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Acronyms and Abbreviations
AML/CTF - Anti-Money Laundering and Counter-Terrorism Financing. 
CFCA – Canadian Financial Crime Agency.
CBSA – Canada Border Services Agency.
CSIS – Canadian Security Intelligence Service.
CTF – Counter terrorist financing/counterterrorism financing. 
FATF – Financial Action Task Force - an intergovernmental body that sets global standards for combating money laundering, terrorist financing, and related threats to the integrity of the international financial system.
FININT – Financial Intelligence.
FINTRAC – Financial Tracking and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada – Canada’s FIU.
FPCO – Federal Policing Criminal Operations, part of the RCMP National HQ.
FIU – Financial Intelligence Unit.
Five Eyes Intelligence Partners – UK, Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the USA 
IMLIT – Integrated Money Laundering Investigative Teams.
PCMLTFA – Proceeds of Crime Money Laundering Terrorist Financing Act. 
RCMP – Royal Canadian Mounted Police. 
TF – Terrorist Financing.

Executive Summary
 	Canada’s Anti-Money Laundering and Counter-Terrorism Financing (AML/CTF) regime consists of a robust and comprehensive set of legislative statutes that set out the responsibilities of all partners. The regime seeks to combat money laundering (ML) and terrorist financing (TF) while respecting the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the privacy rights of Canadians (Government of Canada, 2023). Canada’s AML/CTF regime is supported by federal law enforcement, a comprehensive private sector reporting framework, and the Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada (FINTRAC), Canada’s financial intelligence unit (FIU). Despite these strengths, the system continues to underperform where it matters most (Canadian Financial Crime Academy, 2025). 
In fact, the government’s own risk assessment underscores that Canada remains exposed to high inherent ML/TF risk across sectors, signalling that the regime continues to balance precariously on a compliance-enforcement line (Government of Canada, 2023). Converting financial intelligence (FININT) into viable criminal investigations, achieving meaningful asset recovery, and disrupting professional money-laundering networks that sustain organized crime, cyber-enabled fraud, and national security threats is lacking. FINTRAC’s limited capacity to consistently generate high-quality, enforcement-ready FININT is particularly striking in Canada’s broader legal, political, and economic context. As McNaughton (2023) observes, Canada has long been an active and influential participant in the international anti-money laundering framework. 
Given Canada’s access to international best practices and its established AML/CTF architecture, the persistence of low investigative conversion rates raises fundamental questions about FINTRAC’s institutional design (McNaughton, 2023). The core issue is structural rather than operational. FINTRAC produces FININT without sustained visibility into investigative priorities. At the same time, the RCMP’s Integrated Money Laundering Investigative Teams (IMLITs) receive disclosures that often lack the context or evidentiary alignment required for complex federal financial-crime work. These challenges have contributed to Canada’s modest performance on the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) effectiveness evaluations.
Although this presentation focuses in part on FINTRAC, the proposed reform represents a significant restructuring of the RCMP’s financial crime program. Embedding a permanent IMLIT presence inside FINTRAC fundamentally changes how the financial crime program within federal policing engages with FININT. It shifts the RCMP from a reactive, downstream consumer of intelligence to a co-located, jointly embedded investigative partner. This would be a profound institutional change for both organizations, creating a new operational identity for IMLIT and transforming FINTRAC from a standalone administrative FIU into a hybrid intelligence–investigative environment. By contrast, the proposed Canadian Financial Crime Agency (CFCA) preserves the current separation between intelligence production and investigative action. It creates a new entity but does not solve the foundational issue. FINTRAC would remain outside investigative workflows, maintaining a one-directional flow of FININT and limiting the feedback required to produce actionable intelligence.
This business case proposes a hybrid FIU that directly addresses these structural limitations. The model embeds RCMP IMLIT criminal investigators within FINTRAC’s analytical ecosystem while preserving each institution’s statutory mandates. It establishes a Joint Intelligence Core (JIC) for real-time analytical-investigative collaboration and a Joint Steering Committee (JSC) for governance, priority setting, and performance management. Delivered through a phased approach, pilot integration, standardized workflows, a Memorandum to Cabinet, and targeted legislative refinement, the hybrid FIU aligns intelligence production with investigative needs. It improves FININT conversion rates, enhances prosecutorial readiness, and strengthens FATF Immediate Outcomes 6 and 7. It also positions Canada to better counter threats linked to transnational organized crime.
Ultimately, the hybrid FIU is the most practical, cost-effective, and strategically resilient model for modernizing Canada’s AML/CTF enforcement regime. Stroligo, Hsu, and Kouts (2018) have argued that seconded law enforcement officers within an FIU improve case selection, prioritization, and follow-up. Their presence ensures that operational needs are understood at the analytical stage and that intelligence is calibrated to investigative requirements. Ratcliffe (2016) defines intelligence-led policing as a model where intelligence actively shapes investigative priorities. He highlights the “implementation gap” that arises when analytical units and operational units are structurally separated. Ratcliffe’s “implementation gap” is a direct analogue to the IMLIT-FINTRAC disconnect. 
