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Introduction 

[1] The offender Joseph Sinclair was convicted of the October 30, 2015 second degree 

murder of Leona Neapetung-Stevens.  Now at issue is whether Sinclair’s parole ineligibility 

should be greater than the minimum period of 10 years.  In a brief oral decision August 16, 2019, 

Sinclair’s parole ineligibility was set at 13 years.  These written reasons now follow. 
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Background 

[2] Ms. Neapetung-Stevens died as a result of multiple sharp force injuries.  In total she 

sustained 10 stab wounds, five additional major incised wounds, and at least 11 more superficial 

incised wounds on the face, torso and extremities. 

[3] The only remaining witness to the offence was the offender Mr. Sinclair himself.   

[4] In his statement to police, Sinclair stated that he was close to the victim; she was his best 

friend; she slept with people for food & shelter; he hung around with her so she wouldn’t have to 

do stuff like that. 

[5] Further, Sinclair stated that on October 30, 2015 he and Neapetung-Stevens were at 

Sinclair’s residence drinking, though there was little evidence of the amount of drinking or of its 

impact on the sobriety of either individual.  It was found at trial that Sinclair was at most mildly 

intoxicated and as such had no diminished capacity to form the intent to commit second degree 

murder. 

[6] Further, Sinclair told police that after he and Neapetung-Stevens initially went to sleep in 

separate rooms, Sinclair came down the stairs from his bedroom to the living room where 

Neapetung-Stevens was sleeping.   

[7] Based on both Sinclair’s statement and the physical evidence in the trial, it was found that 

when he came down the stairs Sinclair armed himself with a knife, with murderous intent - in his 

words: “I just wanted to kill her…”  After stabbing her multiple times in the chest or neck, 

Sinclair found that Neapetung-Stevens was still breathing and so he attempted to choke or 

smother her, as he illustrated in his videotaped statement.  He explained that he “didn’t want her 

to suffer” – he clearly “didn’t want her to be alive”.  He stated further: “I was just tired of her 

always being so sad … the stuff she had to… that’s when I killed her.” 

[8] Afterwards, Sinclair had sex with Neapetung-Stevens’ dead body. 

[9] Still later, Sinclair made several futile attempts to commit suicide, including electrocuting 

himself with a toaster, stabbing himself, and taking pills.  He wound speaker wire around his 

neck but was unable to “take that last jump” to hang himself off a railing.  He considered 

jumping off a bridge but could not bring himself to do that either.  

[10] Eventually Sinclair left the premises and walked several kilometers to his workplace 

where he was eventually apprehended. 

Applicable law 

[11] In R v Ledesma 2019 ABQB 204, at paras 24-34, Gates J summarized the law applying 

to parole ineligibility as follows: 

Sentencing Principles Relating to Second Degree Murder 

[24] The offence of second-degree murder carries a mandatory life sentence. 

The only issue to be determined at the sentencing hearing is the period of parole 

ineligibility that must be served by the Accused. 

[25] Sentencing an individual convicted of second-degree murder is governed 

by ss 745(c), 745.2, and 745.4 of the Criminal Code. These provisions provide as 

follows: 
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745. Subject to section 745.1, the sentence to be pronounced 

against a person who is to be sentenced to imprisonment for life 

shall be… 

(c) in respect of a person who has been convicted of 

second-degree murder, that the person be sentenced 

to imprisonment for life without eligibility for 

parole until the person has served at least 10 years 

of the sentence or such greater number of years, not 

being more than 25 years, as has been substituted 

therefor pursuant to section 745.4… 

745.4. Subject to section 745.5, at the time of the sentencing under 

section 745 of an offender who was convicted of second-degree 

murder, the judge who presided at the trial of the offender or, if 

that judge is unable to do so, any judge of the same court may, 

having regard to the character of the offender, the nature of the 

offence, the circumstances surrounding its commission, and to the 

recommendation, if any, made pursuant to section 745.2, by order, 

substitute for ten years a number of years of imprisonments (being 

more than ten but not more than twenty-five) without eligibility for 

parole, as the judge deems fit in the circumstances. 

