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Dear Sir: 

Re: ASIRT File N o. 2016-04(N) - Review - Out of Prov ince 
Officer fo v olved Shooting Fat ality: April 5, 2015 

Affected Person: Donald Dunphy 

L40 4, 99 15 - I 08 si reel 
Petro le um P lazn So tdh 

Eclmon l on . AB. T5K 2G8 
P: (780) 644- J 483 
F: (780) ()44 - 1 ~7 

This report and any attachments 
are for internal reference on ly 

and are not to be released t any 
outside parly without the prior 
express consent of the E ecutiv 
Director of the Alberta Serious 
Incident Response Team . 

Subject Officer: Royal Newfo 1111dlnnd Constabulary (RNC) A cting Sg t. Joseph Smyth 
RCM P fo vestigntiou: 2015376186 

On April 5, 2015, Donald Dunphy, a resident of Mitchell Brooks, L, was hot and killed in 

his own horn by Acting Sgt. Joseph Smyth, a member of the Royal Newfo undland 

Constabula ry (RNC). At the time of the incident, A/Sgt. Smy th, hereinafte r referred to as the 
subject offic r, wa on du ty a an a signed m ember of the Pro tective S rvices Unit (PSU) 
respon ible f r pr vid ing pro tecti n service to th P remier of ewfound land and 
Labrador. 

The subject offi cer was conducting an investigation int some allegedly tr ubling socia l 

media comment purportedly p st d n April 3, 2015 by Mr. Dunphy, h reinafter refe rred 

to as the aff ct d person, to d t rmine w hether he wa a potential thr a t to the Premier, the 
Office of the P remier, and/or any other member of the Members of the House of Assembly 
(MHA) of cwf undland and Labrador. On Ap ril 5, 2015, the subject Hice · was 
conducting a voluntary interview w ith the affect d per n at his 1itd1 ll Brook residence 
w hen a confrontation occurr -d tha t resu lted in th aff cted person being hot and krned. 

The Alberta S rious Incident Response Team (ASIRT) perates as a civili an led independent 
integrated investiga tive uni t as part f the Alberta Ju tice and Solicito r Gen ral - Public 
Security Divis ion. In Alberta, p ur uant to th e provi i n of the Police Act1 an d th Police 

1 Police Act RSA 21!()0 c. P-17, as ame11 rlal 
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Service Reg11lntions,2 and an ' isting M U v. i th the RCMP, ASIRT ha juri diction over all 
police ffic r within th pr vince. A IRT' mandate i the inve tigation of incident · 
involving lberta's polic that haver ult d in ri u injury or death t any person, as 
well as serious or sensitive allegations of police misconduct. That involvement can take 
many diff r nt forms: 

• ASIRT might be directed to ha\ c primary re p n ibility for the inve tigation of any 
in ident or allegati n. 

• ASIRT might be dir cted to oversee the investigation of an incident or allegation 
conducted by an ther police service. Thi wou ld -ntail ASIRT sentially dir cting 
th cou rse of the investigation being conduct d by another serv ice. 

• ASIRT might be dir cted to review another police service's completed investigation 
int a particular incident or al l ation. 

Most c mmonly, ASJRT is either directed to have full c nduct of th investigation r to 

review th investigation of another ag ncy. 

On occasion, at the reque t of Alberta' th -r provin ial governm nt partners, ASIRT has 
been involved in the inves tigation and/or review of incidents outside of Alberta. As such, 

ASIRT ha previously been tasked with investigations or reviews in Briti h Columbia and 
Manitoba, and al o ha a tanding agr ment with th Yukon to inve tigate, over e r 
review incid nt wher th conduct of police may hav ~ resulted ins ri u injury or d ath 
or wh -r - there are seriou allegation f p lice mi conduct. 

