
 
 
 
IN THE RACING APPEALS TRIBUNAL 
 
 
ASHLEY LEE BYRNES  
Appellant 
 
v 
 
 
GREYHOUND WELFARE AND INTEGRITY COMMISSION 
Respondent 
 
 
 

REASONS FOR DETERMINATION 
 

 
DATE OF HEARING  25 June 2026 
 
DATE OF DETERMINATION 14 July 2026 
 
 

APPEARANCES 
 
 
The Appellant appeared in person 
 
Ms C Maish for the Respondent 
 

ORDERS 
 
1. The order made on 25 February pursuant to cl 20 of the Racing Appeals Tribunal 

Regulation 2024 (NSW) is vacated. 

2. The appeal is dismissed. 

3. The findings of guilt recorded against the Appellant are confirmed. 

4. The penalties imposed against the Appellant are confirmed. 

5. The period of disqualification in respect of charge 1, and the period of suspension 

in respect of charge 2, will be deemed to have commenced at midnight on 1 July 

2026 and will conclude on 15 November 2026. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

1. By a Notice of Appeal dated 15 February 2026, Ashley Lee Byrnes (the Appellant) 

has appealed against a determination of the Greyhound Welfare and Integrity 

Commission (the Respondent) to disqualify her for a period of 18 weeks, and to 

suspend her for a concurrent period of 18 weeks, for two breaches of the 

Greyhound Racing Rules (the Rules). 

 

2. The parties prepared a Tribunal Book (TB) containing all relevant material. 

 

3. It is noted that on 25 February 2026, I made an order pursuant to cl 20 of the Racing 

Appeals Tribunal Act 2024 (NSW) that the determination of the Respondent be 

suspended until the disposition of the appeal. 

 

THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE RULES 

4. Two particular provisions of the Rules bear on the present appeal.   

 

5. The first is r 156(h) which is in the following terms:  

 

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 the Controlling Body with 
official duties in relation to greyhound racing. 

 

6. The second is r 165(a) which is in the following terms: 

 

An offence is committed if a person (including an official): 
 
(a) Commits or omits to do any act or engages in conduct which is in any way 

detrimental or prejudicial to the interest, welfare, image control or promotion 
of greyhound racing. 
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THE CASE AGAINST THE APPELLANT 

7. On 6 January 2026, the Respondent wrote to the Appellant1 in (inter alia) the 

following terms: 

 
This letter serves as an official disciplinary notice regarding the ongoing behaviour 
observed at the Taree Club. 
 
As you are aware, an incident occurred between Rebecca Scott and Jake Millar at 
the Taree Race Track on 3 December 2025.  An investigation has been 
commenced into that matter. 
 
There has also been information of further behavioural concerns between the 
relevant parties. 
 
In the interest of the safety and well-being of all parties involved, you are hereby 
directed to immediately cease all forms of contact with Rebecca Scott. This 
includes direct or indirect communication, whether in person, electronically, or 
through third parties including social media.   
 
Failure to comply with this directive will result in serious consequences, including 
the potential suspension or revocation of your licence.  Please be reminded that 
any form of abuse will not be tolerated within the industry. 
 
This notice constitutes a formal warning.  You are required to comply with this 
directive immediately. Non-compliance will result in further disciplinary action as 
outlined above. 

 

8. On 4 February 2026, Ms Scott was at the Taree racetrack in the company of a 

number of other persons, whom she identified as Cherie Cady2, Vanessa Towers3, 

and a third person   known to her only as “Joanne”.4  She told Stewards that when 

she was speaking with them, the Appellant said:  

 

“You fucking queer cunts”.5 

 

9. Ms Cady, along with a Joanne Dries (who, inferentially, is the “Joanne” to whom Ms 

Scott referred) were interviewed by Stewards.  That interview took place in the 

 
1 TB 53. 
2 Q and A 9 at TB 57. 
3 Q and A 11 at TB 57.   
4 Q and A 12 at TB 57. 
5 Q and A 4 at TB 56. 
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presence of one another, on that same day.6   Both told the Stewards that the 

Appellant had said words to the same effect as those attributed to her by Ms Scott.  

Ms Cady said that the words used by the Appellant were “you queer cunt”.  7  Ms 

Dries said that the Appellant had said “You pack of queer cunts”.8   On the 

Respondent’s case, this took place in circumstances where Ms Cady is apparently 

married to Ms Dries’ sister.9  

 

10. In the course of the determination of the stay, I made reference to the decision in 

Turner v Greyhound Welfare and Integrity Commission10 in which I made 

observations about the unacceptable practice of interviewing witnesses together.  