[26] The general principles of sentencing are set out in some detail in s 718 of 

the Criminal Code. The section reads as follows: 

s. 718. The fundamental purpose of sentencing is to contribute, 

along with crime prevention initiatives, to respect for the law and 

the maintenance of a just, peaceful and safe society by imposing 

just sanctions that have one or more of the following objectives: 

a) to denounce unlawful conduct; 

b) to deter the offender and other persons from 

committing offences; 

c) to separate offenders from society, where 

necessary; 

d) to assist in rehabilitating offenders; 

e) to provide reparations for harm done to victims 

or to the community; and 

f) to promote a sense of responsibility in offenders, 

and acknowledgement of the harm done to victims 

and the community. 

[27] It is a fundamental principle of sentencing that a sentence must be 

proportionate to the gravity of the offence and the degree of responsibility of the 

offender. 

[28] I would note that s 718.2 is applicable in this instance. 
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s. 718.2  A court that imposes this sentence shall also take into 

consideration the following principles: 

a) a sentence should be increased or reduced to account for any 

relevant aggravating or mitigating circumstances relating to the 

offence or the offender; 

b) a sentence should be similar to sentences imposed on similar 

offenders for similar offences committed in similar circumstances; 

e) all available sanctions, other than imprisonment, that are 

reasonable in the circumstances and consistent with the harm done 

to victims or the community should be considered for all offenders, 

with particular attention to the circumstances of Aboriginal 

offenders. 

[29] These principles guide and direct courts in what is one of the most 

difficult judicial tasks, crafting a fit and proper sentence for an offence and an 

offender. 

[30] In R v Shropshire, [1975] 4 SCR 227, the Supreme Court set out the 

principles that are to guide trial judges in determining the period of parole 

ineligibility on a second-degree murder conviction. Iacobucci J, for the Court, 

stated at para 20 that the process to be followed under s 744 is a “very fact-

sensitive process”, requiring a consideration of (a) the character of the offender, 

(b) the nature of the offence, and (c) the circumstances surrounding the 

commission of the offence. 

[31] The Court explained that the objective of s 744 is “to give the trial judge 

an element of discretion in sentencing to reflect the fact that within second degree 

murder there is both a range of seriousness and varying degrees of moral 

culpability” (at para 33). At para 31, the Court explained the rationale for a sliding 

scale of parole ineligibility: 

Section 742(b) of the Criminal Code provides that a person 

sentenced to life imprisonment for second degree murder shall not 

be eligible for parole “until he has served at least ten years of his 

sentence or such greater number of years, not being more than 

twenty-five years, as has been substituted therefor pursuant to 

section 744.” In permitted a sliding scale of parole ineligibility, 

Parliament intended to recognize that, within the category of 

second-degree murder, there will be a broad range of seriousness 

reflecting varying degrees of moral culpability. As a result, the 

period of parole ineligibility for second degree murder will run 

anywhere between a minimum of 10 years and a maximum of 25 

years, the latter being equal to that prescribed for first degree 

murder. 

[32] The decision in Shropshire also clarified the principles governing the 

increase in the period of parole ineligibility above the minimum 10-year period. 

At para 29, the Court stated: 
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…as a general rule, the period of parole ineligibility shall be for 10 

years, but this can be ousted by a determination of the trial judge 

that, according to the criteria enumerated in s 744, the offender 

should wait a longer period before having his suitability to be 

released into the general public assessed. To this end, an extension 

of the period of parole ineligibility should not be “unusual”, 

although it may well be that, in the median number of cases, a 

period of 10 years might still be awarded. 

[33] The Court went on to confirm that deterrence is a well-established 

sentencing objective in the context of determining the appropriate period of parole 

ineligibility, referring to its earlier decision in R v Lyons, 1987 CanLII 25 (SCC), 

[1987] 2 SCR 309, where LaForest J held (at para 329): 

In a rational system of sentencing, the respective importance of 

prevention, deterrence, retribution and rehabilitation will vary 

according to the nature of the crime and the circumstances of the 

offender. No one would suggest that any of these functional 

considerations should be excluded from the legitimate purview of 

legislative or judicial decisions regarding sentencing. 

[34] Finally, I would note that the fixing of the period of parole ineligibility is 

part of the punishment for second-degree murder and, accordingly, forms an 

important element of sentencing policy. 

[12] Gates J also referred to Picard JA’s decision in R v Ryan 2015 ABCA 286 and the non-

exhaustive list of factors that may affect parole ineligibility.  The factors of relevance to 

Sinclair’s case include: gratuitous violence; additional degradation of the victim; abuse of trust; 

and preparatory steps leading to the murder. 