On January 29, 2016, a a r ult of a r que t from the Honourable Mini ter of Justice and 
Public Safety, and Attom y General ndrew Parsons of the Government of Tewf undland 
and Labrador for ASIRT t c nduct an ind epend ent · temal review of the Roya l Canadian 
Mounted Polic (RCMP) investigation int this incid nt, the Honourable Ms. Kath leen 
Ganley, Minister of Ju tic , Attorney General and Sol i itor Genera l of Alberta, agre d to 
authorize ASIRT's involvement in a r vi w capacily.3 

It is imp rtant to under tand the nature and scop fa r view. Th v rarching purpo e of 

a revi w is to provide an objective, independent criticnl examination and assessment of an 

investigation to confirm that it was properly conduct d u ing bes t practices and that all 
appropriat investigativ ~ teps wer tc k n in the circum tance so that the public can have 
confidence in both the im tigation and the consequ nces flowing fr m it. A re\ iev i al o 
meant to arefully asse an investigati n with a vi wt identifying any evidenc f bias, 
tunnel visi nor a lack f objectivity . Having carefu lly r viewed th investigation in its 
entirety, ASIRT may mak recommendations as to what, if any, additional specific 
investigative steps might be nece ary t perfect an investigation. ASTRT may also make 

2 Police Service Reg11/atio11s AR 356/90, as amended. 
J Initiating R'quest and Aulh rization Letter (Tab A). 
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recommendations regarding the devcl pment of be t practices going forward for the 
purposes of similar future investigati ns. 

It is equa lly important t under tand that a revi -w should not b construed a a second or 
separat investigati n into the circumstances of th incident itself, nor is it g nerally within 
the scop of a review t make a d t rmination on the issue of\"- hether the subject fficer 
acted lawfully during the course of an incident or whether there ar reasonabl grounds t 
believe an offence ha b en committed by the subject officer. In this case, y u w ill not find a 
detail d xam ination f the social media posts purp rt dly auth red by th aff ct d person 
or a det rmination a t whether th posts could constitute a criminal offence. F r the 
purp e of the revi w, the post are nly relevant to provid c nt xt for the teps the 
subject fficer took t investigat , which ultimately led to the death of Mr. Dunphy. A 
well, ASIRT has not been asked to provide an opin i non wh th r the subject fficer was 
lawfully placed at th ti1r1e of the in ident and/or acti ng in the xecution of hi duties. Thi 
determination i mor appropriat ly made by th c with the primary respon ibi lity for the 
inve tigation. Lastly, ASIRT has not b n asked t provide an opinion on wh ther the use f 
lethal force was appropriate in th cas . Again, thi determinati n i more appr priately 
made by those with the primary re p nsibility f r the investigation. On a review, the focu 
is on th qual ity of th investigation into an incid nt, not the incident itself. 

It sh uld be noted that where ASIRT makes recommendations, that is all th y ar , 
reco111111e11dntions. ASIRT has no juri diction to dir tor order th RCMP or th - R ya! 
Newf undland Con tabulary to take certain additi nal steps or to consider new policies or 
best practice . 

The Investigation 

A careful review of the completed investigation c nfirms that it was thorough, complete 
and c nducted in a manner con i t nt with current investigative tandard . Principles of 
Major Ca Managem nt were fo llow d including the use of an e lectronic maj r ca e 
management program. The RCMP Inv stigative Rep rt is com pr hensive and contains a 
detail d summary of the entire inv - tigation. The report provided was organized, logical, 
prof ional and in easily s archab l lectronic format. 

Given the en itivity of the matter und r inve tigation, the RCMP Command Triangle 
properly limited internal acces t th electron ic file to maintain the confidentiality and 
integrity of the investi ation . The final report wa rganiz d by identifying r categorizing 
compon nt of the inv tigation. h investigativ mandate wa clearly articulated and the 
final report systematically and factually examined the evidenc c llected. 

ASIRT carefully scrutinized the inv · tigation for evidence of investigational bia , tunnel 
vision, and/or a lack of bj ctivity. There was no vidcnce to upport a conclusion or even a 
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suspicion that any of these identified risks manifested th mselves in this investigation. 

