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IN THE MATTER OF POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 (as amended) 
Re: Former PC 2293 Rickie Wallbank 
The following represents the Panel’s findings in respect of the Cumbria Police Misconduct hearing on 17 June 2025 held at the Cumbria Police Headquarters (Police Federation Building).
Preliminary Matters
Decision to proceed in the absence of Former PC Wallbank 
Former officer Wallbank resigned from the service with effect from 18 July 2024.
At the outset of the hearing the former officer’s Federation representative confirmed that he would not be attending the hearing (as mentioned in his R31 Response) and was not legally represented. In any event, the former officer repeats his response to the allegations as detailed in his Regulation 31 Response. 
In all the circumstances, the Panel determined that the former Officer had voluntarily absented himself and further that, in the absence of a request for an adjournment or any evidence that an adjournment would secure the officer’s attendance in due course the Panel decided to proceed in the absence of the former officer.
Anonymisation of witnesses 
Prior to the commencement of the hearing, it was determined that the officers who provided witness statements in support of the Allegations should not be referred to by their names in any publication or reporting of these proceedings.
Legal Advice
Sexual Offences Act 2023 
S.3. provides that:
(1)A person (A) commits an offence if—
(a)he intentionally touches another person (B),
(b)the touching is sexual,
(c)B does not consent to the touching, and
(d)A does not reasonably believe that B consents.
(2) Whether a belief is reasonable is to be determined having regard to all the circumstances, including any steps A has taken to ascertain whether B consents.
Harassment – Defined 
Protection from Harassment Act 1997 provides that:
 (1) A person must not pursue a course of conduct—
 	(a) which amounts to harassment of another, and
 	(b) which he knows or ought to know amounts to harassment of the other.
(2) For the purposes of this section …, the person whose course of conduct is in question   ought to know that it amounts to …harassment of another if a reasonable person in possession of the same information would think the course of conduct amounted to harassment of the other.                                                                          
Equality Act 2020 
(1)A person (A) harasses another (B) if—
(a)A engages in unwanted conduct related to a relevant protected characteristic, and
(b)the conduct has the purpose or effect of—
(i)violating B's dignity, or
(ii)creating an intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive environment.. 
(4) In deciding whether conduct has the effect referred to in subsection (1)(b), each of the following must be taken into account—
(a)the perception of B;
(b) the other circumstances of the case;
(c) whether it is reasonable for the conduct to have that effect.
(5) The relevant protected characteristics [include] sex.
In summary, it should also be noted that:
i.	A one-off incident can amount to harassment.
ii.	The victim need not have made the perpetrator aware that the conduct was unwanted.
iii.	Conduct can amount to harassment if it is related to a relevant protected characteristic (for example, the victim’s sex). 
iv.	To amount to harassment, A's conduct must have the purpose or effect of violating B's dignity or creating an intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive environment for B. Where B claims that the conduct had this effect although this was not A's purpose), the Panel must consider whether it was reasonable for the conduct to have that effect.
Documentation  
The Panel was provided with the bundle of documents compiled by the AA which included the following:
1.	PSD Conduct Matter Investigation report dated 19 March 2024. 
2.	R30 Notice dated 25 November 2024.
3.	R31 Response dated 13 December 2024. 
4.	Copy of message exchanged between the former officer and the subject officers. 
5.	MG11 witness statements of: DC A, DC B, PC C, FDS D and TDC E.
6. 	Summary of the former officer’s PSD interview dated 3 January 2024. 

The Allegations 
The provenance of the alleged misconduct arises from the former officer’s conduct in relation to multiple female officers namely, the sending of unwanted sexualised messages during the period 2016-2023 and further, the sexual assault of one of the female officers on 3 September 2016.  
Appropriate Authority’s case 
The AA contended that the alleged misconduct amounts to a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour (SPB) of:
a.	Authority, Respect and Courtesy,	 
b.	Discreditable Conduct

