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Introduction 
On Dec. 28, 2023, the Winnipeg Police Service (WPS) notified the Independent Investigation 
Unit of Manitoba (IIU) of an incident. 
The written notification disclosed the following information:   

Excerpt from Part 7 received Dec. 28, 2023: 

On Thursday, December 28, 2023, at approximately 1:41 pm Winnipeg Police Service members 
responded to a report of a male holding a female by the neck in the hallway of the 3rd floor.  Upon arrival 
responding officers observed AP holding a knife to a female hostage’s neck. Officers also learned that 
there were further people being held within the suite, a child and 3 adults. AP barricaded the suite door, 
turning the situation into an armed and barricaded situation with hostages being held. Tactical Support 
Team (TST) attended and the incident command structure was initiated.    

During this incident an adult female and child exited from the suite. Another adult male escaped the suite 
from the balcony.  One adult female remained in the suite being held against her will by the AP. AP was 
seen holding a knife to her neck.  

Negotiations were ongoing by TST and incident command negotiators. These efforts were unsuccessful 
in convincing the AP to release the female hostage unharmed. Out of concern for the life and wellbeing of 
the hostage a rescue plan was developed. The rescue plan was implemented resulting in members 
discharging their service firearms. AP succumbed to his injuries at the scene. The female hostage was 
rescued unharmed.   

As this matter concerned lethal force, the IIU assumed responsibility for this investigation in 
accordance with Sec. 65(4) of The Police Services Act.  IIU investigators were assigned to this 
investigation. 

IIU investigators obtained the following information from the WPS, among other items:  

• notes, narratives and reports of officers 
• audio transmissions between the TST negotiator and AP 
• drone video 
• call history and radio recordings 
• scene photos and forensic analysis 
• statements of witness officers and subject officers 
• medical information 

The civilian director designated four subject officers (SO1 to SO4) and nine witness officers 
(WO1 to WO9). IIU investigators also received information from one civilian witness (CW1). 
Facts and Circumstances 
Scene Examination 
IIU investigators attended the scene on Dec. 29, 2023. Investigators were provided scene and 
forensic analysis documentation from WPS. IIU investigators did not canvass the building as all 
residents had been evacuated in response to the hostage taking situation. 
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Interviews  
Civilian Witness 
CW1 was interviewed by IIU investigators on two occasions as it was clear to the investigators 
CW1 was still severely affected by the incident. The interviews provided the following 
information: 
CW1 confirmed that she was held hostage by AP. CW1 stated that she was drinking with a male 
friend who was released earlier on by AP. CW1 confirmed that she was held hostage for 
approximately five hours by AP. 
CW1 was having difficulty recalling a lot of details, but she did recall that she had dropped her 
phone just before AP was shot. She recalled that AP was angry with her for dropping the phone. 
Witness Officers 
Witness Officer 1 (WO1) 
WO1 was interviewed by the IIU on Feb. 22, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO1 was asked to go on duty to assist with the incident. WO1 attended the scene and observed 
WO5 and another TST officer talking to AP through the door. WO1 confirmed that the TST 
officers were able to get AP to release a female and a child. WO1 was informed that AP was still 
holding CW1 hostage at knife point. WO1 was informed that AP might have a sawed-off shotgun 
in the residence. 
WO1 was tasked to be part of the action team, if required. During this time, police were able to 
get drone images of AP holding CW1 by knifepoint. The knife was directly against CW1’s neck. 
WO6 attended on scene and took over negotiations with AP. WO1 could not hear exactly what 
AP was saying, but he confirmed AP was yelling and agitated. WO1 recalled that a female called 
out from the residence stating she was okay. 
WO1 recalled that negotiations with AP were not going well and that AP was escalated and 
agitated. TST were authorized to take action to rescue CW1 if the situation presented itself. TST 
had placed cigarettes outside the suite door as requested by AP in an attempt to initiate recovery 
of CW1 without success. 
WO1 recalled hearing SO2 initiate the rescue call resulting in eight officers entering the suite. 
WO1 could hear yelling and then rifles being shot in the kitchen area. WO1 was not able to enter 
the kitchen area so he cleared the bedrooms. WO1 recalled officers removing CW1 from the 
suite and observing AP suffering traumatic head wounds. WO1 recalled paramedics arriving 
shortly after and pronouncing AP as deceased. 
 