Ba ed n ur revi w, no bvious per nal r professional bia wa dem n trated. Steps 

were taken to identify any RCMP or R p lice officer ,,vh had a personal and/or 

professional r lationship with the subject fficer. The rec gnilion of the p t ntial conflict 
and the tep taken to iso lat - the impact of that conflict were noteworthy and 

demon trative of an intent to maintain the integrity of the investigation . Aspects of the 

inve tigati n that were pur ued demonstrat d the wi llingne f the RCMP MC team to 

xplore all avenue of inv tigation. They were a l o very receptive to inquiric from the 

family and t ok additional investigative t p to address some of those con ems raised. 

While ASIRT has som observations and rec mmendation r ga rding asp ct of th 

investigati n, it is our opinion that none of the i ues identifi d rise to a l ve l f riou ne s 

that w uld bring into gue ti n the integrity r validity of th investigation r would impact 

any conclusions reached ba don the evid nee. The inv tigation more than provides 

sufficient vidence to allow a person pr p rly informed w ith respect to the law in this area 

to be able t clea rly asses whether the conduct of the offic r caused the d ath of Mr. 
Dunphy (as in most offic r involved h tings, this question is easily answered) and, more 

importantly, v hether th conduct could c n titute a criminal ffence . The investigation 

allows f r informed decision making. 

The goal f the review was to identify if the inves tigating a ncy has completed the 

investigation in a manner c nsistent w ith the level of inve ti ative excell nc that mainta in 

ASIRT' bj ctive to maintain public confid nc in policing. These inve tigative standard 
were pursu ~d and attain d in thi ca . 

ASIRT's Rccommendatio11s 

A. Dealing with the Subject Officer 

here are many different approaches to interviewing subje t during an investigation. n 

interview d es not need to b aggressiv -, I ud or confrontati nal to be eff ctive. 

Establi hing a rapport and making a subj t comfortable in the interview i ften a strat gy 

to encourage a subject' willingness to p ak to investigat r and can be v ry successful. 

In inve tigati n into p Ii e onduct, however, it is important not only to b ind pendent 
and objective but to very cl arly model th, t independ enc and bjectivity. Being too 
informa l and friendly in a n interview can b' perceived a a lack of independ ence or 

objectivity, and can appear a if inve tigat r are "taking it asy" on the ubject officer. It i 
a fine lin and a difficult balance but the riousness of the situation should lend a level f 

formality to the interview. ta minimum, areful consid rati n should b given to the 
approach to the interview f the subject offi er in advance and any tactics r trategie 
should be documented al ng with principl "d reasons why th se tactics r trategies were 
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selected. In this case, the interviews observ d were very informal in the context of a 

h micide investigation. This may wel l have been an intentiona l approach, however, thi 

would best be documented to demonstrat a recognition that whi l it might be perceived a 

certain v- ay, the a ppr ach was carefully c n id red and determin -d t be the most 

advantageous to the investigation. 

a. The Use of n Cnutio11/Setti11 /'he Context 

Th goal of the int rvi -w i to ob tain reliab l and admissible evidenc in any given case. 

he significance of the investigation and the importance of the interv iew should be 

highlighted and the ubject officer shou ld understand the forma lity f the proceeding and 

any potential jeopardy. ft hould be mad cl ar that thi is a homicide investigation and th 

ubject officer hould under tand that he could have some jeopardy, particularly given th 

fact that the use off re mu t not only b ubjectively rea onable but a l o objectively 

reasonable. This would best be accomplished, at a minimum, with the use of a caution. The 

interview with the subject officer was not cautioned, something that could potentially affect 

its admissibi lity down th line shou ld th ca - r suit in a pros -cu ti n . rt i arguably not 

h·ictly necessary but it wou ld seem wise t 1T on the side of cauti n in favour of 

admissibility rath r than run the risk of a tatement being later excluded. 