[13] With this background and legal principles in mind I will turn to the positions of the 

parties. 

The positions of the parties 

[14] The Crown argues for a period of 18 years’ parole ineligibility.  The Crown 

acknowledges that mitigating is the fact of Sinclair’s relative youthfulness, and the Gladue 

factors that affect his moral blameworthiness.  While not mitigating as such, the Crown notes 

that Sinclair has no criminal record.  Aggravating factors include that Ms. Neapetung-Stevens 

was a minor (s 718.2(a)(ii.1) and as well, was vulnerable in the sense Sinclair considered her his 

best friend and his residence was a safe place, or refuge, for her; there was evidence of 

premeditation and of multiple stab wounds and attempting choking; particularly aggravating was 

Sinclair’s sex with his victim’s dead body. 

[15] The Crown referred to numerous authorities particularly dealing with the latter 

aggravating factor – the element of sex with the dead body of an offender’s victim: R v McInnis 

1999 CarswellOnt 1054, 119 OAC 316 (CA); R v Kayaitok 2009 NUCJ 24, 2009 CarswellNun 

22; R v Ramsay 1991 CarswellMan 149, 75 Man R (2d) 305 (CA); R v Wilson 2007 BCSC 

1382, 2007 CarswellBC 1382; R v Pernosky 2018 BCSC 1252, 2018 CarswellBC 1982; R v 
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Swite 2012 BCSC 1755, 2012 CarswellBC 3661.  I will deal with these authorities later in these 

reasons. 

[16] The defence argues for a sentence of 10 years’ parole ineligibility.  In support, the 

defence refers to evidence at trial of the offender’s good character; of the involvement of alcohol 

and to Sinclair’s allegedly confused statement to police; and to Sinclair’s Gladue factors. 

[17] The defence referred to no additional case law authorities. 

Analysis 

[18] I will position my analysis of this case, and my conclusion as to parole ineligibility, 

within the first three of the four factors coming out of s 745.4 of the Criminal Code noted above: 

the character of the offender; the nature of the offence; and the circumstances surrounding its 

commission. (The fourth factor deals with a jury recommendation; it is not applicable as Sinclair 

was tried without a jury.)  Within these factors I will also consider the statutory principles and 

factors set out at Criminal Code, ss 718-718.2. 

The character of the offender 

[19] Born March 15, 1995, Sinclair was 20 years old and single at the date of the offence, 24 

at the time of sentencing.  His personal background is included in a Gladue report of October 26, 

2018.  Sources providing information for the report confirm that Sinclair and Neapetung-Stevens 

were very close friends and were always together once Sinclair moved to Edmonton in 2013. 

[20] Neapetung-Stevens’ murder is Sinclair’s first offence.  The Gladue report reveals no anti-

social history.  Sinclair is a high school graduate with a work history starting in his early teens.  

He held steady employment in a warehouse for some two years after coming to Edmonton, and 

before the commission of the offence.  He lived with his uncle Gord and paid his rent 

consistently. 

[21] From about the age of 16 Sinclair says alcohol has been a problem for him.  He denies 

drug misuse. He states he was drinking daily in the eight months leading up to the offence.  

Sinclair’s family members expressed that they knew there was some casual drinking going on 

but did not see there was an addiction or problem with Sinclair’s alcohol use.  Sinclair says he 

believes he needs alcohol-related treatment.  He has received none in the past.  While in remand, 

his efforts at treatment have consisted of “reading an AA book”. 

[22] Sinclair disclosed a history of suicide attempts from his early teens. 

[23] Sinclair’s parents are both aboriginal.  Neither has direct residential school experience.  

Sinclair’s maternal grandmother did attend residential school, as did Sinclair’s maternal aunts 

and uncles.  Sinclair disclosed to the Gladue report writer, and I accept, that he was physically 

abused by his mother until the age of 18, when he moved away.  During his youth Sinclair lived 

with his mother, initially in Edmonton, then Winnipeg.  They lived in rented accommodations 

and moved often.  His father was always away at work.  Sinclair says his mother “has been 

drinking since I can remember” and his father “went through a couple of drug binges”. To help 

make ends meet while living with his mother, Sinclair contributed money to pay his own rent as 

a youth. 

