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Introduction

[1] Nicholas Weseen was charged with 15 counts of offences committed against rabbits,
namely Smokey, Loki, Chloe, and Henry, as well as multiple unnamed rabbits, by killing or
injuring them (Criminal Code, RSC 1985, ¢ C-46, s. 445(1)(a)), by causing them unnecessary
pain, injury or suffering (Criminal Code, s. 445.1(1)(a)), and by failing to provide suitable and
adequate food, water, shelter or care for them (Criminal Code, s. 446(1)(b)).

[2] A jury trial was conducted from June 16 to 20 and 23 to 27, 2025. Before closing
arguments, the Crown withdrew counts 9 and 12. On June 28, 2025, the jury found Mr. Weseen
guilty of 12 of the remaining counts. On count 8, the jury was unable to reach a verdict. The
Crown has withdrawn count 8.
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[3] On February 3, 2026, | determined the necessary facts from the issues before the jury and
the jury's verdict to permit the proper sentence to be imposed in the case at hand: R v Weseen,
2026 ABKB 71. In advance of the April 30, 2026 sentencing hearing, the parties filed written
sentencing submissions. The Crown and Defence agree that a conditional stay should be entered
on counts 1 and 4 in accordance with the principle in Kienapple v R, [1975] 1 SCR 729.

Sentencing Principles in Animal Abuse Cases

[4] The fundamental and overarching principle of sentencing is proportionality. A sentence
must be proportionate to the gravity of the offence and the moral blameworthiness or degree of
culpability of the offender: R v Parranto, 2021 SCC 46, at para 10; R v Friesen, 2020 SCC 9, at
para 30. In animal cruelty offences, deterrence and denunciation are the primary sentencing
principles. Other sentencing principles, such as specific deterrence, rehabilitation, and the
protection of animals, are also engaged, depending on the circumstances, but they do not
override or negate the primary focus on deterrence and denunciation.

[5] Animal cruelty offences are crimes of violence, but, as the Court of Appeal held inR v
Chen, 2021 ABCA 382, sentences for those offences often fail to reflect the gravity of the
conduct. Animals are no longer viewed as chattel, and the 2008 legislative amendments, which
significantly increased the penalties for committing these offences, "reflect the recognition that
the prior sentencing range for such conduct was wholly inadequate” (R v Alcorn, 2015 ABCA
182 at para 40). Chen (at para 24) confirms that the Friesen principle applies (at para 100): "To
respect Parliament's decision to increase maximum sentences, courts should generally impose
higher sentences than the sentences imposed in cases that preceded the increases in maximum
sentences".

[6] Chen confirms that animal cruelty offences are crimes of violence (at para 33): "animals
are sentient beings that are capable of experiencing pain and suffering” and "animal cruelty
provisions aimed at protecting animals themselves from acts of violence and the wilful infliction
of pain and suffering".

[7] Chen also holds that it is not a principle of sentencing that youthful first-time offenders
who commit violent offences will receive the most lenient of sentences, and crimes of violence
are rightly treated differently from property offences (at para 35). The Court held that a brutal
and lengthy assault rendered a conditional sentence order disproportionate to the gravity of the
offence. That said, the Court also cautioned that (at para 36) "even where violence is not
involved, it does not follow that a [conditional sentence order] will be the appropriate disposition
for a youthful offender". The Court notes that the focus should be "on the pain or suffering
experienced by the animal”.

[8] Regarding mitigating and aggravating factors, Chen guides sentencing judges on how to
consider the nature of the injury; the presence of provocation, whether the accused is in a
position of trust, and cultural norms (at paras 41-46).

Circumstances of the Offences

[9] Over a period of several months beginning in 2022 and ending on January 22, 2023, Mr.
Weseen willfully and intentionally caused serious injuries, prolonged suffering and/or killed
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several rabbits, including Smokey, Loki, Chloe and Henry and rabbits without names. He also
failed to provide adequate and suitable care for the rabbits he homed. On January 22, 2023, Mr.
Weseen was arrested and gave a voluntary interview to Detective Weir, wherein he confessed to
having committed several offences. Although the confession might be viewed through the lens of
cooperation for sentencing purposes, Mr. Weseen's confession was incomplete in the sense that
he minimized the extent and gravity of his offending. His cooperation is therefore qualified.

