
 
 
 
 
 
IN THE RACING APPEALS TRIBUNAL 
 
 
CHERRYL BRADLEY 
Appellant 
 
v 
 
GREYHOUND WELFARE AND INTEGRITY COMMISSION 
Respondent 
 
 
 

REASONS FOR DETERMINATION 
 
 
 
DATE OF HEARING   24 April 2026 
 
DATE OF DETERMINATION   11 May 2026 
 
APPEARANCES The Appellant appeared in person assisted by Ms 

Fiona Geary of the GBOTA 
 
 Mr B Gillies for the Respondent 
 

ORDERS 
 

1. The appeal is upheld. 
 

2. The determination of the Respondent of 9 December 2025 is quashed. 
 
3. In lieu thereof, a total suspension of 15 months is imposed, to commence on 

10 December 2025 and to expire at midnight on 9 March 2027. 
 
4. The appeal deposit is to be refunded. 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. By a Notice of Appeal dated 15 December 2025, Cherryl Bradley (the Appellant) 

has appealed against a determination of the Greyhound Welfare and Integrity 

Commission (the Respondent) to impose a disqualification of 18 weeks, along 

with a suspension of 21 months, for breaches of the Greyhound Racing Rules (the 

Rules), the Greyhound Racing Regulation 2019 (the Regulation), the NSW 

Greyhound Welfare Code of Practice (the Code) and the Greyhound Rehoming 

Policy (the Policy). 

 

2. The appeal was heard on 24 April 2026, following which judgment was reserved.  

The parties prepared a Tribunal Book (TB) containing all relevant evidentiary 

material.  The Appellant was assisted in the presentation of her case by Ms Fiona 

Geary of the GBOTA.   

 

THE RELEVANT REGULATORY AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

3. The regulatory and related provisions against which the Appellant is alleged to 

have offended are as follows: 

 

Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

(1) A greyhound racing industry participant who owns or keeps a greyhound must, 
in accordance with this clause, provide the following information to the 
Commission- 
… 
(b) if there is change in the ownership of the greyhound – details of the change of 
ownership, 
 
(c) if there is a change in the premises at which the greyhound is ordinarily kept – 
details of the change of premises, 
… 
 
(e) if the greyhound dies – details relating to the date, time and location of the death 
and circumstances surrounding the death (including the cause of death, if known)  
… 
 
(2) If the Commission approves a manner or form for providing information required 
by this clause, the information must be provided in the approved manner or form. 
 
… 
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37(3) A greyhound racing industry participant who is required to provide 
information to the Commission under this clause must do so- 
 
(a) in the circumstances referred to in subclause (1)(c) – not more than 3 days after 
change of premises, or 
 
(b) in the circumstances referred to in subclause (1)(e) - not more than 2 days after 
the death of the greyhound, or 
 
(c) in other circumstances – not more than 14 days after the circumstances arise. 

 

Rule 156(f)(ii) of the Rules 
An offence is committed if a person (including an official): 
… 
(f) has, in relation to a greyhound or greyhound racing, done something, or omitted 
to do something, which, in the opinion of a Controlling Body or the Stewards: 
… 
(ii) constitutes misconduct or is negligent or improper. 
 
 
Rule 156(h) of the Rules 
An offence is committed if a person (including an official): 
 
… 
 
(h) disobeys or fails to comply with a lawful order of a Controlling Body, the 
Stewards, or another person authorised by a Controlling Body with official duties 
in relation to greyhound racing. 
 

 
Rule 156(w) of the Rules 
An offence is committed if a person (including an official): 
 
… 
 
(w) fails to comply with a policy or code of practice adopted by a Controlling Body. 
 

 

Standard 5.3 of the Code 
All greyhound enclosures, housing and sleeping areas must be designed, 
constructed and maintained in a way that is safe and provides for the well-being 
of greyhounds. 
 
