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Reasons for Decision 

[1] The Applicant in this matter is licensed greyhound trainer, Ms Rhonda Essery.  On 9 December 2025, 

the Applicant, following her plea of guilty before Stewards to two offences against Greyhound Local 

Rule of Racing 11B (“LR11B”), received penalties of licence disqualification.  In respect of the first 

charge, she received, by way of penalty, a licence disqualification of four months duration.  For the 

second offence, a penalty of six months disqualification was imposed.  The penalties were ordered to 

be served cumulatively, the result being a ten month disqualification period operative from 19 

December 2025 until 18 December 2026.  Pursuant to section 252AB of the Racing Integrity Act 2016 

("the Act"), the Applicant now seeks a review of that determination, contending that the penalty 

imposed is excessive in the circumstances. 

[2] The charges against the Applicant1 allege a breach of LR11B(3).  That provision does not itself create an 

offence, but it is clear enough that what is really alleged is a breach of LR11B(2), in that the Applicant, 

as the person responsible for the greyhounds, permitted on two occasions those greyhounds to be 

euthanised other than in compliance with the requirements of LR11B(2), specifically LR11B(2)(a)(ii). 

[3] The greyhounds involved were Lyn's Watching, which had last raced on 19 September 2025, and which 

was euthanised on 23 September 2025, and Cash Manager, which had last raced on 10 October 2025 

before being euthanised on 21 October 2025. 

The Rule 

[4] LR11A(2) provides, in effect, that when a greyhound is no longer utilised for racing or breeding, and is 

not to be retained as a pet, then the owners have an obligation to rehouse the greyhound to an 

appropriate home.  LR11B then provides as follows: 

(2) An owner or person responsible for a greyhound at the relevant time, must not permit, or attempt to 

permit, the euthanasia of a greyhound unless: 

(a) a veterinarian has recommended euthanasia on humane grounds, or determined that the 

greyhound is unsuitable for rehoming on medical or behavioural grounds, meaning: 

(i) the greyhound has an intractable condition or serious injury, such that the greyhound's 

ongoing quality of life is likely to be poor and the veterinarian considers euthanasia to be the 

most appropriate course of action in the circumstances; or 

(ii) the greyhound has been temperament assessed by the veterinarian and found to display 

behaviour consistent with an unacceptable risk of aggression towards people or other animals; 

or 

(b) the Controlling Body's Greyhound Adoption Program (GAP) has temperament assessed the 

greyhound and certified that the greyhound is unsuitable for rehoming on behavioural grounds; or 

(c) the greyhound is a declared dangerous or menacing dog by a relevant local government 

authority; or 

(d) the greyhound has attacked or bitten a person causing significant injury requiring treatment by 

a medical practitioner; or 

 
1 Respondent's Index of Documents - Document 20, Penalty Notice 
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(e) the greyhound is required to be euthanised to comply with law (for example, a council 

destruction order or court order). 

(3) A temperament assessment conducted for the purposes of LR11B must not occur within 28 days of 

the greyhound's last start in a race, and the owner or person responsible for the greyhound at the 

relevant time must ensure that the greyhound has not engaged in any racing related activities, including 

but not limited to trialling, racing education or training, during the 28-day period. 

(4) An owner or person responsible for a greyhound at the relevant time, who permits the euthanasia of 

a greyhound in accordance with this Local Rule must: 

(a) ensure that the euthanasia procedure is performed by a registered veterinarian; and 

(b) when lodging the relevant documentation following the euthanasia of the greyhound pursuant 

to GAR 22 (which must include the veterinary certificate of euthanasia), also submit evidence to 

establish: 

(i) veterinary certification as to the relevant medical or behavioural grounds pursuant to 

subrule (2)(a) of this Local Rule; or 

(ii) GAP certification of unsuitability for rehoming on behavioural grounds; or Rules of Racing of 

Racing Queensland - Greyhound Page 6 

(iii) that the greyhound was a declared dangerous or menacing dog; or 

(iv) that treatment by a medical practitioner was required following an attack or bite upon a 

person, which must include a statement from the treating medical practitioner detailing the 

nature and extent of the injury and the treatment required; or 

(v) that the euthanasia was required to comply with law, whichever is applicable. 

(5) A person who breaches this Local Rule is guilty of an offence. 

[5] The effect of LR11B(2) is to prohibit the euthanasia of a greyhound except in particular circumstances 

identified in the rule.  Of relevance in this case is the exception which applies in a case of a greyhound 

temperamentally assessed by a veterinarian and found to display behaviour consistent with an 

unacceptable risk of aggression towards people or other animals.  Such an assessment must occur 

within 28 days of the greyhound's last race start, and the greyhound must not have engaged in any 

"racing related activities" during that period of time. 

