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MANDATE OF THE SiRT 

The Serious Incident Response Team (“SiRT”) has a mandate to investigate all matters that involve 
death, serious injury, sexual assault, and intimate partner violence or other matters determined to 
be of a public interest to be investigated that may have arisen from the actions of any police officer, 
on or off duty, in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick.  
 
At the conclusion of every investigation, the SiRT Director must determine if criminal charges 
should result from the actions of the police officer. If no charges are warranted the Director will 
issue a public summary of the investigation which outlines the reasons for that decision, which 
must include the information set out by regulation. Public summaries are drafted with the goal of 
adequate information to allow the public to understand the Director’s rationale and conclusions. 
 
Mandate invoked: This investigation was authorized under 24.6 of the New Brunswick Police 
Act in the public interest. 
 
Timeline & Delays: SiRT commenced its investigation on June 13, 2024. The investigation 
concluded on July 2, 2025. There was some delay due to a change in the SiRT investigator, SiRT 
resources, and challenges locating witnesses.  
 
Terminology: This summary uses the following language in accordance with regulations made 
under the Police Act and to protect the privacy of those involved:  
 

• “Affected Party/AP” means the person who died or was seriously injured in relation to a 
serious incident. 

 
• “Civilian Witness/CW” means any non-police individual who is a witness to or has 

material information relating to a serious incident. 
 

• “Witness Officer/WO” means any police officer who is a witness to or has material 
information relating to a serious incident. 

 
• “Subject Officer/SO” means a police officer who is the subject of an investigation, or 

whose actions may have resulted in a serious incident.  
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Evidence: The decision summarized in this report is based on evidence collected and analyzed 
during the investigation, including, but not limited to, the following: 

1. Witness Officer Statements 

2. Civilian Witness Statements 

3. Police Occurrence Report 

4. Subject Officer Statement 
 

INVESTIGATION SUMMARY 

 
Introduction 
 
In 2023, Fredericton Police Force (FPF) officers were conducting a drug investigation and 
executed a search warrant at a residence following the arrest of an accused person (the 
“Accused/Civilian Witness #2”), known to the police and had a criminal record. As part of the 
search of the residence, four cellular devices belonging to the Accused were seized. In May 2024, 
during a review of one of the cellular devices, photographs were discovered of the Subject 
Officer’s (the “SO”’s) computer containing sensitive police information. It was confirmed through 
the metadata that the photos of the SO’s computer were taken on the Accused’s phone at the 
Accused’s residence. SiRT was contacted on June 13, 2024, and commenced an investigation into 
possible Breach of Trust involving the SO. 
 
Background information 
 
On May 17, 2024, Witness Officer #1 (“WO1”)  was reviewing the data extracted from one of the 
Accused’s cellular devices and located two images of Protected “A” documents (Director’s Note: 
Protected “A” information is intelligence shared between law enforcement agencies that is not be 
shared or distributed beyond agencies). The Protected “A” documents contained information 
about a missing person, and intelligence information about ongoing criminal activity. The photos 
were of a computer screen, with the Protected “A” documents opened on the desktop. Upon 
examination of the photos, it appeared the computer was an Apple desktop and on the bottom part 
of the computer screen were family photos of the SO. There were additional photos of the computer 
that contained a copy of the SO’s contacts and a photo that showed the SO as the computer 
administrator. SiRT was advised that evidence from metadata suggested the photographs were 
taken at the Accused’s residence, leading to the conclusion that the SO’s computer was located in 
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the Accused’s residence. The photographs in question were taken approximately 1.5 months prior 
to the police search. However, no computer was seized during the police search and a review of 
photos taken of the residence by FPF Forensic Identification Services at the time of the search did 
not show any similar computer in the residence.  
 
WO1 advised her supervisor of the photographs immediately after she discovered them. On May 
23, 2024, the information was brought to the attention of the FPF management team.  
 
On May 24, 2024, the SO was called into a meeting with FPF management where he was provided 
a printout of the photographs and asked about them. This was not a cautioned statement. According 
to Witness Officer #2 (“WO2”), the SO appeared perplexed and was not able to provide an 
explanation. During the meeting, the SO stated that years prior, he had purchased an older model 
Apple computer, but he had no knowledge of where it was currently.  He said his family had 
purchased a new computer that was at their house. He stated he may have accessed work emails 
on the old computer and confirmed it would have had a list of names in his contact list. He also 
confirmed the family photos and administrator name on the photos of the computer belonged to 
him. The SO further stated he had not associated with the Accused outside of his duties as a police 
officer.  
 
