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Introduction 

On October 22, 2018, pursuant to section 46.1 of the Police Act, ASIRT was directed to 

investigate an officer-involved shooting involving an officer of the Royal Canadian 

Mounted Police (RCMP) that occurred in Maskwacis that same day.  One RCMP officer 

discharged his service weapon and was designated as the subject officer (SO) in ASIRT’s 

investigation, with notice provided to him.  Two males were shot, and were therefore 

identified as affected person #1 and #2 (AP1 and AP2). ASIRT’s investigation is now 

complete. 

ASIRT’s Investigation 

ASIRT’s investigation was comprehensive and thorough, conducted using current 

investigative protocols, and in accordance with the principles of major case management 

(MCM). Relevant police and civilian witnesses were interviewed. All relevant 911 and 

radio communications were secured and analyzed. The scene was examined. The SO 

provided a written statement to ASIRT. 

Overview 

During the evening of October 21, 2018, RCMP received numerous 911 calls from 

residents of Maskwacis about gunshots. At just before midnight that day, the SO and 

witness officer #1 (WO1) conducted foot patrols in the Samson Town Site of Maskwacis 

to investigate the gunshots. 

At approximately 12:06 a.m. on October 22, further gunshots were heard in the A Block 

of the Samson Town Site, where the SO and WO1 were conducting patrols. The SO fired 

his carbine in response to the gunshots, and both AP1 and AP2 were struck. 

Affected Person #1 (AP1) 

AP1 was interviewed by ASIRT investigators on October 22 and 25, 2018. 

On October 21, 2018, AP1 was in Maskwacis. He was drinking alcohol with others. 

Around 11 p.m., he was outside near residence 22-A with AP2. AP2 had a long-barreled 

camouflage rifle, which was possibly a 303 rifle. AP1 described it as having “long bullets.” 

AP2 gave this rifle to AP1 to try, and AP1 shot into the air in the direction of the bingo 

hall. 
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Shortly after that, AP2 said to AP1 that there were some voices in the shadows 50-60 feet 

away from them. AP1 then said that it appeared to him that AP2 was laying down the 

rifle when it discharged. AP1 also said that AP2 might have fired the rifle towards the 

bushes 50-60 feet away. He then saw a flashlight from that area. 

AP1 then saw AP2 start to leave the area, and AP2’s leg jerked. It appeared that he had 

been shot. AP2 continued to leave with a limp, and went around the corner. AP1 started 

to leave as well and then felt a burning in his leg. He thought he had been shot. He sat 

down on a patio at the rear of a house. Two police officers approached and arrested him. 

The officer who shot him was rough with him, and replied rudely to AP1’s questions, 

including telling him that an ambulance was not coming for him. 

AP1 did not know police were there until they approached and did not hear them 

announce their presence at any point. 

AP1 was taken to the Wetaskawin hospital then to the University of Alberta hospital in 

Edmonton. He was treated for a gunshot wound to his upper right outer thigh. This 

wound affected the soft tissue of his leg and no bullet fragments were left in the leg. 

Affected Person #2 (AP2) 

AP2 was interviewed by ASIRT investigators on October 30, 2018. 

On October 21, 2018, AP2 was drinking alcohol with others in Maskwacis. He had also 

smoked marijuana prior to the shooting. He said that his memory was impacted by his 

consumption, and he had blacked out. Early in the evening, he had been hanging out with 

others at a fire outside of a residence until police had showed up and kicked them out. 

He had a camouflage and black rifle with him that night. It took very large bullets, 

approximately 3-4 inches long. It was a bolt-action rifle. That night, he and AP1 were 

shooting the rifle behind a house. They only shot it into the air, and never at anyone or 

anything. AP2 had shot the rifle once earlier than evening. When he was with AP1, AP2 

shot it into the air three times. 

They were in the process of putting the rifle under the steps of the nearby house when 

police came out of nowhere, announced their presence, and told them to get on the 

ground. He saw their flashlights. He dropped the gun and started to run away. He heard 

a bang and his knee started hurting. Both of them were shot. 



4 
 

Classification: Public 

AP2 kept running away. He went to residences and finally got into one. Police found him 

there. He was then taken to the hospital by ambulance. He had three wounds on his left 

knee and three bullet fragments were found in the area of his knee. 

AP2 said police probably thought they were shooting at them, but they were only 

shooting into the air. 

Civilian Witness #1 (CW1) 

CW1 was interviewed by ASIRT investigators. 