The Officers response to the Allegations
The former officer admits the facts as particularised in allegation 1 and that his conduct amounts to misconduct.
As regards allegation 2, the former officer denies the alleged sexual assault.
 Witness evidence / Credibility
The Panel considered that the evidence of the subject officers, as detailed within their respective MG11 Witness Statements, was credible and in any event, the Panel was not provided with any evidence to doubt the veracity of the accounts provided by the officers. Accordingly, the Panel considered that the said officers provided a truthful and credible account. 
The Panel’s Approach
The Panel applied the following structured approach in determining the relevant issues in these proceeding: 
1.  Ascertain the facts whether admitted or found proven.
2. Determine whether based on the proven facts the officer breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour, alleged. If yes, 
3.  Decide whether such breach constituted Misconduct, Gross Misconduct or neither.
4. Dependent upon the Panel’s findings under 2 and 3 (above) decide on the appropriate outcome.
Standard and Burden of Proof
In determining the facts, the Panel is required to apply the civil standard of proof namely, on the balance of probabilities. The alleged conduct is proven if the Panel is satisfied that it is more likely than not that the conduct occurred.
The burden of proof falls on the AA to prove the allegations on the requisite standard.
When assessing the probabilities the panel will have in mind as a factor, that the more serious the allegation the less likely it is that the event occurred and, hence, the stronger should be the evidence before the panel concludes that the allegation is established on the balance of probability 
The standard has built into it a generous degree of flexibility in respect of the seriousness of the allegation.
Although the result is much the same, this does not mean that where a serious allegation is in issue the standard of proof required is higher. It means only that the inherent probability or improbability of an event is itself a matter to be taken into account when weighing the probabilities and deciding whether, on balance, the event occurred. 
The more improbable the event, the stronger must be the evidence that it did occur before, on the balance of probability, its occurrence will be established.
Findings of facts
In making the following findings of facts the Panel considered the hearing bundle (which included the subject officer’s MG11 witness statements, and submission made on behalf of the Appropriate Authority. 
Allegation 1 
 In February 2023 several female officers attended a weekend social event during the course of which, a discussion took place regarding former PC Rickie Wallbank in relation to various messages that he had sent to the officers in attendance at the event. From the discussions, it soon became apparent that the former officer had been contacting several officers whilst they were at the event. As a result, the Officers decided to take a group photograph and send it to the former officer to let him know that they were all together and that he was contacting them at the same time. 
Subsequently a Detective Sergeant, who was also at the event and  known to  two of the officers,  met with the subject officers  and during the meeting it was disclosed that one of the officers had received a message from the former officer (which by then had been deleted) and more generally,  that he would send messages of an inappropriate sexual nature to female officers whilst intoxicated often late in the evening.  
As a result of the disclosure, the Sergeant to whom the disclosure had been made considered that the former officer’s conduct had amounted to a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour and reported the matter to PSD. 
During the course of the PSD investigation the subject officers were interviewed and confirmed the nature of their interaction with the former officer and the tenor of the messages that they received. Further, the officers provided copies of the relevant message exchanges with the former officer between 2016 - 2023.  
The Panel, having considered the relevant messages provided by the officers (as referenced below), determined that they were variously flirtatious and inappropriate, and on occasion sexualised.  
Officer DC B 
DC B and the former officers worked on shift together and were friends outside of work. The former officer would often contact DC B outside of work, via social media, by Snapchat and Facebook Messenger. The messages were often sent late at night or the early hours of the morning (some of which were sexual in nature) and which DC B found  to be “annoying”  and ”pestering” . The messages were sent to DC B notwithstanding that the former officer was aware that at the time DC B was in a relationship.
The relevant messages included the following: 
… 'You said last week Cumbria can't deal with anything as you are too good at blow jobs (with crying emoji)'
…‘just don't go shagging all the PCs on shift'….
“want a blow job in the locker room [crying emoji]' 
'So you were groping someone else on PST' and ‘you would have grabbed a cock as well'.
DC B, upon receipt any the various sexualized messages, did not reply to them because, she did not like the nature of the messages and wanted the former officer to desist from sending such messages without hurting his feelings. Overall, DC B considered that the messages that she received were inappropriate.
PC C
In February 2023 the former officer sent PC C messages, via Facebook, that were sexualised and unsolicited which included the following:
“ I want to see poernos”,  and subsequently by way of clarification said “Porno”  .
“Honestly, I’d [sic] you weren’t EGT I’d have you shagged (laughing face emojis)’.
In response PC C told the former officer that he should not say such things because he was married.
TDC E  
Sometime during 2022 and shortly after TDC E had joined the police service, she received a message form the former officer via Instagram which essentially said:
“everyone at work wants to shag you'.
TDC E considered that the messages were inappropriate sexualised and should not have been sent.
DC A  
DC A worked with the former officer for three years. At the relevant time she was in a relationship and the former officer was married. DC A received several unsolicited flirty and sexualised messages. At no stage did DC A encourage the sending of any such messages by intimating that, she was interested in any sort of relationship with the former officer. The Panel noted that much of the messaging concerned DC A’s breasts and her buttock (as mentioned below) . 
The relevant messages included the following: 
“ .. I’m having a little beer at home alone atm so I’m cocky lol..
“ but you know I’ll just be after your boobs lol “.
“ it will only take 1 vodka for me to get your top off? Lol. 2 vodkas then lol the bra will be off 2 lol “
“would I get away with sneaky boobs feel too ?... I would love a play with them. Probably with no clothes on them Lol”
“…how horny are you? “ and “I’m horny for you !!!
“ I was gona pin you down in handcuffs too!!!“and “I honestly wishey handcuffs wer on  you babe! !!!!
“ .. I’d try my look on your boobs then? with my hand. Don’t want you doing me for sexual touching tho“
“I wish I could be with you wen taking your kit off !!!”
DC A found the messaging “extremely distasteful” and “disgusting”.
Allegation 2  
DC A was contacted by the former officer, via Facebook, and sent various messages that she considered to be flirtatious and made her feel uncomfortable. The former officer sent the messages   notwithstanding that, both officers were in a committed relationship at the relevant time. In the course of the various exchange of messages the former officer sent messages that were sexualised and unwanted which included the following:
“Will you let my secretary grope your bum?
“no sneaky bum squeeze?”
“What are you wearing now? xx”:  in response to the answer “pyjamas”, he asked “Could it be less? I wish you showed me ??”.
 	“Still need to find time to feel your bum” 
	“Even I can’t get near you 2 pinch your bum!
More specifically, in 2016 DC A and the former officer were present at the wedding of two colleagues. On the day before the wedding, the former officer messaged DC A and enquired whether her partner would be attending the wedding. In response to being told that DC A’s partner would be in attendance the former officer said that he would “have a secret grab” and asked if DC A would allow him to do so, to which DC A replied in the negative.
During the evening of the wedding the former officer randomly placed his right hand up DC A’s dress and grabbed her right bottom cheek and squeezed it. After the wedding the former officer did not make any further contact with DC A before messaging her and commenting how she appeared “quiet“ whilst they travelled from the wedding in a shared taxi.
In March 2019 the former officer contacted DC A and enquired whether she was still in a relationship. DC A confirmed that she was not in a relationship and the former officer proceeded to reference the grabbing of her buttock (as mentioned) and asked whether DC A recalled when he was stood by her at the wedding and asked the question: “was that wrong”:  DC A confirmed that it was wrong. 
The former officer said, “Do you remember you had a nice bum then!! “and “I though you liked being fucked xx “ 
DC B met with DC A in the summer of 2023 for a meal. During the course of the meal DC A mentioned that she had been assaulted by the former officer at a colleague’s wedding without going into any great detail.
Summary – Conclusion 
In summary the Panel, having regard to the former officer’s admission, the available evidence in particular the contemporaneous message exchanges, and the witness accounts provided by the subject officers (as detailed in their respective MG11 witness statements) concluded that Allegations 1 and 2 are PROVEN.
Breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour  
Police Officers are expected to act with self-control and treat their colleagues and members of the public with respect and courtesy and must not engage in sexual conduct or other inappropriate behaviour when on duty. Officers must ensure that their behaviour could not reasonably be perceived as harassing or bullying by their colleagues or members of the public. 
The Panel considered that the proven conduct caused the subject officers to feel variously harassed, pestered and annoyed and found some of the comments disgusting.  Ultimately the proven conduct was unwanted. 
It follows that officers should behave in a manner, whether on or off duty, which does not bring discredit on the police service or undermine public confidence in policing.
The Panel considered that the proven conduct is of concern and has the potential to significantly undermine the trust and confidence that the public place in the police. Furthermore, such conduct is directly contrary to what the public are entitled to expect of every police officer when on duty. 
In all the circumstances, the Panel concluded that the conduct engaged the following Standards of Professional Behaviour namely: 
1)	Authority Respect & Courtesy 
2)	Discreditable Conduct
Misconduct / Gross Misconduct or Neither	
Further, the Panel considered that the proven conduct (individually and cumulatively) is so serious that it could justify dismissal and accordingly amounts to Gross Misconduct.