There is no doubt that structural separation of intelligence and enforcement diminishes effectiveness. The Basel Institute of Governance conducted a review of FIUs in several Central and Eastern European countries (Strauss, 2011). It documented several weaknesses, including insufficient integration with law enforcement. The Basel Institute of Governance's analysis supports the notion that administrative FIUs that lack enforcement integration often underperform. This supports the proposal that FINTRAC’s administrative-only model is insufficient to address complex money-laundering threats.  It emphasizes the need for more integrated investigative access to FIU analysis. This underscores this author’s assertion that intelligence systems fail when the producing body (FIU) lacks operational context and continuous feedback from criminal investigators.
The proposed hybrid FIU delivers meaningful structural reform within the RCMP's financial crime program. It is not a technical adjustment; it is a structural reset. It places the RCMP IMLIT at the centre of Canada’s FININT system, where the federal policing financial crime program must now operate. If we want measurable results, stronger FATF performance, and a credible response to transnational money laundering, the RCMP must be embedded upstream. This is how we modernize. 











Part I — Problem Definition and Evidence Base
Canada’s FININT Paradox: Strong Inputs, Weak Outcomes
Canada’s AML/CTF regime is often held up as an example of strong legislation and comprehensive regulatory design (FATF, 2024). The Proceeds of Crime Money Laundering Terrorist Financing Act (PCMLTFA) has created a robust reporting system. However, FATF has repeatedly highlighted the intelligence-to-investigation conversion gap, noting that the FININT produced in Canada is not yielding the expected results (FATF, 2023). It is not consistently translated into criminal investigations and prosecutorial outcomes commensurate with the scale and sophistication of the threat posed by transnational criminality.
The IMLIT-FINTRAC Interface: A Structural Fault Line
This underperformance is most apparent at the interface between FINTRAC and the RCMP IMLITs. IMLITs, based in Vancouver, British Columbia; Calgary, Alberta; the Greater Toronto Area (GTA), Ontario; and Montreal, Quebec, are the RCMP’s core specialized units for investigating professional ML and complex financial crime. They are mandated to detect, disrupt, and dismantle professional ML networks that support organized crime, cyber-enabled fraud, and other serious criminality (Royal Canadian Mounted Police, 2025). To fulfil this mandate, they rely heavily on FINTRAC's strategic and tactical FININT. However, the way that FININT is currently produced, disseminated, and consumed reveals profound structural weaknesses. The current architecture is not designed to support effective collaboration between intelligence producers and investigative end users.

FINTRAC’s Mandate and Operational Structure
FINTRAC operates as an administrative FIU. It does not investigate criminal offences, lay criminal charges, or conduct enforcement operations. Its role is to conduct compliance examinations, receive prescribed reports from reporting entities, analyze this data, and disclose relevant FININT to law enforcement, national security, and regulatory partners (FINTRAC and Office of the Privacy Commissioner of Canada, 2020). In fiscal year 2023–24, FINTRAC received more than 48 million financial transaction reports. These include Large Cash Transaction Reports, Suspicious Transaction Reports, Electronic Funds Transfer Reports, and Cross-Border Currency Reports. These reports are submitted by banks, credit unions, money-services businesses, casinos, real estate brokers, and securities dealers. Reports were also submitted by designated non-financial businesses and professions, as well as by the Canada Border Services Agency. All these reports formed the basis for approximately 4,600 FININT disclosures to domestic and international partners (FINTRAC, 2024).
Reporting entities provide raw transaction data; they do not produce intelligence (Davis, 2025). FINTRAC analysts perform that transformation. They apply analytical tools, pattern recognition, trend analysis, and risk-based methods to identify networks and financial flows indicative of ML, TF, or threats to Canada's security. The resulting products, FININT disclosures, are then sent to agencies such as the RCMP, the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS), and the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA). On paper, this should create a powerful engine for intelligence-led enforcement. In practice, the link between FINTRAC’s outputs and IMLIT’s investigative work is weak and inconsistent.

Proactive vs. Reactive FININT: Distinct Strengths and Limitations
A key distinction lies between two types of FINTRAC disclosures. Proactive disclosures are generated internally, without a specific external request. They emerge from FINTRAC’s own analysis of its data holdings. Reactive disclosures are produced in response to Voluntary Information Records (VIRs) submitted by law enforcement or intelligence partners. VIR-driven disclosures are typically anchored in a preexisting investigative hypothesis and guided by operational context. They respond to a known target, pattern, or case. By contrast, proactive disclosures are unsolicited. They are built on patterns identified by FINTRAC analysts who may not have detailed insight into real-time investigative priorities.
