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BEFORE THE
CALIFORNIA GAMBLING CONTROL COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Application for Approval | BGC Case No. BGC-HQ2024-00020AL
of Initial Commission Work Permit Regarding:

CGCC Case No. CGCC-2024-0919-7B
JOEY MUNIZ

DECISION AND ORDER

Hearing Date: May 13, 2025

Time: 10:00 a.m.
Applicant.

This matter was heard by the California Gambling Control Commission (Commission)
pursuant to Business and Professions Code sections 19870 and 19871, and title 4, California Code
of Regulations (CCR) section 12060, via Zoom video conference, on May 13, 2025.

Attorney Tiffany Lichtig (Attorney Lichtig) represented Joey Muniz (Muniz).

Thomas Rinaldi, Deputy Attorney General, State of California (DAG Rinaldi),
represented complainant Yolanda Morrow, Director of the Department of Justice (DOJ), Bureau
of Gambling Control (Bureau).

During the evidentiary hearing, Presiding Officer Paras Modha (PO Modha), Attorney IV
of the Commission, took official notice and admitted into the administrative record the following
documents: the Commission’s Notice and Agenda of Commission Hearing; the Commission’s
Conclusion of Prehearing Conference letter; the Commission’s Notice of Hearing with
attachments (A) Muniz’s Initial Application for Commission Work Permit, and (B) the Bureau’s
Level III Work Permit Initial Background Investigation Report; the Bureau’s Statement of
Reasons; and Muniz’s signed Notice of Defense form.

During the evidentiary hearing, PO Modha accepted into evidence the following exhibits
pursuant to a stipulation between the parties:

(1) Exhibits 1-17, Bates Nos. BGC 0001-0239, offered by the Bureau and identified on

the Bureau’s Exhibit List; and

(2) Exhibits A-F, Bates Nos. JM 001-044, offered by Muniz and identified on Muniz’s

Exhibit Index.
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PO Modha closed the administrative record and the matter was submitted for decision on
May 13, 2025.
FINDINGS OF FACT

Procedural History

1. On or about January 26, 2023, the Bureau received an Initial Application for
Commission Work Permit and Commission Work Permit Supplemental Information form
(Supplemental) (collectively, Application) from Muniz to work as a Cage Cashier for BVK
Gaming, Inc. dba Napa Valley Casino (NVC).

2. On or about August 1, 2024, the Commission received a Level II1 Work Permit Initial
Background Investigation Report (Background Report) on Muniz from the Bureau. In the
Background Report, the Bureau states that Muniz was convicted of driving under the influence of
alcohol with a blood alcohol level of 0.08 percent or higher (DUI), a misdemeanor. The Bureau
states that Muniz disclosed the conviction on his Supplemental but failed to disclose that he was
currently on probation. The Bureau also states that Muniz was terminated by CB Certified
Banker, Inc. (CB), a Third-Party Proposition Player Services provider (TPPPS), for theft and
repeatedly disclosed misleading information regarding his reason for leaving employment with
CB. Based on the foregoing, the Bureau recommends that the Commission deny Muniz’s
Application.

3. On September 19, 2024, the Commission voted to refer the consideration of Muniz’s
Application to a Gambling Control Act (GCA) evidentiary hearing pursuant to CCR sections
12054(a)(4) and 12060. On or about September 20, 2024, the Commission sent a notice of its
referral of Muniz’s Application to a GCA hearing with a Notice of Defense form to Muniz via
U.S. regular mail and certified mail.

4. On or about September 27, 2024, the Commission received a signed Notice of Defense
form from Muniz requesting an evidentiary hearing on the consideration of his Application,
naming Attorney Lichtig as his attorney, and requesting that all notices and written
communications regarding the evidentiary hearing be provided to Attorney Lichtig via email.

/1
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5. On November 20, 2024, the Commission sent a Notice of Hearing, via email, to
Attorney Lichtig and DAG Rinaldi. The hearing was set for May 13, 2025, at 10:00 a.m. The
Prehearing Conference was set for April 1, 2025, at 10:00 a.m.

6. On April 1, 2025, a Prehearing Conference was held before PO Modha. Attorney
Lichtig attended on behalf of Muniz. DAG Rinaldi attended on behalf of the Bureau.

7. On April 1, 2025, PO Modha sent a Conclusion of Prehearing Conference letter to
Attorney Lichtig and DAG Rinaldi via email.

8. On or about April 15, 2025, the Bureau sent a Statement of Reasons to Muniz and
Attorney Lichtig, via email, and to the Commission. In the Statement of Reasons, the Bureau
alleges that Muniz was convicted of a DUI and failed to disclose on his Supplemental that he was
currently on probation from that DUI. The Bureau also alleges that Muniz was terminated by CB
for stealing chips from the casino and failed to disclose that derogatory gaming employment on
his Supplemental. Finally, the Bureau alleges that Muniz provided inconsistent statements
regarding his reason for leaving employment with CB on his Supplemental and prior application
supplementals. Based on those factual circumstances, the Bureau alleges two causes for denial of
Muniz’s Application: (1) that Muniz is unsuitable for licensure; and (2) that Muniz has failed to
establish qualification for licensure. Based on the foregoing, the Bureau requests that the
Commission deny Muniz’s Application.

