.S. Sentencing Guidelines, which provide appropriate sentencing ranges. The judge, however, is not
bound by those guidelines in determining a sentence.
The investigation preceding the indictment was conducted by the Ak-Chin Police
Department, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the U.S. Secret Service. The prosecution is being
handled by Mark Brnovich, Assistant U.S. Attorney, District of Arizona, Phoenix.
CASE NUMBER:
RELEASE NUMBER:

CR-08-1182-PHX
2008-268(Vigh)
###
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http://www.eastvalleytribune.com/index.php?sty=76649
By Gary Grado
Tribune
October 16, 2006
Not only is a group of men charged in the theft of $2 million cash from an armored truck at an East Valley casino, but they
could also be accused of stealing from some Hollywood scripts.
An FBI search warrant affidavit and federal indictment records provide new details of the July 21 attempted robbery of
Casino Arizona at Talking Stick that some movie buffs might find familiar.
A manhole cover that wouldn?t budge ended the robbery almost before it began. But Ismar Kabaklic, Adnan Alisic, Bakir
Mujkic and Daniel Mujkic had ladders, ropes and an all-terrain vehicle in place for an underground getaway through the
sewer, according to court documents.
"The more elaborate the plot, the faster it can unravel," said Alan Zajic, a Las Vegas-based expert on casino security.
Zajic called the intricate planning of a casino heist "The Ocean's Eleven syndrome," saying that casinos are some of the
riskiest places to rob.
"Ocean's Eleven" is a 2001 film starring George Clooney - actually a remake of an earlier Frank Sinatra "Rat Pack" epic - in
which he plays a compulsive thief who enlists a group of villains to use their special talents and genius to pluck a fortune
from the vault of a Las Vegas casino.
Zajic said casinos have hundreds and maybe thousands of surveillance cameras inside and out, many levels of physical
security and hundreds of customers and employees who are all potential witnesses.
In "Ocean's Eleven," Clooney's character chooses a casino owned by a rival.
Alisic told the FBI that he and Kabaklic chose Casino Arizona on the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community because
they had lost a lot of money gambling there and came up with the plan for revenge.
Kabaklic, on probation for assaulting an ex-girlfriend, had asked Judge Warren Granville of Maricopa County Superior Court
two days before the robbery if he could leave the country to visit his ailing father in Bosnia.
"Right now, I'm in the process of getting money for plane tickets," Kabaklic wrote to the judge.
Alisic told the FBI his group planned the heist for two weeks.
The indictment, which charges the men with conspiracy, interference with commerce by threats, violence and robbery and
use of a firearm in a crime of violence, outlines each step of the planned caper.
Alisic made fake manhole covers, so they would be lighter and easier to lift, and then switched them with two others the day
before the robbery.
The men also placed ladders and ropes in the manholes and parked an ATV in the sewer system so they could race the money
from one manhole to the other.
The gear Kabaklic and Alisic assembled beforehand included blue coveralls, gas masks, pepper spray and bear attack
deterrent, smoke grenades, cell phones and twoway radios, a 9-millimeter handgun and a plastic pellet gun that resembled a
Kalashnikov assault rifle.
They also cut holes in the floorboards of two vans for access to the manhole covers, a trick Steve McQueen pulled in his
antihero role of a bank robber in the 1972 film "The Getaway."

The men rented a room at the Scottsdale Plaza Hotel the day before the attempted robbery to go over their plan, and even
conducted a dry run.
Bakir Mujkic and Daniel Mujkic parked a white van across the street from the casino and then got into a Lexus to watch the
robbery.
Kabaklic and Alisic rammed their green van into the armored car, jumped out with the pellet gun and sprayed one of the
armored car guards with pepper spray.
They grabbed bags of money and fled to the first manhole cover and set off the smoke grenade, but they couldn't raise the
manhole cover, so they fled and abandoned the van at 7555 E. Osborn Road.
Scottsdale police nabbed Kabaklic as he tried to get away with a bag of money. The others were tracked down and arrested
later.