CW1 lived in Maskwacis and was at home during the evening of October 21, 2018 and the 

early morning of October 22, 2018. CW1 was awake and heard a gunshot around 1 a.m. 

on October 22. CW1 looked outside and saw AP1 holding a gun. CW1 knew AP1 and 

recognized him right away since he is “a recognizable guy.” AP1 then fired the gun twice. 

When he fired it, it was held horizontally but it was unclear to CW1 what he was shooting 

at. CW1 saw police come into the area then, with flashlights on their guns. The police 

yelled to put the gun down several times. Another shot was fired but CW1 was unsure 

where it came from. AP1 tried to run away but could not, and he then said something 

about being shot. There was another kid beside AP1 but CW1 could not see him well. This 

other person was not carrying anything. 

The police officers were identifiable as police, and they announced that they were police. 

Civilian Witness #2 (CW2) 

CW2 called 911 early on October 22, 2018 and spoke to RCMP investigators later. This 

was reviewed by ASIRT. 

CW2 was in a D block residence in Samson Town Site during the early morning of October 

22. CW2 and other occupants of the residence heard five gunshots, and felt the residence 

rumble as though it had been hit with a shot. They immediately took shelter, and then 

called 911 to report it at 12:12 a.m. 

Other Civilian Witnesses 

Other civilian witnesses provided some information to ASIRT investigators. While each 

other civilian witness only provided a small amount of information, this information was 

consistent with information provided by CW1 and the SO. 
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Witness Officer #1 (WO1) 

WO1 was posted to the Maskwacis Detachment of the RCMP at the time of the officer-

involved shooting. He had been posted there for four years. He was interviewed by 

ASIRT investigators. 

Around 9 p.m. on October 21, 2018, WO1 was investigating gunshots in the A block area 

of Samson Town Site at Maskwacis. As part of this investigation, he spoke to AP1. 

At around 11 p.m., WO1 began doing foot patrols. He later met up with the SO with the 

intent of conducting foot patrols together. During this, the SO said that he could see two 

people in the field of A block. The two officers went in that direction. WO1 could see two 

males, each with something in their hands. WO1 and the SO then split up. 

The larger male then raised an object. He saw a flash and heard a boom, so it was clear to 

him that it was a long gun in the male’s hands. He immediately announced this over the 

radio. He could not tell where the shot was aimed. 

WO1 then yelled “police, drop the gun!” A second shot was fired. WO1 could only hear 

and not see this shot since he was behind a house. He then heard the SO say that they 

were firing into the air. WO1 never saw or heard the SO shoot. 

WO1 next saw the SO’s flashlight. WO1 started to move towards 22-A and saw the smaller 

male run away. He heard the SO yelling at someone, and someone screaming. As he got 

closer to 22-A, he saw that the screaming individual was AP1. The SO was telling AP1 to 

prone out, but AP1 was saying he could not because he was shot. 

AP1 was on the back steps of 22-A at this point. WO2 arrived, and WO1 and WO2 took 

AP1 into custody. 

Witness Officer #2 (WO2) 

WO2 was posted to the Maskwacis Detachment of the RCMP at the time of the officer-

involved shooting, and was the acting watch commander. He was interviewed by ASIRT 

investigators. 

At around 9:30 p.m. on October 21, 2018, WO2 was investigating a number of gunshot 

complaints in the Samson Town Site of Maskwacis. As part of this, he interacted with a 

number of B425 gang members including AP1. AP1 was verbally confrontational and 

non-cooperative. 
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At 10:07 p.m., WO2 attended a residence with the SO for a complaint that it had been hit 

by a gunshot. It appeared to WO2 that one of the basement windows had been shot out 

with a shotgun, and there was another bullet hole upstairs in the living room. 

WO2 discussed doing foot patrols with the SO and WO1, and then went back to the RCMP 

detachment to get a jacket. While at the detachment, he heard WO1 call out shots fired 

over the radio. He quickly went to residence 22-A, where the SO and WO1 were, to assist. 

The SO and WO1 were taking cover and pointing their carbines at a male sitting on the 

porch of 22-A. The three officers approached the male together and WO2 took physical 

control of the male. He realized the male was AP1. WO2 then learned that AP1 had been 

shot and an ambulance was called. There was a rifle on the ground 15-20 feet away from 

AP1. 

Subject Officer (SO) 

The SO was posted to the Leduc Detachment of the RCMP but, on the day of the officer-

involved shooting, he was working an overtime shift in Maskwacis. The SO provided a 

written statement to ASIRT investigators. 