 
 
 Witness Officer 2 (WO2) 
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WO2 was interviewed by the IIU on Feb. 16, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO2 was a member of the TST attending the scene. WO2 recalled that when he attended the 
suite, there was a hole in the door and that AP had placed CW1 in front of the hole. WO2 
recalled that WO5 was negotiating with AP at this point and was able to get a female and child 
released by AP. WO2 heard over the radio that another male hostage was able to climb over the 
railing to a nearby suite. 
WO2 stated that the negotiator unit along with the drone unit attended to the scene. WO2 recalled 
that the drone unit was able to place a camera inside the suite. TST was able to see within the 
suite while they awaited instructions with respect to a rescue mission. 
WO2 recalled SO2 directing entrance into the suite and WO2 entered with other TST officers. 
WO2 recalled hearing distraction bangs from inside the apartment. WO2 followed SO3 into the 
suite and recalled feeling recoil from SO3’s gun. WO2 did not know what SO3 fired his gun at as 
he was assigned to grab CW1 with WO3 and exit the suite. After CW1 was removed from the 
suite, WO2 reattended the suite and observed AP with significant head injuries. 
Witness Officer 3 (WO3) 
WO3 was interviewed by the IIU on Feb. 27, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO3 confirmed he is a member of the TST. WO3 was assigned to the immediate action team in 
relation to the hostage taking. WO3 confirmed that he entered the suite at the direction of SO2 
with the rest of the TST unit. WO3 observed AP holding a knife to CW1’s neck and he appeared 
to be angry. 
WO3 recalled hearing gun shots and feeling shell casings hitting his helmet as he went forward 
to grab CW1 from AP. WO3 confirmed that he was able to take CW1 away from AP. WO3 only 
heard after the incident which officers had fired upon AP. 
Witness Officer 4 (WO4) 
WO4 was interviewed by the IIU on Feb. 15, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO4 was a road supervisor on the day of the incident and was tasked to assist. WO4 recalled 
that the call came in that AP was holding a female by knife point. WO4 took up his position on 
the north side of the building. WO4 recalled a male hostage climbing out the balcony to a nearby 
suite to safety. WO4 recalled AP yelling after the male hostage escaped, but did not recall 
exactly what he was saying.  
WO4 recalled that after some time at the scene, she heard over the radio the direction to enter the 
suite to rescue the hostage. WO4 could only say that the voice on the radio was male. 
 
 
 
 
Witness Officer 5 (WO5) 
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WO5 was interviewed by the IIU on Feb. 23, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO5 confirmed he was part of the TST and attended to the scene. WO5 recalled a hole in the 
door of the suite and seeing a female’s body pushed against it. WO5 understood that AP had a 
knife to CW1’s neck and was threatening to cut the woman. WO5 was prepared to shoot AP if 
the chance arose, however, AP always kept CW1 in front of him with a knife to her neck. WO5 
decided to attempt to communicate with AP and try to negotiate the release of the hostages. WO5 
negotiated with AP over the next two hours while waiting for a negotiator to attend the scene. 
WO5 was successful in getting AP to release a female and a child. 
WO5 confirmed that a camera was placed inside the suite while he was negotiating with AP. 
After the negotiator attended, WO5 became part of the rescue team that would enter the suite if 
the opportunity arose. SO2 directed the unit to enter the suite and WO5 recalled distraction bangs 
along with flash bangs going off in the apartment while they entered. WO5 recalled observing 
AP holding CW1 in front of his body. WO5 did not recall if AP still had the knife in his hand 
when he observed AP inside the suite. WO5 confirmed hearing gun shots and seeing officers 
remove CW1 from the suite. AP went limp against the wall and was soon after pronounced dead 
by paramedics. 
Witness Officer 6 (WO6) 
WO6 was interviewed by the IIU on April 2, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO6 confirmed that he was the primary negotiator once he arrived on scene. WO6 confirmed 
that the objective was to bring emotions down and have AP engage in dialogue with WO6. WO6 
confirmed that AP was extremely emotional and elevated throughout the negotiations. AP would 
yell and make threatening demands to WO6. 
WO6 did not see AP while engaged in discussions and did not know in advance that the TST had 
planned to enter the suite to rescue CW1 until they had already entered. 
Witness Officer 7 (WO7) 
WO7 was interviewed by the IIU on April 2, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO7 was originally with WO5, assisting in negotiations with AP outside the suite. Once the 
negotiator attended, WO7 was tasked with deploying distraction devices if the rescue team was 
instructed to enter the suite. 
WO7 confirmed that SO2 called out for the unit to enter, so WO7 threw the distraction devices 
into a bedroom. WO7 immediately went to assist the rescue team and recalled hearing gunshots. 
When WO7 entered the suite, AP was on the ground with significant injuries to his head. WO7 
observed a knife near AP. 
 