I do not propose to repeat those observations.  What occurred in the present case 

is no less significant.  I make it clear at this point that I have placed no weight 

whatsoever on the contents of the interview of Ms Cady and Ms Dries given the 

manner in which it was conducted.   

 

THE DISCIPLINARY HEARING 

11. A disciplinary hearing was conducted on 12 February 2026.   At the 

commencement of that hearing Mr Adams, the Respondent’s Senior Steward, 

informed the Appellant that she was to be charged with the following offences: 

 

Charge 1 – r 156(h) of the Rules 

That the Appellant did something which, in the opinion of the Controlling Body constitutes 
an offence, by failing to comply with a lawful order of the Stewards. 

 
 Particulars 

1. On Tuesday 6 January 2026, the Appellant was issued with a direction by an officer of 
the controlling body to immediately cease all forms of contact with registered 
participant Ms Rebecca Scott. 

2. On Wednesday 4 February 2026, the Appellant attended the Taree Greyhound Club.  
3. During the meeting in the vicinity of the carpark, the Appellant engaged in a verbal 

altercation with Rebecca Scott and accordingly failed to comply with the order issued 
to her by an officer of the controlling body. 

 
6 Commencing at TB 58. 
7 Q and A 7 at TB 59. 
8 Q and A 8 at TB 59.   
9 Q and A 9 at TB 59.   
10 31 January 2025 at [9]. 
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Charge 2 – r 165(a) of the Rules 

That the Appellant did something which, in the opinion of the Controlling Body, constitutes 
an offence, by engaging in conduct detrimental to the interest of greyhound racing.  
 
Particulars 
On Wednesday 4 February 2026 the Appellant attended the Taree Greyhound Club.  
During the meeting, in the vicinity of the carpark, in the view of patrons attending the 
meeting, she engaged in a verbal altercation with Ms Scott.  By engaging in that conduct 
she acted in a manner which was detrimental to the interests of greyhound racing. 
 

 
12. The Appellant pleaded not guilty to both charges.11  Put simply, she denied saying 

anything at all to Ms Scott, and specifically denied using the words that were 

attributed to her.12  She said that she was engaged in a telephone conversation 

with her father as she was driving out of the car park.13   She described Ms Scott’s 

account of the events as “a lie”.14 

 

13. Having considered the evidence, the Stewards found that both charges were 

made out.15  They imposed a disqualification of 18 weeks in respect of charge 1, 

and a corresponding period of suspension in respect of charge 2.  Both penalties 

were ordered to be served concurrently and to commence on 12 February 2026.  

As I have noted, those penalties have been stayed pending the outcome of the 

present appeal. 

 

THE APPELLANT’S CASE ON APPEAL 

14. The Appellant adhered to her plea of not guilty on the appeal.  She maintained the 

position that she did not, at any time, say the words attributed to her.16   A 

statement made by her and filed in support of her appeal sets out her position in 

the following terms:17 

 

 
11 TB 67.34; 68.5. 
12 TB 68.33 and following.   
13 TB 68.39 – 69.11. 
14 TB 71.9. 
15 TB 79.35 – 79.38. 
16 Transcript 2.20 – 2.33. 
17 Transcript 4.7 – 4.40. 
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I want to be clear with the Tribunal that I did not say the words that have been alleged 
in this matter. I did not speak to Mrs Scott or her group at any time when I was leaving 
the track on 4 February.  I understand the no-contact direction that had been given to 
me, and I take that very seriously. I would not risk my licence, my income or my 
reputation by deliberately breaching that direction.  
 
I was on hands-free phone call with my father while I was leaving the venue and my 
focus was on driving safely and leaving the track.  
 
I also want to respectfully raise my concerns in how this matter was investigated. 
There is no CTV footage, no audio, no independent witnesses supporting what has 
been alleged. The cases rely on three people who are closely connected to each 
other. Two of those witnesses were interviewed together, which I understand can 
affect the reliability of their evidence.  
 
There were also other witnesses present who were not interviewed, and I do not 
believe the inconsistencies of where people were positioned in the car park were 
proper information to support my account, and I do not feel that the evidence was 
properly considered.  
 
