
R. v. Sponaugle, 2006 BCPC 127 (CanLII) 
2 years for offender with lengthy record for participating in unsophisticated scheme 
to pass $6,000 in counterfeit money 
 
Mr. Sponaugle pled guilty to various counts of possession of counterfeit money.  He was 
involved with 5 other individuals in the passing of Canadian and U.S. counterfeit 
currency in a number of businesses in the Kamloops area.  He was not involved in the 
production of counterfeit money.  Approximately $6,000.00 worth of counterfeit money 
was put in circulation.   
 
 
Mr. Sponaugle was 53 at the time of the sentencing and had difficult health issues.  He 
had a lengthy criminal record which included 3 years for trafficking in heroin in 1972 and 
9 years in 1982 for conspiring to traffic in narcotics.  For the previous 8-9 years he had 
been before the court regularly for petty offences. 
 
There was a joint submission for 2 years. 
 
The Court considered the unsophisticated nature of the scheme as a mitigating factor and 
adopted the joint submission.  In passing judgment, the court noted: 
 

[11] It is the type of crime that invites a severe sentence, based upon 
the emphasis on deterrence, that the crime is economically motivated 
and requires considerable premeditation, and that offenders are apt to 
engage in some degree of risk or reward analysis before committing 
the crime.  That paper refers to the British Columbia Court of Appeal 
of R. v. Le, where the court said: 
 

Counterfeiting is an offence for which, in my view, 
deterrence is a far more important factor than it is for many 
other offences.  It requires premeditation and planning and 
is driven entirely by greed. 

… 
[17] So, this activity has a substantial financial impact on law 
enforcement, businesses and the financial section, which must devote 
additional resources to respond to the problem.  As well, this goes to 
the very heart of the efficacy, integrity and operation of our economic 
system which basically relies on the exchange of currency for goods 
and services. 

 
The court adopted the joint recommendation for a sentence of 2 years of imprisonment.  
The judge concluded that: “It is the type of crime that invites a severe sentence, based 
upon the emphasis on deterrence, that the crime is economically motivated and requires 
considerable premeditation.”  
 












