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Introduction 

On January 2, 2019, pursuant to s. 46.1 of the Police Act, the Alberta Serious Incident 

Response Team (ASIRT) was directed to investigate an officer-involved shooting that 

occurred earlier that day and caused the death of the affected person (AP). ASIRT 

designated two officers from the Edmonton Police Service (EPS) as subject officers, with 

notice to each. 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. 

Investigators interviewed all relevant police and civilian witnesses, and secured and 

analyzed all relevant radio communications. 

 

Circumstances Surrounding the Incident 

On January 2, 2019, at approximately 1:08 p.m., EPS officers responded to a residence for 

a spousal assault complaint. The complainant, civilian witness #1 (CW1), advised police 

that she had been assaulted, choked, and confined and had her life threatened repeatedly 

in the preceding days by her boyfriend, the AP. While she was speaking with police, the 

AP kept calling her and left her a voice mail saying she will see him on the news. She took 

this to mean that he was going to do something stupid. Following the interview of CW1, 

a warrant was issued for the arrest of the AP for a number of offences including two 

counts of assault causing bodily harm, unlawful confinement, and uttering threats.  

After dealing with police, CW1 attended a hospital with her mother. She believed that 

her teenage daughter, civilian witness #2 (CW2) was at a friend’s residence at this time. 

At the hospital, medical staff determined that CW1 needed a CT scan. While waiting for 

the scan, CW1 received a frantic call from CW2. CW2 said that she was home alone, and 

not at the friend’s residence. The AP had broken into the home, and she did not know 

what to do. CW1 overheard the AP talking to CW2 in the background. She overheard 

him demanding to know whom she was talking to, and the AP then took the phone from 

CW2. CW1 begged the AP not to hurt her daughter. The AP told her that when they 

arrived with the cops, “there’s going to be blood.” 
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CW1 did not call police. Against medical advice, CW1 and her mother left the hospital to 

go home. CW1’s mother, afraid that they would not make it home in time, called 9-1-1 

and told police that the AP had broken into the residence, occupied by CW2, and he was 

threatening suicide.  

At approximately 9:00 p.m. and thereafter, multiple officers, including both subject 

officer #1 (SO1) and #2 (SO2), were dispatched to the residence. The responding officers 

were aware that the AP had broken into the residence, and only teenage CW2 occupied 

the residence. They also knew that the AP was wanted for several violent offences, and 

was threatening suicide. When they arrived at approximately 9:17 p.m., officers noted 

that a ground-floor window had been broken inward, and there was an item of clothing 

hanging in the broken glass. 

 

Figure 1 – The broken ground-floor window 
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As officers were setting up outside of the residence, one officer made contact with CW2 

and spoke with her while standing below her second-floor window. CW2 advised that 

she did not know where the AP was. The officer had CW2 barricade her bedroom door. 

CW2 would retreat out of view from time to time but officers regained visual contact with 

her every 45 seconds or so. Officers staged at both the front and back door of the 

residence. Both subject officers were at the front door, with each armed with their police-

issued handgun and SO2 additionally armed with an ARWEN less-lethal projectile 

device. 

Officers at the rear of the residence then saw the back door open approximately six inches, 

and shut. Almost immediately after that, with both subject officers and other officers 

standing within 10-15 feet of the front door, the AP slammed the door open and ran 

toward the officers, armed with a knife in each hand. Independent civilian witnesses 

described the AP’s advance as “aggressive,” “threatening,” and moving “quickly.” As 

officers yelled commands, including to drop the knives, SO2 discharged an ARWEN 

round. This struck the AP but only slightly slowed his advance. SO2 retreated from the 

AP, but quickly found himself blocked by a bush. The AP continued to run at the subject 

officers. SO1 and then SO2 discharged their firearms, striking the AP at approximately 

9:48 p.m. 