[6] LR11B(4) places certain obligations on owners or other relevant persons who permit the euthanasia of 

the greyhound in accordance with the rules.  They include an obligation to ensure that the procedure is 

conducted by a registered veterinarian and an obligation to submit certain relevant documentation 

and evidence to establish a relevant matter identified in LR(4)(b). 

[7] Those matters referred to in LR11B(4) correspond with the excepting circumstances set out in 

LR11B(2).  Relevant for present purposes is LR11B(4)(b)(i), which requires veterinary certification as to 

“the relevant medical or behavioural grounds pursuant to subrule (2)(a)" of LR11B.  In the 

circumstances of this case, that requirement may be further refined as requiring certification as to the 

behaviour of the type referred to in LR11B(2)(a)(ii). 

[8] As indicated, approximately four days had elapsed between Lyn's Watching's last race and euthanasia 

on 23 September 2025, and approximately 11 days between Cash Manager's last race and his 

euthanasia on 10 October 2025.  Both dogs were euthanised by a registered veterinarian and in each 
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case, the certificate required by LR11B(4)(b)(i) was provided.  The Stewards accepted that a 

temperament assessment of both greyhounds had been conducted and that assessment resulted in 

both greyhounds being euthanised2. 

[9] Clearly both events occurred with the 28 day period mandated by LR11B(3).  The Stewards referred to 

this issue of the timing of the euthanasia as being "the essence of the case"3 and it is that issue of the 

timing of the euthanasia relative to the last races of the greyhounds, which in each case provides the 

basis of the charge. 

[10] As indicated above, the Applicant entered pleas of guilty to both charges, and the issue before this 

Panel relates solely to the penalty that was imposed on her.  

[11]  Factors of relevance to the imposition of penalty under the rules are set out in the Queensland Racing 

Integrity Commission Greyhound Racing Penalty Guidelines.  They include the need to ensure 

acceptable standards of animal welfare in the industry, and the maintenance of public trust and 

confidence in the integrity of greyhound racing.   

[12] The guidelines recognise that requirements of deterrence, both specific and general, are of importance 

to the issue of penalty determination. As the High Court recognised in Australian Building and 

Construction Commissioner v Pattinson4 proceedings of this nature are not penal in nature. Civil 

penalties such as are imposed in cases of this nature are imposed primarily, if not solely, for the 

purpose of deterrence.  They differ from criminal penalties which import notions of retribution and 

rehabilitation, as well as the issue of deterrence.   

[13] The imposition of a penalty under the rules necessarily involves striking a balance between the severity 

of the offence in the particular case and the need for deterrence, both general and specific, and any 

mitigating factors relevant to the Applicant or to the offence itself.  The guidelines refer not only to the 

seriousness of the breaching offence, but also to the circumstances in which it was committed, the 

personal circumstances of the offender, and the offender's disciplinary record.  Certain matters of 

potential mitigation and of aggravation are identified in the guidelines. 

[14] The offences here involved breaches of a rule concerned with greyhound welfare.  Any breach of such 

a rule can have implications for the integrity of the industry and is obviously a serious matter.  The 

purposes of the rule are obvious enough, and they are referred to in the Respondent's outline of 

submissions5.  

[15] Serious though any breach of the rule may be, that does not mean that any one particular penalty will 

apply to all such cases.  The guidelines specifically recognise that each case must be assessed 

according to its own merits, taking into account any mitigating or aggravating factors, together with any 

human rights considerations.   

[16] It is to be noted that the guidelines provide no starting penalty for this particular offence and the 

imposition of penalty, therefore, is at large, subject of course, to the application of the guidelines and 

the application of any other relevant penalty considerations. 

 
2 See Transcript of Audio 2, lines 57 to 61, and lines 98 to 103.  Transcript of Audio 3, lines 20 to 23. 
3 See Transcript of Audio 2 lines 68-69 
4 Australian Building and Construction Commission v Pattinson 2022 96 ALJR 426 
5 Outline of Respondent's Submissions, paragraph 10 and following 
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[17] The applicant has been involved in the greyhound industry for some 40 or more years.  She is a clearly 

a very experienced trainer and she has no disciplinary history involving animal abuse or disregard for 

animal welfare. 

[18] A veterinarian from whom the Panel has heard gave evidence supportive of the Applicant and spoke 

highly of the Applicant's attention to issues involving the welfare of animals and of greyhounds under 

her charge.  In the Panel's view, the issue of personal deterrence does not arise as a real issue in this 

case.  Her demonstrated history of care of greyhounds is sufficient to establish that fact.  She pleaded 

guilty to these charges at an early stage, and she cooperated fully with the Stewards during their 

Inquiry. 