9. The Commission heard this matter via Zoom video conference on May 13, 2025.
Muniz’s Criminal History

10. On August 18, 2020, Muniz was convicted by the Solano County Superior Court
of violating Vehicle Code section 23152(b), DUI, a misdemeanor. Muniz was placed on summary
probation for a period of three years through August 18, 2023. Muniz disclosed the conviction on
his Supplemental. However, Muniz failed to disclose on his Supplemental that he was still on
probation.

11. On December 1, 2023, the Bureau requested that Muniz provide a written statement
regarding the reason he failed to disclose on his Supplemental that he was still on probation.

/1
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12. On or about December 11, 2023, Muniz provided a written statement to the Bureau.
Muniz wrote that he thought his probation had ended and that he was not trying to hide the fact of
his probationary status.

Muniz’s Employment History in Controlled Gambling'
CB Certified Banker, Inc.

13. CB is a TPPPS whose sole shareholder is Tam Luu (Luu).

14. Muniz worked as a Third-Party Player for CB from approximately September 2011 to
May 2013.

15. On May 20, 2013, the Bureau received a Change of Employment form from CB
providing that Muniz was “terminated due to stealing.”

16. On January 12, 2017, the Commission approved a Stipulated Settlement (Settlement)
and issued a Decision and Order revoking CB and Luu’s gambling licenses and denying CB and
Luu’s pending renewal gambling license applications.

17. As part of the Settlement, Luu admitted to all of the Bureau’s allegations in its First
Amended Accusation and Statement of Issues as follows:

a. Luu had a financial interest in a business engaged in prohibited gambling;

b. Luu failed to comply with the Commission’s condition on his license that he
provide quarterly reports to the Bureau;

c. Luu failed to fully disclose financial arrangements regarding the provision of
TPPPS services to a cardroom; and

d. Luu demonstrated a pattern and practice of repeated disregard of the laws,
regulations, and rules governing licensed gambling as a result of having been
issued at least eight Letters of Warning for his non-compliance with the laws
and regulations governing licensed gambling.

18. On April 25, 2023, during its background investigation of Muniz’s Application, the

Bureau informed Muniz that it had information providing that Muniz was terminated by CB for

! Muniz started working in controlled gambling in approximately October 2006. However, as the
Supplemental only requires the applicant to disclose ten years of work history, Muniz’s prior employment in
controlled gambling is not specifically addressed.

4
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stealing. The Bureau requested that Muniz provide a written statement explaining the

circumstances that led to his termination by CB and why he did not disclose the termination on

his Supplemental.

19. On or about May 4, 2023, Muniz provided a written statement regarding his reason for

leaving employment with CB. Muniz states:

CB certified was a company I worked on and off for a few years with a long list
of problems. Yes, I did make the mistake of taking chips when I felt I was
wronged. It was the only time in my 15 years of working in casinos that I had an
issue with an employer. I had worked several hours including overtime and was
not paid on payday. After several days of not getting paid I took chips as form of
payment for my work performed. It was a bad decision which I have learned
from and would never make that mistake again. I did have a commission hearing
about the circumstances I believe back in December 2016. I have since not had
any issues at any employer.

20. On or about October 6, 2023, the Bureau sent a letter to Muniz stating that his May 4,

2023, response does not explain why he did not disclose his termination by CB on his
Supplemental and again requested that Muniz provide a written statement explaining why he did

not disclose his termination by CB on his Supplemental.

21. On or about October 20, 2023, Muniz provided a written statement to the Bureau

regarding his failure to disclose his termination by CB on his Supplemental. Muniz states:

Regarding my failure to disclose my employment and termination from CB
Certified Bankers, Inc., was an unintentional omission. I have previously
disclosed this employment and the incident ending my employment. The
omission was an oversight and was not an attempt to hide any information. I
believed this incident was outside the time scope and was already adjudicated. |
wish to reiterate that this incident was isolated, I take full responsibility, and 1
have never had another incident with any employer.

22. On or about August 16, 2024, Muniz submitted an additional written statement to the

Bureau regarding his employment with CB. Muniz states, in pertinent part:

During my time as an employee of CB, particularly towards the end in May
2013, I encountered several issues with receiving proper payment, including
bounced checks and unpaid overtime totaling approximately $1,500-$1,600. On
my final shift, an argument arose with the owner, Tom, regarding these matters.
Frustrated by the ongoing discrepancies and after being informed that payment
could not be made due to insufficient funds, I decided to take an equivalent
amount in CB chips, which I then cashed out while Tom was present. At that
moment, Tom made a comment about me quitting, but he never informed me |
was terminated, which is why I did not disclose my employment as a
termination on my application. Since that day, I have not had any further contact
with Tom.
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The removal of chips was intended solely as a recovery of owed wages, not an
act of theft, as it was done transparently with Tom present. I recognize that this
still does not excuse my actions that day, I hope that my subsequent experience
within the industry — including seven years in the cage with Napa Valley Casino
— without incident demonstrates my trustworthiness and suitability.