[24] While on remand Sinclair has seen an Elder and has participated in pipe ceremonies and 

drumming.  He expressed an ongoing interest in cultural activities and in “a spiritual connection 
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with the Creator”.  Earlier in his life he says he had been connected to cultural activities such as 

round dances and powwows. 

[25] Sinclair professes remorse but his willingness to acknowledge the offence 

unconditionally remains questionable. For example, he told the Gladue report writer that he 

“blacked out” the night of the offence: 

I remember waking up…we were drinking the night before…I woke up and she 

was dead, and that’s when I tried to kill myself.  I feel so much remorse and I 

cannot explain it.  She was my best friend.  I don’t have a reason why this 

happened and that’s the worst part.  I have a flash of me coming downstairs, but 

other than that, I can’t remember any more other than before we started drinking. 

(Gladue report, at p 12) 

[26] This version of events is fundamentally at odds with the findings at trial.  Those findings 

were based largely on a video-recorded statement Sinclair made to police.  The voluntariness of 

the statement was unchallenged.  Sinclair did not testify at trial.  Sinclair argued at trial, 

unsuccessfully, that while admissible, the statement was a morass of confusion and could not be 

relied on. 

[27] What’s more, nowhere in the Gladue report does Sinclair say anything about the 

significantly-aggravating factor of having sex with the dead body of his victim. That this 

occurred is in no doubt, given Sinclair’s own statement.  Nor was it in doubt in his police 

statement that the sex occurred after he says he woke up and found his victim dead. 

[28] Putting aside this troubling disconnect between Sinclair’s disclosure to the Gladue report 

writer, and the trial findings, it must also be said that there is little in the case record that leads to 

the conclusion Sinclair is an individual likely to be dangerous in the future.  Future 

dangerousness is a recurring theme in parole ineligibility cases.  This appears particularly to be 

the case where parole ineligibility is set at around 15-plus years.  Future dangerousness was 

considered in the recent parole ineligibility decision in R v Shaw, 2019 ABCA 106, at para 15: 

[15] An offender’s “future dangerousness” is not an express statutory factor, but it 

“can fall within the rubric of the ‘character of the offender’”: R v Shropshire, 

[1995] 4 SCR 227 at para 21. Where “a person convicted of murder shows traits 

of dangerousness, parole ineligibility periods have tended to be increased in order 

to serve the objectives of public protection and denunciation”: Ryan at para 39 per 

Picard JA. 

[29] In Shaw, it was found that the trial judge applied the conventional wisdom that “past 

behaviour is the best predictor of future conduct”, but nevertheless held that Shaw’s past 

behaviour did not predict future dangerousness at a level that required an increase in the parole 

ineligibility period.  

[30] I reach the same conclusion in the record before me.  In doing so, I have taken into 

account the circumstances of the offence but also Sinclair’s own history, including his lack of 

criminal record, the evidence of good character called both at trial and recounted in the Gladue 

report, his relative youthfulness, and his apparent connection to his culture and community – all 

of which speak against the likelihood of recidivism and favourably to his prospects for 

rehabilitation. 



Page: 8 

 

The nature of the offence 

[31] As to the nature of the offence, this was a gruesome murder involving the infliction of 

multiple stab wounds and the attempted smothering of the victim.  

The circumstances surrounding its commission 

[32] The following three circumstances stand out as aggravating: 

a) First, the attack upon Neapetung-Stevens was premeditated, in that before the attack 

Sinclair armed himself with a knife; 

b) Second, Neapetung-Stevens was a minor; she was vulnerable too in the sense that she and 

Sinclair were close friends, and in the sense that Sinclair’s residence was a refuge for her, 

a place in which she should have been able to feel safe.  In all of this, there is an aspect of 

breach of trust in the commission of the offence; 

c) Third, the attack and that the murder having been committed, Sinclair proceeded to 

sexually violate his victim’s dead body. 

[33] Little more need be said regarding the first circumstance arising from the premeditated 

obtaining of the knife. 

[34] Regarding the second circumstance of breach of trust, once again the decision in Shaw, at 

paras 19-23, is instructive.  In Shaw the sentencing judge found the offender engaged in “a gross 

betrayal of hospitality and friendship” – the offender and his elderly victim having had a prior 

friendly relationship that resulted in Shaw staying at the victim’s apartment and Shaw killing the 

victim in his sleep.  The sentencing judge did not use the word “trust” to describe the 

relationship, but nevertheless found the relationship to be an aggravating factor.  The Court of 

Appeal found no error in this approach. 