Although the use of th cauti n is ugg t d, there is no magic in the words. What i 

important is that the subject officer unders tand what i being inv tigated, the seriousn 

of the situation, the potential for jeopardy, his rights and his respon ibilities. This allows for 

an informed decision t b made as to wh - ther he wishes to provide a voluntary statement 

and provides context f r any Charter argum nt regarding admissibil.ity shou ld the 

tatcmentbe neces ary in any prosecuti n. 

b. Reveali11 l11for111ation to th Subject Officer 

During the intervi w with the subject officer on Ap1il 6, 2015, the ubj ct fficer asked 

investigators wheth r th affected person' rifle was loaded. Daily Log notes indicate that 

after consu ltation within the command triang le, it was decided that re leasing this 

information might g ive the subject officer some form of "relief" to kn w that the rifle had 

been loaded. The ubj ct officer was advised that the firearm did, in fact, contain a Live 

r und in the dwmber and not to second gue what he did. Thi wa d ne while the 
irn c tigation wa n-g ing. 

While not often publicly discussed, officer involved shootings can have a significant impact 

on the mental health of subject officers. [t i a im st a certainty U1at the ubject officer wil l 

repeated ly go over the incident in his or her h ad wondering what c uld o r should hav 
b en done differ ntly . The desire to ease that stress, where possible, is natural and human. 

While an inve tigation is underway, howeve r, th integrity of th inv tigation must c m 
firs t. It is the opin ion of ASIRT that W1le th re was an inve tigativ purpose for the 
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sharing of the information before the investigati n was concluded, such as attempting to 
timulate discussion or conver ations on a wiretap, ev id ence should not be discussed with 

the subject officer while the investigation is being condu cted. The test for wh th r 

inf rmabon should be har d during an inve tiga ti n sh uld not be "no harm, no foul" but 
rather whether there is a principl d reason, in the f 11rN1crn 11 ce of the inves tigntion, to divert 

fr m th ordinary practic f n t advising wib1 f evidence that they wou ld normally 
n t have knmvn until the inv tigation is complet . Thi i even more probl ma tic when at 
least one other witness' rho asked questions wa t Id that in the interests of maintaining 
th integrity of the inv tigation, information could not be disclosed. 

A well, this brings u ~ back to the need to maintain and model independ nc . eav ing aside 
the sharing of informati n btained during th inv stiga tion, even sugges ting to the officer 
n t t second guess him If could be problematic. By omfor ting the subject fficer, there is 
the potential for the perception of undue sympathy f r the ubj ct officer or inv tigative 
bias. One can be kind and c mpassionate w ithout overtly or express ly sympathi zing wi th 
the subject officer. Investigator hould alway b mindful f how a subject ffic r may be 
doing but the best way t address the s ituation w uld be to engage the relevant police 
ervic ' support servic and/or the subjec t offic - r' family or friends to ecure availab le 

supports for the subject offic r while/if he is stru ggling. This allows inve tigator to remain 
firmly in the independent inves tigative role. 

Having said all that, the inv tigators mod led xactly the process for how th types of 
ituations should be hand led. Judgment calls are mad - throughout investigati n and 

inv tigator are called up n to make the d ecision that they believe i best in the 
circumstances. In this situ ati n, the command tri ng l r c gn ized the potential i ue, had a 
principled discussion about what to do and d cum nt d b th the discu i n and decision. 
Whether it was the c rr ct decision is a matter of opin ion or debate but the proce they 
followed was una ssa ilable. 

