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VOLUME TWO
PART 1: PRE-BOMBING

CHAPTER I: WHAT WAS KNOWN ABOUT THE THREAT?

1.0 Introduction

The first issue in the Commission’s mandate’ is to decide whether there were“...
deficiencies in the assessment by Canadian government officials of the potential
threat posed by Sikh terrorism before or after 1985."2 The first question is: were
there intelligence failures prior to June 22, 1985?

In answering this question it is important to look at all the stages of threat
assessment, commencing with the development of intelligence.

There are four phases in the intelligence cycle: tasking, collection, analysis and
distribution. A significant failure in any of these will lead to what is called an
intelligence failure.?

To help answer the question of what took place during the pre-bombing period
(events prior to June 22, 1985), the Commission has focused on a series of
“critical incidents” - real, but singularly dramatic, episodes that serve to illustrate
gaps that occurred in the recognition of responsibility, the development of an
intelligence plan, the assignment of resources and the recognition, handling,
assessment and dissemination of information.

A word of caution is required. Hindsight always makes it easier to notice gaps,
identify errors and point out failures. The reader is urged to digest the details
of the following events. Each description may contain clues about the ways in
which systems, structures and individual actions could have triggered a better
or different response to pieces of information that arose in various contexts.

In the critical incidents that follow, a series of seemingly unrelated clues appear
that may fit together to solve a puzzle. At the time these events took place,
there was no awareness that such a puzzle existed. Thus, the Commission has a
retrospective advantage.

The puzzle pieces take the form of possible leads, tips and warnings: some
coming from human informants, some coming from intercepted conversations,

1 Adapted from Remarks by Mark Freiman, Lead Commission Counsel, Transcript vol. 20, April 30, 2007,
pp. 1867-1870.

2 Terms of Reference, P.C. 2006-293, para. b(i).

3 Testimony of Wesley Wark, vol. 16, March 5, 2007, pp. 1442-1443.
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others coming from the intelligence community in other countries, still others
coming from direct observation by domestic security and intelligence personnel.
The pieces provide evidence of what the Canadian security and intelligence
community were looking for, what they thought they knew, what they believed
they did not know and how they planned to fill in information gaps.

These critical incidents are presented as a series of episodes, each illustrating
a single bit of information, a potential clue or a proposed response to a known
information gap. They identify potential issues with respect to the intelligence
cycle and the flow of information during the period leading up to the
bombing. Serving as markers for specific issues and possible difficulties in the
intelligence cycle, these critical incidents also underpin the Commission’s more
detailed inquiry into the larger question of intelligence flow in its historical,
institutional and practical contexts.

These fragments combine to form a mosaic; a larger picture that gives the reader
a better appreciation of what happened. At the same time, they identify specific
details that underlie the Commission’s conclusions and recommendations.

References to these critical incidents appear often in the chapters that follow,
and will help the reader understand the overall context in which decisions and
actions were taken.

1.1 November 1984 Plot

The November 1984 Plot Revealed by Two Independent Sources

By October 1984, the RCMP had learned from two independent sources about
a plot to bomb two Air India flights. Here, they are identified as Person 1 and
Person 2. In 1984, these two individuals, who had known each other since
1977, moved in shadowy circles in the Vancouver area. They both had extensive
connections to a web of criminal activity within, and extending beyond, the
BC region. Person 1 told the Inquiry of his dubious past, with a criminal record
dating back to 1956 and approximately 16 convictions including theft, break
and enter, armed robbery, and false pretences. For the past 15 years, however,
he has had no criminal charges or convictions.®

On June 23, 1985, when Constable Rick Crook® of the Vancouver Police
Department (VPD) learned of the fate of Air India Flight 182 and of the explosion

The individuals and locations associated with this “critical incident” have been provided with aliases in
agreement with the Government of Canada. Though Commission counsel do not

accept the Government of Canada’s position that the individuals associated with this

story are “informants,” the individuals involved are at some risk and summaries of the relevant
documents were created and assembled in an agreed chronology for the purpose of entering the
content into the public record before the Commission.