 
Clause 4 of the Policy - Requirement to desex greyhound 
Unless advised otherwise by veterinary practitioner and approved by the 
Commission, a greyhound must be desexed prior to being rehomed as a 
companion animal. 
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THE CHARGES 

4. The Appellant was, at all relevant times, a registered Owner, Public Trainer and 

Breeder/Whelper and was, at the material time, the registered owner of the 

following greyhounds: 

 

a. Gold Chain Wayne, microchip 956000007467867 (Greyhound 1); 

b. Unnamed greyhound, microchip 956000011339637, Ear Brand NLCOH 

(Greyhound 2); 

c. Unnamed greyhound, microchip 956000011325545, Ear Brand NLCOG 

(Greyhound 3); 

d. Unnamed greyhound, microchip 956000011326257, Ear Brand NLCOA 

(Greyhound 4); 

e. Unnamed greyhound, microchip 956000011338724, Ear Brand NLCOB 

(Greyhound 5); 

f. Unnamed greyhound, microchip 956000011332753, Ear Brand NLCOE 

(Greyhound 6); 

g. Turtle Dove, Ear Brand VHFSQ (Greyhound 7); 

h. Aussie Misty, Ear Brand NKDAE (Greyhound 8); 

i Trunchbull, Ear Brand NJDHL (Greyhound 9); and 

j. Unnamed greyhound, microchip 956000011330011, Ear Brand NLCOD 

(Greyhound 10). 

 

5. The charges brought against the Appellant are set out below. The facts of the 

offending will be evident from the particulars provided, but In summary:1 

 

1. Charges 1, 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17 and 19 allege that between October 2023 and 

January 2025, the Appellant failed to notify the Respondent within 2 days of 

the death of greyhounds in her custody. 

 

 
1 TB 113 – 114. 
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2. Charges 3, 6, 9, 12 and 15 allege that between August 2023 and early 2024 the 

Appellant failed to notify the Respondent within 3 days of the transfer of 

greyhounds in her care. 

 

3. Charge 4 alleges that between 1 August 2023 and 31 August 2023 the 

Appellant retired a non-desexed greyhound in her custody to an unregistered 

person, in circumstances not approved by the Respondent. 

 

4. Charges 7, 10, 13 and 16 allege that sometime in early 2024, the Appellant 

transferred custody of four greyhounds into the care of an unregistered person 

and a property that was not registered with the Respondent. 

 

5. Charges 18 and 20 alleges that the Appellant failed to ensure that greyhound 

enclosures at her registered kennel address were designed, constructed and 

maintained in a way that was safe and provided for the well-being of 

greyhounds in her custody. 

 

6. Charge 21 alleges that the Appellant was issued with a lawful order by an 

officer of the Respondent with which she failed to comply. 

 

6. The charges are in the following terms: 

 

Charge 1 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

On or about 21 October 2023 Greyhound 1 died. 

On 26 October 2023 the Appellant submitted a death notification to GWIC for the 

Greyhound. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 
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Charge 2 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

On or about 28 February 2024 Greyhound 2 died. 

On 28 June 2024 you submitted a death notification to GWIC for the Greyhound. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 

 

Charge 3 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

Between 1 August 2023 and 31 August 2023 Greyhound 3 was rehomed to an unregistered 

greyhound racing participant residing at Emuvale, Alectown. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 3 days after the change of 

premises of the Greyhound. 

 

Charge 4 – Rule 156(w) of the Rules and Clause 4 of the Policy 

Between 1 August 2023 and 31 August 2023 Greyhound 3 was transferred to an 

unregistered greyhound racing participant residing at Emuvale, Alectown. 

The Greyhound had not been desexed prior to this. 

Rehoming a greyhound that has not been desexed is a breach of Clause 4 of the Policy. 

 

Charge 5 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

On or about 30 December 2024 Greyhound 4 died. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 

 

Charge 6 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

Sometime in early 2024 Greyhound 4 was transferred to an unregistered greyhound racing 

participant. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 3 days after the change of 

premises of the Greyhound. 
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Charge 7 – Rule 156(f)(ii) of the Rules 

Sometime in early 2024 Greyhound 4 was transferred to the property an unregistered 

greyhound racing participant. 