[10] Believing that Smokey had an infection, Mr. Weseen amputated Smokey's back right
foot. He did that by strapping Smokey to a board and proceeded to remove his foot with pliers,
breaking the bone with the pliers, after cutting down all the way around it. This process lasted
two to three hours, during which time Mr. Weseen administered no pain medication. Smokey
suffered extreme pain because of Mr. Weseen's actions. After amputating Smokey's foot, Mr.
Weseen confined Smokey to a milk crate, which he zip-tied to his bed. Mr. Weseen placed hay at
the bottom of the milk crate. Over the next several days, Smokey would not eat or drink. Blood
from his leg puddled in his makeshift quarters. Smokey continued to suffer incredible pain.
Three days after amputating Smokey's foot, Mr. Weseen's then-girlfriend convinced him to take
Smokey to a vet, which he did on October 25, 2022. On that date, Dr. Picyk examined Smokey,
who by then was in significant pain. She humanely euthanized Smokey. Mr. Weseen did not pay
for Dr. Picyk's services. What Mr. Weseen did to Smokey was not caused by accident.

[11] After becoming angry with Loki, who sprayed him, Mr. Weseen intentionally castrated
the rabbit with an X-Acto knife, causing Loki extreme pain. Loki then developed an infection
that persisted for several days. Mr. Weseen did not seek treatment for Loki. Loki died several
days later when Mr. Weseen broke the rabbit’s neck. Castrating Loki and breaking the rabbit’s
neck were not accidents.

[12] Despite his then-girlfriend repeatedly telling Mr. Weseen not to handle the rabbits by the
scruff of their necks, he did so again with Chloe, resulting in her skin separating from the
underlying tissue. As a result, Chloe experienced pain and suffering. Believing Chloe would die
from infection, Mr. Weseen broke her neck, causing her eventual death.

[13] The last 30 minutes of Henry's life were captured on video from a camera in the storage
closet where Mr. Weseen kept Henry and the other rabbits. Despite the name Henry, Dr. Doyle
identified Henry as female. Henry was Mr. Weseen's last victim, as he was arrested later that
day.

[14] During the video, Mr. Weseen is observed hitting and striking Henry with his hands and
pushing Henry into the shelves in the storage room. He suspends Henry by her legs using what
appears to be a bungee cord and zip ties. Mr. Weseen repeatedly strikes Henry with a
screwdriver. He also uses a knife on Henry. At some points, the video shows only Henry’s
shadow. Eventually, Henry’s body comes back into view, with her head and feet having been
removed, and internal organs appearing to have been removed through an incision in her
abdomen. Henry’s body is placed in a Ziploc bag, which is then placed in a black plastic bag.
Police seized that black plastic bag.

[15] Dr. Doyle conducted a necropsy on Henry. She concluded that the cause of Henry's death
was unclear, but it was due to multiple traumatic injuries, including blunt force trauma. She
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concluded that several of Henry’s injuries occurred prior to death, including the skinning of
Henry; the jagged incision around her throat, the incision to her abdomen, the evisceration of her
organs, which resulted in hemorrhaging to her left kidney. There was hemorrhagic fluid in her
trachea; hemorrhaging to her left wrist beneath a zip tie; and bruising over her left hip. Dr.
Doyle’s report concluded that Henry “suffered numerous extremely painful traumatic injuries
prior to death,” that Henry “absolutely would have suffered,” that her ante-mortem injuries
would have been “extremely painful,” and that Henry’s resulting pain and suffering would have
been measured in minutes.

[16] In addition to conducting a necropsy on Henry, Dr. Doyle also conducted necropsies on
two other rabbits found in the seized black bag. The cause of death of Rabbit #1 was also
unclear, but Dr. Doyle concluded it was due to multiple traumatic injuries, including ante-
mortem injuries consisting of symmetrical linear hemorrhage along both femurs, jagged incision
to the abdomen with associated hemorrhage, evisceration of the organs, extensive hemorrhaging
at the base of the tail, hips and chest. Dr. Doyle testified that all these injuries would have been
extremely painful, that Rabbit #1 would have suffered for minutes, that none of the injuries were
accidental or the result of an underlying disease process, nor predation-type injuries from another
animal, like a coyote.