B. The Subject Officer and Sideann. at the time of the Incident 

Th re are some very min r issues that ASIRT wou ld rai e w ith respect to the handling of a 
ubject officer and hi r ice weapon at the time of the critical incident. They would be as 

follows : 

a. Photo rnplis of the Subject Officer nt t11e ti111e of the lncide11t 

The subject officer wa n t ph tographed immediate ly fol lowing the critical incident to 
capture how he was dressed and his appearanc f II wing the incident. Pho t g raphing the 
subject officer as he app ar d immediately after can be of some evid entiary va lue 
depending upon issues that might b rai ed in any g iven case. As such, it w uld have been 
beneficial to have photograph to memorialize hi appearance should it bee m an issue 
d wn the road, including the manner of dress and the po -ession and placem nt of his 
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weapons sys tem . That having been sa id, investigators documented their obs rvations of 
appearance in writing and further captured simi lar informati n through witness interviews 
of first responders. Investigators also pr perly seized the subject officer' s cloth and police 

quipment. 

b. Tile Sidearm, Mngnzine nnd A11111111nitioll 

No photographs w re taken of the ubject officer's sidearm and the ammunition contained 
in the magazine at th time of seizure. It w uld be a bes t practice to do so, once again, to 
memorialize the items at the time of the seizure. 

Additionally, there i nothing in the d umcntation or note to indicate that when the 
i earm was seized a bullet count for ach magazine v-.ras con ucted. There is also no 

reference as to whd her a bullet was extrac ted from the ch am ber when the firearm was 
unloaded. A Fa ren ic Science and Identification Services re p rt references 20 bulle t us 
accompanying th magazines as part f th m<1gazine ex hibit . F ur shell casings were 
recovered on c n . The two maga zine have a twelve bull t capacity each w uld be 
consistent w ith th count of 24 bu llets based on the 20 bull t recovered and the four shell 
casings. As such, it appears that the subject officer had the s tandard number of bu llets and 
that they were a ll accounted for at the sc ne and through the autopsy. 

The issue of a whether the subject officer would have had a "top up" round should 
normally be determin d . A "top up" r und is sometime u d when loading an automatic 
pi tol such as the Sig Sauer. Thi i d n by inserting a magazin '"'' ith a full capacity of 
bullets or rounds, 12 in the case of th - ubj ct officer' s pist !. Once the magazin i in erted 
and seated in th pistol the "slide" is "racked" or pulled ba k to mechanically extract a 
bu llet from the magazine and insert it into the chamber, th r by loading the pis tol. The 
magazine can then be removed and another bullet loaded into the magazine to "top up" the 
magazine to its full 12-round capacity. Once the maga zine is reloaded into the pistol the 
I aded pistol now ha 13 bullets that can be fired in succ s i n with each trigger pull. Some 
police servic hav policy against u ing the "top up" method. 

n U1er method f "topping up" is to conduct a tactical re-load w hen a number of bullets 
have been fired fr ma pistol depleting the fully loaded magazine that was in the gun. The 
user removes the partially empty magc zinc and inserts a fully l aded one. Becau the 
pi tol had cycled a !iv - round into the chamber after the las t sho t the pistol would now 
have 13 bullets. This is sometimes don t quickly reload and hav th maximum number 
of bullets at th ir disposal. The tactical re-load is part of the R C Pistol Qualification 
C urse. RCMP did, however, cover ff the possibili ty of a tactical re-load. Th ubject 

ffice r stated that h considered, bu t did no t cond uct a tacti c I re-load after the incident. As 
ab t practice, h w ver, an immed iat bullet count and the c nsideration of the initial form 
of top-up should also have been cov red off. That having been said, there is no r -ason to 
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believe that the subject officer used a t p-up m ethod in this case, nor is the re any reason to 
believe that there a r any unaccounted f r rounds based on the w hole of the evid ence. 

C. Officer Notes 

Officer ' note can b ve ry important in any given ca e f r a variety of reasons. In this case, 
a lth ugh overa ll, th inves tigation c uld be described as xt r mely well-documented, there 
were some missing notes. 