Subsequent Employment in Controlled Gambling

23. Muniz worked as a Third-Party Player for Acme Player Services, LLC from July 2013
to February 2014.

24. Muniz worked as a Third-Party Player for Premier Player Providers, Inc. from January
2015 to March 2015.

25. Muniz worked as a Third-Party Player for 21 Vault Gaming from July 2015 to August
2015. According to the Background Report, Muniz would not be rehired because he was
unreliable and would not show up for scheduled shifts. In response, Muniz provided a written
statement to the Bureau stating that the only reason he would not be rehired at 21 Vault Gaming
was because his time with the company was very short and he quit to go back to work for Premier
Player Providers, Inc. once it obtained a new third-party contract.

26. Muniz worked as a Third-Party Player for Premier Player Providers, Inc. from August
2015 to June 2016.

27. Muniz worked as a Third-Party Player for Gaming Fund Group, Inc. from June 2016
to September 2016.

28. Muniz worked as a Cage Cashier for NVC from August 2016 to July 2021.

29. Muniz worked as a Third-Party Player for Aces High Gaming, LLC from January
2017 to May 2017.

30. Muniz worked as a Cage Cashier for NVC from March 2022 to the present.
Muniz’s Application

31. Muniz’s Application consists of two parts. The first part is three pages and requires
the applicant to provide personal information. The second part is the Supplemental, which is eight
pages and contains nine sections.

32. Section (6) of the Supplemental requires an applicant to disclose their experience and

employment. For each employer in the last ten years, the applicant is required to provide the
6
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1 | reason for leaving employment. If the applicant was terminated, the applicant is required to
2 | explain the circumstances for the termination.

3 33. On his Supplemental, Muniz wrote that he left employment with CB “because they

I

stopped paying employees. Our checks were bouncing and they would not pay overtime.”
34. Section (9) of the Supplemental is a Declaration, signed by Muniz on or about

January 20, 2023, in which Muniz declared under penalty of perjury that the information provided

~N N W

in the Supplemental was “true, accurate, and complete.”

8 | Muniz’s Prior Applications

9 35. On a Level I Supplemental Information form submitted by Muniz to the Bureau on or
10 || about August 30, 2013, for Muniz to work as a Third-Party Player for Acme Player Services,
11 || LLC, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “contract ending.”
12 36. On a Level I Supplemental Information form submitted by Muniz to the Bureau on or
13 | about February 26, 2015, for Muniz to work as a Third-Party Player for Premier Player Providers,
14 || Inc., Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “contract end.”
15 37. On a Level I Supplemental Information form submitted by Muniz to the Bureau on or
16 | about September 14, 2015, for Muniz to work as a Third-Party Player for Premier Player
17 | Providers, Inc., Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “laid off.”
18 38. On a Level I Supplemental Information form submitted by Muniz to the Bureau on or
19 || about July 8, 2016, for Muniz to work as a Third-Party Player for Gaming Fund Group, Inc.,
20 || Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “[Luu] called me back to work when he got the
21 || Normandie account and then let me go when we got into an argument over money I was owed
22 || and promised for overtime pay.”
23 39. On a Level I Supplemental Information form submitted by Muniz to the Bureau on or
24 || about January 4, 2017, for Muniz to work as a Third-Party Player for Premier Player Providers,
25 | Inc., Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “[Luu] called me back to work when he got
26 | the Normandie account and then let me go after disagreement on overtime pay.”
27\

28 |/l
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Andrea Farris’s Testimony During the Evidentiary Hearing
40. Andrea Farris (Farris) is a Staff Services Manager I with the Bureau. Farris supervises
four analysts that conduct key employee and work permit background investigations. Farris
testified that her unit conducted the background investigation of Muniz and that she is familiar
with the Bureau’s background investigation.
41. Farris testified that there were two bases for the Bureau’s recommendation that the
Commission deny Muniz’s Application.
a. First, Farris testified that Muniz was terminated by CB for stealing chips.
Farris testified that the only source of information regarding Muniz’s
termination was the May 20, 2013, Change of Employment form from CB
providing that Muniz was “terminated due to stealing.”
b. Second, Farris testified that Muniz provided misleading inconsistent
information to the Bureau regarding his reason for leaving employment with
CB.
Muniz’s Testimony During the Evidentiary Hearing
Work History in Controlled Gambling
42. Muniz testified that he has been a Cage Cashier for NVC for five years and spent over
ten years as a Third-Party Player for various TPPPS. Muniz testified that he has worked hard for
ten years since the incident with CB. Muniz testified that he has not had any other incident or
disciplinary action while working in controlled gambling. Muniz testified that he does the best job
he can and has a good reputation at work.
Failure to Disclose Probation on the Supplemental
43. Muniz testified that he disclosed his DUI conviction on the Supplemental but made a
mistake by not disclosing that he was currently on probation. Muniz testified that he did not
realize he still had six to seven months of probation remaining. Muniz testified that he has
successfully completed all the probation requirements.
/1

/1
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Employment with CB

44. Muniz testified that some of his paychecks from CB had bounced and that it was
happening more often. Muniz also noticed that his overtime pay was missing from his paychecks.
Muniz was already owed backpay and reached an agreement with Luu to receive what he was
owed in the next pay period.