He had worked dozens of overtime shifts in Maskwacis before, and he was therefore 

familiar with it. He was aware of significant safety concerns there including recent 

increases in gang activity and gunshot complaints. He was aware of a credible threat to 

kill a police officer there in recent years. 

At around 10 p.m. on October 21, 2018, the SO was responding to an assault complaint in 

Maskwacis. While responding to that call, he heard a dispatch call for gunshots. Over the 

next hour or so, he heard other reports of gunshots, although he did not hear the gunshots 

himself. 

At approximately 11:30 p.m., the SO went to an F block residence in Samson Town Site 

for a shots fired complaint. At that location, he found a hole in the drywall of the living 

room. The residence was occupied and the hole was at approximately five feet from the 

floor of the residence. It appeared to him to be recent and from a rifle. He also examined 

a window in a basement bedroom. This window had been shot out from outside, and it 

appeared to the SO that a shotgun had been used. 

After that investigation, the decision was made to conduct foot patrols. The SO met up 

with WO1 in Samson Town Site for that purpose. The SO was carrying his carbine, and 

wearing hard armour and a helmet. Hearing some loud voices in the direction of the A 
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block residences, they went in that direction. They split up and then the SO saw two 

people near 14-A. One of the two people then fired a gun into the air. The SO took cover 

behind a telephone pole, and then moved behind two trees. He was 75 metres away from 

the two people by his estimation. One of the two people fired another shot into the air at 

this point. The SO believed these people may be related to the shots at the F block 

residence. 

The SO then heard WO1 yell “drop the gun.” the SO was not sure exactly where WO1 

was at this time. The larger of the two people he had observed then fired a shot. The flash 

from the muzzle appeared to be in the SO’s direction, and he heard what he thought was 

the fired round go through the leaves and branches above him. The SO thought that this 

indicated that the person with the gun had seen him and was firing at him, intending to 

kill or seriously injure him. 

The SO then returned fire, aiming at the torso of the larger person. There was no reaction 

to this shot, so he did not think he hit anyone. He fired a second round and, given that the 

larger person slumped to the side and began to limp away, he thought he had hit his 

target. The smaller person fled behind a residence. 

At this point, the SO began to approach the larger person. He was joined by WO1, and 

the SO was issuing commands to stop, show his hands, and get on the ground. During 

this approach, he turned on his flashlight, which was mounted to his carbine. The person 

sat down on the stairs of the porch on the residence. WO1 and WO2 arrived and arrested 

the person while the SO covered them. He then checked the person’s injuries and 

maintained cover while waiting for the ambulance to arrive. He noted a long barrel 

firearm on the ground a few feet away from the porch. 

Police Information 

ASIRT investigators reviewed information on AP1 and AP2 available on the Canadian 

Police Information Centre (CPIC) databases. This showed a considerable size difference 

between AP1 and AP2. AP1 is 6’7” and 350lbs, while AP2 is 5’11” and 150lbs. 

RCMP Communications 

ASIRT investigators reviewed the RCMP communications from October 21-22. These 

communications included 911 calls and the radio used by officers including the SO and 

the Witness Officers. 
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The 911 calls show numerous calls about gunshots from the evening of October 21 before 

the officer-involved shooting, and then several calls about gunshots during the officer-

involved shooting. One of these 911 callers is CW2, listed above. The calls before the 

officer-involved shooting were received between 9:26 p.m. and 11:18 p.m. There were 11 

separate calls in that time period. 

The recording of the radio communications used by the SO and the Witness Officers starts 

with WO1 saying that shots have been fired at 12:06:35 a.m. on October 22, 2018. There 

are no details about the shots at this time. The audio from the SO and WO1 is minimal 

over the next few minutes. Where there is audio, it talks about containment and medical 

treatment. At approximately 3:30 into the recording, one of the officers announces that 

they have one in custody. At approximately five minutes into the recording, RCMP 

dispatch states they just got a call from CW2 about the D block residence being struck by 

bullets. 

Scene Exam 

ASIRT and RCMP investigators conducted searches of the scene. 

The area of residence 22-A is where AP1 was arrested. There were bloodstains next to the 

porch stairs where AP1 was located. A camouflage Winchester .270 bolt-action rifle was 

located within a few metres of the porch. No shell casings were found in this area. 

75 metres away from the area behind residence 22-A were the two trees in which the SO 

took cover. These trees still had leaves on them at this time. The leaves and branches 

appeared to start at around adult head level, and continue well above the height of 

adjacent houses. Near the trees, investigators found two shell casings that matched the 

ammunition in the SO’s carbine. 