The Operational Reality: The “Elephant in the Room”
FINTRAC’s public reporting consistently shows that VIRs form the foundation of its most operationally useful disclosures to law-enforcement partners. FINTRAC receives a high volume of financial transactions from the obliged entities. Unfortunately, it provides several low-quality proactive disclosures to law enforcement.  Most of its intelligence is disseminated to law enforcement in response to VIRs (McNaughton, 2023). VIR submissions provide FINTRAC with preliminary investigative context, known targets, suspected criminal linkages, and emerging financial behaviour. This enables FINTRAC analysts to produce intelligence that aligns with active investigative needs (FINTRAC, 2025). This pattern, evident across FINTRAC’s annual reporting cycle, reinforces a widely recognized operational reality. Reactive, law-enforcement-initiated disclosures integrate more effectively into ongoing investigations than proactive FININT products. Neither FINTRAC nor the RCMP have identified any recent examples of proactive FININT alone triggering viable, complex financial criminal investigations. Within both agencies, it is widely acknowledged that proactive intelligence production and investigative utility are misaligned. The issue is well known, often described as the “elephant in the room,” but it has not been addressed structurally.
Investigative Consequences: Opportunity Costs and Diminished Focus
For IMLIT, the consequences are practical and significant. Criminal investigators and crime analysts must divert scarce time and attention to reviewing a high volume of proactive disclosures that are often redundant, lacking context, or tangential to current enforcement priorities. Many disclosures describe financial activity that appears irregular but does not clearly connect to identified targets, known professional ML typologies, or prosecutable cases. This creates an opportunity cost. Time spent triaging low-value disclosures is time not spent advancing major files or building complex, multi-jurisdictional cases. The result is diminished investigative focus, slower case development, and reduced strategic impact.
Structural Misalignment, Not Institutional Weakness
The core problem is not analytic competence or effort at FINTRAC, nor investigative skill within IMLIT. It is structural. FINTRAC’s intelligence production model and IMLIT’s investigative requirements are not integrated within a single, adaptive ecosystem. FINTRAC operates within a one-directional disclosure paradigm. It ‘pushes’ out intelligence but receives very little structured feedback on what is useful, what is not, and why. Statutory constraints limit its access to investigative outcomes, and its mandate does not include co-designing intelligence products in partnership with criminal investigators. IMLIT, for its part, lacks an embedded presence in FINTRAC’s analytical environment and therefore has limited influence over how FININT is shaped upstream.
FATF and Cullen Commission Findings
FATF evaluations have been explicit about the consequences of this misalignment. Canada’s technical compliance with FATF’s Forty Recommendations is relatively substantial. Reporting obligations are clear, suspicious transaction regimes are in place, and the FIU is functional. However, on the effectiveness side, Canada ranks as “Moderate Effectiveness” for Immediate Outcomes 6 (use of financial intelligence) and 7 (money-laundering investigations and prosecutions) (FATF, 2023). The report notes deficiencies. Although Canada’s FIU receives broad information, ML prosecutions and asset recovery by law enforcement are limited.
FATF and domestic inquiries, such as the Cullen Commission, have highlighted the same systemic imbalance (Cullen Commission, 2022). The country has a robust FININT collection and analysis regime. However, it has limited downstream investigative action and modest asset recovery results. The view, both domestically and internationally, is that Canada has built a powerful FININT engine but has not embedded it within an equally robust enforcement chassis.
Internal RCMP Dynamics and Erosion of Expertise
Internal RCMP dynamics further compound these external critiques. The RCMP’s 
generalist staffing and promotion model is beneficial for developing broad-based policing 
leaders. However, it has eroded the continuity and specialization required for complex financial
crime investigations. Investigators with years of experience in proceeds-of-crime and money-
laundering are frequently rotated into other units or absorbed into broader federal policing 
portfolios, leading to erosion of specialized expertise (Cullen Commission, 2022); (Royal 
Canadian Mounted Police, 2015).
Institutional memory is routinely disrupted, weakening the depth of expertise required to 
identify, track, and dismantle professional money-laundering networks. This erosion is 
compounded by recurring operational demands, such as public-order policing and major 
national events, that divert IMLIT personnel away from their core investigative functions.
While such redeployments may be necessary from a corporate policing perspective, they 
undermine the continuity essential for managing complex, multi-year, intelligence-led 
financial investigations. 
The proposed two-stream recruitment and career-path model, historically advocated by 
this author directly addresses this vulnerability by establishing a dedicated federal-
policing stream anchored in specialist roles (see Appendix A). By recruiting, training, and 
retaining investigators specifically for financial crime enforcement, and insulating these 
positions from routine redeployments, the model preserves institutional knowledge. 
This, in turn, stabilizes investigative teams and enables the long-term accumulation of 
expertise necessary for sustained money-laundering disruption. 
This erosion of expertise affects investigative depth, analytical focus, and institutional 
learning. This creates persistent gaps between the sophistication of financial crime threats and 
the RCMP’s capacity to address them. By advancing beyond the argument for specialized 
recruitment and career pathways, this proposal argues for organizational designs that preserve, 
concentrate, and operationalize financial investigative expertise. 