WO1 stated to SiRT that she made objections to the SO being questioned at this stage without FPF 
having full knowledge of the situation and knowing there was a possibility the SO could be 
investigated for criminal conduct. WO1 recounted that FPF management indicated the SO was not 
a suspect and proceeded to ask him questions about the photos. WO1 stated that when FPF found 
these photos, there were still two additional phones from the Accused to be downloaded and 
analyzed. It was unknown if further information would be found on these devices. 
 
Later that same day (May 24, 2024), the SO attended WO2’s office and advised he had spoken 
with his wife, who had indicated she had thrown out the older Apple computer in August 2023. 
His wife advised him she thought the computer did not work so made no effort to erase or clean 
the hard drive. A few days later WO2 saw the SO and told him it was important they locate the 
missing/unaccounted for computer that contained protected information. WO2 advised the SO he 
would need to speak with the SO’s wife to obtain some clarity on what occurred.  
 
On June 8, 2024, the SO’s wife sent an email to WO2 stating her family had an older Apple 
computer that was purchased for the SO’s previous employment. She wrote that the computer had 
not been used in 4-5 years and had not been charged. The computer was unplugged and stored in 
the basement with the intention of it being thrown out. She wrote that she did not believe the 
computer had any value and did not attempt to sell it. The email stated the last time she recalled 
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seeing the computer was in August 2023, either in the basement or the back of the SO’s truck to 
be thrown out. 
 
On June 12, 2024, WO1 met with the Crown Prosecutor responsible for the original drug file 
related to the search of the Accused’s residence and advised them of the photographs discovered 
of the SO’s computer. The Crown prosecutor recommended that SiRT be contacted.  
 
SiRT Referral 
 
SiRT was contacted by Witness Officer #3 (“WO3”) on June 13, 2024 and an investigation 
commenced. The same day, SiRT sent a Notice of Investigation to the FPF Chief at the time. 
 
SiRT was provided with a copy of the FPF police file, which included copies of the photographs 
located on the Accused’s device. SiRT made a request to FPF for a copy of the data extraction 
from the device, however this was not provided as it was outside the scope of the original warrant.   
 
Between June 2024 and March 2025, several investigative steps were taken, including interviews 
with members of FPF and follow up on the information received.  
 
On March 25, 2025, Witness Officer #4 (“WO4”) provided a statement to SiRT. WO4 was the cell 
phone technician for FPF and was responsible for data extraction from the Accused’s cellular 
devices. She stated that on May 1, 2024, after FPF received judicial authorization to search the 
devices, she started the data extraction. On May 7, 2024, she provided a file of the extracted data 
of one of the devices to WO1. Both WO1 and WO4 reviewed the data looking for drug related 
evidences. WO4 became aware of the photographs of the SO’s computer when WO1 advised her. 
WO4 stated she was able to confirm through metadata that the photos of the SO’s computer were 
taken by the Accused’s phone at the Accused’s residence. WO4 conducted queries to see if there 
was any other link to the SO or members of FPF on the Accused’s cellular device. She stated she 
queried the SO’s phone number, the SO’s wife’s phone number, the FPF phone number, names, 
and other entities that could link the police. She did not find anything and stated there was no other 
information on the device that caused her concern or was linked to FPF. She stated that a data 
extraction of the remaining cellular devices was not concluded as the prosecution of the Accused 
came to an end prior to completion. 
 
On October 18, 2024, Civilian Witness #1 (“CW1”) the girlfriend of the Accused, attended the 
Fredericton Police Station on an unrelated matter. While she was there, she mentioned she 
previously had a police officer’s computer in her possession. She provided a statement to FPF 
where she indicated that in the summer of 2023, she came home from getting groceries and there 
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was a computer in the entryway of her residence. She said she was “techy” so the Accused asked 
her to get into the computer and see what she could find that was related to him.  She stated the 
computer was an old MacBook Apple.  She stated she plugged it in and recalled it was not 
password protected. When she logged in, she discovered it belonged to a police officer. In her 
statement she said she could not recall the officer’s name but provided identifying information of 
the officer that was consistent with the SO. She recalled seeing protected documents (in her 
statement she provided a description of the documents she viewed), along with family photos of 
the SO, and the SO’s contact list. She recalled the contact list on the computer had been updated 
in April 2023. She stated she believed this was because Apple products “just sync.” When asked 
how the computer ended up at her residence, she replied that the Accused was owed money by 
someone, and they gave him the computer in exchange for the debt. She stated she did not know 
who that person was. She also stated she did not know where the computer was currently. 
 