5 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1932-1974.

Crook is currently a temporary civilian employee with the RCMP and the Integrated Proceeds of Crime
Section in Vancouver: Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1879.
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that had taken place in Narita, his thoughts immediately returned to his October
1984 interview of Person 2,” and the information Person 2 had provided about a
terrorist plot to bomb Air India planes. The fact that there had been two bombs,
that the origin of the plot appeared to be out of Vancouver, and that there was
thought to have been a connection to Sikh extremism led Crook to suspect that
the plot he had learned about in 1984 was, in fact, related to the plot that had
been carried out that day.®

The RCMP apparently had the very same suspicion.’ Early on the morning of
the bombing, Sgt. Wayne Douglas, of the RCMP’s E Division National Criminal
Intelligence Service (NCIS) Terrorist/Extremist unit in Vancouver, received
a phone call at home from RCMP HQ in Ottawa' instructing him to go and
speak with Person 2, who was at a remand centre in the lower mainland at the
time, about the information that Person 2 had provided to police in the fall of
1984 about a Sikh extremist plot to bomb an Air India plane departing from
Canada."

In spite of CSIS’s concern in 1984 that there was"... a real possiblity that Sikhs will
damage an Air India plane,”'? and in spite of information indicating that the plot
was continuing even if it could not proceed in the time frame initially planned,
the RCMP, from late November 1984 up to the date of the bombing, had taken
no further steps to investigate the alleged plot.

Person 1 Forewarns of Plot: Sikh Extremists to Bomb Air India

In the fall of 1984, Person 1 was approached by, and met three times with, Person
2 and a third man called“Z""3to organize and actually put a bomb on an Air India
plane. He was offered approximately $200,000, which included payment for
the Air India bombing, as well as for his involvement in a separate plot to target
Indira Gandhi. Person 1 was asked to find explosives to make a bomb with either
a remote device or a time clock. He was told that the bombing was intended
as revenge against the Indian government for the invasion of the Golden
Temple. He was to go to Montreal to try to obtain access to the area where the
maintenance work for Air India was conducted.” During his second meeting
with Person 2 and with Z, Person 1 was shown a briefcase full of cash.” He said

7 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1880.

Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1879-1881.

Testimony of Warren Sweeney, vol. 25, May 8, 2007, p. 2615; Exhibit P-120(c) pp. 3-4, (entry for June 23,

1985: doc. 526-3, p. 13).

10 Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May 28, 2007, p. 4096.

1T Exhibit P-1 20(c), entry for June 23, 1985, pp. 3-4; Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May 28, 2007,
p.4096.

12 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 2: (entry for Oct. 26, 1984: doc 229-3, p.5

13 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1931. This Z is not the same person as Mr. Z referred to
in Section 2.5.5 (Post-bombing), Mr. Z.

14 The above evidence comes from Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1937-1958.

15 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1940-1941. An internal RCMP report dated in
1999 states, “If Person 1 was being truthful about Z being at all 3-4 meetings with Person 2 and Z
actually carried the briefcase full of money to the second meeting and departed with it, then Z
certainly was not totally forthcoming during his 1988 interview”: Exhibit P-120(c), pp 10-11
(entry for Feb. 12, 1999: RCMP.SUPERTEXT.0001

[e0]
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that”...when they showed me the money and the equipment they want, | knew
they were serious.” Person 1 said that he had never met the masterminds of the
plot and that Z was acting as the middleman, bringing Person 2 and Person 1
into the plot, but that someone behind Z was making the decisions. '®

In 1984, Person 1 met a number of times with members of the RCMP’s Vancouver
Drug Squad (VDS). During these meetings, he provided information about
criminal activity in the Vancouver area, including within the Sikh extremist
community. In September 1984, two days after his first meeting with Person 2
and Z," Person 1 provided information to the RCMP VDS about a plot to bomb
Air India. An RCMP Investigation Report indicates that Person 1 told police
that a group of East Indians was planning to plant a bomb on an Air India flight
in Montreal that would detonate on arrival in India.”® The RCMP Report does
not contain the level of detail about the meetings recounted by Person 1 in
testimony, and does not mention by name the individuals referred to in this
Report as Person 2 and Z.

