IN THE RACING APPEALS TRIBUNAL

JOSEPH BALDACCHINO
Appellant

GREYHOUND WELFARE AND INTEGRITY COMMISSION
Respondent

REASONS FOR DETERMINATION

DATE OF HEARING 22 June 2026
DATE OF DETERMINATION 2 July 2026
APPEARANCES

The Appellant appeared in person

Mr B Gillies for the Respondent

ORDERS

1. The order made on 28 April 2026 pursuant to cl 20 of the Racing Appeals Tribunal

Act 2024 (NSW) is vacated.

2. The appealis dismissed.

3. The penalties imposed following the internal review are confirmed.

4. The period of suspension (imposed in respect of charges 1 — 4) and the period of

disqualification (in respect of charge 5) will each commence on 9 July 2026 and

each will expire at midnight on 8 September 2026.

5. The appeal deposit is to be forfeited



INTRODUCTION

1. By a Notice of Appeal dated 23 March 2026, Joseph Baldacchino (the Appellant) has
appealed against the determination of the Greyhound Welfare and Integrity
Commission (the Respondent) imposing penalties for breaches of the Greyhound
Racing Rules (the Rules). Those breaches are the subject of five charges which were

brought against the Appellant and which are set out below.

2. The parties prepared a Tribunal Book (TB) which contained all documentary material.

THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE RULES

3. Two particular provisions of the Rules are relevant for present purposes.

4. Firstly, r 165(a) provides as follows:

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.

5. Secondly, r 156(h) provides as follows:

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

THE FACTUAL BACKGROUND
6. Ms Georgie Purcell is a Member of the Victorian Legislative Council, and in that

capacity represents the AnimalJustice Party. It would be fair to say that she has been
openly critical of what she regards as unacceptable aspects of the greyhound racing
industry. She is, of course, perfectly at liberty to express those views. There is no

suggestion that she has done so in a manner which is in any way unacceptable.



7. The Appellant has been a greyhound industry participant since 1994. He is currently

registered as an Owner Trainer. It appears that both he and Ms Purcell are, from time

to time, active on the social media platform known as Facebook. The charges against

the Appellant stem from statements made by him on Facebook which were directed

towards Ms Purcell, although it will be apparent from what follows that charges 1 -4

are, in a sense, separate from charge 5.

Charge 1

8. Charge 1 alleged a breach of r 165(a) of the Rules and stemmed from a post made by

the Appellant on 1 October 2025. The charge was in the following terms:

1.

Charge 2

That [he], at all relevant times, a registered Owner Trainer with the Greyhound
Welfare and Integrity Commission (“the Commission”), in the opinion of the
Controlling Body, committed an offence in circumstances where:

1. On 1 October 2025 [he] responded to a Facebook post managed by a
Victorian Member of Parliament, Ms Georgie Purcell-Animal Justice Party
MP, writing;

Georgie, the Greyhound racing industry pays your wages doesn’t
it? And by the way, are you gonna abort more of your unborn
children?....2 so far. They had a life ahead of them but you didn’t
care, you just killed them off.

By engaging in the above [he has] engaged in conduct that is prejudicial to the
interest of greyhound racing.

9. Charge 2 alleged a further breach of r 165(a) in the following terms:

That [he], at all relevant times, a registered Owner Trainer with the
Greyhound Welfare and Integrity Commission (“the Commission”), in the
opinion of the Controlling Body, committed an offence in circumstances
where:

1. On 1 October 2025 [he] responded to a Facebook post managed by a
Victorian Member of Parliament, Ms Georgie Purcell - Animal Justice
Party MP, writing;

Tracey Dierikx Georgie shows no compunction about terminating
human life yet gets on her high horse when it comes to the death
of an animal. Bit oxymoronic ain’t it?

2. By engaging in the above [he has] engaged in conduct that is
prejudicial to the interest of greyhound racing.



Charge 3
10.Charge 3 alleged a further breach of r 165(a) in the following terms:

1. That[he], at all relevant times, a registered Owner Trainer with the Greyhound
Welfare and Integrity Commission (“the Commission”), in the opinion of the
Controlling Body, committed an offence in circumstances where.