The D block residence was searched. Residents had called police saying that the residence 

had been struck with bullets. A straight line can be drawn from the approximate location 

of the Affected Persons when shots were fired through the trees where the SO was taking 

cover to the D block residence. There were holes of unknown origin on the outside of the 

residence. No bullet fragments or holes going into the residence were located. 
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Analysis 

Points of Agreement 

The versions provided by the various individuals to ASIRT agree on many points, or do 

not contest them. These provide the basis for analyzing the points of discrepancy. 

It is clear that there were numerous gunshot complaints on the evening of October 21, 

2018. All involved officers were aware of this. This included shots being fired into the F 

block residence. When the SO and WO1 began their foot patrols in Maskwacis, AP1 and 

AP2 were in the area, close to residence 22-A, and in possession of the camouflage rifle. 

One or both of them fired the rifle during this time. They were then both shot by the SO 

a short time after the last of the shots they fired. The lighting in the area was variable, 

with occasional house and streetlights cutting through the nighttime darkness. 

The D Block Residence 

Residents of the D block residence called 911 about their home being hit by gunshots 

during the officer-involved shooting incident. As noted above, a straight line can be 

drawn to this residence from the area where AP1 and AP2 were through the trees where 

the SO was positioned. It is therefore possible that shots fired by AP1 or AP2 hit this 

residence. This conclusion would provide considerable clarity to many of the other issues 

in this investigation, since gunshots hitting the residence would seem to show a lower 

angle of fire by AP1 or AP2. That would tend to disprove their versions of shooting up in 

the air, and tend to support the SO’s version of firing at him. 

The timing of the gunshot complaint from the D block residence does seem to line up 

temporally, with the complaint coming in during the officer-involved shooting incident. 

The incident starts at approximately 12:06:35 a.m., as noted by WO1 declaring shots fired 

on the radio. The complaint from this residence comes in at 12:12 a.m., and CW2 says it 

had just happened, although they had sheltered in the basement prior to calling 911. This 

911 call is also referenced in the radio communications, at five minutes in. These timelines 

seem to make it possible that the shots hit this residence. 

The location of AP1, AP2, the SO, and the D block residence also make it possible that the 

shots from near 22-A could hit the residence, since they line up with no barriers in 

between them. However, given that the location of AP1 and AP2 is approximate and that 

the trees are not small, any direct line drawn shows only the possibility. A shot from 
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somewhere in the area of 22-A that went through the trees next to the SO could hit a 

number of houses, including this residence. 

The D block residence is also not very close to 22-A. While an exact distance was not 

provided, it is more than double the 75 metres from 22-A to the trees. On the SO’s version, 

the bullet hits the leaves and branches above him. The trees are tall, extending above the 

height of the residences. The exact effect of the distance plus collisions with the tree is 

unclear. Without more evidence, it is not possible to say where the bullets hit the tree even 

if it was conclusively determined that they continued and hit the residence. 

The D block residence was examined by the RCMP and little evidence was found. Holes 

were found on the exterior of the residence, but there were many holes of unclear origin. 

No bullet fragments were found. There is no conclusive evidence here to show that the 

bullets from the rifle hit the residence. 

While the conclusion that the bullets from the rifle hit the D block residence because it 

was pointed at a low angle would assist with other issues, there is insufficient physical 

evidence to support or disprove it. The bullets may have hit the residence, but that 

conclusion, like other issues, rests on the witness testimony. 

Self-Preservation and Self-Defence 

Under s. 25 of the Criminal Code, police officers are permitted to use as much force as is 

necessary for execution of their duties. Where this force is intended or is likely to cause 

death or grievous bodily harm, the officer must believe on reasonable grounds that the 

force is necessary for the self-preservation of the officer or preservation of anyone under 

that officer’s protection. A police officer also has the same protections for self-defence 

under s. 34 of the Criminal Code as any other person. 

A police officer’s use of force, in law, is not to be assessed on a standard of perfection nor 

using hindsight and the opportunity to consider alternatives with the luxury of time, 

recognizing the exigencies of the circumstances and the decisions and reactions that must 

occur in split seconds. 

With the benefit of hindsight, time for detached reflection and knowledge of the ultimate 

outcome, it is easy to speculate about how things could have been done differently. That 

is not the standard, however, against which an officer’s conduct is measured. The 

question is, applying principles of proportionality, necessity, and reasonableness, 

whether the force used falls into a range of possible reasonable responses. 
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The question is therefore not simply whether AP1 fired the rifle at the SO. It is instead 

whether he fired it at him, or whether the SO simply believed on reasonable grounds that 

AP1 had fired at him. 