[17] Dr. Doyle assessed the cause of death of Rabbit #2 as a "poorly executed cervical
dislocation”, with ante-mortem injuries including symmetrical hemorrhaging along both femurs,
extensive hemorrhaging to the base of the tail, hips, dorsal thorax, groin, neck and jaw; fractured
jaw; castration; and significant bruising of the penis/surrounding area. Dr. Doyle testified that
Rabbit #2 would have suffered for an extended period of time. Again, none of the injuries were
accidental, nor the result of an underlying disease process, nor predation-type injuries from
another animal.

[18] In the weeks that preceded Mr. Weseen's arrest, police had seized another garbage bag
behind Mr. Weseen's residence. The garbage bag contained two pill bottles in the name of Mr.
Weseen's mother. It also contained the bodies of two other rabbits, on which Dr. Doyle
performed necropsies. Her report identifies those rabbits as Rabbit #4 and Rabbit #5.

[19] During the police interview, Detective Weir asked Mr. Weseen about Rabbit #4 and
Rabbit #5. Mr. Weseen said that Rabbit #4 was a “really nasty rabbit” that he did not like. He
said that he put her on one of the shelves in the storage room, that she immediately jumped off,
and that she landed poorly and broke her tailbone. Mr. Weseen said that he “just kind of finished
her from there.” He told Detective Weir that he cut the rabbit open because he wanted to find out
whether she was pregnant.

[20] Dr. Doyle concluded that Rabbit #4’s cause of death was unclear, but that it was due to
multiple traumatic injuries, including the following ante-mortem injuries: a stab wound to the
interior dorsal chest wall; a jagged incision to the abdomen with associated hemorrhage;
evisceration; hemorrhage at the base of the tail, from the thighs to the knees, in the groin, back
and spine, right hind limb, thoracic body wall, and left side of the skull and left eye/sclera; and
fractured ribs and back. Dr. Doyle concluded that these were “significantly painful traumatic
injuries” and that Rabbit #4 would have died within minutes. None of the injuries was the result
of an underlying disease process or predation-type injuries from another animal.
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[21]  According to what Mr. Weseen told Detective Weir, Rabbit #5 also jumped out of his
arms, twice. On the first occasion, he caught the rabbit's leg, breaking it. The second time, the
rabbit landed the wrong way, completely messing up her back, and her legs became useless. Mr.
Weseen said he then "ended her".

[22] Again, Dr. Doyle could not identify an exact cause of death, but concluded that it was
due to multiple traumatic injuries, including the following ante-mortem injuries: a jagged
incision to the abdomen with associated hemorrhaging; evisceration of the organs; hemorrhage to
the groin, right side of the head, abdomen, hind limbs, and spine; and fractures to both hind
limbs. Dr. Doyle described Rabbit #5 as having “suffered a painful death” measured “in the
order of minutes.” As with the other necropsied rabbits, none of the injuries was accidental or the
result of an underlying disease process or predation-type injuries.

Circumstances of the Offender

[23] The pre-sentence report indicates that Mr. Weseen is 32 years old and was born in
Calgary. In it, Mr. Weseen described his upbringing as positive, but said that his family
experienced financial constraints and that he, his parents, and his brother shared a residence with
his grandparents and uncle. His father was the primary income earner, and his mother, who
struggled with drug use, occasionally held employment. Mr. Weseen reported no family abuse.

[24] With respect to education, Mr. Weseen reported attending school but having difficulty
focusing and being bullied. He left high school in Grade 11. Mr. Weseen first obtained
employment at 18 and thereafter worked in a variety of low-skill jobs, remaining at each for
periods ranging from three months to approximately two years. He attributed the variation in job
duration to either contracts expiring or difficulties getting along with management. His last
employment was at Tire Craft in 2022.