n. Monitor Notes 

It is standard pra tice to have an officer m ni tor an inter i w betvveen a subject fficer and 
another officer. It is also a standard practice for the monitor to make "morut r not s". These 
not scan be a fo rm f back-up docum ntati n of the c ntext, gi t and /or key portions of an 
interview. RCMP fo llowed best practices in the digita l video recording of the pril 8, 2015 

interview with th ubject officer. That i the gold stand ard . Unfortunately, inv tiga to rs 
cncolll1 tered something all investigativ agencies have at on time or another. The digital 
video equipmen t failed. Technology i fanta tic when it w rk but can be extremely 
problematic when it do n't. In this ca e, th equipm ent fail d. Monitor no tes, if they 
e isted, would have provided at leasts me documentation a to what was sa id during the 
interview but no monitor notes were lo ated on the file. Monitor notes shoul d be 
considered e pccial ly during pivota l inte rviews. 

b. Witness Officer No tes 

Cpl. O'Keefe wa n f the first RC 1P fficer on sc n that the subject offic r pre en ted 
himself to upon arrival. The n otes an subsequent PROS report provided by Cpl. O'Keefe's 
documenting his enc unters and discu i ns w ith the ubj ct fficer are ex trem ly limited 
and, respectfully, inad equate. 

s the sole w ib1e to the critical incid nt, any spontaneou tatements made by the subject 
officer could b f paramount imp rtance. Alth ough n t always the ca , pontaneous 
tatements a t the tim f a traumatic event can have gr at r reliabili ty than tatem nts 

made at a later time. They could be as essed against the phys ical and forensic evidence for 
c n istency and accuracy. They c uld be useful in es tab li hing correlation t facts and 
evidence obtained during the inv - tigation. Observa ti n - f his physical appearance, 
movements, and demeanor of the subject officer at the scene could have va lue in piecing 
evidence togeth r. Careful and d eta iled documentati n o f the e tat m nts and 
observations in notes could be critical. I t should have been paramount that Cpl. O'Keefe 
recorded in his not book, at that time r c nt mporaneou ly t the event as time presented 
itself, as accurat ly a possible, the actua l words that the subj ct officer used to convey what 
had happened and his observati n r ga rding the ubj~ ct officer's app ara nce and/or 
condi tion. Cpl. O'Keefe also made minimal notes of his se izure of the subject officer' s 
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sidearm and provided little add itional detai l in his PROS report. tailed not hou ld hav 

been made rega rding the unloading f the subjec t fficer's e rvice weapon, including 

whether a live round was ejected from the chamber, the removal of the magaz ines, and any 

bullet count, etc. Inves tigators hould consider whether, notwithstanding the considerable 

pa age of tim , Cpl. O'Ke f should b inter iewed to captur his observations of th 

subj ct officer and w hat, if anything, th subject offi er might have said r ga rding the 

incid nt. 

o n te from - w h transported th ubject officer from th cene to th 

detach ment, wer c ntained in the inve tiga ti on. The officer may have made notes or it m ay 

be tha t th PROS r port submitted by - constituted his notes. Either way, it is 

rec mn1ended that investigators confirm whether ther · a re notes, whether the ROS report 

is \Vhat th officer utilized f r the purpo e f his note or whether h elected to make no 

note . 

D. Physical Re-e11actmeut/Experim.e11t 

The ubject offic r described holding a fi le f Ider and cir pping it when the affect cl person 

point d the rifle at him. Th - file fo lder was found on the table intact, with the pap r still 

secur d within the file folder. A que tion ar seas to whether the fil e folder and contents 

would fall o neatly if dropped a described by the subject officer, a t tall) legitimate 

question. RCMP inve tigator att mpted t c nduct an experiment to re-create the fi le 

fold r drop and videotaped a r -enactment f s rts dr pping a similar file fold r (with 

cont nts) to see if it would land in the c ndition that th folder wa found on scene. Variou 

d rop resulted in the file fo lder landing n th table in a cond ition c nsis tent w ith the scene, 

how ver, others led to the scattering of th papers and/ r folde r. 

While the intention was good, thi s typ f xperiment is of dubiou s a sistance, in my 

opm1 n, in a ing the vera ity of the su bj ct offic r' tatement unless the conditions can 

be r er ated . Thi ccurred in a dynamic env ironm nt in circum tance that would likely be 

impo sible to recreate to provide any significant evidentiary value that would all wan 

inference to be drawn one way r another a to the veracity of the subject officer' , 

inf rmation. 