On the point of who fired the rifle and where they were aiming, many witnesses have 

relevant evidence. The SO says that the third shot was in his direction, based on the 

muzzle flash and the bullet going through the tree above him, and that it was shot by the 

larger individual, later identified as AP1. WO1 sees the larger individual, AP1, fire a gun. 

AP1 says that he only fired in the air, and then the final shot came from AP2. It may 

have discharged when AP2 put the rifle down, or AP2 may have fired towards the SO. 

AP2 said they were both shooting the rifle and that he only shot into the air. AP2 admits 

to being very intoxicated at the time, and also seems to understand that police could 

have thought they were shooting at them. 

CW1 was the only witness other than police and AP1 and AP2. CW1 only sees shots two 

and three, but is clear that AP1 is the shooter. CW1 also notes the gun to be level to the 

ground. This supports shooting at something on the ground, and not shooting in the air. 

CW1’s evidence provides an important perspective due to lack of connection with the 

police, AP1, or AP2. CW1’s evidence supports the versions given by the SO and WO1, 

but not the versions given by AP1 and AP2. 

From all of the evidence, it appears that AP1 was the shooter for at least shots two and 

three and that he was shooting at something near ground level. No witness other than the 

SO said that the third shot was at him, although the evidence of other witnesses 

corroborates him on other points. Based on the evidence gathered, it is likely that the SO’s 

evidence on this point would be accepted. 

If a shot has been fired at the SO, his belief that his life was at risk is clearly reasonable. 

While he is wearing body armour, he could still be killed by a gunshot. By firing back, he 

is using force that he knows may cause death or grievous bodily harm. The question then 

becomes whether this response is proportional, necessary, and reasonable. 

The SO is firing his carbine in response to gunfire. He fires one shot, which he believed 

was a miss, and then one more. He stops when it appears that the danger has subsided. 

The proportionality of his response is not at issue. 
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After the third shot, the SO is taking cover in the two trees. The trunks of these two trees 

provide some cover, but they are not large enough to eliminate the risk of being hit. His 

position makes some action necessary for his self-preservation. 

While the actions of police are not to be judged to a standard of perfection in hindsight, 

the other actions available to the SO did not present real alternatives. The SO could have 

fled to a position of greater cover but, in doing so, he would have exposed himself and 

been at greater risk. The SO also could have waited until other officers arrived but, given 

his poor cover, this also presents additional risk to him since any time he waits provides 

time for additional shots to be fired at him. The SO, in his written statement, expressed 

these concerns. In the situation where he is in poor cover and being fired at, it is reasonable 

to return fire. 

It is also important to recognize the environment that police were in on Maskwacis that 

evening. Eleven separate calls about gunshots had come in before the SO and WO1 began 

their foot patrols. At least some of these gunshots were endangering the public, since the 

F block residence had been hit by gunshots. Police were also aware of the presence of 

gang members that evening. Overall, it was reasonable for police officers including the 

SO to believe there was a heightened risk of gun violence by persons who had a 

demonstrated disregard for public safety that evening. This heightened level of concern 

makes an escalation of response more reasonable. 

In the circumstances of this case, the SO was placed in the immediate position where he 

had to resort to potentially lethal force to preserve his own life.  He did so not in response 

to some theoretical risk, but in response to a firearm discharged at him. In such 

circumstances, his use of force was proportionate, necessary, and reasonable. The defence 

provided to him by s. 25 of the Criminal Code would therefore apply. 

AP2, who did not fire at the SO, was also hit by one of the SO’s shots. If the SO intended 

to shoot AP2, who was unarmed at that point, that use of force would not be 

proportionate, necessary, or reasonable. However, the evidence from the investigation 

points to that the SO was shooting at AP1, and only hit the nearby AP2 when he missed 

AP1. While the fact that AP2 was shot as well is extremely regrettable, there is no evidence 

that the SO acted improperly in responding to the shot that takes it outside of 

proportionate, necessary, and reasonable. In relation to AP2, s. 25 would also apply to the 

SO’s actions. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the whole of the evidence, there are no reasonable grounds to believe that the 

SO committed any offence. He was faced with a situation where he was being shot at and 

was forced to respond with force likely to cause grievous bodily harm or death for self-

preservation. While it is regrettable that AP1 and AP2 were injured, it was AP1’s actions 

that led to the need for the SO to return fire. AP2 being shot was an unfortunate result of 

the exchange of gunfire between AP1 and the SO and AP2’s proximity to it, and was not 

caused by any improper action by the SO.  
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