From the documents provided to the Commission by the Government of
Canada, the identity of Z does not appear in police reports in the pre-bombing
period.”

The information from the RCMP’s VDS September 1984 interview with Person 1
was apparently passed by telephone to the Montreal Drug Squad on September
20, 1984.2° There is no indication that it was shared with RCMP Protective
Policing or with anyone in the RCMP or CSIS involved in the investigation of
national security offences or in the threat assessment process. No investigation
or further action was taken with this information until over a month later when
strikingly similar information was received and passed to the RCMP by Rick
Crook and Bill Warwick of the VPD.

Person 2 Forewarns of Plot: Two Bombs. Two Planes.

Rick Crook, then on the Strike Force Surveillance Team,?" was told by the regional
Crown counsel of an individual in custody, Person 2, who wanted to speak to
the police. In early October 1984, Person 2 was arrested by the VPD on charges
unrelated to Air India and was subsequently released on bail.??> A week later,

16 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1941.

17" Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1939-1972.

18 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 1 (entry for Sept. 1984: doc 1)

19 Zisfirstnamedina July 10, 1985, report by Detective Dave Randhawa of the VPD. Randhawa
interviewed Person 2 who identified Z as the individual who left India around the time of the attack
on the Golden Temple and brought back a plan to hijack an Air India aircraft. According to Person
2, the attack was cancelled because too many people were involved. This is when the plan was raised
to bomb rather than hijack an aircraft. See Exhibit P-120(c), p. 4 (entry for July 10, 1985: doc
493-3), Person 1 identified Z's possible involvement when he was interviewed by Sgt. Douglas in
March 1986: Exhibit P-120(c), p. 7 (entry for March 1986: doc 16),.

20 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 1 (entry for Sept. 20, 1984: doc 526-3, p. 26).

21 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1879.

22 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p.1 (entry for Oct. 5, 1984: doc 23); Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p.
1943.
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Person 2 was arrested again, this time for conspiracy to commit murder (again,
unrelated to Air India)?® and was held without bail.?*

Crook was directed to speak with Person 2 and was given instructions not to
make any promises, but to get details about the alleged plot to bomb an Air
India plane.? At the time, his general duties did not include dealing with Sikh
extremism, so his understanding of the issue was limited. He and his partner,
Detective Bill Warwick, interviewed Person 2 in the presence of Person 2's
lawyer, and the interview was recorded. Prior to commencing, Person 2 signed
a disclaimer (witnessed by the officers and Person 2s lawyer) indicating that
he understood that the police had no authority to make any arrangements
now, or in the future, in exchange for his information and that he was providing
information about an alleged bombing of an airplane of his own free will and
accord.”® Atranscript was produced from the recording. Early onin the interview,
Person 2 reveals details of the alleged plot, which involved the potential use of a
back-up bomb and two planes:

Officer:  O.K.Let me just get it straight. They're, if | understand correctly

Person 2: Yah

Officer:  There's a plot to put a bomb on an airplane right?

Person 2: They said yeah.

Officer: OK.

Person 2: Maybe two.

Officer:  Maybe two airplanes?

Person 2: Wellis it two, two, two, yeah. | heard their problem, they say if it
doesn’t blow ... what happens. They said ... some extra when ....

Officer:  Back up, back up

Person 2: |

Officer: A back up bomb?

Person 2: Yeah.

Officer:  What kind of airplane?

Person 2: Air India 747.

Officer:  Air India 747. Is this going to be leaving from Montreal?

Person 2: Yes.

Officer:  And it’s going to be, when?

Person 2: Well | don’t know the exact date, you know, the time. A flight
leaves only from Montreal in Canada. %

Because Air India was to release flight schedules on October 15™, there was
not yet a proposed date for the bombings. Once the change in schedule was
known, it would take 10 days to organize the bombing, at which point the “O.K”
could come “any day."?® Person 2 stated that no Sikhs were travelling on Air India

23 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1943.