Policy Response: The Canadian Financial Crime Agency (CFCA)
 	Against this backdrop, political and policy actors have looked for structural solutions. One of the most prominent announcements on October 21st, 2025, has been the proposal to establish a Canadian Financial Crime Agency (CFCA). Though the official announcement was made in 2025, the concept has been bandied about for at least 4 years (Belli-Bivar & Prucha,  2023). Conceptually, the CFCA is intended as a dedicated, civilian-led investigative body that would centralize federal capacity to address financial crime. Its proponents argue that by consolidating expertise and insulating it from the RCMP’s rotational model, Canada can build a stable centre of excellence for financial crime investigations. In theory, this could address some of the institutional weaknesses identified by FATF and others.
However, the CFCA, as publicly described to date, does not integrate FINTRAC. It envisions a new investigative agency operating alongside an unchanged FIU. In such a configuration, the core structural problem, the separation of FININT production and investigative application, remains. Rather than eliminating the interface challenge, the CFCA risks moving it from the FINTRAC–RCMP relationship to a FINTRAC–CFCA relationship. Intelligence would still be produced in one agency and consumed in another. All the familiar limitations of one-directional FININT disclosure, limited feedback, and divergent organizational cultures would remain.
Building a new agency also carries substantial costs and risks. Establishing the CFCA would require new enabling legislation, governance, physical infrastructure, recruitment pipelines, training programs, and the development of an organizational culture. There is a real risk of duplication, fragmentation, and confusion about mandates. Instead of capitalizing on Canada’s existing strengths, the CFCA could unintentionally fragment them. Establishing another federal body could increase bureaucratic complexity and further delay operational readiness.
Investigative Requirements of Professional Money Laundering
A new civilian CFCA that emphasizes forensic accounting, regulatory analysis, and compliance may not be well-suited to the realities of professional ML. Professional ML networks are not abstract financial anomalies. They are embedded in transnational organized crime, drug trafficking, weapons smuggling, human trafficking, sanctions evasion, cyber-enabled fraud, and, at times, sponsored by adversarial nations bent on state actor interference. Disrupting such networks requires the whole law enforcement toolkit: covert operations, surveillance, informant recruitment and management, controlled deliveries, undercover techniques (reverse ML ‘stings’), and coordination with domestic and international law enforcement partners. These competencies are not easily replicated in a new civilian agency. However, they are deeply ingrained in specialized law-enforcement units such as IMLIT and their international counterparts. 
The Evolving Threat Landscape: Technology and Laundering-as-a-Service 
Professional ML is evolving rapidly. Launderers are increasingly offering their services as a commercial product, operating as a “laundering-as-a-service” provider to multiple criminal groups. Professional money-laundering operations are evolving in complexity, with illicit actors increasingly relying on specialized services that outsource key laundering stages to sophisticated online platforms (Trifiletti, 2025). Criminals exploit innovations in the financial technology space, including cryptocurrency mixers, decentralized finance systems such as hawalas and rapid cross-border payment channels. Professional money laundering is evolving rapidly and increasingly operates as a commercialized service model. 
Canadian intelligence and inquiry findings show that laundering functions are frequently outsourced to specialist intermediaries who provide fee-based services, such as layering, value transfer, and asset conversion, to multiple criminal groups rather than a single organization. This was illustrated by the Cullen Commission’s findings on casinos, underground banking, and real-estate laundering in British Columbia. 
FINTRAC’s typology reporting further identifies the growing exploitation of cryptocurrency mixers, decentralized finance platforms, and virtual assets, including stablecoins, to obscure transaction trails and rapidly move illicit proceeds across borders, particularly in cases linked to fraud, cybercrime, and transnational organized crime affecting Canada (FINTRAC, 2021; FINTRAC, 2023). These developments intensify Canada’s deficiencies under FATF Immediate Outcomes 6 and 7 and strengthen the policy rationale for a dedicated enforcement response. This response positions the proposed hybrid FIU as a structural mechanism better aligned with intelligence production to achieve sustained investigative and prosecutorial outcomes. 
Starting up a new agency will mean that the CFCA is essentially behind the ‘8 ball’ from the outset. This author has participated in numerous high-level discussions with representatives from both the Ministries of Public Safety and Finance, and all agree that the new CFCA will most likely take 8-12 years to become fully operational. 
International Comparisons and Hybrid FIU Models
Comparative experience from Europe and elsewhere suggests that a more integrated approach is both possible and effective. Some jurisdictions have moved towards hybrid FIU models that combine intelligence and investigative functions within a unified or closely coordinated structure. Cyprus’ MOKAS sits within the Attorney General’s Office and possesses both intelligence and powerful asset-freezing functions (Mokas - Unit for Combating Money Laundering, 2025). The Netherlands’ FIU-Nederland operates under the National Police and is subject to dual oversight from the Ministries of Justice and Finance. It combines administrative independence with close investigative linkage (FIU-Nederland, 2023). These models demonstrate that it is possible to maintain analytical impartiality while creating direct pathways from intelligence to enforcement.