No registered participant resided at the property.  The property was not a registered 

kennel address with the Respondent. 

The kennels at the property failed to comply with the NSW Greyhound Code of Practice 

and on or around 30 December 2024 the Greyhound died at the property. 

 

Charge 8 – Regulation Clause 10(3) 

On or about 30 December 2024 Greyhound 5 died. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 

 

Charge 9 – Regulation Clause 10(3) 

Sometime in early 2024 Greyhound 5 was transferred to an unregistered greyhound racing 

participant. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Commission no more than 3 days after the change of 

premises of the Greyhound. 

 

Charge 10 – Rule 156(f)(ii), Rules 

Sometime in early 2024 Greyhound 5 was transferred to the property an unregistered 

greyhound racing participant. 

No registered participant resided at the property; the property was not a registered kennel 

address with GWIC. 

The kennels at the property failed to comply with the  Code and on or around 30 December 

2024 the Greyhound died at the property. 

 

Charge 11 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

On or about 30 December 2024 Greyhound 10 died. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 
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Charge 12 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

Sometime in early 2024 the Greyhound 10 was transferred to an unregistered 

greyhound racing participant. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 3 days after the change of 

premises of the Greyhound. 

 

Charge 13 – Rule 156(f)(ii) of the Rules 

Sometime in early 2024 Greyhound 10 was transferred to the property an unregistered 

greyhound racing participant. 

No registered participant resided at the property.  The property was not a registered 

kennel address with the Respondent. 

The kennels at the property failed to comply with the NSW Greyhound Code of Practice 

and on or around 30 December 2024 the Greyhound died at the property. 

 

Charge 14 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

On or about 30 December 2024 Greyhound 6 died. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 

 

Charge 15 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

Sometime in early 2024 Greyhound 6 was transferred to an unregistered greyhound racing 

participant. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 3 days after the change of 

premises of the Greyhound. 

 
 

Charge 16 – Rule 156(f)(ii) of the Rules 

Sometime in early 2024 Greyhound 6 was transferred to the property an unregistered 

greyhound racing participant. 

No registered participant resided at the property.  The property was not a registered 

kennel address with the Respondent. 

The kennels at the property failed to comply with the NSW Greyhound Code of Practice 

and on or around 30 December 2024 the Greyhound died at the property. 
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Charge 17 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

On or about 27 January 2025 Greyhound 7 died. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 

 

Charge 18 – Rule 156(w) of the Rules 

On or about 27 January 2025 the Greyhound 7 died. Sometime later a dead snake was 

found in the kennel. 

Failure to ensure greyhound enclosures, housing and sleeping area are designed, 

constructed and maintained in a way that is safe and provides for the well-being of 

greyhounds is a breach of Standard 5.3 of the Code. 

 

Charge 19 – Clause 10(3) of the Regulation 

On or about 27 January 2025 Greyhound 8 died. 

The Appellant failed to notify the Respondent no more than 2 days after the death of the 

Greyhound. 

 

Charge 20 – Rule 156(w) of the Rules; Standard 5.3 of the Code 

On or about 27 January 2025 Greyhound 8 died. Sometime later a dead snake was found 

in the kennel. 

Failure to ensure greyhound enclosures, housing and sleeping area are designed,  

constructed and maintained in a way that is safe and provides for the well-being of 

greyhounds is a breach of Standard 5.3 of the Code. 

 

Charge 21 – Rule 156(h) of the Rules 

On 13 March 2025 the Appellant was issued a lawful order by an Officer of the Controlling 

Body to report the death of any greyhound in her custody to the Respondent within 24 

hours. 

On 24 June 2025 Greyhound 9 was euthanised by a registered veterinarian. 