24 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p, 1 (entry for Oct. 12, 1984: doc. 23); Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p.
1943.

25 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1880-1881.

26 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1882-1884.

27 Exhibit P-1 21, pp. 3-4. This is the original record of the transcript.

28 Exhibit P-121, pp. 37-38.

11
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flights at the time?, and that the purpose of the bombing was to “..strike at the
government” of India and to get back at Indira Gandhi.*® Person 2 felt that this
plot was serious and would be carried out.?’

Person 2 reported having met three to four weeks prior to the interview with
a small group of people who talked about the planning and financing of the
bombing.3? Crook’s impression was that the actual genesis of the plot was to be
found with other unnamed individuals who were Sikhs of East Indian origin.®
During the interview, Person 2 was asked if he would disclose the names of the
individuals involved in the plot.3* Crook said that he felt that Person 2 would
provide those names, but his lawyer stopped him and requested that something
be done for his client in exchange for the names.**

Person 2 identified Person 1 as being involved in the plan in return for financial
compensation of “...more than hundred thousand.”*® Person 2's lawyer said that
Person 1 had contacted him to act as a receiving agent and that a hundred
thousand dollars would be put into the lawyer’s trust fund on the Monday or
Tuesday of that week.?” Crook’s impression was that this money was “...more-or-
less proof that some money had been paid in furtherance of the plot,” or was at
least forthcoming.® At the time, Crook was unable to ascertain whether Person
2 was an integral part of the plot and whether keeping him in custody could
prevent the plot from being carried out.3® Person 2 said there was a possibility
that the plot could go ahead without his involvement.*

Crook was unaware that Person 1 had previously and independently gone to the
police with similar information about the plot. He testified that if he had known
about Person 1's earlier discussions with police, he would have viewed this as a
confirmation of the existence of the plot and his approach to the interview of
Person 2 would have been different. He suggested that he might have stayed in
the room until he obtained the names of the people involved.

After the interview, Crook met with his immediate supervisor at the VPD to brief
him on what they had learned from Person 2. He also prepared a report about
the interview indicating that he found Person 2 to be less than truthful but was
concerned that the plan®“..is a reality and may be accomplished at some time.”*!

29 See Exhibit P-101 CAC0109, pp. 1,3 and Exhibit P-101 CADO180, p. 106 .

30 Exhibit P-1 21, p. 4. See also Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1891.

31 Exhibit P-121, p. 6.

32 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1892-1893; Exhibit P-121, p. 9.

33 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1900.

34 Exhibit P-121, p6.

35 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1894; Exhibit P-121, pp. 7, 13-14.

36 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1911-1912; Exhibit P-121, p. 21.

37 Exhibit P-121, pp. 21, 26.

38 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1911. The Attorney General of Canada maintains in
its Final Submissions that “No tangible steps were taken in support of the plot”: Final Submissions of
the Attorney General of Canada, Vol. |, para. 156.

39 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1909-1910.

40 Exhibit P-121, pp. 25-26.

41 Exhibit P-1 20(c), pp. 1-2 (entry for October 1984: doc 231-3, pp 2-4).
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Crook testified that what gave him concern that the plot could be factual was
“..the absolute magnitude of what he was talking about” and that “..if this was
even being spoken about that it needed to be explored as fully as possible to
seeif it was a factual or potential reality.’ Crook wanted to continue to pursue the
matter himself but could not do so because the VPD did not have the ability to
handle an investigation of such national scope and magnitude. After he passed
on the information, Crook had no further involvement in the matter. #?