[25] Mr. Weseen reported a long history of drug and alcohol use. He first consumed alcohol at
age 13. By age 17, he described his alcohol use as having “gotten out of hand,” and said that he
drank alcohol whenever he could. Mr. Weseen began using marijuana at age 13 and consumed “a
lot of marijuana” until he was 17 or 18 years old. According to the pre-sentence report, he
stopped using marijuana at that age because he felt it caused him anxiety. Mr. Weseen reported
that he began using methamphetamine at age 27, having been introduced to it by his then-
girlfriend. He said that methamphetamine initially “made him feel good and gave him energy,”
but that he later used it to “self-medicate” feelings of depression and ADHD. He attributes his
poor decision-making to his methamphetamine use, which he reported “was always around and
provided to him for free” by his partner.

[26] Mr. Weseen has never been previously subject to community supervision and has not
been involved in any institutional misconduct while in custody. His conduct while detained has
been compliant, stable, and respectful, demonstrating an ability to follow rules and function
appropriately.

[27] Dr. Yuri Metelista also prepared a psychiatric pre-sentence report (“SAFPC Report”), in
which he states that “Mr. Weseen should be diagnosed with Polysubstance (primary crystal
methamphetamine) Use Disorder with Past Episode of Drug-induced Psychosis, which has
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subsided after he was arrested and deprived of illicit substances” and that Mr. Weseen “meets
diagnostic criteria for Unspecified Personality Disorder with prominent paranoid, narcissistic and
borderline traits.” Dr. Metelista noted that the offences "occurred during the time when he
became dependent on crystal methamphetamine and while daily using this substance, he had
some psychotic symptomatology (voices which did not give him any directions but irritated him
and fueled his anger)." Mr. Weseen told Dr. Metelista that "his voices, and in general, cravings
for crystal methamphetamine have completely subsided, and he said he is confident he would
never use any street drug.” Dr. Metelista does not consider Mr. Weseen as "cured from his drug
addiction."

[28] Dr. Metelista described Mr. Weseen's presentation as a "self-focused individual
diagnosed with unspecified personality disorder with prominent paranoid, narcissistic and
borderline traits who has poor coping strategy, and appeared to be short-tempered." Dr. Metelista
opined that Mr. Weseen's "history and the results of his observation at SAFPC suggest that he is
emotionally unstable and has low stress tolerance. According to the results of the psychological
risk assessment, various post-release stressors such as housing/employment strain; volatile
intimate disputes, or perceived betrayal/rejection can contribute to his relapses into substance
use, feelings of rage and attitudes supportive of punishment of animals or individuals."”

[29] Dr. Metelista opined that Mr. Weseen presented a low to moderate risk of re-offending,
but that the presence of such post-release stressors would substantially increase the risks of his
re-offending.

Victim Impact Statements
[30] I received three victim impact statements.

[31] Inthe first, Brad Nichols, Director of Enforcement for the Calgary Humane Society,
notes, among other things, that "the community is generally upset by acts of animal cruelty,” that
"intentional violent and torturous treatment of animals horrifies that community", that "the
community will rightfully take pause in rehoming pets privately on online marketplaces based on
awareness of these crimes, unable to trust there is a loving home on the other end of that
transaction,” and that "a community should be able to trust that companion animals are valued,
cared for and live free of abuse."”

[32] Detective Keeley Grier, a detective involved in this case, also provided a victim impact
statement and described her role as a police officer having attended scenes of murders, traumatic
deaths, and other violent incidents. She nevertheless stated that investigating this file still
shocked her and added to the burden of maintaining both her mental health and her ability to
remain objective and motivated.

[33] Lastly, Amy Miko provided a victim impact statement in which she described Mr.
Weseen's actions as causing "a profound and shattering transformation in [her] life". As a result
of Mr. Weseen's offences, she reports being diagnosed with PTSD, living with "constant anxiety,
fear, and a persistent questioning of [her] sanity” and "[second-guessing her] own perceptions
and judgment”. She reports that her friends disbelieved and abandoned her when she opened up
about what had occurred. She carries a heavy burden of embarrassment, suffers from chronic
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sleep disturbances, nightmares, debilitating headaches, and absent-mindedness at her job. She
also suffered economically, including being liable for extensive property damage caused by Mr.
Weseen.

Crown Position
[34] The Crown seeks a global sentence of 16 years' imprisonment, reduced to 10 years to
take into account proportionality and totality principles.