The Appellant did not advise the Respondent of the euthanasia of the Greyhound until 27 

June 2025. 
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THE PENALTIES IMPOSED 

7. At first instance, the Appellant pleaded not guilty to all charges but was found 

guilty.   The following penalties were imposed:2 

 

CHARGE PROVISION PENALTY CONCURRENCY 

1. Regulation 
Clause 10(3) 

2 month 
susp. 

Nil. 

2. Regulation 
Clause 10(3) 

2 month 
susp. 

Cumulative. 

3. Regulation 
Clause 10(3) 

2 month 
susp. 

Cumulative. 

4. Rule 156(w) 
and Clause 4 of 
the Policy. 

6 month 
susp. 

Cumulative. 

5. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 8, 
11 and 14. 

6. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 9, 
12 and 15. 

7. Rule 156(f)(ii) of 
the Rules 

6 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 
10, 13 and 16. 

8 Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 5. 

9. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 6. 

10. Rule 156(f)(ii) of 
the Rules 

6 months 
susp. 

Concurrent with 7. 

11. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 months 
susp. 

Concurrent with 5. 

12. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 6. 

13. Rule 156(f)(ii) of 
the Rules 

6 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 7. 

14. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 5. 

15. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 6. 

16. Rule 156(f)(ii) of 
the Rules 

6 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 7. 

17. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 
19. 

18. Rule 156(w). 
Standard 5.3 of 
the Code. 

3 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 
20. 

19. Regulation 
Clause 10(3). 

2 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 
17. 

 
2 TB 110 – 113. 
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20. Rule 156(w); 
Standard 5.3 of 
the Code. 

3 month 
susp. 

Concurrent with 
18. 

21. Rule 156(h) 18 week disq. Wholly concurrent 
with the total 
period of 
suspension 

 

 

8. The Respondent determined3 that the effect of the penalties set out in the table 

above was: 

 

1. a disqualification of 18 weeks commencing on 10 December 2025 and expiring 

on 15 April 2026; and 

 

2. a suspension of 21 months commencing on 10 December 2025 and expiring 

on 9 September 2027. 

 

9. For the reasons set out below, the Respondent’s calculation of the period of 

suspension appears to be incorrect.  

 

THE POSITION ON APPEAL 

10. In written submissions filed in support of her  appeal, the Appellant indicated that 

she now wished to plead guilty to all charges, other than Charges 11, 18 and 21.   

However, at the commencement of the hearing, Mr Gillies, who appeared for the 

Respondent, indicated4 that the Respondent no longer pressed charge 21. 

Following the hearing, I made orders upholding the appeal in respect of that 

charge and dismissing it.    

 

11. The matters in [10] above are significant for a number of reasons.  

 
 

 
3 TB 107. 
4 Transcript 1.23. 
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12. Firstly, a substantial period of disqualification was imposed in respect of charge 

21 which will no longer be operative.  Mr Gilles accepted5 that this meant that the 

totality of any penalty would sound in terms of a suspension and not a 

disqualification.   

 

13. Secondly, Mr Gillies accepted6 that the withdrawal of charge 21 would necessitate 

a redetermination of the entire structure of the penalties which were imposed at 

first instance, in circumstances where the Appellant had already been prevented 

from participating in the industry since 10 December 2025.  In my view, because 

of the totality considerations discussed below,7 the withdrawal of charge 21 must 

have some effect on the overall penalty which is imposed.  That effect must be a 

decrease in the penalty. 

 

14. Thirdly, Mr Gillies submitted8, and I agree, that the mathematical calculation of the 

period of suspension, namely 21 months, is plainly incorrect.  The correct 

calculation appears to be as follows:9 

 

CHARGE(S) PENALTY (SUSPENSION) 

1 2 months 

2 2 months 

3 2 months 

4 6 months 

5/8/11/14 2 months in each case (concurrent) 

6/9/12/15 2 months in each case (concurrent) 

7/10/13/16 6 months in each case (concurrent) 

17/19 2 months in each case (concurrent) 

18/20 3 months in each case (concurrent) 

TOTAL PERIOD OF SUSPENSION 27 months 

 
5 Transcript 10.5. 
6 Transcript 7.11 and following. 
7 At [34]. 
8 Transcript 8.35. 
9 TB 116. 
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15. Fourthly, the Appellant now pleads guilty to all but 2 of the charges.  Whilst it would 

not be appropriate to afford the Appellant the full discount of 25% in recognition 

of her late pleas of guilty, it remains the case that she is entitled to have them 

taken into account in her favour to some degree when assessing penalty. 