Person 1's Attempts to Obtain Further Details of Bomb Plot from Person 2

Before Person 2 was arrested a second time and interviewed by the VPD, Person 1
met with Detective Brian Sommerville of the VPD Strike Force. Person 1 testified
that he begged Sommerville not to arrest Person 2 because he “..wanted to get
the final information regarding the bombing of Air India"** Person 1 felt that
Sommerville did not take his request seriously, and Person 2 was arrested the
next day.*

An internal RCMP report confirms that Person 1 spoke to Sommerville about
the bomb plot just prior to the arrest. Sommerville reported that Person 1 told
him that they wanted to get a bomb on the plane, and that he had said that he
would do nothing unless $80,000 was deposited in trust in his lawyer’s office.*
According to the internal RCMP report, a tape was made by the investigator of
the interview containing these comments as well as information about other
investigations.*

Of some note, Person 1 was not shown the police reports about his dealings
with Sommerville prior to his testimony at this Inquiry. In fact, that information
was not declassified until a considerable time after his testimony.

Person 1’s statement that Person 2 insisted on the money being put into trust
is also consistent with the information relayed by Person 2 and his lawyer. This
further corroborates the likelihood that the plot discussions were serious and
that steps had been taken to secure a transfer of funds.

Despite the obvious national security aspect to Person 1's information, the
systems in place at the time did not allow for any RCMP input at the pre-arrest
stage of the VPD’s investigation. It is impossible not to wonder what would
have happened if CSIS or the RCMP had been involved earlier. Had the national
security implications been recognized earlier, the arrest and the charges against
Person 2 might have been seen as opportunities to learn more information
about the alleged bombing plot.

42 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1914-1920.
43 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1943.

44 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1942-1944.
45 Exhibit P-120(c), p. 1 (entry for Oct. 12, 1984).

46 Exhibit P-120(c), p. 1 (entry for Oct. 12, 1984).
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RCMP Assumes Responsibility for Investigation of Plot

According to a notation made on the VPD report summarizing the results of the
interview with Person 2, the information was discussed with CSIS (Jim Francis
and David Ayre) and with Sgt. Wayne Douglas, then head of the RCMP E Division
NCIS Terrorist/Extremist unit.*” Although both the RCMP and CSIS initially
showed interest in this plot, it took some time before it was decided that the
RCMP E Division NCIS would take responsibility for the follow-up.*®

From the very outset of its involvement in the investigation, the RCMP
approached the alleged plot with extreme skepticism.* An RCMP analyst wrote
later that, at the time, investigators did not believe Person 2’s story about his
alleged involvement in the plot, and were suspicious and reluctant to act on the
information.*® This reluctance continued even after the bombing.

The RCMP skepticism is evident from comparing the ways in which CSIS and
RCMP E Division reported information about the plot. On October 26, 1984, CSIS
reported to the RCMP Airport Policing Branch and to the VIP Security Branch
on the basis of the VPD’s interview of Person 2. The report stated that “..while
in presence of lawyer, person 2 disclosed knowledge of plans to blow up an Al
747 aircraft in November en route to India from Montreal’, and noted that CSIS
felt that “...there is a real possibility that Sikhs will damage an Air India plane.”'
In contrast, on October 26, 1984, E Division sent a telex to RCMP Headquarters,
reporting that information had been received of “..totally unknown reliability”
that an Air India 747 would be the subject of a November bombing. The telex
stated that the information had been reported in September to Montreal
authorities, but had “resurfaced’, thus necessitating the current message.>
By then, NCIS knew that there were two independent sources, Person 1 and
Person 2. However, NCIS did not appear to recognize any significance in this
corroboration and did not inform Headquarters of this fact.>® Four days after CSIS
initially reported the Person 2 information to the Airport Policing Branch and to
VIP Security, National Criminal Investigation Branch (NCIB) forwarded the NCIS
telex to VIP Security (but not to Airport Policing), downplaying the importance
or urgency of its contents: “...in the event you may have an interest or other
information.” > But, NCIB noted, “..since receipt of telex, further information has
surfaced casting serious doubts on the validity/reliability of the information.
Appears info may be fabricated.”*

47 Exhibit P-1 20(c), pp. 1-2 (entry for Oct. 1984: doc 231-3)..

48 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 2 (entry for Oct. 26, 1984: doc 229-3, p.5) and entry for Nov. 1, 1984: 526-3, pp. 26-
27).