The AP fell lying face down. One knife was on the ground beside the AP’s left hand, but 

another knife was still in the AP’s right hand. A police service dog was deployed and 

dragged the AP by his left shoulder away from the knives. Officers then approached and 

restrained the AP. While emergency medical attention was provided, the AP was 

declared deceased on scene. As part of standard procedure when an individual is 

declared deceased prior to being moved, the AP was covered up with a blanket but left 

in place to preserve evidence. Two knives were located near where the AP had been. Both 

had blades approximately 8 inches in length. One was a thicker chef knife, and one was 

a thinner carving knife. 
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Figure 2 – One of the knives located on scene near the AP 

 

Civilian Witness #2 (CW2) 

After the event, ASIRT investigators spoke to CW2. She told them that the AP had entered 

her room and asked for her phone, which she gave him. He then spoke to CW1 on the 

phone. He asked her where she was, and said that he loved her. She advised she could 

hear her grandmother calling the police and that the AP therefore knew that the police 

had been called. The AP said the cops were going to be surprised, and that he planned to 

kill himself in the basement. When the AP came into CW2’s room, he was dripping blood. 

He left her room but returned and gave her phone back. From the top of the stairs, she 

heard the AP walking and thought he went to the basement. She ran back into her room 

and police eventually arrived.  
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Autopsy 

An autopsy was performed on the AP on January 4, 2019. The AP had six gunshot 

wounds. One wound was to the head and drove skull fragments into the brain. Another 

was to the abdomen and involved the major vein on the right side of the pelvis. The 

medical examiner determined that the AP “died as a result of multiple gunshot wounds.” 

The AP had several relatively superficial lacerations to his neck. Based on the available 

evidence, these were self-inflicted wounds. In the basement, police located blood, two 

box cutters, and a rope fashioned into a noose hanging from the rafters. 

Toxicology showed some alcohol present in the AP’s system. No drugs were present. 

 

Affected Person’s History 

The AP had a history of serious violent offences in both Alberta and the Northwest 

Territories. At the time of the officer-involved shooting, he was also on various forms of 

release for a variety of offences, including those involving violence, and had outstanding 

warrants. 

 

Analysis 

Section 25 Generally 

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. The force used here, discharging a firearm repeatedly at a 

person, was clearly intended or likely to cause death or grievous bodily harm. The 

subject officers therefore must have believed on reasonable grounds that the force they 

used was necessary for their self-preservation or the preservation of another person 

under their protection. Another person can include other police officers. In order for the 

defence provided by s. 25 to apply to the actions of an officer, the officer must be 

required or authorized by law to perform the action in the administration or 
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enforcement of the law, must have acted on reasonable grounds in performing the 

action, and must not have used unnecessary force. 

All uses of force by police must also be proportionate, necessary, and reasonable. 

Proportionality requires balancing a use of force with the action or threat to which it 

responds. This is codified in the requirement under s. 25(3), which states that where a 

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. An action that 

represents a risk to preservation of life is a serious one, and only in such circumstances 

can uses of force that are likely to cause death or grievous bodily harm be employed. 

Necessity requires that there are not reasonable alternatives to the use of force that also 

accomplish the same goal, which in this situation is the preservation of the life of the 

officer or of another person under his protection. These alternatives can include no 

action at all. An analysis of police actions must recognize the dynamic situations in 

which officers often find themselves, and such analysis should not expect police officers 

to weigh alternatives in real time in the same way they can later be scrutinized in a 

stress-free environment. 

Reasonableness looks at the use of force and the situation as a whole from an objective 

viewpoint. Police actions are not to be judged on a standard of perfection, but on a 

standard of reasonableness.  

 

Section 25 Applied 

Both subject officers were at the residence that day as part of their normal duties. They 

were responding to a residential break-in where there was a threat of suicide. From the 

outset, this was a high-risk call. While potential suicides are delicate mental health 

situations, they also present a risk to police officers since weapons are often involved. 

Before the AP ran out of the residence, the police officers were setting up around the 

residence. They had not engaged with the AP and when engagement did occur, it was 

because the AP ran toward them. 

Proportionality is the first factor to look at when analyzing if the force used was excessive. 

The AP had two knives, was within 10-15 feet of the subject officers, and was running. A 

knife clearly presents a risk of serious injury or death if the bearer can get within arm’s 

length. The response from the subject officers involved an ARWEN, and then firearms. 
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The firearms also present with a risk of serious injury or death, and are therefore 

proportionate to the risk presented by the AP.  