 

16. Bearing all of those matters in mind, I will approach the determination of the 

appeal in this way.  Firstly, I will consider the two charges to which the Appellant 

continues to plead not guilty, namely charges 18 and 20.  I will then proceed to 

determine the issue of penalty in respect of all charges which are established.  

 

CHARGES 18 and 20 

17. Each of charges 18 and 20 has been set out above.  Each alleges an offence 

contrary to r 156(w) of the Rules which makes reference to failing to comply with 

a policy or code of practice adopted by a Controlling Body.  In this case, it is 

standard 5.3 of the Code with which the Appellant is said to have failed to comply.  

That standard provides as follows: 

 

All greyhound enclosures, housing and sleeping areas must be designed, 
constructed and maintained in a way that is safe and provides for the well-being 
of greyhounds. 

 
 

18. The case against the Appellant in respect of charges 18 and 20 is that she failed to 

comply with Standard 5.3, and thus breached r 156(w), in circumstances where 

the evidence establishes the presence of snakes in the area of the enclosures in 

which her greyhounds were housed.10  That obviously posed an immediate threat, 

to the point where there is evidence of greyhounds dying as a consequence of 

being bitten.11  The Appellant’s defence, in effect, is that there were no other steps 

she could reasonably have taken to ensure the safety of the greyhounds. 

 

 
10 See for example the photograph at TB 32;  
11 TB 83 at Q 331; TB 167.47. 
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19. When interviewed by investigators on 31 July 2025, the Appellant explained12 that 

one of her greyhounds was responsible for digging holes near the fence of the 

enclosure, which then created a gap through which a snake could enter from the 

outside.  The Appellant explained the difficulties of making the enclosures “snake 

proof”13 and said that she had taken all measures which were reasonably open to 

her to prevent snakes from entering the enclosures, including constructing a tin 

fence around the yard of her property, and urging owners of neighbouring 

properties not to hoard rubbish and debris and thus allow snakes a habitat in 

which they could hide and breed.  The Appellant explained that it was “hard to 

know” when a snake had entered her yard.14   

 

20. It was put on the Appellant’s behalf that “to snake proof anything is impossible”.15  

Significantly however, the Appellant accepted that on one occasion on which her 

greyhounds had died by a snake bite, she had been “away racing” only to return to 

find the greyhounds deceased, and a snake in the yard.16 

 

21. Mr Gillies, on behalf of the Respondent, pointed to the Appellant’s admission that 

she knew that one of her greyhounds were in the practice of digging holes near the 

edge of the enclosures, and was thus aware that this led to the propensity for 

snakes to enter them.17  This, he submitted, rendered the Appellant’s conduct at 

least negligent, such that both offences were established. 

 

22. In my view, one only has to have regard to the evidence of greyhounds being bitten 

by snakes, and the photographic evidence of the presence of snakes in the 

enclosures, to reach the conclusion that there was a failure on the part of the 

Appellant to maintain the enclosures in a way that was safe, and which provided 

for the well-being of the greyhounds.  In reaching that conclusion, I do not suggest 

 
12 At Q and A 319 and following. 
13 Q and A 355 and following at TB 85. 
14 TB 168.19. 
15 Transcript 6.8, 14.35. 
16 TB 79, Q and A 294 – 301. 
17 Transcript 12.6 – 12.36. 
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that the Appellant’s failure was intentional.  On the contrary, I accept that the 

Appellant took some steps to try and address the issue.  However, those steps 

were unfortunately not sufficient to address what was an obvious risk.   