 
 
 
Witness Officer 8 (WO8) 
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WO8 was interviewed by the IIU on Mar. 15, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO8 confirmed that he was part of the TST and was tasked to assist with a hostage taking. WO8 
recalled a hole in the door, which allowed him to see AP holding CW1 in front of him with a 
knife on her neck. CW1 was upset and crying. 
WO8 confirmed that WO5 was communicating with AP and was able to free a female and child. 
WO8 heard on the radio that a male hostage was able to escape to a nearby suite. WO8 was 
informed by another police unit that AP was under investigation for a serious offence and may be 
armed with a sawed-off shotgun. 
WO8 became the liaison for SO1 at the scene. WO8 received information that CW1 was sending 
messages on her phone that AP planned to kill her. WO8 also received information that AP had 
harmed another female hostage in Calgary during a previous similar incident. WO8 recalled that 
AP was yelling a lot and demanding things from WPS. After AP made these demands, he would 
start a countdown for when the task needed to be completed, or he would threaten harm to CW1. 
WO8 was able to observe on the drone camera that AP continuously held a knife to CW1’s neck 
whenever they were visible on the camera. 
As negotiations were not going well with AP, a rescue plan was devised to extract CW1 from 
danger. WO8 recalled that SO2 noticed on the camera that there was space between AP and CW1 
inside the suite and instructed the unit to enter. The TST entered the suite and extracted CW1 
while AP was shot. 
Witness Officer 9 (WO9) 
WO9 was interviewed by the IIU on Feb. 16, 2024, and provided the following information: 
WO9 was on scene as the result of a murder that occurred previously in another suite on a 
different floor. WO9 was directed to attend the scene for a well-being call. WO9 attended the 
floor and was advised by a female that there was a male holding a knife to a female’s throat in a 
suite. WO9 attended to the door of the suite and he could hear yelling between a male and female 
as well as a child crying from inside. WO9 knocked on the door and stated “police.” A male 
voice inside told him to “fuck off.” WO9 continued to knock on the door at which point the male 
challenged WO9 to a fight and started to count backwards from 10. 
Another police unit had arrived on scene with a ram and attempted to break the door down. The 
door was barricaded so the ram only made a hole in the door. The male opened the door holding 
a female. WO9 heard officers say that the male was holding a knife, but he did not see it himself 
from his angle. The male closed the door and one of the officers attempted to use their taser 
through the hole in the door without success. 
The TST attended and WO9 was instructed to keep individuals away from the scene. WO9 
recalled seeing the female he spoke to earlier and a child leaving the suite. WO9 recalled hearing 
on the radio that another male had escaped the suite using the balcony. 
WO9 heard the rescue call over the radio followed by gunshots. WO9 observed the TST exit the 
suite with CW1. 
Subject Officers 
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Subject Officer 1 (SO1) 
In accordance with his rights, SO1 declined to be interviewed by IIU investigators. SO1 provided 
IIU a prepared statement that included the following information: 
SO1 confirmed that based on background information related to AP and the circumstances of the 
situation, he authorized a rescue hostage plan to be executed if the opportunity presented itself.  
At one point, AP emerged from the kitchen area using CW1 as a shield. TST sought direction 
from SO1 who again confirmed that they were instructed to engage the rescue plan if the 
opportunity arose. SO1 confirmed that the rescue plan was engaged, resulting in the safe 
extraction of CW1. SO1 was informed that AP was confirmed deceased by paramedics. 
Subject Officer 2 (SO2) 
In accordance with his rights, SO2 declined to be interviewed by IIU investigators. SO2 provided 
IIU a prepared statement that included the following information: 
SO2 was part of the TST. SO4 and another officer provided SO2 with a brief of the situation. 
SO2 confirmed that a rescue plan had been devised with SO2 in control of the rescue team.  SO2 
confirmed that he had background information that AP was previously involved in another 
hostage taking and had significantly injured the hostage. SO2 confirmed that negotiations were 
attempted without much success. AP continued to be hostile in his interactions, threatening to kill 
CW1 and yelling at the officers. SO2 confirmed that the drone camera showed AP holding a 
knife to CW1’s throat and threatening to kill her. 
SO2 confirmed that they had been authorized to put the rescue plan into effect if the opportunity 
arose. SO2 observed on the monitor that CW1 had bent down to the ground allowing for some 
separation from AP. SO2 instructed the rescue team to enter. SO2 confirmed that distraction 
devices were deployed in the nearby suite and that he heard gunshots. SO2 entered the suite 
observing CW1 being taken out safely by team members and AP on the ground with wounds to 
his head. 
Subject Officer 3 (SO3) 
In accordance with his rights, SO3 declined to be interviewed by IIU investigators. SO3 provided 
IIU a prepared statement that included the following information: 
SO3 confirmed he was part of the rescue team. SO3 confirmed entering the suite when the 
direction was given. SO3 observed AP crouching behind CW1 with his knife near her neck. SO3 
confirmed that he believed AP was going to harm CW1 in that moment and fired his rifle as a 
result. SO3 believed he fired his rifle four times and struck AP in the head. SO3 recalled CW1 
being taken away by other team members while AP fell to the ground. 
 