[35] Looking at the Crown’s position by rabbit, the Crown seeks a 1-year sentence in respect
of the offence committed against Chloe (skin separated from muscle tissue, then killed; count 7);
a 2-year concurrent sentence in respect of the offences committed against Loki (castrated with an
X-Acto knife, left to suffer for several days, then killed; counts 5 and 6); a 3-year concurrent
sentence in respect of the offences committed against Smokey (amputation of foot, left to suffer
for several days before veterinary care was sought; counts 2 and 3); a 5-year concurrent sentence
in respect of the offences committed against Henry (brutally attacked, injured, and caused
unnecessary pain and suffering; counts 10 and 11); and a 5-year concurrent sentence in respect of
the offences committed against the unnamed rabbits (counts 13, 14, and 15).

Defence Position

[36] The Defence seeks a sentence of two years less a day, to be served by way of a
conditional sentence order, followed by three years' probation. In the alternative, the Defence
seeks the imposition of five consecutive 6-month sentences for each set of counts involving
Smokey, Loki, Chloe, Henry and the multiple unnamed rabbits.

Aggravating Factors
[37] The Crown submits that there are multiple aggravating factors, namely:
a. The number of victims;
b. The brutality of the torture inflicted on each victim;
c. Insome instances, the prolonged nature of the torture inflicted on each victim;
d. Mr. Weseen's intent to cause unnecessary pain, suffering and injury;

e. The nature and extent of the injuries, resulting in significant suffering and in almost all
instances, ultimately death;

f.  The use of weapons;
g. The failure to seek veterinary care, instead, allowing the victims to suffer in agony;

h. The breach of trust and defencelessness of the victims. Animals are in a position of trust
and are highly vulnerable.
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[38] Defence acknowledges several of these aggravating factors, including the number of
animals involved, the nature and extent of the injuries, the vulnerability of the victims, and the
breach of trust inherent in Mr. Weseen's role as a caretaker. Defence agrees that the offences are
serious, and the harm caused is significant. Defence agrees that the vulnerability of the animals
and their complete dependence on Mr. Weseen as their caretaker are factors that properly
warrant denunciation. | agree that these are all aggravating factors.

[39] Inaddition, I am also satisfied that the prolonged nature of the violence inflicted on
Smokey, Loki, and most markedly, Henry, is aggravating. The failure to seek veterinary care in
Loki's case and the delay in doing so in Smokey's case are also aggravating factors.

[40] As I described earlier, weapons were used in committing several offences. That said, the
use of the weapon constitutes the element of the offence because otherwise the injury would not
have occurred. | will take into account the use of weapons when assessing the seriousness of the
offences. Treating the use of weapons as an aggravating factor risks double-counting.

Mitigating Factors

[41] Defence says that there are several significant factors that materially reduce Mr. Weseen's
moral blameworthiness.

[42] The Defence submits that Mr. Weseen is a first-time offender with no prior criminal
record, a factor that courts have consistently treated as mitigating, particularly in serious matters
where the offending represents a marked deviation from an otherwise law-abiding life. Defence
also points to the pre-sentence report, which indicates that Mr. Weseen has never been subject to
community supervision or involved in any institutional misconduct while in custody, and that his
conduct has been compliant, stable, and respectful, demonstrating an ability to follow rules and
function appropriately within a structured environment.

[43] Irecognize that Mr. Weseen is a first-time offender with no prior record and that he has
conducted himself appropriately since being remanded after conviction. Those are mitigating
considerations. However, he has been convicted of violent offences in which he willfully caused
unnecessary pain, suffering, injury, and death to vulnerable animals in his care. As | explained
earlier, Chen directs that youthful first-time offenders who commit violent offences will not
necessarily receive the most lenient of sentences, and that crimes of violence are rightly treated
differently from property offences. In the circumstances of this case, | find Mr. Weseen’s first-
offender status and post-conviction conduct to be mitigating, but I give them very limited weight.