49 See, generally, Exhibit P-120(c), pp. 2-3.

50 see Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 6 (entry for Feb. 26, 1986: doc 518-3).

51 Exhibit P-120(c), p. 2 (entry for Oct. 26, 1984: doc 229-3, p. 5).

52 Exhibit P-120(c), p. 2 (entry for Oct. 26, 1984: doc. 239-3).

53 Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May 28, 2007, p. 4087.

54 Exhibit P-120(c), p. 2 (entry for Oct. 30, 1984: doc 526-3, p. 29).

55 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 2 (entry for Oct. 30, 1984: doc 526-3, p. 29). This notation likely reflected the view of
E Division as conveyed to Headquarters, because, in an internal RCMP memo, Sweeney noted that
“E division felt Person 2 may be fabricating the story”: Exhibit P-120(c), p. 3 (entry for Nov. 7, 1984:
doc CivLit1).
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Person 1 Meets Person 2 at the Remand Centre

Person 1 met twice with Person 2 at the remand centre.>® After his first meeting
with Person 2, Person 1 met with Douglas, who reported to RCMP Headquarters
Person 1's confirmation that individuals were attempting to obtain materials to
manufacture a bomb on behalf of interested Sikhs and that he had learned that
the plan was on hold.>” Person 1 also stated that the plans for the bombing were
to be completed in November because Air India had made schedule changes in
mid-October and the plotters had to be sure the flights were continuing from
Montreal, Frankfurt and India.*® The level of detail, including information about
thetiming of Air India’s schedule changes, in the information conveyed by Person
1 is markedly similar to the detail that Person 2 gave in his interview with Crook
and Warwick, which would be subsequently repeated to Douglas in his later
interview. Also significant is that, in accordance with the information provided
by Person 2, Person 1's statement was not that the plot would necessarily take
place in November, but rather that the plans would be finalized in November.

Copies of the summary report on the interview of Person 2 had been given to
CSIS and to CIS BC,*° an agency that was at the time co-located with NCIS and
staffed entirely by RCMP members.%° The report stated that the interview had
been taped, and that “two bombs” could be involved. It also said that the plot
might stillgo ahead even though Person 2 was in custody, a fact of which Douglas
was unaware.® Nothing indicates that this report was accessed or requested by
RCMP NCIS investigators in the pre-bombing period. There is no evidence prior
to, or in the years immediately following the bombing, that RCMP investigators
requested a transcript of the taped interview from the VPD.®? That transcript
contained important information that was not known to Douglas until the
Inquiry hearings, such as the potential involvement of two planes in the plot,
which undoubtedly would have led the RCMP to take a more serious approach
to its investigation of the November Plot in the period after the bombing.%

When asked by Douglas to visit Person 2 again to seek more information about
the plot,% Person 1 reported that Person 2 expected to be contacted in the next
few days about the status of the bomb plot.%® It should be noted that in Person

56 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1945-1946.

57 Exhibit P-120(c), p. 2 (entry for Nov. 1, 1984,: doc 526-3, pp. 26-27).

58 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 3 (entry for Nov. 6, 1984: doc. 526-3, pp. 36).

59 Testimony of Rick Crook, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1912-1915;Exhibit P-120(c), pp. 1-2 (entry for
October 1984: doc 231-3, pp. 2-4) and p. 2 (entry for Oct. 23, 1984: doc 7).

60 Testimony of Bob Stubbings, vol. 33, May 24, 2007, p. 3929.

61 Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May 28, 2007, pp. 4085, 4094.

62 see statements of Sgt. Douglas in 1999 where he advised that he never received any reports, notes or

tapes from the VPD: Exhibit P-120(c), p. 11 (entry for April 14, 1999: doc RCMP.SUPERTEXT.0001)..

Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May 28, 2007, pp. 4085, 4094. Sgt. Douglas was quite certain that

he had not seen the transcript of the VPD interview, and indicated that had he seen something such

as this, given its detail, he would have remembered: Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May

28,2007, p. 4092.

