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I. Findings and Determination:1

The two Troopers involved in the fatal shooting that occurred on April 4, 2022 
in Laketon Township acted in lawful self-defense and defense of others.    
Additionally, the cause of death is a self-inflicted gunshot wound to the head 
of the suspect.  The manner of death has been determined to be suicide. 

II. Summary:2

At approximately 2:39 pm, Michigan State Troopers were dispatched to an 
active home invasion in which a teenage female victim was home alone.  The 
teenager was hiding from an armed intruder who had entered her home at 
least twice.  The 9-1-1 call makes it clear that the teenage victim was in 
imminent danger and the Troopers that responded to the home invasion took 
heroic action to save her life.  The two Troopers arrived together at the scene 
in a fully marked MSP Patrol car.  Trooper #1 is seen knocking at the front 
door and can be heard announcing “State Police.”   Trooper #1 then leaves 
the front door area and moves to the West side of the house.  Trooper #1 
observes the intruder exiting from a window and jump to the ground with a 
handgun in his right hand.  Trooper #1 yells at the intruder “Don’t Move!” The 
intruder pointed his handgun and repeatedly fired his weapon directly at 
Trooper #1.  Trooper #1 shot back at the intruder.  Trooper #2 had gone to 
the back of the house also shot back at the intruder who was shooting his gun 
at Trooper #1.  Trooper #2 can be heard yelling “Drop your gun.”  The intruder 
is seen falling to the ground and turns his own gun on himself and shoots 
himself in the head; causing his own death.
  

III. The Videos:

There are three important videos that record different parts of the fatal 
shooting; 1) The body camera of Trooper #2, 2) Camera video from the police 
cruiser and 3) Camera video from the door bell of the residence that was 

1 The two Troopers are not being identified by name due to the findings that their actions were justified.  
2 This summary and dispositional report is in no way intended to provide all of the important details of this case.  
The investigation that was done in this case is documented in dozens of pages as well as through many pictures, 
videos and other evidence.  The investigation was very professionally and thoroughly done and this summary is no 
substitute for the details contained in the investigation.
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being invaded. Each of the videos have been observed numerous times by 
both investigators and our office and are accurately described in great detail 
in the police report.  

From these videos and other evidence collected at the scene, the Deceased 
was within approximately 30 feet of Trooper #1 when the Deceased started 
repeatedly firing his handgun at Trooper #1.   It also appears that the 
Deceased may have fired his gun at Trooper #2 before turning his gun on 
himself. Both Trooper #1 and Trooper #2 are seen and heard firing their 
handguns in lawful self defense and in defense of each other.  Near the end of 
the incident, the Deceased is also clearly seen laying on his back and raising 
his own handgun to his head and pulling the trigger.  His handgun then falls 
next to his body.  

IV. The Scene and collection of the Handgun:

The scene was very carefully processed.  The gun seized from near the body of 
the deceased did not have a serial number and appears to have been an 
assembled pistol commonly referred to as a “ghost gun.”  Shell casings and 
bullets and other on scene evidence clearly indicate that the Deceased 
repeatedly fired his handgun at Trooper #1.  

V. The Autopsy and Toxicology results:

There were a number of gunshot wounds discovered during the autopsy of 
the Deceased.  The direct cause of death was a Gunshot wound to the head 
that was self-inflicted by the Deceased and is described as follows:

Entrance: Behind the right ear, 5 ¼-inches below the top of the 
head, 3 ½-inches to the right of midline, and 1 ½-inches below and 
3/8-inch posterior to the superior attachment of the right ear, there 
is a 1 x ¾-inch stellate contact gunshot entrance wound with a 
central, approximately 3/8-inch in diameter entrance defect 
surrounded by stellate lacerations and soot deposition. 

The Autopsy also describes other gunshot wounds that include injuries to the 
chest and the extremities of the Deceased. 
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The toxicology results indicate that the Deceased had the following 
substances in his body: Amphetamines and opiates.

The cause of death is a self-inflicted gunshot wound to the head of the 
suspect.  The manner of death has been determined to be suicide.  This is 
indisputably confirmed by the videos of the incident.

VI. The Law Regarding Self Defense and Defense of Another Person:

The State of Michigan recognizes two types of self defense or defense of 
other: 1) Statutory Self Defense and 2) Common Law Self Defense.  For 
purposes of this case, there is no practical difference between statutory and 
common law self defense and the Troopers actions were justified by either 
self defense laws.

Statutory Self Defense or Defense of Another: MCL 780.972 states that:

An individual who has not or is not engaged in the commission of a crime 
at the time he or she uses deadly force may use deadly force against 
another individual anywhere he or she has the legal right to be with no 
duty to retreat if the individual honestly and reasonably believes that the 
use of deadly force is necessary to prevent the imminent death of or 
imminent great bodily harm to himself or herself or to another individual.

The standard jury instructions (CJI2nd 7.21) also provide guidance on what 
constitutes defense of others.”  The relevant parts to this case include:

A. The officer must have honestly and reasonably believed that the other 
person being threatened was in danger of being killed or seriously injured.  If the 
officer’s belief was honest and reasonable, he could act at once to defend the 
person in danger, even if it turns out later that the officer was wrong about how 
much danger the other person was in.

B. When deciding whether the officer honestly and reasonably believed that 
the other person was in danger of serious injury the jury must consider 
whether the attacker was armed with a dangerous weapon or had other 
means of injuring another person.
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C. When deciding whether the force used appeared to be necessary the jury 
may consider how the excitement of the moment affected the choice the 
officer made.

D. There is no duty to retreat by an officer.

VII. Analysis of the facts and the law:

All of the evidence in this case overwhelming proves the following important 
facts:

1) The deceased was armed with an illegal handgun and was engaged in a 
home invasion that directly and imminently threatened the life of a 
teenage girl.  

2) Both Troopers acted lawfully, reasonably and heroically in protecting 
the teenage girl and reacting to the life threatening situation caused by 
the Deceased.

3) The Deceased placed both Troopers in imminent danger of death by 
repeatedly firing his handgun at one or both of the Troopers.

4) The Troopers’ actions were justified by Self defense and defense of 
others.3

5) The death of the deceased was caused by a self-inflicted gunshot 
wound to the head.   

VIII. Conclusion

The courage and clear thinking of the teenage girl is extraordinary and 
commendable.  The calmness and professionalism of the dispatcher who gave direction 
and comfort to the teenage girl while police were in route was also remarkable.  The 
two Troopers who quickly arrived to the home invasion in progress not only conducted 
themselves with professionalism and skill, they both exhibited the utmost bravery.  The 
Troopers’ actions were entirely lawful and they exhibited the highest excellence of 
conduct in the performance of their duties.  On behalf of the citizens of Muskegon we 
thank them for their heroic actions.

3 Given the clear finding of self-defense and/or defense of others in this case, there is no need to evaluate the 
Castle Doctrine that permits the use of lethal force where the defendant is engaged in a home invasion.