[44] The Defence submits that Mr. Weseen is not an offender with a pattern of escalating
criminality, but rather an individual whose conduct arose within a specific and identifiable period
of personal deterioration. | accept that the SAFPC Report places the offending in the context of
significant methamphetamine dependence, some psychotic symptomatology at the time,
emotional instability, poor coping strategies, and personality pathology. In that sense, the report
provides important background to Mr. Weseen's functioning during the offending period.
However, on the whole of the evidence, | am not persuaded that these circumstances materially
reduce Mr. Weseen’s moral blameworthiness. The offences were repeated over a period of
months, involved a series of deliberate, vicious attacks against multiple vulnerable animals, and
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in several instances involved prolonged suffering. In any event, the SAFPC Report also notes
that Mr. Weseen stated he was killing rabbits out of anger and acknowledged that, while doing
so, he enjoyed feeling power over them. In these circumstances, | treat his substance use and
mental health difficulties as part of the context in which the offences occurred, but | give them
limited weight as a mitigating factor in determining a fit and appropriate sentence for Mr.
Weseen.

[45] Nor can | accept that Mr. Weseen's drug use is a mitigating factor. In R v Phillips, 2023
ABCA 210, the Court of Appeal held (at para 31):

Circumstances bearing on whether an untreated addiction mitigates or aggravates
(or is neutral) is always case specific and may include whether the offender had a
real opportunity to get addiction treatment but declined it and whether the
offender knew they tended to behave violently under the influence of drugs.

[46] In this case, I am not persuaded that Mr. Weseen’s substance use operates as a mitigating
factor. The evidence supports that he knew his methamphetamine use adversely affected his
behaviour, and he acknowledges that his actions were voluntary. | agree with the Crown that,
over the extended period during which the offences were committed, Mr. Weseen had time to
reflect on the consequences of his substance use and to seek treatment, but did not do so until
after conviction and remand. In these circumstances, | do not treat his sustained drug use during
the offending period as mitigating.

[47] 1am also not persuaded that Mr. Weseen has demonstrated strong remorse. Defence
counsel submits that Mr. Weseen’s apology letter reflects a clear acknowledgment of
responsibility, expressions of remorse, and an understanding of the harm caused, not only to the
animals, but to others affected by his actions. In my view, the letter contains genuine expressions
of regret, including acknowledgment of responsibility, statements of self-condemnation, and
generalized apologies. However, its dominant theme is the impact of the offences on Mr. Weseen
himself, including the loss of his relationships, his reputation, and his prior sense of identity, as
well as the hardships he describes he suffered while in custody. There is comparatively little
sustained acknowledgment of the harm caused to the rabbits and to others directly affected by his
conduct. Accordingly, | treat the letter as providing some evidence of regret and some emerging
insight, but only limited evidence of remorse.

[48] Atthe end of the sentencing hearing, Mr. Weseen addressed the Court. Similar to his
apology letter, Mr. Weseen's submissions reflected shame, distress, and a pronounced sense of
personal loss resulting from the offences and their consequences on him. Although Mr. Weseen
acknowledged that he knew what he had done, said that he hated himself for it, and referred to
suffering nightmares about his actions, | find his address was directed mainly to the impact of his
conviction on his own life, including the loss of his reputation, his relationships, his property,
and his prior sense of self. He also emphasized how he wished to be seen by others and the
positive way in which he had previously viewed himself. I find Mr. Weseen's address provides
some evidence of regret and some acknowledgment of wrongdoing, but it does not amount to a
strong expression of remorse in the fuller sense, as it was not primarily focused on the harm
caused to those affected by his conduct.
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Caselaw

[49] The Crown referred to nine cases in support of its sentencing position. I will summarize
the three most relevant. None is identical to this case. However, the authorities assist in
identifying a proportionate range and in assessing whether the sentence imposed here properly
reflects the gravity of the offences, Mr. Weseen's moral culpability, and the Court of Appeal’s
guidance in Chen.

[50] InR v Nichols, 2025 MBPC 37, the offender was 27 years old when he killed multiple
kittens on two different occasions. Considerable force was required to cause the blunt-force
injuries sustained by the animals. The offender had no criminal record and suffered from long-
standing mental health challenges that were linked to some of the offending behaviour. He
pleaded guilty to three counts under s 445(1)(a) and received a sentence of five years’
imprisonment together with a lifetime prohibition order. Absent the guilty plea, it undoubtedly
would have been higher. Nichols is significant because it confirms that a very substantial
penitentiary sentence may be fit even for a first-time offender where multiple animals are
intentionally killed with serious violence. The present case is more aggravating in several
respects, including the prolonged suffering inflicted on some rabbits, the repeated failures to seek
treatment, the evidence of a breach of trust by a caretaker, and the especially grave conduct
proved in relation to Henry and the additional unnamed rabbits.