64 Testimony of Warren Sweeney, vol. 25, May 8, 2007, p. 2639.

65 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1949.

66 Exhibit P-1 20(c), p. 2 (entry for Nov. 1, 1984: doc 526-3, pp. 26-27).

63
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1’s testimony, his version of what occurred in the two meetings with Person 2
while in custody was reversed from the version as noted in Douglas’s internal
RCMP report.” Given the passage of time, it is more likely that the RCMP report
contains a more accurate chronology of events. Regardless, a review of this
information would certainly have cast doubt on any inference that the danger
had passed.

There is no evidence of any RCMP follow-up.

The NCIS report to Headquarters notes that there were “several differences”
between Person 1 and Person 2's versions of the plot (though it does not specify
what these differences were) and that the information was to be considered of
unknown reliability. It further notes that there was no record of Person 2 being
connected to any extremist group.%®

After Person 1 left the remand centre, he went to Person 2's house to speak
with the latter’s wife. She confronted him with a transcript of a taped telephone
conversation between Person 1 and Brian Sommerville of the VPD. According
to Person 1, the transcript had been disclosed to Person 2's lawyer at the
preliminary hearing on the charges against Person 2. Understanding that his
cooperation with police had been revealed to Person 2 and his family, Person 1
severed all ties with Person 2 and the other conspirators.®®

In the pre-bombing period, Person 1 was not contacted further about his
information.” He was not asked to submit to a polygraph examination on
the information he had provided, nor was he asked about any contacts he
had with other known extremists. He was also not asked to attempt to find
out more about the status of the plot. The police clearly had concerns about
Person 1's motivations that led them to approach his information with extreme
skepticism.”’

67 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1945-1946.

68  \When asked what checks he would have done to determine if Person 2 had any connections to Sikh
extremists, Douglas indicated that he would have looked at any information that was available on
him, through his background and his former dealings, and that this would have been done with
the assistance of his Corporal. At this time, Douglas indicated that he had never encountered Person
2 before and stated that, at this time, he was unaware of who the other participants were, beyond
Person 1 and Person 2. He indicated,“...there were no names, it was just generalities, no specifics”:
Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May 28, 2007, pp. 4089-4090.

69 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, pp. 1946-1948.

70 Testimony of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1951; Exhibit P-120(c).

71 For example, in reporting Person 1's information to Headquarters, Douglas notes that “Person 1 is hard
pressed for monies and has attempted to gain same from Sgt. Douglas on two occasions”: Exhibit
P-120(c), p. 2 (entry for Nov. 1, 1984: doc 526-3, pp. 26-27). See also Final Submissions of the Attorney
General of Canada, Vol. |, para. 156:“Each of the individuals had extensive criminal records as well as
motivation to provide information to the police in return for some form of benefit” and Testimony
of Person 1, vol. 20, April 30, 2007, p. 1964.



Chapter I: What Was Known About the Threat?

Douglas Meets with Person 2 for the First Time

Three weeks after Douglas’s last meeting with Person 1 and after he had reported
to Headquarters that Person 2's story could be fabricated, Douglas met with
Person 2 for the first time on November 23, 1984 in the presence of Dave Ayre
of CSIS and Person 2's lawyer. A brief summary of the meeting by Douglas notes
that Person 2 relayed facts similar to those he had earlier conveyed to Detectives
Crook and Warwick. Person 2 said that he had been contacted approximately
two months earlier by East Indians who wanted a bomb assembled and placed
on an Air India plane. He was told that the plane”...would depart from Montreal
in November,” as changes to Air India’s flights were occurring in mid-October
and the plotters had to be sure of the Air India routes. Person 2 said that another
individual at the meeting had consented to place the bomb on board for a fee.
Person 2 would not identify the East Indians, except to say that they lived in
what, for purposes of this Report, must be referred to as “x town”in“y province’,
and that he considered them to be financially stable.”> A check of the individuals
who visited Person 2 while in custody identified three persons who had phone
numbers listed in y province. Douglas wrote to Headquarters that the identity
of the subscribers would be forwarded to Headquarters once received.” After
the interview, Person 2’s lawyer told Douglas that he believed Person 2“..knows
a lot more than Person 2 is willing to discuss.””