Foundations for a Hybrid FIU: Insights from Prior Analysis
This author has written extensively on fostering a mindset and an aligned change management process that supports hybridization. Emphasizing joint causal problem identification, collaboration, reciprocal learning, and incremental refinement by both IMLIT and FINTRAC fosters joint problem-solving through integration. These principles are essential for embedding criminal investigators within FINTRAC and for recalibrating the RCMP’s specialist workforce. Low investigative uptake is not simply a matter of intelligence quality but reflects deeper structural misalignments between FININT production and investigative requirements. 
Analysis in prior work showed that systemic issues emerge at the intelligence–investigative interface and can be uncovered through disciplined causal analysis (see Appendix “B”). This causal analysis provides the conceptual scaffolding for extending problem identification to the system level. This business case advances prior analysis by advocating a modernized intelligence–investigative structure. In this way, the hybrid FIU model presented here reflects a natural evolution of this author’s prior analysis. It proposes an organizational configuration that can comprehensively and sustainably address the issues.
Summary of Part I and Transition to Part II
Part I of this report has set out the strategic and operational context for this reform. It describes the macro-level trends reshaping professional ML and outlines the micro-level realities within IMLIT and FINTRAC. It examines the limitations of existing and proposed structures, including the CFCA. An institutional reset is required. This must convert Canada’s FIU from an administrative hub into a hybrid entity with a permanent RCMP IMLIT criminal investigative presence.
Part II will build directly on this foundation. It will translate the concept of a hybrid FIU into a detailed business proposal. It will describe the governance, legislative, and operational design in practical terms. It will explain how micro and macro-level reactions across both organizations can be anticipated and managed. It will set out a phased implementation plan anchored in a Memorandum to Cabinet. It will then identify performance metrics, financial considerations, and strategic benefits. This will equip senior management with the information required to assess and endorse the proposed reform.
Part II — Proposed Solution: The Hybrid FIU Model
The Strategic Task: Fusing IMLIT and FINTRAC Strengths
For Canada, the lesson is not that the country needs to copy any one model wholesale. It is about moving away from rigid institutional separation. FINTRAC and IMLIT each represent mature, capable entities with complementary strengths. FINTRAC brings data access, regulatory leverage, and analytical sophistication. IMLIT brings criminal investigative authority, specialized expertise in professional ML, and operational experience in transnational organized crime. The strategic task is to integrate these strengths into a single, hybrid FIU rather than creating an additional entity that preserves the existing separation.
From this author's perspective, who managed the GTA IMLIT, one of the busiest in the country, the core issue is not a lack of capacity but misalignment. Canada has the tools and people it needs. It lacks a structural design that would enable IMLIT and FINTRAC to operate as a single system rather than as separate agencies. This proposal responds to that gap by advocating for a hybrid FIU that co-locates RCMP IMLIT criminal investigators and FINTRAC analysts within a shared architecture. In this model, FINTRAC maintains its administrative FIU mandate and regulatory role. At the same time, the RCMP IMLITs would be embedded at FINTRAC to function as its investigative arm.  Intelligence production and investigative operations are no longer separated by institutional and cultural distance. They are aligned through a joint governance framework, shared performance metrics, and continuous feedback loops. Though IMLITs would still report to Federal Policing Criminal Operations (FPCO) at National HQ on strategic matters, they would report to the joint governance structure on day-to-day operations. 
Strategic Case for Senior Management
For senior management, the strategic case for endorsing the hybrid FIU is compelling when viewed against the evidence already presented. FATF evaluations, the Cullen Commission, and FINTRAC’s own reporting consistently demonstrate that Canada’s core AML/CTF weakness is not a lack of regulatory capacity. It is the structural separation between intelligence production and enforcement outcomes. The hybrid FIU model addresses this gap by integrating investigative expertise into the intelligence cycle, thereby improving disclosure relevance. This will accelerate case development and strengthen accountability for outcomes. From a governance perspective, it represents a low-risk, high-return reform that leverages existing institutions while addressing the precise deficiencies that have undermined Canada’s AML/CTF effectiveness. 
The following anonymized cases present empirical evidence to the RCMP FPCO and National HQs of the main issue confronting both the RCMP IMLITs and FINTRAC. These examples compiled by the GTA IMLIT strategic crime analyst illustrate the practical implications of the current disconnect. By embedding IMLIT within FINTRAC, the much-needed operational context is provided to improve FININT triage and identify potential overlaps with priority targets. This will ensure greater alignment between FININT disclosure outputs and actionable criminal investigations.
Table 1. Illustrative FINTRAC–IMLIT FININT Conversion Trends (2019–2024)
Anonymized data on proactive FININT, for illustrative purposes, was compiled at the unit level.