E. Tlie Investigation of Officer-involved focidents i1tvolving Death or Serious fojury 

Inv ti ations int incident involving poli e cond uct that may hav resulted in a per on' 

death r e riou injury are di ff r -nt from tandard inv tigations. Po lice officers a re 

auth ri zed, pursuant to the Cri111innl Code, t use force in certain circumstances, including 
lethal f rce. Thes investigati ns are always sensitive, high-profile, p tentially c mplex and 
impo rtant not ju t to the individu al case but also to the maintenance of public c nfidence in 

policing. 
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In this particular case, some of the issues raised would hav been addressed by a 
comprehensive inve tigative guid - r be t practice for thes types of matters. For example, 
a ll the provincial independent investi ativ - bodies have an estabUshed practic r garding 
the rights and re p nsibilities of subj ct officers and witn officers, bes t practic m 
evidence gath ring, investigativ t p when dealing \·vi th th ubject officer etc. While 
there \•vas ref renc t national policy, it is aimed at broad r p !icy issues as opp ed to a 
be t practice guide on how these matte r hould be investigated . These types of guides have 
been developed in ther jurisdiction - and by other police rvic s. Indeed, prior to the 
f rmation of ASIRT, in 2006, RCMP "K" Division had <level ped a detailed "Inv stigation 
Guide" for the investigation of officer involved deaths or injuries. While it w uld b our 
hope that there w uld never be another need, it would be prudent to consider d velopment 
of such an inv tigative guide for futur critical incident t ensure con i t nt!y hi gh 
quality, principl d investigation int th se matters. Sh uld you wish to see th RCMP "K" 
Di vi ion lnvestiga ti n Guide, I have b en authorized to har it with you. That having been 
said, it wou ld seem to me that the be tter practice would be for consultation directly with 
those at "K" Di vi i n w ho have had the benefit of both th development of th ir wn gu ide 
prior to the formati n of ASIRT and th p rience of dealing with the involv n1 nt of an 

independent inv tigative agency. 

Conclusions 

A one considers the above, it should a lways be kept in mind that with the ben fit f 
hindsight it can b - easy to point out in any review how som thing might have been 
handled differ ntly. A review has th benefit of time, distance and independence to 
examine an inv tigation and iden tify what might have been done better. As such, the mere 
fact that issue a r identified should n t be construed as c mpromising the entire 
investigation. he qu stion remains wh th r the issues, a l n r in combination, ar uch 
that the quality f th inves tigation i contuminated . 

Notwithstanding the earlier comment , thi investigation wa done well, following best 
practices and maj r case management principles. Whiles m hortcomings were identified, 
when viewed in the context of the inv - tigation as a who! , they do not taint th verall 
quality of the inve tigation and the reliability of thee idence obtained. ASIRT has very 
car fully review d the RCMP inv s ti ga tion into the circumstances surrounding the officer 
involved shooting that resulted in the d ath of Donald Dunphy. Subject to the ob rvations 
shared earli r, the investigation was thorough and provides sufficient context to make a 
d termination, ba d n vid enc , a t whether the ubject officer was lawfully placed, 
and to asse whether the use of force was authorized in law . The investigation reflects an 
intention to be objec tiv and fair and wa r ported in an rgan ized, logical, prof iona1, 
and under tandable manner. 
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These cases are very seri u a nd alway very difficult for the family f the p r n who h a 

di. d. If ASIRT can be of any assistance in explaining our process or ur findings to the 

family, please do not hesitate to con tact us. 

If you have any question or concerns, pleas d not h esitate to contact me at your 

c n veniencc . 

Yours truly, 

Ex utive Dir ctor 

ASIRT 

SD.H/lw 

c.c. Bill Sweeney, Direct r Of law ~ nforcment 
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