1. On 1 October 2025 [he] responded to a Facebook post managed by
a Victorian Member of Parliament, Ms Georgie Purcell - Animal
Justice Party MP, writing;

Tracey Dierikx Why don’t you flip the argument Tracey? ‘Obtuse’?
Nah! Just reality. She wilfully terminated the life of at least 2
unborn children coz she lived the dream. Greyhound trainers
don’t race a dog to run for it’s life. In context, only about.05% per
1000 starters suffer a fatal injury. 99.7% of runners race without
suffering a serious injury. If Georgie stuck to these facts, her
arguments of dire gloom about Greyhound racing would have no
standing.

2. By engaging in the above [he has] engaged in conduct that is
prejudicial to the interest of greyhound racing.

The Direction to the Appellant
11.0n 12 January 2026 Jeroin Huisman, a Senior Investigator employed by the

Respondent, wrote to the Appellant ' stating (inter alia) the following:

Could | please get you, as an identified NSW greyhound industry
participant, to refrain from making any further commentary that reflects
poorly on the NSW greyhound racing industry as a whole. To assist you
with this request, | am hereby directing you not to make any further
derogatory or inappropriate commentary on any social media platform
towards any person. If you fail to comply with my direction, you will be in
breach of s 156(h) of the NSW Greyhound Racing Rules which may incur
further penalties to be (sic) you (emphasis in original).

Charge 4
12.Charge 4 alleged a further breach of r 165(a) in the following terms:

1. That [he], at all relevant times, a registered Owner Trainer with the Greyhound
Welfare and Integrity Commission (“the Commission”), in the opinion of the
Controlling Body, committed an offence in circumstances where;

"TB51.



1. On 13 February 2026 [he] responded to a Facebook post managed
by a Victorian Member of Parliament, Ms Georgie Purcell— Animal
Justice Party MP, writing;

“All about keeping her $200.000.00 per year job as a so called
politician.”

2. By engaging in the above [he has] engaged in conduct that is
prejudicial to the interest of greyhound racing.

Charge 5
13.Charge 5 alleged a breach of r 156(h) in the following terms:

1. That[he], at all relevant times, a registered Owner Trainer with the Greyhound
Welfare and Integrity Commission (“the Commission™), in the opinion of the
Controlling Body, committed an offence in circumstances where;

1. On Monday 12 January 2026 [he was] issued with a written
direction by an Officer of the Controlling Body to not make any
further derogatory or inappropriate commentary on any social
media platform towards any person.

2. 2. 0n 10 March 2026 [he] responded to Facebook posts managed
by a Victorian Member of Parliament, Ms Georgie Purcell — Animal
Justice Party MP, writing;

“Fuck off Georgie. You know nothing about greyhounds and it
shows”.

3. [He] accordingly [has] failed on multiple times to comply with the
lawful order issue to you by an Officer of the Controlling Body.

14.The reference in paragraph [3] of the particulars to Charge 5 to the Appellant failing to
comply with the order “multiple times” is plainly wrong. However that does not, in

my view, give rise to any procedural defect.

15. At the hearing of the appeal, the Appellant pleaded not guilty to charges 1 - 4
inclusive. Inrespect of each of those charges, the Appellant:
(a) accepts that he was responsible for publishing each post;
(b) denies that his conduct amounted to conduct which was prejudicial to

the interests of greyhound racing.

16. A plea of guilty was entered to charge 5.



THE INTERVIEWS OF THE APPELLANT

17.The Appellant was interviewed by officers of the Respondent on 16 January 2026.2 On
that occasion, the Appellant variously admitted to “saying and doing things on
Facebook?® and “responding” to comments made by Ms Purcell.* He further stated
that in posting the messages on Facebook he was “calling out [Ms Purcell’s]
hypocrisy” stemming from the fact that she had “aborted two unborn children”.®
Consistent with the basis upon which he conducted his case on the present appeal,
the Appellant took issue with the fact that his conduct reflected poorly on the
greyhound racing industry, stating that “no-one in the industry has come back to me

saying, you know ... you shouldn’t be doing that”.®

18. A second interview took place on 9 March 2026.” At that time Mr Huisman, on behalf
of the Respondent, expressed concern at the Appellant’s failure to abide by the
direction which was given to him. The Appellant sought to justify his conduct on the

basis of “free speech”® and maintained that he would “not be silenced”.®

THE DISCIPLINARY HEARING

19. A disciplinary hearing took place on 19 March 2026. The Appellant appeared to
accept that as an industry participant he was bound by the Rules,'® but described the
investigation into his conduct as “overreach”.’" That assessment, it would appear,
was based on the proposition that it had been open to Ms Purcell to “block [him] or
delete [his] posts”."? | would simply note that that is not to the point. The issue is
whether what the Appellant did was detrimental to the interests of the greyhound

racing industry.