	Year
	Total FINTRAC Disclosures to IMLIT
	Proactive Disclosures Received
	Disclosures Reviewed by IMLIT
	Disclosures Leading to Investigative Action
	Conversion Rate (%)
	Prosecutions Initiated

	2019
	440
	210
	375
	32
	7.3%
	4

	2020
	480
	245
	402
	29
	6.0%
	4

	2021
	515
	260
	444
	27
	5.2%
	3

	2022
	560
	288
	490
	23
	4.1%
	3

	2023
	605
	312
	533
	21
	3.5%
	2

	2024
	640
	330
	570
	19
	3.0%
	2


The 2024 conversion rate is 3.0%, indicating a structural misalignment between intelligence production and its conversion into viable criminal investigations. Please note that no data were collected for VIR-initiated reactive FININT disclosures, as these relate to investigations already initiated by the GTA IMLIT. 
Strengthening the Case for a Hybrid FIU
The establishment of a hybrid FIU emphasizes how this model leverages existing institutional strengths rather than duplicating them. It provides a faster, more cost-effective, and more operationally coherent response than the proposed CFCA. It aligns with international best practices. It directly addresses the effectiveness gaps that have undermined Canada’s FATF performance and its reputation among global partners. It establishes an intelligence–investigation ecosystem that is agile enough to keep pace with rapidly evolving professional ML methodologies. By maximizing financial integrity in Canada, there is an ROI for Canada’s Five Eyes allies and G7 partners as well. Financial integrity in one country impacts the security of its trading partners and allies. Global markets are interconnected and do not function in isolation.
Creating a hybrid FIU is far more than an administrative adjustment. It represents a new way of organizing Canada’s AML/CTF enforcement regime. Achieving this transformation requires a coherent governance architecture and a phased implementation pathway. Coordinated executive sponsorship from both the RCMP and FINTRAC cannot be overstated. It also requires sensitivity to the micro-level reactions of FINTRAC analysts, IMLIT criminal investigators, crime analysts, and unit-level managers whose daily work will be shaped by this reform. The following elaborates on these elements, providing senior management with the operational and strategic information needed to evaluate and endorse the proposal.
Governance Architecture of the Hybrid FIU
The core of the hybrid FIU is an integrated governance model that binds IMLIT and FINTRAC into a shared operational ecosystem. This is to be accomplished while preserving each agency's statutory mandates. FINTRAC remains an administrative FIU under the PCMLTFA, responsible for compliance examinations, data analysis, and FININT disclosures. The RCMP IMLITs continue to hold investigative authority through Federal Policing. The hybrid design does not dilute FINTRAC’s independence or compromise its mandates. It organizes them within a system that enables continuous collaboration and joint accountability for operational outcomes. At the heart of this structure is a JSC co-chaired by senior executives from both organizations. This committee would establish strategic priorities, approve performance metrics, oversee analytical workstreams, and resolve institutional tensions. It is effectively the executive board of the newly structured FINTRAC and is central to anchoring the integration in a stable governance framework.
Some degree of institutional resistance is inevitable when integrating organizations with distinct mandates and professional cultures. Kotter’s change-management framework suggests that leadership plays a crucial role in fostering integration (2007). The JSC operationalizes the reform by translating the demonstrated urgency for AML/CTF effectiveness (as evidenced by FATF findings and domestic inquiries) into a guiding coalition of senior leaders. The result anchors the integration within a formal governance structure. This approach ensures that the hybrid FIU is driven by shared strategic objectives and executive accountability, rather than dependent on informal cooperation or individual discretion.
The Joint Intelligence Core (JIC)
Operationally, the hybrid FIU is driven by a JIC, a co-located environment in which FINTRAC analysts and embedded IMLIT criminal investigators work side by side. The JIC encourages real-time dialogue, joint case conferencing, and collaborative triage. FINTRAC analysts gain a deeper understanding of investigative thresholds, evidentiary requirements, and law-enforcement priorities. Criminal investigators gain early visibility into financial patterns, typologies, and emerging trends surfaced by FINTRAC’s analytical tools. This shared space creates a living feedback loop that calibrates intelligence products to investigative needs. It replaces the current one-directional disclosure model with a cycle of continuous refinement and shared operational awareness (both tactical and strategic).
Table 2.  Hybrid FIU (Canada)[image: A diagram of a hybrid fiu]
Micro Level Implications of the Hybrid FIU
Implementing this structural integration inevitably affects people at the micro level. FINTRAC analysts, for example, may worry that the presence of criminal investigators could influence analytical neutrality or shift the centre of gravity toward enforcement. These concerns must be addressed early through direct communication and reinforced through governance. The hybrid FIU does not require FINTRAC analysts to assume investigative roles. It enhances the value and relevance of their work by grounding analytical outputs in the realities of criminal investigations. FINTRAC analysts become more central, not less, to Canada’s enforcement outcomes. The hybrid model offers professional opportunities that strengthen their identity within a single institution and directly contribute to national public safety.
Similarly, RCMP IMLIT criminal investigators may experience mixed reactions. Some will see the hybrid FIU as a career-enhancing innovation that provides unprecedented access to FININT and analytical tools. Others may worry that working inside a regulatory environment could distance them from traditional law-enforcement operations. Clear communication is required to reinforce that embedded IMLIT members remain fully mandated criminal investigators. Furthermore, it is essential to emphasize that their presence inside FINTRAC amplifies, rather than diminishes, their operational impact. The hybrid model strengthens investigative capability by aligning it upstream with the intelligence that drives enforcement. Embedded criminal investigators gain influence over how FININT is produced and how disclosures are shaped. This is an operational advantage, not a constraint.