[35] Sinclair’s relationship with Neapetung-Stevens was arguably more significant than that 

between Shaw and his victim.  Sinclair’s misconduct was manifestly ‘a gross betrayal of 

hospitality and friendship’.  The relationship is clearly a significant aggravating factor in 

sentencing. 

[36] Regarding the third circumstance, the aspect of sexual depredation is an extremely 

aggravating factor in sentencing. 

[37] Counsel were unable to point me to reported cases in Alberta which deal with analogous 

sexual depredation and its effect on parole ineligibility. 

[38] The Crown’s cases noted above, to which I now turn, are all from other provinces’ courts.  

They range from 24 to 13 years of parole ineligibility. 

R v McInnis 1999 CarswellOnt 1054, 119 OAC 316 (CA) 

[39] I find McInnis entirely distinguishable in that the 53-year old offender had a lengthy 

related record and was on mandatory supervision at the time of the offence; the jury 

recommended a 20-year period of parole ineligibility; the sentencing judge concluded the 

offender was a psychopath with no hope for rehabilitation. 

R v Kayaitok 2009 NUCJ 24, 2009 CarswellNun 22  

[40] The case of Kayaitok is also distinguishable, for different reasons as will be apparent 

from the following review.  The case resulted in an 18-year period of parole ineligibility based 
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on a joint submission after a guilty plea to second degree murder. The victim was aged five; she 

died by asphyxiation, then was anally raped by the offender.  There was no evidence that alcohol 

or other intoxicant played a part in the offence.  Owing to a prior serious sexual assault 

allegation, the offender was on an undertaking to have no contact with children.  He had no adult 

criminal record. He was 19 years old at the time of the offence, came from a disadvantaged 

background, and had limited education.  

[41] Of the act of sex with the deceased victim, Kilpatrick J stated, at para 61: 

[61] Mr. SK had anal intercourse with a dead child, a child that he himself had 

killed.  In doing so, he has stepped into the abyss.  This is a perversion that takes 

Mr. SK beyond the pale of human society.  This is a crime that is not tolerated or 

condoned by any society, under any circumstances.  Society’s revulsion for this 

act must be expressed through a severe denunciatory sentence.  Nothing less will 

suffice. 

[42] Kilpatrick J also concluded on the record before him that the offender was a sexual 

predator who appears to have no control over his sexual impulses.  Until such time as he was 

successfully treated, he would likely continue to be a danger to children. 

[43] Finally, but for the 18-year joint submission, Kilpatrick J would have imposed a longer 

period of parole ineligibility. 

R v Ramsay 1991 CarswellMan 149, 75 Man R (2d) 305 (CA)  

[44] The reasons in Ramsay are brief and largely unrevealing.  That being said, the case 

appears to be distinguishable on the basis that the offender – while he was found to have sexually 

desecrated his deceased victim, went on to say he had done society a favour by committing his 

crime.  The court found that his unrepentant attitude marked him as dangerous.  Parole 

ineligibility was set at 14 years. 

R v Wilson 2007 BCSC 1382, 2007 CarswellBC 1382 

[45] In Wilson parole ineligibility was set at 13 years for an offender with no prior record and 

after a guilty plea to second degree murder.  The offender was aboriginal but the sentencing 

judge, at para 16, concluded that Gladue did not apply, given the violent and serious offence 

before the court. (I pause to note that with respect, that is not the law that applies to Sinclair’s 

sentencing.)  In any event, the sentencing judge found the most aggravating aspect of the murder 

to be the offender’s vaginal and anal sex with the deceased victim.  Though not complete 

strangers, the case report does not describe any particular relationship either.  It appears death 

was caused by asphyxiation.  Mitigating was the lack of a record, the offender’s youthfulness, 

and his good prospects for rehabilitation. 

R v Pernosky 2018 BCSC 1252, 2018 CarswellBC 1982 

[46] The case of Pernosky involved a joint submission for a 13-year period parole 

ineligibility.  The sentencing judge concluded that the range of sentence was 12-15 years.  The 

offender pleaded guilty to the second-degree murder of his half-sister.  Death was caused by 

asphyxiation, followed by a series of sexual acts on the deceased.  The offender was 27 at the 

time of the offence with no adult criminal record.  He did not claim to be more than mildly 

intoxicated at the time. He offered no explanation for his actions.   