DECISION ON OUTCOME
Legal Considerations 
The Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 (as amended) provides that, where a panel finds the case against the officer subject of misconduct proceedings proven as to Gross Misconduct, they can impose one of the following disciplinary actions:  
1. Final Written Warning 
2. Reduction in Rank 
3. Dismissal Without notice
However, where the finding of Gross Misconduct relates to a former officer the disciplinary action means a finding that, the officer concerned would have been dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of a police force.
The College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes (2023) provides that in determining the appropriate outcome the Panel should have regards to aggravating or mitigating factors and the officer’s record of service.  The appropriate outcome is dependent upon the facts and circumstances of the particular case. 
The purpose of the misconduct regime is threefold:
1. To maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the Police Service.
2. To uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct. 
3. Protect the public.
The assessment of the seriousness of the proven conduct is central to the decision on outcome. In determining the appropriate outcome, the Panel must apply the following 3 stage test namely:
1. Assess the seriousness of the conduct 
2. Consider the purpose of imposing sanctions 
3. Choose the sanction that appropriately fulfils that purpose for the seriousness of the proven conduct.
In assessing the seriousness of the proven conduct, the Panel must have due regard to the following:
1. The officer’s culpability 
2. The harm caused by the misconduct 
3. The existence of any aggravating features
4. The existence of any mitigating features