From a necessity point of view, the situation that the subject officers were presented with 

on that day was a sudden one that required immediate action. The AP was running at 

them, and was already within 10-15 feet of them. A running person can cover 10-15 feet 

within seconds so, if they did not react immediately, the AP would be close enough to 

strike them with one of the knives. SO2 discharged his ARWEN at the AP, but this had 

no effect. SO2 also began to retreat from the AP, but did not get far due to an obstruction. 

It was at this point that both subject officers began to fire at the AP. If they had not done 

so at that time, the AP would have been able to strike one or both of them with one of the 

knives. Their uses of force to stop him were clearly necessary. 

The AP created the majority of the situation on that day. Police, including the subject 

officers, were still staging when the AP intentionally engaged by running at them with 

two knives. The subject officers, who were surprised by the AP and immediately placed 

in a dangerous situation, had little choice but to respond quickly and with force. Their 

uses of force were reasonable. 

Both subject officers were required or authorized by law when they were performing 

their duties that day. They acted reasonably and, when force was required, their use of 

force was proportionate, necessary, and reasonable. The defence provided by s. 25 would 

apply to the subject officers’ actions. 

 

Section 34 Generally 

A police officer also has the same protections for the defence of person under s. 34 of the 

Criminal Code as any other person. This section provides that a person does not commit 

an offence if they believe on reasonable grounds that force is being used or threatened 

against them or another person, if they act to defend themselves or another person from 

this force or threat, and if the act is reasonable in the circumstances. In order for the act 

to be reasonable in the circumstances, the relevant circumstances of the individuals 

involved and the act must be considered. Section 34(2) provides a non-exhaustive list of 

factors to be considered to determine if the act was reasonable in the circumstances: 

(a) the nature of the force or threat; 

(b) the extent to which the use of force was imminent and whether there were other 

means available to respond to the potential use of force; 
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(c) the person’s role in the incident; 

(d) whether any party to the incident used or threatened to use a weapon; 

(e) the size, age, gender and physical capabilities of the parties to the incident; 

(f) the nature, duration and history of any relationship between the parties to the incident, 

including any prior use or threat of force and the nature of that force or threat; 

(f.1) any history of interaction or communication between the parties to the incident; 

(g) the nature and proportionality of the person’s response to the use or threat of force; 

and 

(h) whether the act committed was in response to a use or threat of force that the person 

knew was lawful. 

The analysis under s. 34 for the actions of a police officer often overlaps considerably with 

the analysis of the same actions under s. 25. 

 

Section 34 Applied 

On January 2, 2019, both subject officers were on duty and responding to a call when they 

were presented with a serious, sudden threat: the AP running at them with two knives. 

In this interaction, the subject officers were acting to enforce the law, and the AP was a 

suspect and had outstanding warrants. As discussed above, the subject officers 

responded proportionately to the serious risk of injury or death presented by the AP.  

Police officers, like any person, are entitled to defend themselves when someone runs at 

them in an aggressive fashion bearing two knives. Their employment does not require 

them to wait and see if the person will actually stab them. In this incident, the subject 

officers were clearly acting in self-defence and the defence provided by s. 34 would apply. 

 

Conclusion  

As a result of the application of defences under both s. 25 and s. 34, there are no 

reasonable grounds to believe that either subject officer committed any criminal offences 

that day. 

The AP may have intended to commit suicide by engaging with the police in the way he 

did. He told CW1 that, when the police arrived, “there’s going to be blood.” He told CW2 



10 
 

Classification: Public 

that the police would be surprised, and that he was going to kill himself in the basement. 

Blood, box cutters, and a noose were found in the basement. While there is significant 

evidence that he may have been trying to commit suicide by running at the subject 

officers with knives in his hands, a definitive conclusion on that issue is not necessary. 

What is clear is that the AP, regardless of his intentions, presented an immediate risk of 

serious injury or death to the subject officers that day. He very clearly showed no 

hesitation in moving aggressively towards the officers with clear determination, having 

armed himself with two knives. The use of lethal force in response was lawful, 

reasonable, and justified. 

 

 

 

Original signed  December 22, 2022 

Michael Ewenson 

Executive Director 
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