I also want to say that I am generally sorry for any tension or conflict that existed at 
the track that day. I take my responsibilities as a participant seriously. And since this 
incident, I have made a conscious effort to avoid any situation that could lead to 
conflict or misunderstanding.  
 
Greyhound racing is my livelihood. I am a single parent, and this penalty has a very 
significant impact on me and my family.  
 
I respectfully ask the Tribunal to consider that the findings of guilt are not supported 
by reliable or independent evidence. And if the Tribunal does not accept my position, 
I ask that the penalty be reduced to something more appropriate to the 
circumstances. Thank you for your time.  

 

 

15. The Appellant filed a number of other documents for the purposes of the appeal 

which are relevant to the question of whether I can be satisfied that the offences 

have been established.  It is appropriate to examine parts of those documents at 

this point.18 

 

16. Firstly, when initially lodging her appeal and application for a stay, the Appellant 

provided a statement headed “Application for Appeal and Stay of Decision” dated 

15 February 2026 which was partly in the following terms:19 

 

 
18 In each case, the bolded parts are my emphasis. 
19 TB 3. 



 7 

I acknowledge that as a licensed participant, I am required to comply strictly with all 
directions and to conduct myself in a manner that upholds the integrity and 
reputation of greyhound racing. 
 
I wish to sincerely apologise to the Commission, the Stewards, and the broader 
industry for my conduct. I accept that I should have complied fully with the 
direction issued to me and removed myself from the situation. I acknowledge 
that engaging in a verbal exchange, particularly in a public setting, was not 
appropriate and did not meet the standards expected of me. I understand that 
my conduct had the potential to impact the image of the industry, and I genuinely 
regret that my actions contributed to this situation. 
 
Importantly, I have reflected on my conduct and have gained a clear 
understanding that regardless of the actions of others, I am responsible for 
maintaining professionalism at all times and must disengage from 
conflict.  While I accept responsibility for my actions, I respectfully submit that 
the penalty imposed is disproportionate to the conduct, particularly when 
considered in light of: 
• the absence of any physical conduct 
• the broader context of ongoing issues between participants 
• my demonstrated insight and willingness to comply 
 
Since the incident, I have implemented clear strategies to ensure there is no risk 
of recurrence, and I am willing to comply with any conditions imposed. 
 
I respectfully seek the opportunity to continue my involvement in the industry under 
appropriate conditions and to demonstrate that I can meet all expectations moving 
forward. 

 

17. Secondly, in a document dated 15 February 2026 headed “Grounds of Appeal”,20 

the Appellant, in the context of citing mitigating factors on which she relied, 

pointed out that what she referred to as “the incident” did not involve any physical 

altercation.  She also said that she “reflected immediately afterwards and 

acknowledged that [she] was wrong” and pointed out that she had “taken 

responsibility for her actions”, “shown insight into her behaviour”, “accepted 

responsibility” and “put clear steps in place to avoid any conflict in the future”.   

 

18. Thirdly, in a document headed “Application for Stay of Decision”21 dated 15 

February 2026 the Appellant cited the fact that she had “acknowledged that 

“what [she] did was wrong”.   

 
20 TB 4 – 5. 
21 TB 6 – 7. 
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19. Fourthly, in a document dated 15 February 202622 entitled “Reflection Statement” 

the Appellant said, amongst other things, the following: 

 

I … wish to sincerely apologise for my conduct.  I fully acknowledge that my 
behaviour did not meet the standards expected of me as a licenced participant.  I 
accept complete responsibility for my actions, including my failure to remove 
myself from the situation after being directed not to have any contact.  
Regardless of what was happening around me, I should have immediately walked 
away and reported the matter to the Stewards.   
 
I deeply regret that this incident occurred in a public setting and may have 
reflected poorly on the industry.  My behaviour did not uphold the professionalism, 
respect and integrity that is expected within greyhound racing and I am genuinely 
sorry for the impact this may have had. 
 
I acknowledge that in the past, I have sometimes reacted emotionally, including 
raising my voice or using inappropriate language.  I fully accept that this behaviour 
is not acceptable in any circumstance. There is no excuse for it, and I take ownership 
of those moments.  I am committed to ensuring that it does not happen again.  
… 
 
I understand that my conduct reflects not only on me as an individual but also on 
the reputation of the sport as a whole (my emphasis in each case). 
 