On October 21, 2024 FPF advised SiRT that CW1 had attended the station and provided a 
statement in relation to the SO’s computer and later provided a copy to SiRT. On February 12, 
2025, SiRT investigators met with CW1 to obtain an additional statement and gather information 
about why she was reporting this more than a year later. There was a delay in SiRT obtaining this 
statement due to SiRT resources required for another file, and difficulty in locating CW1. CW1 
advised that she was having a conversation with an FPF officer about the Accused and wanted to 
let them know the Accused was in possession of a police officer’s computer. When asked if she 
had any more information to provide about the computer, she provided the name of a male who 
gave the Accused the computer in exchange for his debt payment. She stated that the male had 
advised the Accused that he found the computer in a garbage bin (Director note: This is an 
inconsistency as this information was not provided in her statement to FPF).  
 
On June 9, 2025 SiRT investigators interviewed the Accused/Civilian Witness #2 via telephone. 
(Director’s Note: the Accused is currently in custody).  He remembered having a police officer’s 
computer in his home and noted it had been found in a dumpster. He said a person brought it to 
him, but he could not recall the name of that person. He stated the computer had old police reports 
on them and he assumed the computer was still in his house. He stated he could not recall the name 
of the officer who owned the computer.  
 
SiRT Investigators made attempts to obtain a statement from the individual identified by CW1 
who dropped the computer off to the Accused. Despite multiple attempts, SiRT was not able to 
locate him.  
 
Although under no legal obligation to do so, the SO consented to provide a statement to SiRT as 
part of the investigation. On February 12, 2025, the SO met with a SiRT Investigator. He stated 
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that on the morning of May 24, 2024, he received a text message from a member of FPF 
management asking to meet about something important. The SO attended the meeting where he 
was shown printouts of screenshots of his old Apple desktop computer. He was asked to explain 
them. He was informed the photos were found during the execution of a search warrant on the 
Accused’s phone. The SO said it was a shock to him because he still thought he had the computer 
in his possession. He informed the SiRT Investigator that he had purchased that computer in 2014 
or 2015 and had used it at a previous job. His wife used the computer to download family photos. 
The SO was an auxiliary officer at the time of purchase and became a full-time officer a few years 
later. He stated the last time he recalled seeing the computer was August 2023 and noted it had not 
been used or plugged in for about 5 years. When asked how protected documents ended up on his 
personal computer, he said he had his FPF email connected to that computer. He elaborated that 
FPF officers are not issued work phones or laptops, so he connected his work email to his personal 
device, which he stated is a common practice among officers. The SO was also asked about the 
photos located on the computer. The SO stated he recalled seeing family photos that were taken in 
2014 or 2015. The SiRT Investigator advised him that the Witness Officers believed the family 
photos were taken more recently. He stated he did not know how that would happen “unless they 
were airdropped from [his wife’s] account, if her apple ID was attached to that computer.” The SO 
did not believe the computer was password protected. He also stated he had no connection to the 
Accused other than his interactions with him through his duties as a police officer. The SO stated 
he did not know what happened with the computer.  
 
SiRT followed up with FPF and learned that only a few officers are issued work cell phone or 
laptops. It is not unusual for officers to access their work emails from their personal devices. 
 
RELEVANT LEGISLATION 
 
Criminal Code  
 
Breach of trust by public officer 
 
122 Every official who, in connection with the duties of their office, commits fraud or a breach of 
trust, whether or not the fraud or breach of trust would be an offence if it were committed in 
relation to a private person, is guilty of 

(a) An indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term of not more than five years; or 
(b) An offence punishable on summary conviction. 
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LEGAL ISSUES & ANALYSIS 
 
I must now assess the evidence to determine whether there are reasonable and probable grounds 
to believe a criminal offence has been committed. Reasonable and probable grounds is a standard 
lower than a balance of probabilities or beyond a reasonable doubt, and more than reasonable 
suspicion.  
 