45. When that pay period arrived, Luu told Muniz that he did not have Muniz’s back pay
or current pay and that Muniz would have to wait a little while longer. Muniz told Luu that he
could not wait that long to receive his pay. Luu told Muniz that he had to wait because Luu had to
pay his bills. After this conversation, and in front of Luu, Muniz took approximately $1,000 to
$1,500 in gambling chips from a “dead (i.e. inactive) table.” Muniz testified that CB owed him
well over $2,000 for back and current pay. Luu told Muniz that he was going to contact the DOJ.
Muniz told Luu “great,” and hoped that the DOJ would help Muniz receive his pay.

46. Muniz took the gambling chips to the cage and cashed them out. Muniz testified that
Luu never tried to stop him from cashing out the gambling chips. Muniz then walked out of the
cardroom with the cash.

47. Muniz testified that he never heard from or spoke to Luu again. Muniz testified that he
never received another paycheck or any paperwork from Luu. Muniz testified that Luu never said
that Muniz was fired. Muniz also testified that he was never notified that Luu told the Bureau that
he had terminated Muniz for stealing.

48. Muniz testified that he does not believe that he stole the gambling chips and that he
would never steal from an employer. Muniz testified that by taking the gambling chips he was
trying to get what he was owed. However, Muniz also testified that he regrets taking the gambling
chips and wishes that he just took the loss of his pay. Muniz testified that he has worked for a
long time in controlled gambling, is always around gambling chips, and has never otherwise
taken anything from the cage or cardroom. Muniz testified that he would never take gambling
chips again.

/1
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Muniz’s Applications

49. On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on August 30, 2013,
Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “contract ending.” Muniz testified that “contract
ending” was not accurate. Muniz testified that he wrote “contract ending” because he did not
want to write that he got into a fight with his boss over money. Muniz testified that he did not
think anyone would believe that he was not going to be paid by CB. Muniz further testified that
he was scared that his “license” would be taken away.

50. On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on February 26,
2015, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “contract end.” Muniz testified that
“contract end” was not accurate and that he did not want to write that he got into a fight with his
boss over back pay.

51. On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on September 14,
2015, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “laid off.” Muniz testified that he wrote
“laid off” because he had worked with Luu for five years and did not know what else to write.

52. On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on July 8, 2016,
Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “[Luu] called me back to work when he got the
Normandie account and then let me go when we got into an argument over money | was owed
and promised for overtime pay.” Muniz testified that he explained the entire incident with Luu to
a designated agent or attorney who advised Muniz to be truthful and assisted him in filling out
this supplemental information form. Muniz also testified that he wrote “let me go” after he had
learned from either Premier Players Provider, Inc. or Gaming Fund Group, Inc. that Luu had
stated that Muniz was stealing and that he had fired Muniz.

53. On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on or about January
4, 2017, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “[Luu] called me back to work when he
got the Normandie account and then let me go after disagreement on overtime pay.” Muniz
testified that he applied the same reasoning on this supplemental information form as the previous
one that he signed on July 8, 2016.

/1
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stopped paying employees. Our checks were bouncing and they would not pay overtime.” Muniz
testified that he believes his explanations for leaving CB on the Supplemental, and the prior
supplemental information forms signed by Muniz on July 8, 2016, and January 4, 2017, were
accurate. However, Muniz also testified that he regrets his nondisclosures on his applications.

Muniz’s Letters of Reference

/1

54. On his Supplemental, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “because they

55. The following individuals submitted letters of reference in support of Muniz’s
Application:

a. Jason Giannini (Giannini) is the Director of Gaming at NPV and Muniz’s

designated agent and direct manager. Giannini states that he has known Muniz
for over 15 years. Giannini states that he is aware of Muniz’s issues with a
previous employer and that employers have the duty of setting the standards.
Giannini states that Muniz has demonstrated integrity, competence, and
exceptional customer service. Giannini states that Muniz was promoted from
graveyard cage to dayshift cage due to his professionalism and customer
service. Giannini states that Muniz is well regarded by all employees and
customers and has never been disciplined or received any complaints. Finally,
Giannini states that Muniz has his full confidence and that he is hopeful that
Muniz will be able to continue contributing to NVC.