 
 
Subject Officer 4 (SO4) 
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In accordance with his rights, SO4 declined to be interviewed by IIU investigators. SO4 provided 
IIU a prepared statement that included the following information: 
SO4 confirmed that he was part of the rescue team that entered the suite. SO4 was originally part 
of the team designated to remove CW1 from the situation. SO4 entered the suite and observed 
AP had dragged CW1 in front of him while still holding a knife to her neck. SO4 confirmed that 
CW1’s feet were off the ground at this moment and AP was trying to hide himself behind CW1’s 
body.  
SO4 believed AP would cause harm to CW1 and raised his rifle aiming it towards AP’s head. 
SO4 positioned himself to fire his rifle at AP’s head and discharged his rifle between four to six 
times. SO4 recalled that another member of the team had also discharged their weapon towards 
AP at the same time. SO4 observed AP drop to the ground with head wounds.   
Other evidence 
Civilian Witnesses 
IIU investigators made numerous efforts to seek interviews from the hostages. Unfortunately, the 
individuals were unable to participate in the interviews for various reasons. Out of respect for the 
hostages and in an effort to take a trauma -informed approach, the IIU investigators respected the 
wishes of the hostages to not participate. 
Drone Surveillance 
The drone surveillance showed on multiple occasions AP placing CW1 in front of his body while 
placing a knife to her throat. The surveillance did not provide footage of the actual engagement 
with AP and the rescue team. However, the footage available just prior showed AP placing a 
knife tight against CW1’s neck. 
Medical Reports 
The preliminary cause of death was noted to be gunshot wounds to the head area. 
Methamphetamine was noted in the toxicology report. 
IIU has not received the final autopsy report at the time of writing this report. Because of the 
nature of the event, the Civilian Director has decided to move forward in completing the report in 
a timely manner to be accountable to the public. An addendum will be prepared if the cause of 
death varies from the aforementioned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicable Law 
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Criminal Code of Canada 
All relevant sections of the Criminal Code of Canada were considered with respect to this 
incident. Secs. 25(1), 25(3) and 25(4) of the Criminal Code of Canada have been emphasized 
here for consideration:  

25 (1) Everyone who is required or authorized by law to do anything in the 
administration or enforcement of the law  

(a) as a private person  
(b) as a peace officer or public officer  
(c) in aid of a peace officer or public officer  
(d) by virtue of his office,   
is, if he acts on reasonable grounds, justified in doing what he is required or 
authorized to do and in using as much force as is necessary for that purpose.  

(3) Subject to subsections (4) and (5), a person is not justified for the purposes of 
subsection (1) in using force that is intended or is likely to cause death or grievous bodily 
harm unless the person believes on reasonable grounds that it is necessary for the self 
preservation of the person or the preservation of any one under that person’s protection 
from death or grievous bodily harm.  
(4) A peace officer, and every person lawfully assisting the peace officer, is justified in 
using force that is intended or is likely to cause death or grievous bodily harm to a 
person to be arrested, if  

(a) the peace officer is proceeding lawfully to arrest, with or without warrant, the 
person to be arrested  
(b) the offence for which the person is to be arrested is one for which that person 
may be arrested without warrant  
(c) the person to be arrested takes flight to avoid arrest  
(d) the peace officer or other person using the force believes on reasonable 
grounds that the force is necessary for the purpose of protecting the peace officer, 
the person lawfully assisting the peace officer or any other person from imminent 
or future death or grievous bodily harm  
(e) the flight cannot be prevented by reasonable means in a less violent manner  

Conclusion 
It is my view that, in the full consideration of the circumstances of this hostage-taking incident, 
the use of lethal force by the subject officers was authorized and justified by law. There are no 
reasonable grounds to support any charges against the subject officers. Subject to further 
evidence arising from the final autopsy, IIU has completed its investigation and this matter is 
now closed. 