In relation to the offence of breach of trust, the Supreme Court of Canada in R v Boulanger, [2006] 
2 SCC 49 at para. 58, stated: 
 

[58] I conclude that the offence of breach of trust by a public officer will be established 
where the Crown proves beyond a reasonable doubt the following elements: 
 

1. The accused is an official; 
 
2. The accused was acting in connection with the duties of his or her office; 
 
3. The accused breached the standard of responsibility and conduct demanded of 
him or her by the nature of the office; 
 
4. The conduct of the accused represented a serious and marked departure from the 
standards expected of an individual in the accused’s position of public trust; and 

 
5. The accused acted with the intention to use his or her public office for a purpose 
other than the public good, for example, for a dishonest, partial, corrupt, or 
oppressive purpose. 

 
I must consider each of the above elements for the offence of breach of trust to determine whether 
there are reasonable and probable grounds to lay a criminal charge. 
 
Is the SO an official? 
The SO is a police officer. Police officers are officials for the purposes of s. 122 of the Criminal 
Code.  
 
Was the SO was acting in connection with the duties of his office? 
The allegation in this case deals with Protected “A” documents being located on the SO’s personal 
computer, which ended up in the possession of the Accused. The SO obtained the protected “A” 
documents while acting in connection with the duties of his office. 



Serious Incident Response Team 

File # 2024-040  Page 9 of 10 

 

 

Did the SO breach the standard of conduct and responsibility demanded of him by the nature 
of the offence and was the conduct of the SO a serious and marked departure from the standards 
expected of an individual in the SO’s position of public trust? 
In Boulanger, at para 52, the SCC stated “…The conduct at issue, in addition to being carried out 
with the requisite mens rea, must be sufficiently serious to move it from the realm of administrative 
fault to that of criminal behaviour….What is required is “conduct so far below acceptable 
standards as to amount to an abuse of the public’s trust in the office holder” 
 
There must also be consideration as to whether the conduct of the officer amounted to a serious 
and marked departure expected of the standards of a police officer.  In the 2021 Nova Scotia Court 
of Appeal decision of  R v. Farmer, 2021 NSCA 7 at para 120, the court held: 
 

This requirement, along with the requisite mens rea, ensures that mistakes or 
errors in judgement are not criminalized. It is important to emphasize that police 
officers like other public officials can be guilty of breach of trust for conduct that 
would not amount to a crime by an ordinary citizen. This can include unauthorized 
use of a computer system or disclosure of confidential information. 

  
In this case the SO had Protected “A” documents, obtained in the course of his police duties, on 
his personal computer. The SO admitted in his statement to SiRT that he used his personal 
computer to check work emails as he was not issued a police phone or computer. He informed this 
was a common practice among FPF police members, which was confirmed by SiRT. Although 
this may not be good practice, I cannot conclude that this conduct rises to the level of a serious 
and marked departure from the standards expected of the SO, especially where it appears to have 
been condoned by management and was accepted practice.  This practice and the SO’s carelessness 
with these materials are concerning, but I cannot conclude that this equates to conduct so far below 
acceptable standards as to amount to a criminal breach of trust.  
 
The more concerning issue is how the Protected “A” documents were in the possession of the 
Accused. While it is unusual and careless that a police officer’s computer ended up in the 
possession of the Accused, based on the available evidence I do not have reasonable and probable 
grounds to believe that the SO provided the computer or the documents to the Accused, or that he 
had knowledge the Accused was in possession of the documents. The SO stated he believed the 
computer was no longer working and his wife had thrown the computer out. The SO’s wife stated 
she had not seen the computer since August 2023 and it was with items that needed to be thrown 
out. Additionally, CW1 and the Accused stated the computer was given to the Accused by a person 
who found it in a dumpster. Although there appeared to be recent photos and contact list updates 
on the computer, both the SO and CW1 explained the updates could have occurred through 
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syncing. It is important to note that SiRT was not able to locate the computer to extract additional 
evidence. Upon a review of the available evidence, I do not have reasonable grounds to believe 
that the SO participated in, or had knowledge of, the Accused being in possession of his computer 
or the Protected “A” documents. 
 
The SO acted with the intention to use his public office for a purpose other than the public good, 
for example, for a dishonest, partial, corrupt, or oppressive purpose 
As previously stated, there is no evidence to conclude the SO participated in or had knowledge of 
the Accused being in possession of his computer. As such, this part of the test is not applicable. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Based on the analysis above, there are no reasonable grounds to believe the SO committed a 
criminal offence. 
 
 