Danny Chan (Chan) has been friends with Muniz for more than 30 years. Chan
states that Muniz has always been a responsible, focused, and lovable
godfather to his children. Chan states that Muniz has proven to be a reliable
and results-oriented individual who consistently exceeds expectations in the
workplace. Chan states that Muniz has strong interpersonal skills and the
ability to work seamlessly with colleagues. Chan also states that Muniz
exhibits a positive attitude and tenacious behavior and will excel in a

constructive way.

11
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Assessment of Muniz’s Suitability for Licensure

56. The Commission has concerns regarding Muniz’s failure to disclose on his
Supplemental that he was currently on probation.

57. An applicant’s probation status is a fact material to the qualification for licensure of an
applicant. As a result, Muniz’s failure to disclose that he was on probation on his Supplemental
could be relied upon to find that Muniz failed to disclose a fact material to his qualification for
licensure. However, given that Muniz disclosed his DUI conviction on the Supplemental and that
he was on summary probation, the Commission finds Muniz’s testimony credible that he did not
disclose that he was on probation because he thought his probation had ended. Therefore, the
Commission considered but did not use Muniz’s failure to disclose that he was on probation on
his Supplemental in assessing his suitability for licensure.

58. However, for the reasons provided below, the Commission finds that Muniz has failed
to meet his burden of proving that he is qualified to receive a Commission work permit.
Therefore, causes exist to deny Muniz's Application.

Muniz Supplied Information that is Misleading as to a Material Fact Pertaining to the
Qualification Criteria

59. The existence of, and details regarding, an applicant’s work history are facts material
to the qualification for licensure of an applicant. For instance, they may affect the assessment of
the applicant’s general character, honesty, integrity, and/or ability to participate in controlled
gambling. They may lead to a finding that the issuance of a license to such an applicant would be
inimical to public health, safety, or welfare, or undermine public trust that the gambling
operations with respect to which the license would be issued are free from criminal and dishonest
elements, and would be conducted honestly. An applicant’s work history may be sufficient to
support a factual finding and legal conclusion that the applicant poses a threat to the public
interest of this state, to the effective regulation and control of controlled gambling, or creates or
enhances the dangers of unsuitable, unfair, or illegal practices, methods, and activities in the
conduct of controlled gambling or in the carrying on of the business and financial arrangements

thereto.
12
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60. On his Supplemental, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “because they
stopped paying employees. Our checks were bouncing and they would not pay overtime.”
Muniz’s statement is misleading because it suggests that Muniz voluntarily left employment with
CB without incident. However, Muniz failed to disclose on his Supplemental that his employment
with CB ended because he took approximately $1,000 to $1,500 in gambling chips from the
cardroom, cashed them out in the cage, and walked out of the cardroom with the cash. Taking
gambling chips, cashing them out in the cage, and walking off the job with the cash represents a
highly significant incident surrounding Muniz’s leaving employment with CB and are therefore
material facts relating to his qualification for licensure.

61. Additionally, Muniz’s statement quoted above is misleading because Muniz testified
that he was made aware in 2016 that Luu had stated that Muniz was stealing and that he had fired
Muniz. Yet, when Muniz filled out his Supplemental in 2023, Muniz did not disclose either that
he was accused of stealing by his employer or that he had been terminated. The Bureau only
discovered that Muniz had been accused of stealing and having been terminated during its
background investigation.

62. By supplying misleading information on his Supplemental regarding his reason for
leaving employment with CB, Muniz supplied information that is misleading regarding a material
fact pertaining to the qualification criteria for licensure. As a result, Muniz’s Application is
subject to denial pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 19859(b) and CCR section
12040(a)(2).

Muniz Failed to Meet His Burden of Demonstrating that He is a Person of Good Character,
Honesty, and Integrity

63. An applicant demonstrates good character, honesty, and integrity by providing
truthful, accurate, and complete responses on their application and supplemental, in response to
Bureau inquiries during the Bureau’s background investigation, and while testifying during the
evidentiary hearing. An applicant also demonstrates good character, honesty, and integrity by
engaging in honest, appropriate, and ethical behavior at work, especially while working in

controlled gambling.
13
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64. Conversely, an applicant demonstrates a lack of good character, honesty, and integrity
by omitting pertinent information, and providing untrue, misleading, and/or contradictory
information on their application and supplemental, in response to Bureau inquiries, and while
testifying during the evidentiary hearing. An applicant also demonstrates a lack of good character,
honesty, and integrity by engaging in dishonest, inappropriate, and unethical behavior at work,
especially while working in controlled gambling.

65. Muniz demonstrated a lack of good character, honesty, and integrity based on each of
the following:

a. While working for CB, Muniz took approximately $1,000 to $1,500 in

gambling chips from a “dead table” at the cardroom, took the gambling chips
to the cage and cashed them out, and then walked out of the cardroom with the
cash. This followed a dispute that Muniz had with Luu over Luu’s failure to
pay Muniz for the work that Muniz had performed. Muniz wrote to the Bureau
that his “removal of chips” was intended solely as a recovery of owed wages
and not an act of theft. Muniz also testified that taking the gambling chips was
not stealing and that he would not steal from an employer. Although Luu did
not physically stop Muniz from taking the gambling chips and there was no
evidence presented that the police were ever called, Luu clearly believed that
Muniz stole the gambling chips based on Luu’s threats to inform the DOJ and
his notifying the Bureau that Muniz was terminated for stealing. Regardless of
Muniz’s rationale, the unauthorized taking of gambling chips from a table in a
cardroom, cashing them out, and leaving the cardroom with the cash
demonstrates a lack of good character, honesty, and integrity.