[19] So far as the circumstances of the offences are concerned, the Stewards acknowledged that she did 

provide the necessary veterinary assessments, and that the animals were euthanised by a registered 

veterinarian.  The issue as identified above concerns the application of the 28 day period. 

[20] There is no doubting that the rule change introduced by LR11B was widely advertised within the 

industry, and the Applicant does not dispute, indeed she accepts, that she was a aware of the rule and 

its requirements. 

[21] A critical finding of the Stewards in this case was that the degree of culpability by the Applicant was of a 

high level.  In the view of this Panel, that conclusion is not supported by careful consideration of the 

evidence. 

[22] The Applicant made reference during the Stewards Inquiry to a letter sent by the GAP rehousing 

manager of the Queensland Racing Integrity Commission in May 2005 to another licensed trainer.  In 

part, that letter advised that if the dog concerned was unsuitable for rehousing, the licensee should 

contact her veterinarian for advice.   

[23] The letter was produced by the Applicant on the first day of the Stewards hearing, where the following 

passage occurs:6  

James Philp:  Okay, fair enough. So, are you familiar with Local Rule 11B? 

Rhonda Essery:  Yes 

James Philp:  Okay. 

Rhonda Essery:  I have a letter here from Lisa, the GAP rehoming manager. 

James Philp:  Noted. 

Rhonda Essery:  It said that any dogs – because the dog goes for me all the time and that they have 

bitten me when I've tried to feed them… 

James Philp:  Noted. 

Rhonda Essery:  …because they're fighting with other dogs and also, they attacked my husband and he's 

a diabetic and he had severe – so I have a letter here from – I always deal with GAP; I put a lot of dogs 

through GAP… 

 
6 Transcript of Stewards Hearing Audio 1 lines 99-126 
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James Philp:  Noted. 

Rhonda Essery:  …and I would never, ever let these dogs go through GAP because of their thing – of their 

nature. They would – I couldn't even let my grandkids in the kennel when we were feeding because I was 

too scared. If they ever got out, they would attack my grandkids. 

James Philp:  Noted. So, the communication from Lisa Kohler, is that a letter or an email?  

Rhonda Essery:  It was an email to a friend of mine that had the same problem, Kerry Griffin and he has 

passed it on to me because we're in the Owners and Trainers and we all talk about everything that we 

get from anybody.  

James Philp:  Okay.  

Rhonda Essery:  But yeah, it's got here, to the participants rehoming program, terms and condition, we 

cannot green collar access a retired greyhound unless they have been desexed and vaccinated and then 

it’s, if you feel the dog is unsuitable for rehoming, I suggest you contact your vet there for advice. 

[24] The Stewards took the view that this document had no bearing whatever upon this particular case.  

They said that it was not addressed to the Applicant and does not indicate a formal waiver or release 

from the rules of racing, does not mention euthanasia or any relevant greyhound's name.  However, 

the relevance of the letter lay in the state of mind of the Applicant, and it has a clear bearing upon the 

degree of culpability involved in her behaviour. In our view, it is not correct to regard the letter as being 

entirely irrelevant to this case.  The advice it contains is correct, although it does not go any further 

than suggesting a consultation with the licensee's veterinarian.   

[25] The Applicant here, as noted above, is a very experienced trainer who is obviously very experienced in 

the handling and the behaviour of greyhounds.  The Stewards considered that as the dogs had 

displayed aggression in the past, she should have been able to continue to manage that behaviour 

until the expiry of the 28 day period.  Such an observation or conclusion, in the Panel's view, ignores 

the Applicant's evidence as to the deterioration in the condition of the behaviour of the dogs7 and does 

not properly recognise the experience of the Applicant and her clear knowledge of the behaviour of 

animals under her care.   

[26] Apart from the evidence of the veterinarian to whom we've already referred, the Applicant also has 

produced a character reference from Mr Michael Fusco, the president of the Townsville Greyhound 

Racing Club.  A character reference is important in several respects, one of which involves an 

assessment of whether the applicant is a person who has likely to have conducted herself in the highly 

culpable way in which the Respondent alleges.  The evidence of the veterinarian and the character 

reference are not consistent with such an assessment in the Panel's view. 

[27] There are a number of issues that were identified during the course of submissions which raise real 

concerns with the decision in this case.  Not the least of these involves the reference to so called 

circumstances of aggravation, which I set out in the paragraph numbered 2 of the document headed 

Decision8. 

 
7 Transcript of Audio 1, lines 177 to 233. 
8 Respondent's Outline of Documents - Document 19, decision delivered 19 December 2025 
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[28] It is firstly to be said that it is doubtful whether those matters in fact constitute circumstances of 

aggravation, as distinct from being merely circumstances of the offence itself.  But importantly, one 

matter referred to is the Applicant's evidence that a veterinary assessment was not undertaken on 

both greyhounds prior to their respective euthanasia.  There appears to be no such evidence evident in 

the transcript.  