 

20. Fifthly, in a document headed “Appeal submissions”23 the Appellant expressed 

her regret for any distress that “anyone at the track felt as a result of the events 

of that day”.   

 

21. Sixthly, in a document entitled “Remorse and Insight Statement”24 the Appellant 

said: 

 
 

I want to make it clear that I sincerely regret that this situation occurred at all and 
that it has caused distress, conflict, and division amongst participants. Although I 
maintain that I did not say the words alleged, I recognise that the broader situation 
has had an impact on others and on the reputation of the industry I care deeply about. 
I appreciate that any dispute or tension between participants can create 
unnecessary negativity and I am genuinely sorry that my presence at the track 
on that day formed part of an environment where anyone felt offended, targeted, 
or uncomfortable. That has never been my intention. 

 
22 TB 8. 
23 TB 10 – 14. 
24 TB 14 – 15. 
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Since this incident, I have taken significant steps to ensure that I avoid any 
circumstances where misunderstandings, misinterpretations or conflict could arise. 
I have become far more conscious of where I position myself, how I conduct myself, 
and how quickly situations can escalate even when I am not attempting to engage. 
 
I truly respect the expectations placed on all licensed participants. Regardless of the 
outcome of this appeal, I am committed to moving forward in a professional, 
respectful, and compliant manner, maintaining distance where required, adhering to 
all directions and ensuring that no situation even inadvertently could give rise to 
conflict or complaint. 
 
I regret that this matter has reached this point and wish to assure the Tribunal that I 
take the responsibilities of my licence seriously (my emphasis in each case). 
 

 
22. Seventhly, the Appellant filed a document entitled “Statement of Evidence”.  

Although much of that statement repeated what the Appellant said in the course 

of the hearing of the appeal, it also contained the following under the heading “My 

remorse and insight (without admission):25   

 
41. I want to be clear that although I deny the alleged conduct, I do regret that 

any conflict or distress occurred at the venue on that day. 
 

… 
 

44. Since the incident, I have put practices in place to avoid potential conflict, 
including maintaining greater physical distance and reporting issues 
directly to Stewards instead of responding myself (emphasis mine in 
each case). 

 

23. Finally, in a separate document referred to as a “Clarification Statement” dated 19 

June 2026, the Appellant said:26 

 

I reaffirm clearly and unequivocally that: 
• I did NOT say the words alleged by Ms Scott or her witnesses. 
• I did NOT engage in any verbal interaction with Ms Scott or her group on 4 
February 2026. 
• I have maintained this position consistently from the outset. 

 
In some earlier written material, I used language such as: 
• “I accept I should have complied fully with the direction” 
• “Engaging in a verbal exchange was not appropriate” 

 
25 TB 29 – 30 at [41] – [45]. 
26 TB 38 – 39. 
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• “I take responsibility for my actions” 
 
These statements were NOT intended as admissions that I engaged in the 
specific 
conduct alleged in the charges. 
 
Those statements were: 

• general expressions of remorse about the broader situation, conflict and 
environment 

• acknowledgment of the expectations placed on me as a licensed 
participant 
written at a time when I was under significant stress and attempting to 
demonstrate cooperation and insight 

 
They were not intended to: 

• admit that I used the words alleged or 
• concede that I breached the no-contact direction. 

 
I make it clear that: 
• I do not admit to speaking to Ms Scott or her group 
• I do not admit to any verbal altercation on the date in question 
• Any suggestion that my earlier wording amounts to an admission is incorrect 
 
My position remains that: 
• I did not engage in the alleged conduct 
• The findings of guilt are unsafe and based on unreliable and procedurally 
 flawed evidence. 
 
This clarification is provided to assist the Tribunal in understanding the context and 
intention behind my earlier statements. 

 

SUBMISSIONS OF THE PARTIES 

Submissions of the Appellant 

24. In addition to the matters set out in her original statement27 and the statement 

read during the hearing of the appeal, the Appellant submitted that: 

1. The investigation was flawed, in that witnesses were interviewed together and 

other persons who were identified as being at the scene were not called to give 

evidence. 

2. There were inconsistencies in Ms Scott’s evidence about where the incident 

had taken place. 

3. Screenshots from her mobile phone established that at the material time she 

was speaking with her father.   