On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on August 30,
2013, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving employment with CB was
“contract ending.” The actual reason that Muniz left employment with CB was
that Muniz took approximately $1,000 to $1,500 in gambling chips from a

“dead table” at the cardroom, took the gambling chips to the cage and cashed
14
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them out, and then walked out of the cardroom with the cash. Muniz never
returned to work with CB and never had any further contact with Luu. This
followed a dispute that Muniz had with Luu over Luu’s failure to pay Muniz
for the work Muniz had performed. Additionally, during the evidentiary
hearing Muniz testified that he knew “contract ending” was not accurate, that
he did not want to write that he got into a fight with his boss over money, and
that he was scared that his “license” would be taken away. As a result, Muniz
knew that he had provided untrue and misleading information when he wrote
that his reason for leaving employment with CB was “contract ending.”

On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on February
26, 2015, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “contract end.”
Muniz’s reason for leaving employment with CB is untrue and misleading for
the same reasons provided in Paragraph 65, subparagraph (b) above.

On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on September
14, 2015, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “laid off.” However,
Muniz’s statement is untrue and misleading because Muniz was not “laid oft.”
Muniz testified that he took approximately $1,000 to $1,500 in gambling chips
from a “dead table” at the cardroom, cashed them out at the cage, and then
walked out of the cardroom with the cash. Muniz further testified that he never
returned to work with CB and never had any further contact with Luu. As a
result, Muniz’s own testimony demonstrates that he voluntarily left work with
CB rather than having been “laid off.” Additionally, although Luu informed
the Bureau that Muniz had been “terminated for stealing,” Muniz did not know
about the “termination” at the time he filled out this Level I Supplemental
Information form. Finally, Muniz testified that he wrote “laid off” because he
did not know what else to write when Muniz could have instead provided

accurate and truthful information.
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On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on July 8,
2016, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “[Luu] called me back
to work when he got the Normandie account and then let me go when we got
into an argument over money [ was owed and promised for overtime pay.”
Muniz testified that he explained the entire incident he had with Luu to a
designated agent or attorney who advised Muniz to be truthful and assisted him
in filling out this supplemental information form. Muniz also testified that he
wrote “let me go” after he had learned from either Premier Players Provider,
Inc. or Gaming Fund Group, Inc. that Luu had stated that Muniz was stealing
and that he had fired Muniz. However, Muniz’s statement is untrue and
misleading because he was not “let go”” due to an argument with Luu. Rather,
Muniz left CB after he took approximately $1,000 to $1,500 in gambling chips
from a “dead table” at the cardroom, took the gambling chips to the cage and
cashed them out, and then walked out of the cardroom with the cash. Even if
Muniz was “let go” by CB, it was due to Muniz taking gambling chips and
cashing them out and not just due to an argument over money. Muniz knew
this because he testified that Luu had stated that Muniz was stealing and that
he had fired Muniz. Yet, Muniz failed to mention that he took the gambling
chips or that Luu had stated Muniz was stealing and that he had fired Muniz.
On the Level I Supplemental Information form signed by Muniz on or about
January 4, 2017, Muniz wrote that his reason for leaving CB was “[Luu] called
me back to work when he got the Normandie account and then let me go after
disagreement on overtime pay.” Muniz testified that he applied the same
reasoning on this supplemental information form as the previous one that he
signed on July 8, 2016. Muniz’s reason for leaving employment with CB is
untrue and misleading for the same reasons provided in Paragraph 65,