Middle Management as the Operational Pivot Point 
Middle managers in both organizations play a pivotal role in operationalizing the hybrid FIU. They must navigate concerns about workflow control, investigative autonomy, compliance responsibilities, and human-resource management. As a senior middle manager, this author has personally witnessed the most substantial resistance to change at this level. Therefore, the governance model must support middle managers by clarifying roles, delineating decision-making authorities, and providing predictable mechanisms for triage, prioritization, and operationalizing FININT. Their responsibilities become more focused rather than more burdensome. The hybrid model reduces duplication and streamlines coordination. Early engagement with this layer of leadership is essential to ensuring that cultural integration accompanies structural integration.

Macro Level Implications of the Hybrid FIU
Beyond individual reactions, the hybrid FIU has significant macro-level implications for Canada’s AML/CTF and national-security landscape. It directly addresses the effectiveness gaps highlighted by FATF. The hybrid model strengthens Immediate Outcome 6 by improving the tactical and strategic use of FININT in investigations. It enhances Immediate Outcome 7 by supporting more consistent money-laundering prosecutions and asset recovery outcomes. By embedding IMLIT criminal investigators within the FIU and calibrating FININT in real time, Canada can demonstrate measurable improvements to FATF. This is not just an operational benefit. It is a reputational one that strengthens Canada’s credibility with its G7 partners and key international security allies.
Enhancing National-Security Integration
The hybrid FIU also improves Canada’s national security posture. Professional ML increasingly intersects with threats such as state-actor interference, sanctions evasion, and cyber-enabled crime targeting critical infrastructure. These threats do not respect the institutional boundaries between regulatory oversight and criminal investigation. By integrating intelligence and criminal investigative expertise into a single architecture, the hybrid FIU enhances early detection. This improves strategic targeting and coordinated disruption of networks that pose significant public safety and national security risks. The integrated model is better positioned to identify patterns that cross jurisdictions and criminal markets. This will provide a more comprehensive operational understanding of threat actors exploiting financial systems to advance their objectives.

Stakeholder Benefits
At the same time, the hybrid FIU strengthens Canada’s regulatory-compliance ecosystem. When FINTRAC analysts and investigators jointly develop FININT, compliance examinations of reporting entities become more targeted and risk informed. Weaknesses identified in investigative files can influence regulatory strategies, typology publications for dissemination to the financial industry, and sector guidance on reporting. This reciprocal flow among intelligence, investigation, and compliance creates a more robust system that holds reporting entities to higher standards. Systemic vulnerabilities are identified and addressed more quickly. External stakeholder reporting entities will experience significant benefits. This will enhance their internal compliance mechanisms, thereby creating a more robust regulatory framework within the reporting entity sector.
The proposed model also enhances the effectiveness of the Public Prosecution Service of Canada (PPSC). By generating FININT that is more coherent, evidentiary, and prosecution-ready, PPSC will view such a hybrid FIU as a value-added proposition. When analysts and investigators collaborate from the outset, FININT products are more focused and relevant. FININT will demonstrate more apparent linkages to predicate offences, asset flows, evidentiary thresholds, and the types of corroboration prosecutors routinely require. This reduces the disconnect that often exists between intelligence packages and the prosecutorial standards applied in court.
 A more integrated intelligence–investigative workflow means that cases forwarded to the PPSC arrive with stronger evidentiary foundations, clearer investigative narratives, and fewer gaps that would otherwise delay or weaken prosecutions. Over time, this reciprocal relationship, where prosecutorial insights inform intelligence production and investigative strategy, creates a more resilient enforcement regime. For the PPSC, the hybrid FIU results in higher-quality files, greater charge viability, and a more efficient pathway from intelligence to conviction.
Phased Implementation Pathway
To transition the hybrid FIU from concept to reality, a phased implementation pathway is essential. Meaningful change often emerges through incremental adaptation. The change of the management system through successive phases and the recognition of the role that human resources play in the process are key factors in successful change (Nwachuku, 2023). Organizational change models used in contemporary public administration recognize that change is best understood as a process of successive phases rather than an instantaneous event, each phase building on prior adjustments and learning.  
Applying this logic to the hybrid FIU proposal aligns the model with modern change management thinking, suggesting that embedding investigative capacity and governance adaptations should be rolled out progressively. To do so will secure organizational learning, reduce implementation resistance, and sustain value-creating reform over time.
The first phase involves establishing a proof-of-concept pilot in which a small number of IMLIT investigators are embedded within FINTRAC under existing legislative authorities. This pilot allows both institutions to test workflows, identify operational challenges, and evaluate cultural fit. Initial focus areas would include joint triage processes, disclosure structuring, typology development, and early identification of indicators of professional ML. The pilot provides the empirical foundation needed to justify broader institutional change.