 
27 At [14] above. 
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4. There was no independent evidence which supported the conclusion that 

either of the offences were committed.28 

 

Submissions of the Respondent 

25. The Respondent’s submissions may be distilled into the following propositions:  

1. The fact that aspects of the investigation may have been less than ideal did not 

detract from the evidence of Ms Scott, particularly given that such evidence 

was documented within a short period of time of the alleged incident 

occurring.29 

2. The Appellant’s assertion that she was, at the material time, engaged in a 

conversation with her father was of little or no consequence.30 

3. The various statements made by the Appellant in the documents referred to 

above contained substantial inconsistencies, all of which supported the 

conclusion that the statement attributed to the Appellant was in fact said.31 

 

CONSIDERATION 

26. I accept the Appellant’s submissions regarding the shortcomings in the 

investigation of this matter. For the reasons I have outlined, I place no weight 

whatsoever on the statements made in the interview of Ms Cady and Ms Dries.  I 

have also noted that at least one other person, namely the person identified by Ms 

Scott as “Joanne”, was apparently not interviewed at all.  Why that is so has not 

been explained.  For all of these reasons it has to be said that the investigation of 

the matter leaves a great deal to be desired.   

 

27. However, even allowing for investigative shortcomings, the fundamental issue 

before me remains the same:  Can I be satisfied on the balance of probabilities 

that the Appellant said the words attributed to her?  Ms Scott asserts that she did 

so, and the Appellant denies it.  That is the sole issue, in circumstances where 

 
28 See the statement made by the Appellant at Transcript 4.1 and following. 
29 At [28]. 
30 At [29]. 
31 Transcript 7.26 – 8.2. 
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words attributed to the Appellant underpin both charges.  If I find that they were 

said, the Appellant is guilty.  If I find that they were not said, the Appellant must be 

found not guilty, and that the charges must be dismissed.   

 

28. In my view, there are two primary matters which bear upon the assessment of the 

issue that I have identified.   

 

29. The first, is that the account by Ms Scott was provided within a short period of the 

incident occurring.  That is an objective fact which, in my view, tends to fortify the 

reliability of her account. 

 
30. The second, is that the Appellant has made a series of statements which fortify, 

rather than question, Ms Scott’s account.  The Appellant, of course, bears no 

onus.  It is for the Respondent to prove the case against her.  That said, it is open 

to me to take into account what the Appellant has said about the matter, orally 

and in writing, in determining whether I have reached the state of satisfaction that 

is required.   

 

31. On the Appellant’s case before me: 

 
1. No statement in the terms of that attributed to her was ever made. 

2. No incident of any kind ever took place. 

3. The Appellant was not responsible for any conduct which might amount to a 

breach of the Rules.    

 

32. In those circumstances, it is curious, to say the least, that in the documents 

referred to above,32 the Appellant variously: 

 
1. apologised (more than once) for her “conduct”; 

2. admitted that she engaged in a “verbal exchange”  with Ms Scott; 

3. stated that she has reflected on her “conduct”; 

 
32 At [14] – [22]. 
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4. accepted “that she should have complied fully” with the direction given to her; 

5. referred to “the incident”; 

6. acknowledged that she was “wrong” in acting as she did; 

7. accepted “responsibility”; 

8. accepted that her “behaviour did not meet the standards expected of [her]’; 

9. expressed her regret that the “incident” occurred in a public setting; 

10. expressed her regret for any distress that anyone felt as a result of the “events 

of that day”; 

11. acknowledged that “any dispute or tension between participants” is capable 

of creating negativity; and 

12. expressed her regret that “her presence at the track formed part of an 

environment where any person felt offended, targeted or uncomfortable”. 

 

33. To suggest that those statements and expressions of regret should not be 

construed as admissions is frankly fanciful.  In circumstances where the sole 

allegation against the Appellant is the use of the words in question, one is entitled 

to ask, for example, why it was that she was apologising, for what she was 

accepting responsibility, and what constituted “the incident” to which she 

referred.  Put simply, each and every one of the assertions in [32] above is 

fundamentally at odds with the Appellant’s denials, her pleas of not guilty, and the 

position she took on appeal.  Moreover, her reliance upon the assertion that she 

was engaged in a conversation with her father at the time is of no weight.  Even if 

that were correct, it would not have prevented the Appellant from making the 

statement attributed to her. 