2Commencing at TB 52.
SAtQandA37.
4AtQandA 38.

5At Q and A 56.

8 At Q and A 60.

7 Commencing at TB 69.
8AtQandA11.
SAtQandA42.
°TB107.17.

" TB 109.5.

2TB 109.22



20.1In his defence of the charges, and/or in an attempt to otherwise justify his conduct,

the Appellant variously asserted that:"3

Nothing on his Facebook profile linked him to, or identified him as, an
industry participant.

He was not the only person who had responded to Ms Purcell in a hostile
manner.

He was subjected to “vile” messages from Ms Purcell and others whom
he described as “her supporters™.

Ms Purcell was intent upon bringing an end to greyhound racing.

. The complaint could be “knocked on the head and declined by informing

Ms Purcell that she had a reasonable and alternate means of redress”.

. The decision of the Respondent to investigate the matter was blinkered,

rigid and lacking in flexibility.
By investigating the matter, the Respondent was supporting the “stance”

of Ms Purcell.

. The complaint should be “thrown out” because it involved conduct in

which the Appellant had engaged “on his own behalf under his Facebook
page”.
Ms Purcell had demonstrated “hypocrisy” because sheis a “woman who

aborts two young children”.

10. His conduct was not detrimental to, and did not bring discredit upon, the

greyhound racing industry, but was simply an expression of free speech.

THE PENALTIES IMPOSED

21.At the conclusion of the the disciplinary hearing, the Respondent imposed the

following penalties:™

3TB 110.1 and following.

4TB 82 -85.



1. Charges 1-4:

(a) A total penalty of $4,000.00, $2,000.00 of which was wholly
suspended “conditional on the Appellant not breaching this, or any
like rule, in this period”.

(b) Asuspension of two months, wholly suspended “conditional upon the

Appellant not breaching this, or any like rule, in this period”.

2. Charge 5-a disqualification of 3 months commencing on 19 March 2026

and expiring at midnight on 18 June 2026.

22.Although nothing ultimately turns on it, the terms in which the penalties were
expressed are problematic for a number of reasons. Firstly, the fine imposed in
respect of charges 1 to 4 is not the “total penalty” given that a period of suspension
was also imposed. Secondly, the “period” in each case is not defined. Thirdly, in
respect of charge 5, it is not clear whether “this period” refers to the two month

suspension, or to some other period.

23.In any event, following an internal review, these penalties were varied on 22 April 2026

by imposing the following:"®

1. Charges 1 - 4: atwo month suspension commencing on 1 May 2026
and expiring on 30 June 2026.

2. Charge 5: a two month disqualification on 1 May 2026 and expiring on
30 June 2026.

S At TB 86 - 95.



SUBMISSIONS OF THE PARTIES IN RESPECT OF CHARGES 1 -4

Submissions of the Appellant

24.

The Appellant provided a lengthy written submission'® which was expanded upon at
the hearing.” | do not propose to set it out, for the simple reason that it is

encapsulated in the matters set out in [20] above.

Submissions of the Respondent

25.

26.

The Respondent accepted that it was open to registered industry participants to
engage in respectful discussion regarding aspects of the greyhound racing industry.
However, it was submitted that this did not encompass the making of statements
which are vulgar, abusive, insulting or personally offensive. It was submitted that the
Appellant’s statements were not a measured contribution to public debate about
greyhound racing, but constituted a profane and derogatory attack on Ms Purcell,
made on a public and widely accessible social media platform. It was submitted that
a reasonable observer could readily conclude that the Appellant’s conduct reflected

adversely on the image and reputation of greyhound racing.®

The Respondent further submitted' that the Appellant’s persistent reliance upon the
right to free speech did not assist him, for the simple reason that he could have
conveyed his views without personally abusing Ms Purcell. It was submitted that by
choosing to act as he did, the Appellant had failed to comply with his obligation, as
an industry participant, to conduct himself in a manner which was not prejudicial to

the interests of greyhound racing.

CONSIDERATION OF CHARGES 1 -4

27.