The second phase involves formalizing integrated workflows based on lessons learned from the pilot. This includes developing joint-triage protocols, standardized case-conference schedules, escalation pathways for high-value targets, and templates that structure disclosures around investigative thresholds. This phase demonstrates operational value and builds confidence across both organizations. It also positions the agencies to make a credible case for permanent integration.
[bookmark: _Hlk215431453]The third phase requires executive-level action; the submission of a Memorandum to Cabinet. The Memorandum to Cabinet is the central instrument through which senior leadership formally requests federal approval to establish a hybrid FIU with a permanent RCMP IMLIT presence inside FINTRAC. The Memorandum to Cabinet outlines the operational rationale, governance framework, resource requirements, and expected improvements in national AML/CTF effectiveness. It signals the Government of Canada’s commitment to structural reform and anchors the hybrid FIU within the federal policing and public-safety strategy. Following Cabinet approval, resourcing and authorities would be fully defined in a Treasury Board submission.
Once the hybrid FIU has demonstrated operational success and stability, the fourth phase will determine whether targeted legislative adjustments are warranted. These amendments would clarify FINTRAC’s authority to host embedded investigators. It would refine information-sharing provisions and strengthen privacy and governance frameworks. Importantly, legislative change is not required at the outset. The reform can begin under current authorities and evolve as operational evidence accumulates. This staged approach minimizes risk and ensures that legislative adjustments reflect lived experience rather than theoretical assumptions.
Change Management and Institutional Integration
A structural change of this magnitude requires deliberate, sustained change management efforts. The most important component is creating a shared narrative that frames the hybrid FIU as a partnership designed to enhance, not replace or diminish, each institution’s mandate. Senior executives from both agencies must act as visible champions of the reform, reinforcing its value through speeches, town halls, and internal communication. Transparency, regular briefings, and joint workshops help maintain trust and build a unified culture. Trust is foundational to shared leadership and collaborative work in project organizations, where transparent, honest communication and accountability foster trust across groups (Abson, Schofield and Kennell 2024). As operational successes emerge, managers must highlight short-term wins to demonstrate momentum and reduce resistance. Over time, these new workflows will become normalized. The hybrid FIU will shift from being perceived as an initiative to being recognized as a natural and expected part of Canada’s AML/CTF regime.
Performance Measurement Framework
A comprehensive performance measurement framework is critical to institutionalizing the hybrid FIU. The conversion rate, the percentage of FINTRAC disclosures that lead to viable criminal investigations, is the most important indicator. A rising conversion rate signals that FININT is becoming more relevant, contextualized, and operationally sound. Investigative impact metrics, such as arrests, charges, disruptions, and asset forfeitures, demonstrate operational outcomes. Stakeholder feedback from prosecutors, partner agencies, analysts, and criminal investigators ensures the hybrid FIU remains responsive to the broader system's needs. Efficiency indicators, such as turnaround times and prioritization effectiveness, capture day-to-day operational improvements that signal a healthy, effective fusion architecture.
The Disclosure Quality Index (DQI) is a concept developed by this author to serve as a structured qualitative tool for assessing the meaningful value of FININT disclosures. Its purpose is to support an evidence-informed view of FININT's usefulness. The model uses a weighted scoring approach that elevates the elements most relevant to enforcement, including evidentiary connections and contextual strength. Disclosures are evaluated across key dimensions, including clarity, depth, timeliness, investigative relevance, and alignment with established thresholds. A shared rubric, jointly designed and applied by IMLIT and FINTRAC, standardizes scoring and promotes collaboration between the two agencies. The DQI provides a qualitative assessment of FININT products and reinforces a continuous improvement cycle between analysts and criminal investigators.
Financial and staffing considerations must also be carefully managed.  Over time, the hybrid FIU will produce a cadre of criminal investigators with deep expertise in both FININT and criminal investigation, an asset that strengthens the RCMP’s broader capability. Financial requirements include salaries, training, secure facilities, and technology integration, all of which are manageable within the existing federal fiscal framework. This will be significantly lower than the cost of establishing the proposed new CFCA.
Strategic Conclusion: Choosing the Most Effective Path Forward
Canada faces a choice among continuing with a structure that perpetuates fragmentation, investing in a new agency that risks duplication and delays, or recalibrating its existing agencies. The hybrid FIU represents the most practical, innovative, and strategic option. By embedding RCMP IMLIT criminal investigators within FINTRAC and integrating FININT production with investigative action, Canada can create a modern, integrated FIU. This will maximize its ability to meet the complex financial crime challenges of the decade ahead. Doing so presents a strategic opportunity to influence the quality and relevance of FINTRAC disclosures and to enhance IMLIT’s investigative posture. Mazzucato and Ryan-Collins (2024) highlight that public value is created by public sector actors who enable collaboration across sectors to address significant societal challenges. With executive leadership, deliberate implementation will fuse two external partners as one. This reform can transform Canada’s AML/CTF regime into one that is not only technically compliant with FATF but operationally effective, internationally credible, and strategically resilient.
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