
R. v. Bernard, Ontario Superior Court of Justice, April 21, 2010.  
30 months for conspiracy to defraud the public  
 
Mr. Bernard was found guilty of conspiracy to defraud the public and mischief. The 
conspiracy took place during the summer, fall and winter of 2005 and in early 2006. Mr. 
Bernard and his accomplice, Mr. Reid, hired individuals, usually young women, who 
would purchase consumer items in departmental stores such as Winners, HomeSense etc.  
The purchased items were then returned to the same stores, but at different locations, in 
exchange for legal currency.   
 
The Crown recommended a sentence of four years of imprisonment, consecutive to the 
sentence Mr. Bernard was serving for unrelated offences. The Crown filed an affidavit 
from the Bank of Canada, pursuant to section 722 of the Criminal Code, in which the 
prevalence of counterfeiting in Canada and elsewhere in the world was outlined.  The 
Crown stated that Mr. Bernard played a central role in the scheme, as he was in charge of 
the operations and responsible for the recruitment and supervision of the young women. 
The Crown indicated that a large volume of counterfeit money was passed and, as a 
result, Mr. Bernard made a lot of money. One employee testified that she often passed 
$1,000 a day or $5,000 a week and that the scheme went on from the summer of 2005 
until January of 2006. Finally, the Crown raised the sentencing principle of parity in 
relation to the sentences already imposed co-conspirators. 
 
Defence counsel argued that the accused should receive a sentence of 12 to 18 months of 
imprisonment, consecutive to the sentence he was serving.  Defence counsel highlighted 
Mr. Bernard’s personal circumstances and suggested that the court should take into 
consideration the sentence he was already serving, pursuant to the “totality principle”.  
 
The judge considered the sentencing objectives set out in s. 718 of the Criminal Code and 
concluded that the dominant sentencing objectives in the present case should be general 
deterrence, given the impact of such a fraud on society, and specific deterrence for Mr. 
Bernard.  She also considered the need for rehabilitation, taking into account the 
relatively young age of the offender (the accused was 23 years old at the time of the 
arrest and 27 years old at the time of the sentence).  She weighted aggravating and 
mitigating factors before imposing a sentence of 30 months for the conspiracy to defraud 
the public, consecutive to the sentence Mr. Bernard was serving, and 30 days for the 
mischief, concurrent with the conspiracy to defraud the public but consecutive to the 
sentence Mr. Bernard was serving. 
 
 






