[51] InR v Raugust (14 September 2023), Calgary 230200826P101 (CJ), the offender was 26
years old when she brutally killed or caused unnecessary pain, injury, or suffering to a cat and
eight kittens by breaking legs, hitting them with sticks, stomping or kicking them to death with a
boot, and strangling them. The animals suffered significant pain and suffering. Ms. Raugust had
no criminal record, offered early guilty pleas to two counts under s 445.1(1)(a) and nine counts
under s 445(1)(a), and suffered from significant mental health issues. She was sentenced to 6.5
years’ imprisonment, and a lifetime prohibition order was made. Absent the guilty pleas, the
sentence undoubtedly would have been higher. Raugust is an important comparator because it
involved numerous victims, grave violence, and a first offender, and it demonstrates that
sentences well above the historical range may be required in particularly serious animal cruelty
cases. The present case is at least comparable in seriousness and, in some respects, more
aggravating because the offending unfolded over a period of months, involved repeated episodes
of deliberate cruelty, included prolonged untreated suffering, and was accompanied by evidence
that anger and a sense of power motivated the abuse.

[52] InRv Geick, [2022] AWLD 4481, the 37-year-old offender beat his common-law
spouse’s two dogs to death three days apart. Both dogs died from severe blunt-force trauma; one
died within minutes, and the other suffered for several hours. Mr. Geick had no criminal record.
Following conviction, he was sentenced to three years’ imprisonment and made subject to a
lifetime animal prohibition order. Geick is useful as an Alberta application of Chen, but it is
materially less serious than the present case because it involved fewer victims, a shorter period of
offending, and less evidence of repeated, escalating conduct over time. It therefore assists as a
floor rather than a ceiling in the parity analysis.

[53] The Defence relies on four cases. | have considered them, but they are of more limited
assistance on parity. Broadly speaking, they involve materially less prolonged violence, fewer
victims, more substantial mitigation, guilty pleas, or sentencing contexts that differ significantly
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from the sustained and exceptionally grave offending before the Court here. They therefore do
not persuade me that a sentence in or near the range proposed by the Defence would adequately
reflect proportionality, denunciation, or deterrence.

[54] R v Ehbrecht, 2022 ABPC 141, involved an offender who physically abused five kittens,
two of which had to be euthanized. Mr. Ehbrecht pleaded guilty to five counts pursuant to

s 445.1(1)(a). The sentencing judge recognized Mr. Ehbrecht's expression of remorse and took
into account his personal circumstances, which included a difficult childhood and upbringing and
mental health issues. He was sentenced to 12 months' imprisonment, followed by three years'
probation and a lifetime prohibition order.

[55] R v Purvis, 2023 ABPC 29, involved a 56-year-old offender who set fire to the house he
shared with his girlfriend and five cats. One cat died from carbon monoxide poisoning; the others
survived, though they required oxygen for several days and treatment for toxic smoke exposure.
The offender pleaded guilty to arson and one count of Killing a cat and one count of causing
unnecessary pain and suffering or injury to four cats. Mr. Purvis had a criminal record, including
violent offences. He was sentenced to 18 months' imprisonment and a 15-year prohibition order.

[56] R v Huston, 2021 ABPC 108, involved a 65-year-old offender who used a baseball bat to
strike his cat three times. He was found guilty of causing unnecessary pain and suffering to the
cat. Mr. Huston, who had no prior record, expressed remorse. He was given a 12-month
conditional sentence, followed by 18 months' probation. He was also given a lifetime prohibition
order.

[57] RvZhu, 2022 BCPC 153, involved a 22-year-old who was seen kicking a kitten and
repeatedly swinging it by its tail, smacking it against the concrete on each swing. He then placed
the kitten on the grass, put his left foot on its head, pressed it to the ground, and pulled up its tail
with his right hand. The kitten was humanely euthanized, its injuries too severe to be treated.
Mr. Zhu, who had no prior criminal record, pleaded guilty. He was sentenced to 4-months’
imprisonment and a 25-year prohibition order.