 

23. The Appellant’s conduct in failing to maintain the enclosures in a way that was 

safe, and which provided for the well-being of her greyhounds, was at least 

careless, in circumstances where she was aware that holes were being dug by the 

greyhounds which allowed snakes a path of access into the enclosure.  I 

unreservedly accept that preventing the ingress of snakes is a difficult thing to 

achieve.  However, in circumstances where the issue is one of animal welfare, the 

duty imposed on industry participants is, of necessity, a high one.   

 

24. For these reasons, charges 18 and 20 are made out. 

 

SUBMISSIONS ON PENALTY 

Submissions of the Appellant 

25. The submissions on penalty which were advanced on behalf of the Appellant may 

be summarised as follows: 

 

1. Many of the charges arose from the Appellant’s failure to lodge prescribed 

documentation. Those failures were unintentional. 

 

2. The Appellant was dealing with personal issues at the time, including serious 

illnesses being suffered by family members. 

 
3. The Appellant did not intentionally mislead the Respondent, and has 

expressed her genuine remorse for the offending. 

 
4. To the extent that the charges stemmed from administrative-type failures, the 

Appellant was one of a number of long-standing industry participants who 

experienced difficulty in navigating the increasingly complex regulatory 
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reporting requirements, a circumstance which provided important contextual 

background to much of her offending. 

 

5. The Appellant has been an industry participant for more than 50 years (on her 

case, 68 years)18 and has never come under notice for any substantial 

regulatory breach.  Her lifelong commitment to the industry is a factor which 

should be given significant weight. 

 

6. The fact of the charges, and any penalty imposed, have rendered the Appellant 

more appreciative of the need to comply with regulatory requirements.  

 

26. Separately, the Appellant relied on a testimonial from Greg Derrick,19 who has 

known her for 40 years, and who described her as a “major asset” to Greyhound 

Racing in Temora, and as a person who has always honoured the rules to which 

she is subject as an industry participant. 

 

Submissions of the Respondent 

27. The written submissions of the Respondent advanced the following propositions:  

 

1. The maintenance of an accurate and up to date register of greyhounds is 

essential to the Respondent’s regulation of the industry.  It imposes a positive 

obligation on the part of all participants to notify changes in circumstances 

within stipulated time frames.20 The failure of the Appellant to meet that 

obligation, on multiple occasions, inhibited the performance, by the 

Respondent, of its regulatory functions.21 

 
18 Transcript 4.4. 
19 TB 35. 
20 At [12] – [13]. 
21 At [17]. 
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2. The Appellant had clearly misunderstood her obligations22 in circumstances 

where regulation of breeding was essential to the maintenance of greyhound 

welfare.23 

 

3. There was a clear threat to animal welfare brought about by the presence of 

snakes on the Appellant’s property which had not been properly addressed.24 

 

4. The Appellant’s limited disciplinary history over a long period of time was 

relevant as a mitigating factor.25   

 

5. The removal of any penalty referable to charge 21 did not materially reduce the 

Appellant’s degree of culpability given the differing nature of the remaining 

charges.26   That said, the conceded mathematical error in the calculation of 

the period of suspension would require the overall penalty to be revisited.27 

 

CONSIDERATION 

28. This case presents what is, to say the least, a difficult exercise in terms of the 

determination of an appropriate penalty.   

 

29. To begin with, the vast majority of the charges are those contrary to Clause 10(3) 

of the Regulation.  Mr Gillies’ submissions as to the necessity for compliance with 

such requirements in the regulation of the industry are well made.  Whilst I 

understand (and am, to a degree, sympathetic to) the Appellant’s difficulties in 

adhering to present-day regulatory requirements, the simple fact is that 

adherence to such requirements is expected of every industry participant.  