The sole issue in respect of charges 1 —4 is whether the Appellant’s admitted conduct

was prejudicial to the interests of greyhound racing. In Waterhouse v Racing Appeals

8 Commencing at TB 4.

7 Transcript 14.34 and following.
8 AtTB 11 at [18] —[20].

19 AtTB 12 at [21].



Tribunal® Young CJ in Eq (as his Honour then was) described?' the following as
constituting “probably as good a set of guidelines as any” as to the appropriate
approach to determining whether conduct is injurious, or in other words detrimental,

to a sport:

An individual’s behaviour may be classified as injurious to a sport if:

[1] it has some negative bearing on the individual’s capacity to perform his or
her public duties or functions in the sport; or

[2] the individual has been put forward to the public as subscribing to a
particular standard, and that standard has been lowered in the eyes of the
public.

[3] he or she engages in conduct which is properly described as
blameworthy, or in other words, has engaged in conduct which is
deserving of some degree of reproach or punishment.??

28.In the present case, the Appellant:

1. accused Ms Purcell (amongst other things) of “killing off” children;

2. challenged, in an inherently offensive way, her right to choose to
terminate a pregnancy; and

3. questioned, again in an inherently offensive way, her knowledge of the

sport of greyhound racing.

29.The Appellant, by virtue of his registration, is put forward to the public as upholding
the standards of a fit and proper person to be an industry participant. In my view, the
conduct summarised in [28] above lowered those standards in the eyes of the public,
and in that sense was blameworthy. To the extent that the Appellant asserted that he
was acting in a personal capacity, it is plain that Ms Purcell was aware of his
connection to the greyhound racing industry.?®  Moreover, the Appellant cannot take

refuge behind the shield of freedom of speech in order to defend his conduct. Put

2012002] NSWSC 1143.

21 At[62].

22 See “Bringing Sport into Disrepute — A Framework for Judicial Review (2001) 25 Melb ULR 654 at 669;
see also Chappellv TCN Channel 9 Pty Limited (1988) 14 NSWLR 153.

2BTB27.
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simply, freedom of speech is not absolute. It is necessarily subject to limitations

which protect the individual rights of others.

30. For these reasons | am satisfied that charges 1 - 4 are made out.

THE ISSUE OF PENALTY

31.The Appellant made lengthy submissions at the hearing, in which he emphasised his
history as a greyhound industry participant, and the toll that these matters have taken
on his mental health. | have taken those factors into account in assessing penalty,

but there are other factors which must be balanced against them.

32. Firstly, as the Respondent submitted,?* there is a clear need for any penalty to reflect
the need for general deterrence. Industry participants must come to understand that
holding a licence is privilege and not a right. That privilege imposes a series of
obligations, not the least of which is the obligation to act publicly in a manner which
is not detrimental to the industry as a whole. The Appellant completely failed to meet

that obligation in committing charges 1 —4.

33.Secondly, the Appellant is not entitled to a discount for a plea of guilty in respect of

charges 1 -4. | have taken into account his plea of guilty in respect of charge 5.

34.Thirdly, as to charge 5, an essential component of the Respondent’s functions is its
power to give appropriate directions to participants for the purposes of regulating the
operation of the industry. When that power is exercised, and a direction is given to an
industry participant, he or she has an obligation to comply with it. Inthe present case,
the Appellant was given a direction. He completely ignored it by engaging in the very
conduct it sought to prevent. He could advance no cogent reason for doing so. Itis
well established that absent unusual or exceptional circumstances, it is almost
inevitable that a period of disqualification will be imposed when directions are

ignored.?®

24 Transcript 11.35.
2 Troy See v Racing NSW (Appeal Panel, Racing New South Wales) 17 April 2023.
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35. Fourthly, personal deterrence assumes considerable significance in an assessment
of penalty in the present case. Whilst the Appellant has no history of similar
offending, he has sought, from the outset, to excuse his conduct. Itis evident that he

has little or no insight into its fundamental unacceptability.

36. For all of these reasons, | regard the penalties imposed following the internal review
as the minimum penalties which are reasonably open on the facts. | may well have
given consideration to increasing them had the Respondent submitted that | should
do so. However, no such submission was put®® and accordingly, | will not interfere

with them.

ORDERS

37.For the reasons | have given | make the following orders:

1. The order made on 28 April 2026 pursuant to cl 20 of the Racing Appeals Tribunal
Regulation 2024 (NSW) is vacated.

2. The appealis dismissed.

3. The penalties imposed following the internal review are confirmed.

4. The period of suspension (imposed in respect of charges 1 — 4) and the period of
disqualification (in respect of charge 5) will each commence on 9 July 2026 and
each will expire at midnight on 8 September 2026.

5. The appeal depositis to be forfeited.

THE HONOURABLE G J BELLEW AM SC

2 July 2026

26 Submissions at [39].
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