[58] Viewed as a whole, the authorities confirm that this is a case that properly attracts a
substantial penitentiary sentence and a lifetime prohibition order. This case is materially more
serious than the lower-range authorities relied on by the Defence and is at least comparable to,
and in some respects more aggravating than, the most serious of the Crown authorities.

Sentence

[59] I have considered the circumstances of the offences, the aggravating factors, the limited
mitigating factors, the victim impact statements, the guidance from the Court of Appeal, and the
relevant caselaw.

[60] The offences committed by Mr. Weseen are exceptionally grave. As Crown Counsel
observed, it is difficult to find the right words to properly characterize them. | agree that they
were vile, repugnant, shocking and inconceivable. The degree of violence employed against
these defenceless rabbits is extreme. Over a period of months, Mr. Weseen deliberately inflicted
serious injury, prolonged suffering, and death on multiple highly vulnerable rabbits that were
entirely dependent on him for their care. The aggravating features are numerous: the number of
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victims, the brutality of the violence, the prolonged nature of the suffering in several instances,
the failure to seek veterinary treatment, the breach of trust inherent in Mr. Weseen's role as
caretaker, and the evidence that anger and a sense of power formed part of his motivation. The
rabbits' pain and suffering were extreme. Having regard to the principles identified in Chen,
denunciation and deterrence are the dominant sentencing considerations, while still taking into
account proportionality, and Mr. Weseen's limited mitigating circumstances.

[61] Accordingly, I impose the following sentences:

e On Counts 2 and 3, regarding Smokey, | impose concurrent 24-month
sentences.

e On Counts 5 and 6, regarding Loki, | impose concurrent 18-month sentences.
e On Count 7, regarding Chloe, I impose a sentence of 12 months.

e On Counts 10 and 11, regarding Henry, | impose concurrent 54-month
sentences.

e On Counts 13, 14, and 15, regarding the unnamed multiple rabbits, | impose
concurrent 24-month sentences.

[62] These sentences are concurrent within each victim-specific grouping. However, | treat the
sentence blocks relating to Smokey, Loki, Chloe, Henry, and the unnamed rabbits as
consecutive. | do so because they reflect distinct victims and distinct episodes of offending over
time. A fully concurrent sentence would materially understate both the multiplicity of the victims
and the cumulative gravity of Mr. Weseen's conduct. The resulting aggregate sentence is 132
months, or 11 years. Applying the totality principle to ensure that the overall sentence remains
proportionate to the combined offending and is not unduly long or crushing, and having regard to
Mr. Weseen's age, his lack of prior criminal record, his qualified cooperation with police at the
time of his arrest, his compliant conduct while in custody, his efforts towards rehabilitation
undertaken since entering custody, his personal circumstances, and the need to preserve
proportionality while still giving full effect to denunciation and deterrence, | conclude that the
aggregate sentence should be reduced to a global sentence of 96 months, or 8 years. | find that
sentence properly reflects the overall gravity of Mr. Weseen's offending and his moral
blameworthiness, while avoiding a sentence that is excessive in its cumulative effect. As of
today, Mr. Weseen has served 335 days in custody. At a rate of 1-and-a-half to 1, he has 503
days’ credit, leaving him with approximately 79 months left to serve.

[63] A lifetime prohibition order is also necessary. Animals are uniquely vulnerable, and his
victims were entirely dependent on Mr. Weseen for their safety, security and well-being. In light
of the gravity of these offences, the breach of trust involved, and the need to protect animals
from future harm, I make an order pursuant to s. 447.1 of the Criminal Code, prohibiting Mr.
Weseen, for life, from owning, having the custody or control of, or residing in the same premises
as, an animal or a bird.
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[64] Following submissions from Crown Counsel, | also made the DNA Order and the
lifetime weapons prohibition order, which Defence Counsel did not oppose.

Sentencing submissions made on April 30, 2026.
Sentencing Judgment delivered at Calgary, Alberta, on May 29, 2026.

M.H. Bourque
J.C.K.B.A.

Appearances:

Rosalind K. Greenwood
Counsel for the Crown

Obehi Ekatah
Counsel for the accused
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