The Panel must be mindful that the most important purpose of imposing disciplinary sanctions is to maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police service as a whole. Further, the Panel was also mindful that the primary purpose is not to punish the officer.
Culpability 
Culpability denotes the officer’s blameworthiness or responsibility for their actions.  The more culpable or blameworthy the behaviour in question, the more serious the misconduct and more severe the likely outcome. 
Conduct which is intentional, deliberate or planned will generally be more culpable, than conduct which has unintended consequences, although the consequences of the officer’s conduct is relevant to the harm caused.
The Panel considered that the proven conduct was predatory, unwanted and highly inappropriate.
In all the circumstances, the Panel determined that former officer’s level of culpability is HIGH.
Harm 
The harm caused by an officer’s conduct may be considered in various ways including reputational harm. It is also a relevant consideration if the proven conduct would harm public confidence if the circumstances were known to the public. 
The Panel noted that misconduct involving sexual impropriety (including harassment) is serious and can significantly undermine public trust in the police. 
Further, the Panel considered that the harm caused to the reputation of the police service by the proven conduct is very serious and highly likely to undermine public confidence in policing both in a local and national context.
In all the circumstances, the Panel determined that the level of harm caused by the proven conduct is HIGH.
Aggravating Factors
Aggravating factors are those tending to worsen the circumstances of the case in relation to the officer’s culpability or the harm caused. 
In the present case the Panel considered that the following aggravating factors were present and indicative of a higher level of culpability or harm:
1. Intentional, deliberate and targeted conduct. 
2. The continuation of the behaviour after the former officer should have realised his conduct was improper. 
3. Malign intent: such as sexual gratification 
4. Regular, repeated or sustained behaviour over a period
5. Scale or depth of local or national concern about the treatment of women.
6. Multiple victims and proven allegations and/or breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour.
Mitigating Factors / Personal Mitigation 
Mitigating Factors are those tending to lessen the seriousness of the misconduct. 
The Panel was not provided with evidence of any mitigating factors that would tend to reduce the seriousness of the proven conduct. 
Personal Mitigation
The Panel was not provided with any personal mitigation by or on behalf of the former officer. 
However, the Panel noted the former officer’s early and partial admission in relation to Allegation 1. The Panel also gave due consideration to the former officer’s personal Service Record. 
 However, the former officer’s partial admission was counterbalanced by his continued denial of Allegation 2.
Further the Panel had regard to the former officer’s assertion that he did not intend to cause any reputational harm by his conduct.
Outcome 
In considering the appropriate outcome the Panel had regard to the seriousness of the proven conduct and the purpose of the misconduct regime and thereafter, considered what is the most appropriate outcome in all the circumstances. In this regard, the Panel was mindful that more serious action is likely to be appropriate where the officer has demonstrated predatory behaviour motivated by a desire to establish a sexual or improper emotional relationship with a colleague.
In accordance with the regulatory framework, the Panel considered the least severe outcomes before the more severe outcome.
The Panel concluded that having regard to the purpose of such proceedings and the seriousness proven conduct a Final Written warning would not have been appropriate and therefore concluded that the appropriate outcome, having applied the Structured approach, is dismissal without notice. Accordingly, the Panel determined that the proven conduct individually and cumulatively was so serious that had the former officer remained in service he would have been dismissed without notice.

The Panel
Chair: ACC Michael Bird 
IPM: Mr Alan Rankin
IPM: Mr Mansoor Shah



Note 


Barred List 
The Police Barred List and Police Advisory List Regulations 2017 requires the authority to report to the College of Policing the outcome of these proceeding in respect of KW.
Right of Appeal 
You have a right of appeal against the finding and/or the outcome imposed at a misconduct hearing. 
You may only appeal on the grounds that: - 
a) The findings or disciplinary action imposed was unreasonable. 
b) There is evidence that could not reasonably have been considered at the misconduct meeting which could have materially affected the finding or decision on disciplinary action; 
 c) There was a serious breach of the procedures set out in the regulations or other unfairness which could have materially affected the finding or decision on disciplinary action. 
Should you wish to appeal the decision of this panel, you must do so in writing to the Police Appeals’ Tribunal Manager, you must do so in 10 working days following the first working day after receipt of this written outcome decision.
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