[29] Reference was made to a number of so called comparable cases. The first was a matter of 

Worthington, a decision of the Western Australian Racing Appeals Tribunal9.  That case involved three 

charges of improper conduct under the rules, relating, it seems, to the euthanasia of a greyhound.  The 

Applicant there had been issued with cautions over "a number of greyhounds being euthanised by 

him" in the past, and that clearly was a significant feature of that case. 

[30] In the decision of the majority, it was observed that a fairly lengthy period of disqualification should 

generally flow, "from a failure by a trainer to follow a direction given by the Stewards and in particular 

this direction to have dogs assessed by the program before being euthanised."  That clearly the 

reference to the previous cautions or warnings delivered to Mr Worthington.  In any event, that is 

clearly a more serious case involving three charges of improper conduct with important factual 

differences to the present matter. 

[31] The matter of Gary Febey is a decision of the Victorian Racing Tribunal10.  Mr Febey was charged with 

six offences.  He pleaded not guilty.  There was clearly a case of the unnecessary euthanasia of a 

healthy animal.  He knew this, according to the record.  There had been no cooperation by him.  There 

was a great need there for specific deterrence.  There was no remorse demonstrated by him.  It is a 

much more serious case than the present and not at all comparable.  He may have been lucky to have 

received the disqualification period of six months. 

[32] The other matter is the recent decision of the same Stewards Panel that decided this matter, involving 

Mr Ricky Hassall.11  Again, it was a matter which involved the euthanising of a greyhound, the same 

charge that is brought here.  Apparently, Mr Hassall may have had communication difficulties and was 

said to be unaware of the rule.  Stewards there recognised that Worthington was of no assistance, as it 

involved a different rule and was significantly more serious.  Mr Hassall received a reprimand for his 

behaviour.  It may be fairly said that Mr Hassall's case seems to have turned much upon his apparent 

lack of awareness of the rule changes, though one wonders how that might have afforded him any 

excuse.  But in any event, circumstances appear different to the present.  It was described as being an 

early case on this rule and one which involved, as it were, “a shot across the bow” to alert trainers as to 

the rule. 

[33] It is perhaps a little surprising that it wasn't one of the decisions referred to by the Stewards in 

delivering the present matter.  There is a huge gap of course between a penalty of a reprimand and 

one of ten months disqualification.  Perhaps the case serves to demonstrate that there is a range of 

penalties that are appropriate for this offence.  

[34] The other matter that requires some mention here is the issue of human rights. The guidelines make 

human rights a consideration of relevance and they impose obligations on public entities under the 

Human Rights Act 2019 to ensure that decisions are compatible with human rights.  The phrase 

 
9 Western Australian Racing Appeals Tribunal number 795, 6 July 2017. 
10 Greyhound Racing Victoria v Gary Febey Victorian Racing Tribunal 15 October 2024 
11 Queensland Racing integrity Commission v Ricky Hassall 24 November 2025 
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"compatible with human rights" means an act or decision does not limit a human right or limits a 

human right only to the extent that is reasonable and demonstrably justifiable.   

[35] The guidelines recognise that a penalty of licence disqualification or suspension may limit a person's 

human rights, in particular, the right to property and a form of income, earned from a licence, and the 

right to reputation under section 32 of the Act.  They require that in deciding whether a limit on human 

rights is reasonable or justifiable, consideration may be given, inter alia, to whether there are any less 

restrictive or reasonably available ways to achieve the purpose of the punishment imposed. 

[36] In the Panel's view, this is clearly not a case involving the unnecessary euthanising of otherwise healthy 

animals.  Such cases may be deserving of more condign punishment.  It is not difficult to imagine cases 

which involve far greater levels or culpability or moral blameworthiness than that which exists in the 

present case. 

[37] In the Panel's view, the decision the subject of the application does not properly or adequately reflect 

the issues of mitigation identified in the material, nor does it properly reflect the requirements of the 

human rights considerations.  In our view, the purpose of the penalty in this case can be achieved by 

the imposition of a penalty, other than the very severe penalty of disqualification.  It is wrong to 

suppose that other forms of penalty do not provide appropriate denunciation of conduct involved. 

[38] We consider that the penalties imposed in this matter should be set aside in accordance with section 

252AH (1)(c) AH of the Act, and we would order in respect of the first charge that a fine of $3000 should 

be imposed.  In respect of the second charge, we impose a licence suspension period of six months, 

but order that that period of suspension should itself be suspended for a period of 12 months, during 

which time the Applicant must not commit any further violations of this rule to avoid being dealt with 

for the suspended term. 

[39] We consider that such a penalty outcome is sufficient in this case to achieve the purposes of penalty 

under the rules. 
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