subparagraph (e) above.
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1 g. On his Supplemental, Muniz wrote that he left employment with CB “because
2 they stopped paying employees. Our checks were bouncing and they would not
3 pay overtime.” Muniz testified that he believes his explanations for leaving CB
4 on the Supplemental, and the prior supplemental information forms signed by
5 Muniz on July 8, 2016, and January 4, 2017, were accurate. Muniz’s statement
6 is misleading because it suggests that Muniz voluntarily left employment with
7 CB without incident. However, Muniz failed to disclose on his Supplemental
8 that Muniz took approximately $1,000 to $1,500 in gambling chips from the
9 cardroom, cashed them out in the cage, and walked out of the cardroom with
10 the cash. Additionally, Muniz’s statement is misleading because Muniz
11 testified that he was made aware in 2016 that Luu had stated that Muniz was
12 stealing and that he had fired Muniz. Yet, when Muniz filled out his
13 Supplemental in 2023, Muniz did not disclose either that he was accused of
14 stealing by his employer or that his employer had stated that Muniz had been
15 terminated.
16 h. Muniz provided untrue, misleading, and/or contradictory statements regarding
17 the reason he did not disclose his “termination” by CB on his Supplemental.
18 On or about October 20, 2023, Muniz wrote to the Bureau that his failure to
19 disclose his employment and termination from CB was “an unintentional
20 omission.” However, on or about August 16, 2024, Muniz wrote to the Bureau
21 that he did not disclose his employment with CB as a termination because Luu
22 never informed Muniz that he was terminated. These conflicting statements
23 demonstrate that at least one of Muniz’s two written statements contains
24 information that is untrue and misleading.
25 66. There is favorable evidence in support of a finding that Muniz is a person of good
26 | character, honesty, and integrity. Muniz accurately disclosed his criminal conviction on his
27 | Supplemental. Muniz’s testimony during the hearing was credible. Muniz’s lengthy work history
28 || in controlled gambling is mostly favorable. Giannini, Muniz’s manager and designated agent,
17
Decision and Order, CGCC Case No: CGCC-2024-0919-7B|




Docusign Envelope ID: 642EAB8B-F721-4C60-B35B-A6B22B8DB11A

I

~N N W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

submitted a letter of reference providing that Muniz has demonstrated integrity, professionalism,
competence, and exceptional customer service. Giannini’s letter also provides that Muniz has
never been disciplined or received any complaints. Chan, Muniz’s longtime friend, submitted a
letter of reference providing that Muniz is reliable and responsible.

67. However, the favorable information provided above is insufficient to excuse Muniz’s
unauthorized taking of gambling chips from the cardroom and cashing them out. Muniz
compounded his error by omitting pertinent information and providing untrue, misleading, and
contradictory information in connection with his leaving employment with CB and unauthorized
taking of gambling chips on his various applications, supplementals, and written statements to the
Bureau.

68. Therefore, based on the foregoing, Muniz failed to meet his burden of demonstrating
that he is a person of good character, honesty, and integrity. By failing to meet his burden of
demonstrating that he is a person of good character, honesty, and integrity, Muniz’s Application
is subject to denial pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 19857(a) and CCR section
12040(a)(1).

69. All documentary and testimonial evidence submitted by the parties that is not
specifically addressed in this Decision and Order was considered but not used by the Commission
in making its determination on Muniz’s Application.

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS

Applicable Statutes and Regulations

70. The GCA is an exercise of the police power of the state for the protection of the
health, safety, and welfare of the people of the State of California, and shall be liberally construed
to effectuate those purposes. Business and Professions Code section 19971.

71. Public trust and confidence can only be maintained by strict and comprehensive
regulation of all persons, locations, practices, associations, and activities related to the operation
of lawful gambling establishments. Business and Professions Code section 19801(h).

72. The Commission has the responsibility of assuring that licenses, approvals, and

permits are not issued to, or held by, unqualified or disqualified persons, or by persons whose
18
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operations are conducted in a manner that is inimical to the public health, safety, or welfare.
Business and Professions Code section 19823(a)(1).

73. An “unqualified person” means a person who is found to be unqualified pursuant to
the criteria set forth in Section 19857, and “disqualified person” means a person who is found to
be disqualified pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 19859. Business and Professions Code
section 19823(b).

74. The Commission shall have all powers necessary and proper to enable it fully and
effectually to carry out the policies and purposes of this chapter. Business and Professions Code
section 19824.

75. The Commission has the power to deny any application for a license, permit, or
approval for any cause deemed reasonable by the Commission. Business and Professions Code
section 19824(b).

76. The Commission has the power to take actions deemed to be reasonable to ensure that
no ineligible, unqualified, disqualified, or unsuitable persons are associated with controlled
gambling activities. Business and Professions Code section 19824(d).

77. The burden of proving his or her qualifications to receive any license from the
Commission is on the applicant. Business and Professions Code section 19856(a); CCR section
12060(j).

78. An application to receive a license constitutes a request for a determination of the
applicant’s general character, integrity, and ability to participate in, engage in, or be associated
with, controlled gambling. Business and Professions Code section 19856(b).

79. In reviewing an application for any license, the commission shall consider whether
issuance of the license is inimical to public health, safety, or welfare, and whether issuance of the
license will undermine public trust that the gambling operations with respect to which the license
would be issued are free from criminal and dishonest elements and would be conducted honestly.
Business and Professions Code section 19856(c).

80. No gambling license shall be issued unless, based on all of the information and

documents submitted, the Commission is satisfied that the applicant is a person of good character,
19
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honesty, and integrity. Business and Professions Code section 19857(a).

81. No gambling license shall be issued unless, based on all of the information and
documents submitted, the Commission is satisfied that the applicant is a person whose prior
activities, criminal record, if any, reputation, habits, and associations do not pose a threat to the
public interest of this state, or to the effective regulation and control of controlled gambling, or
create or enhance the dangers of unsuitable, unfair, or illegal practices, methods, and activities in
the conduct of controlled gambling or in the carrying on of the business and financial
arrangements incidental thereto. Business and Professions Code section 19857(b).