There is no indication that the RCMP attempted to follow this up with Person
2's lawyer.”

RCMP Investigation Stalls

About four months later,on March 20, 1985, Headquarters wrote to the Divisional
Intelligence Officer for E Division, pointing out that the last correspondence
from E Division regarding this investigation was on November 26, 1984, and
requesting a “full update’, with a note that “...Your early attention and response
is requested.”®

Three weeks later, on April 10, 1985, Douglas informed Headquarters that “very
little action on the November plot investigation has occurred” and “[t]here has
been no further information received from any sources that would indicate this

72 Exhibit P-120(c), p. 3 (entry for Nov 26, 1984: doc 526-3, p. 40),

73 Testimony of Wayne Douglas, vol. 34, May 28, 2007, pp. 4094-4095; Exhibit P-120(c), p. 3 (entry for
Nov. 26, 1984: doc 526-3, p. 40), A few days later, Headquarters wrote to Douglas stating that x town
NCIS was to be brought into the investigation once the identities of the x town subscribers were
identified. The subscriber information was relayed to x town police in December 1984, but not to
Headquarters NCIB: Exhibit P-120(c), p. 3 (entry for Dec..4, 1984: doc 526-3, p. 42),

74 Exhibit P-121;P-120(c), p. 3 (entry for Nov. 26, 1984: doc 526-3, p. 40),

75 Infact, many years after the bombing, in 1999, as part of a file review, it was discovered that deBruijn,
who conducted a file review in 1986, had suggested that someone follow up with Person 2's lawyer
about this statement, but it was not clear from the file whether this had, in fact, ever been done: Exhibit
P-120(c), p. 11 (entry for April 27, 1999 doc: RCMP.SUPERTEXT.0001).

76 Exhibit P-120(c), entry for March 20, 1985, p. 3.

17



18

Volume Two Part 1: Pre-Bombing

or any bombing of an Air India plane will occur”” [Emphasis added]
This is a strong indication that E Division NCIS was out of the loop or not paying
attention.’

The Significance of November Plot Recognized Post-Bombing

Even after the Air India bombing, there was significant resistance and delay
at E Division NCIS about a follow-up investigation of the November Plot and
continuing skepticism about any possible connection between the November
1984 Plot and the bombing. Despite repeated requests by Headquarters that
it be updated on the state of the investigation,” it was not until nine months
after the bombing that E Division took steps to pursue the issue seriously.
Early in 1986, as part of a Headquarters review of the November Plot tip, the
significance of the fact that two independent sources had come forward with
the same information was finally recognized.

Inthe spring of 1986, almost a year after the bombing, the RCMP again contacted
Person 1 and asked him to take a polygraph on the information he had provided
about the November Plot. He agreed and passed the test a few weeks later.8
Person 1 stated that after he took and passed the polygraph there was “..a
complete turn around” in terms of how the police looked at his information.
Person 1 also agreed that much more attention was being paid to what he was
saying after the bombing and said, “Yes. | think everybody woke up.”®’

After Person 1 passed his polygraph test in May 1986, Cpl. Donald DeBruijn
concluded that “.. information provided by person 1 and person 2 has been
substantiated.”®* In June 1986, Chief Superintendent Norman Belanger sent a
telex listing the main suspects in the RCMP Air India investigation as including
“... Parmar, Johal, Gill, Bagri and Person 2."®3 [Emphasis added]

The post-bombing investigation of this plot uncovered disturbing information,
not only that the November Plot was a real threat, but that there were, in fact,
significant links in the plot narrative to the conspirators thought to be involved
in the June 23, 1985 bombing of Air India Flight 182. Information uncovered
post-bombing includes the following:

« Person 1 had made statements to police in September 1984 about
a man in Duncan who could manufacture “nitro” for blowing up
an Air India flight;®

77 Exhibit P-120(c), entry for April 10, 198