R v Swite 2012 BCSC 1755, 2012 CarswellBC 3661 
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[47] In Swite parole ineligibility was set at 13 years for an offender who pleaded guilty to 

second degree murder. Swite was 20 years old at the time of the offence. He had no criminal 

record. He had little if any meaningful school or work history.  He had strong Gladue factors, 

including many forms of deprivation and alcohol abuse from an early age. The court found as a 

fact that Swite was significantly intoxicated at the time of the offence.  

[48] Swite’s victim was an 85-year old aboriginal woman who was a stranger to him. He 

killed her by suffocating her with a pillow. He then had sex with her dead body.   

[49] In arriving at a 13 year period of parole ineligibility, the sentencing judge concluded that 

the aspects of sex and the attack upon a helpless, elderly woman required “a heightened degree 

of denunciation and deterrence”. That being said, the prospect of rehabilitation and the 

consideration of Gladue factors going to moral blameworthiness, favoured a parole ineligibility 

period of somewhat less than the 15 years sought by the Crown. 

Conclusion 

[50] In setting Sinclair’s parole ineligibility at 13 years, I have taken into account the 

following: 

a) The facts surrounding Sinclair’s character, the nature of his offence, and the 

circumstances surrounding its commission; 

b) The principles of sentencing articulated at s 718 and in particular s 718.2 of the Criminal 

Code; 

c) The non-binding but persuasive value of cases such as Wilson, Pernosky, and Swite, and 

though of less import, the absence of any reported authorities wherein lesser periods of 

parole ineligibility have been imposed. 

[51] The facts surrounding Sinclair’s character, including those Gladue factors which are 

relevant to his moral blameworthiness, stand in favour of a more minimal period of increased 

parole ineligibility, if any, to account for the s 718 principle of rehabilitation.  While the Gladue 

factors are not as compelling as those outlined for example in Swite, nevertheless in Sinclair’s 

case they are present and must be accounted for.   

[52] The facts surrounding the nature of the offence, and the circumstances of its commission, 

speak more strongly in favour of a significantly-increased period of parole ineligibility that 

reflects the additional s 718 principles of denunciation and deterrence.   

[53] Put another way, on a review of the mitigating and aggravating factors – all in context of 

arriving at a proportional sentence in the context of parole ineligibility – I am led to the 

conclusion that the three aggravating circumstances in particular outlined earlier in these reasons 

outweigh Sinclair’s cause for no more than a 10-year period of parole ineligibility. 

[54] The absence of binding or persuasive authority in Alberta made the Crown’s brief of 

other provinces’ cases helpful and persuasive – though not of the 18-year period of parole 

ineligibility the Crown argued for. 

[55] Nor though is the selection of a 13-year period of parole ineligibility merely the adoption 

of the lower-end range of the cases before me.  Because while in many respects the 13-year cases 

are similar to Sinclair’s – notably the cases are distinctly different in that in each of Swite, 
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Pernosky and Wilson the offender pleaded guilty to second degree murder.  Not so in Sinclair’s 

case.  And as noted above, I am struck by Sinclair’s refusal or perhaps inability fully to admit to 

the facts of the offence as determined at trial.  I also take into account however the absence of 

evidence of dangerousness that is often present in cases of 15-plus years of parole ineligibility. 

[56] At the end of the day I have considered the facts and the available out-of-province cases 

alongside the recent Alberta parole ineligibility decisions of Ledesma (13 years) and Shaw (13 

years) but also R v Frenchman 2019 ABQB 580 (13 years) and of course R v Ryan 2015 ABCA 

286, and the many cases referred to in it.  A period of parole ineligibility of 13 years represents a 

fit and proportional sentence in all of the circumstances. 

[57] The following ancillary orders were not opposed and are given:  

 S 491 forfeiture of items seized; 

 S 109 lifetime ban; 

 DNA sample to be provided. 

Heard on the 25
th

 day of June, 2019. 

 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, Alberta this 19
th

 day of August, 2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

Peter Michalyshyn 

J.C.Q.B.A. 

 

Appearances: 
 

Kevin Mark 

Alberta Justice 

 for the Crown 

 

Naeem Rauf 

Barrister & Solicitor 

 for the Accused 
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