Various comments made by the Appellant when interviewed by Stewards suggest 

that she simply forgot about her obligations.28  That may, in one sense, be 

 
22 At [21] – [22]. 
23 At [25] – [29]. 
24 At [36]. 
25 At [52] – [53]. 
26 Transcript 8.13 – 8.47. 
27 Transcript 7.30; 9.1 – 9.21. 
28 See for example TB 157.45. 
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understandable.  It is also unacceptable, for the simple reason that it has an 

immediately adverse effect on the Respondent’s capacity to properly carry out its 

regulatory responsibilities.  What is also relevant is that the Appellant’s failures 

extended over a period of time, and included failing to notify the Respondent of: 

 
1. the deaths of greyhounds;29 and 

2. the transfer of greyhounds.30 

 

30. Charges 4, 7, 10, 13 and 16 fall into a different category but are no less significant.  

They involved the Appellant retiring or transferring greyhounds to unregistered 

persons, conduct which again has a direct effect upon the Respondent’s capacity 

to carry out its regulatory functions. 

 

31. Finally, charges 18 and 20 have, as their focus, the necessity to ensure animal 

welfare.  The significance of the responsibility placed on industry participants in 

that regard needs no comment.  Any failure in that respect is, by its nature, alone, 

serious.  That said, this is not a case in which the Appellant stood by and took no 

action at all to try and ensure the safety of her greyhounds.  She took positive steps 

in that regard which she is entitled to have taken into account, even though they 

were not sufficient to achieve the necessary protection. 

 

32. Subjectively, the Appellant comes with what is, essentially, a blemish-free history. 

That history has been earned over a long period of time and is something to which 

many industry participants who find themselves charged with offences cannot lay 

claim. Independently of that, there is unchallenged testimonial evidence which 

establishes that the Appellant is a person of prior good character who has made 

a not insignificant contribution to the greyhound racing industry in regional New 

South Wales.  She is entitled to have all of those matters taken into account.  They 

limit (although they do not completely extinguish) the need for any penalty to 

reflect considerations of personal deterrence. 

 
29 Charges 1,2 5, 8, 11, 14, 17 and 19. 
30 Charges 3, 6, 9, 12 and 15. 
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33. But for charges 18 and 20, the Appellant has pleaded guilty to the entirety of her 

offending.  Notwithstanding that those pleas have come at a very late stage, the 

Appellant is entitled to have them taken into account.  I have not applied a specific 

percentage discount, but have the Appellant’s pleas into account as part of her 

overall subjective case.   

 

34. In my view the withdrawal and dismissal of charge 21 must have some effect on 

the assessment of the overall penalty.  True it is that the remaining offending is of 

a generally different character.  However, issues of totality must be considered 

when determining penalty in any case, but particularly in a case where are 

multiple charges.  The fact that the serious offending which was the subject of 

charge 21, and which resulted in the imposition of a significant period of 

disqualification (as opposed to a period of suspension) is no longer a 

consideration, must necessarily effect any assessment of the Appellant’s overall 

culpability.  I also note that the Stewards accepted at the time of dealing with this 

matter31 that there was a delay in its finalisation. I have also taken that into 

account in the Appellant’s favour in my determination. 

 

CONCLUSION AND ORDERS 

35. I have come to the view that the appropriate penalties are as follows:  

 

GROUP CHARGE(S) PENALTY (SUSPENSION) 
1 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11,12, 14, 

15, 17 and 19 
2 months suspension in each 
case wholly concurrent. 

2 4 4 months suspension 
cumulative on the 
suspension in [1]. 

3 7, 10, 11, 13 and 16 4 months suspension 
cumulative on the 
suspension in [2]. 

4 18/20 5 months suspension in each 
case wholly concurrent, 
cumulative on the 
suspension in [3]. 

 TOTAL SUSPENSION 15 months 
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36. With those matters in mind, I make the following orders: 
 

1. The appeal is upheld. 
 
2. The determination of the Respondent of 9 December 2025 is quashed. 

 
3. In lieu thereof, a total suspension of 15 months is imposed, to commence 

on 10 December 2025 and to expire at midnight on 9 March 2027. 
 

4. The appeal deposit is to be refunded. 
 

 

 

THE HONOURABLE G J BELLEW AM SC 

11 May 2026 

 
 