82. The Commission shall deny a license to any applicant who is disqualified for failure of
the applicant to provide information, documentation, and assurances required by this chapter or
requested by the chief, or failure of the applicant to reveal any fact material to qualification, or the
supplying of information that is untrue or misleading as to a material fact pertaining to the
qualification criteria. Business and Professions Code section 19859(b).

83. An application will be denied if the Commission finds that the applicant has not
satisfied the requirements of Business and Professions Code section 19857. CCR section
12040(a)(1).

84. An application will be denied if the Commission finds that any of the provisions of
Business and Professions Code section 19859 apply to the applicant. CCR section 12040(a)(2).

85. The hearing need not be conducted according to technical rules relating to evidence
and witnesses. Any relevant evidence may be considered, and is sufficient in itself to support a
finding, if it is the sort of evidence upon which reasonable persons are accustomed to rely upon in
the conduct of serious affairs, regardless of the existence of any common law or statutory rule that
might make improper the admission of the evidence over objection in a civil action. Business and
Professions Code section 19871(a)(4); CCR section 12060(g)(2).

86. An applicant for licensing or for any approval or consent required by this chapter,
shall make full and true disclosure of all information to the department and the commission as
necessary to carry out the policies of this state relating to licensing, registration, and control of

gambling. Business and Professions Code section 19866.
20
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87. The Bureau relies, in large part, on the applicant’s disclosures while conducting a
background investigation. The failure to honestly, accurately, and completely disclose
information on an application subverts the Bureau’s efforts to conduct a thorough and complete
investigation. Business and Professions Code sections 19826(a) and 19866.

88. Both the substance of an applicant’s disclosures, and the truthfulness and
thoroughness of an applicant’s disclosures, are considered by the Bureau in making a
recommendation as to the applicant’s suitability for licensure, and by the Commission in making
a determination whether to approve or deny a license application. Business and Professions Code
sections 19824(a) and (d), 19826(a), and 19866.

Denial of Muniz’s Application

89. Muniz supplied information that is untrue and misleading regarding a material fact
pertaining to the qualification criteria for licensure. Therefore, Muniz is disqualified from
licensure pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 19859(b) and his Application must
be denied pursuant to CCR section 12040(a)(2).

90. Muniz failed to meet his burden of demonstrating that he is a person of good
character, honesty, and integrity. Therefore, Muniz is unqualified for licensure pursuant to
Business and Professions Code section 19857(a) and his Application must be denied pursuant to
CCR section 12040(a)(1).

NOTICE OF APPLICANT’S APPEAL RIGHTS

Muniz has the following appeal rights available under state law:

CCR section 12064, subsections (a) and (b) provide, in part:

(a) After the Commission issues a decision following a GCA hearing conducted
pursuant to Section 12060, an applicant denied a license, permit, registration, or
finding of suitability, or whose license, permit, registration, or finding of
suitability has had conditions, restrictions, or limitations imposed upon it, may
request reconsideration by the Commission. A request for reconsideration must
be:

(1) Made in writing to the Commission, copied to the Complainant. The
Bureau may provide a written response to the Commission within 10 calendar days
of receipt of the request; and

/1
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Business and Professions Code section 19870, subdivision (f) provides:

CCR section 12066, subsection (c) provides, in part:

1"

1"

1"

(2) Received by the Commission and Complainant within 30 calendar days of
service of the decision, or before the effective date specified in the decision,
whichever is earlier.

(b) A request for reconsideration must state the reasons for the request, which must
be based upon either:

(1) Newly discovered evidence or legal authorities that could not reasonably
have been presented before the Commission’s issuance of the decision or at the
hearing on the matter; or,

(2) Other good cause which the Commission may decide, in its sole discretion,
merits reconsideration.

A decision of the commission after an evidentiary hearing, denying a license or
approval, or imposing any condition or restriction on the grant of a license or
approval may be reviewed by petition pursuant to Section 1085 of the Code of
Civil Procedure. Section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure shall not apply to
any judicial proceeding held to consider that petition, and the court may grant the
petition only if the court finds that the action of the commission was arbitrary and
capricious, or that the action exceeded the commission's jurisdiction.

A decision of the Commission denying an application or imposing conditions or
restrictions on a license after an evidentiary hearing will be subject to judicial
review as provided in Business and Professions Code section 19870, subdivision
(f). Neither the right to petition for judicial review nor the time for filing the
petition will be affected by failure to seek reconsideration.

22
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ORDER
1. Joey Muniz’s Application for Commission Work Permit is DENIED.
2. Joey Muniz’s temporary work permit number GEWP-003110 is void and cannot be
used hereafter pursuant to CCR section 12122(d).
3. No costs are awarded.
4. Each side to pay its own attorneys’ fees.
This Order is effective on August 11, 2025.
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