 

34. For all of these reasons, I am satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the 

Appellant made the statement attributed to her.  That being the case, I am 

satisfied that the statement constituted: 

1. for the purposes of r 156(h), a failure to comply with the order made by the 

Respondent; and 

2. for the purposes of r 165(a), conduct which is detrimental or prejudicial to the 

interest or image of greyhound racing. 
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THE ISSUE OF PENALTY 

Submissions of the Appellant 

35. The Appellant emphasised the financial burden which would be placed upon her 

in the event that any disqualification or suspension were imposed.  She also relied 

upon a series of testimonials in which she was variously described as  someone 

who “consistently demonstrates a strong commitment to the wellbeing, safety 

and day-to-day care of her greyhounds”,33 who has a “passion for greyhound 

racing”,34 and who “strives to do the right thing” in the context of her participation 

in the industry.35  Consistent with those observations is the evidence that the 

Appellant has held various forms of licence since 2018 and has never come under 

notice for this kind of offending. 

 

Submissions of the Respondent 

36. The Respondent emphasised36 the necessity to preserve the integrity of the 

industry which, it was submitted, was undermined by the Appellant’s conduct, 

and the necessity for any penalty to reflect considerations of both general and 

specific deterrence.37 

 

CONSIDERATION 

37.  I turn firstly to the objective seriousness of the offending. 

 

38. As I observed when determining the application for a stay, the Appellant’s conduct 

did not involve (for want of a better term) a “confrontation”.   Further, the statement 

appears to have been made in passing and there was no violence in what the 

Appellant did.  Those matters tend to bring the offending away from the higher end 

of the scale.  However, two factors must be balanced against that. 

 

 
33 Jason Abbott at TB 31. 
34 Karl Miller at TB 32. 
35 Albert Zarb at TB 33. 
36 At TB 21.  
37 At TB 23. 



 15 

39. The first, is that in the context of the offence contrary to r 165(a), I am left to 

conclude that what the Appellant said amounted to a homophobic slur.   

Moreover, I am satisfied that it was not a slur which was unintended.  Statements 

of that kind have no place in the industry, or indeed in our society more broadly.   

 

40. The second, is that in the context of the offence contrary to r 156(h), the 

Appellant’s conduct amounted to a direct contravention of a direction which had 

been given to her.  Why that direction was given in the first instance is not 

explained on the evidence.  However, that is of little consequence given that no 

submission has been made that the direction was improper, unnecessary or 

otherwise not soundly based.  The power conferred on officials to give directions 

is fundamentally important for the proper regulation of the industry and the 

maintenance of its integrity.  It is primarily for that reason that this Tribunal has 

constantly stated that absent unusual or exceptional circumstances, it is almost 

inevitable that a period of disqualification will be imposed when directions are 

ignored.38  There are no unusual or exceptional circumstances in the present case 

which would warrant departing from that principle.  General deterrence is a 

particularly important consideration in the penalty to be imposed for each of the 

two charges.   

 

41. I have taken into account the Appellant’s subjective case.  I do not consider that 

specific deterrence is of particular significance given the absence of any prior 

similar offending.  The Appellant does not, of course, get the benefit of any 

discount to reflect any pleas of guilty.   

 

42. I am certainly not persuaded that the penalty imposed is excessive.  Having 

carefully considered all relevant factors, I have come to the view that the appeal 

should be dismissed.  I should also say that in my view, an offence of this 

particular kind contrary to r 165(a) would in the normal course, absent exceptional 

 
38 Troy See v Racing NSW  (Appeal Panel, Racing New South Wales) 17 April 2023 cited in Baldacchino v 
Greyhound Welfare and Integrity Commission, 2 July 2026 at [34]. 
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circumstance, warrant a disqualification and not a suspension.  A clear message 

must be sent to all industry participants that such conduct is simply 

unacceptable. 

 
43. I was informed at the hearing that the Appellant served a period of 14 days of her 

penalty before the stay was granted.  The penalties should be backdated to reflect 

that period. 

 
ORDERS 

44. I make the following orders: 

 

1. The order made on 25 February pursuant to cl 20 of the Racing Appeals Tribunal 

Regulation 2024 (NSW) is vacated. 

2. The appeal is dismissed. 

3. The findings of guilt recorded against the Appellant are confirmed. 

4. The penalties imposed against the Appellant are confirmed. 

5. The period of disqualification in respect of charge 1, and the period of suspension 

in respect of charge 2, will be deemed to have commenced at midnight on 1 July 

2026 and will conclude on 15 November 2026. 

 

 

THE HONOURABLE G J BELLEW AM SC 

15 July 2026 


