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DECISION
GREYHOUND RACING VICTORIA
and
IVAN CHIRCOP


Date of Hearing:	18 February 2025, 19 February 2025 and 20 February 2025

Date of Decision:		4 April 2025

Panel:	Judge Marilyn Harbison (Deputy Chairperson), Mr Des Gleeson and Dr Andrew Gould.

[bookmark: _Hlk16238640]Appearances: 	Mr Sam Stafford, instructed by Mr Anthony Pearce, appeared on behalf of the Stewards.
	Mr Ivan Chircop represented himself and appeared as a witness.
	Mr Dylan Bartolo appeared as a witness.
Mr Christopher Gawne appeared as a witness.
Dr Madonna Buiter appeared as a witness.
Mr Damien Morris appeared as a witness.
Mr Jack O’Connell appeared as a witness.
Dr Marius du Toit appeared as a witness.
Ms Jennifer Di Bartolomeo appeared as a witness.
Dr Michael Bell appeared as a witness.
Mr Vic Griffen appeared as a witness.
Mr Shaun Boag appeared as a witness.
Mr Gary Wilson appeared as a witness.
Mr Malcolm Hirtzel appeared as a witness.
	
Charges:	Greyhounds Australasia Rule (“GAR”) states:
	(2) A person must exercise the care and supervision necessary to prevent a greyhound under the person's care or custody from being subjected to unnecessary pain or suffering, or from anything which is likely to lead to unnecessary pain or suffering.

	
GAR 164(a) states:
	An offence is committed if a person (including an official): 
(a) makes a false or misleading statement in relation to or during an investigation, inspection, examination, test or inquiry (or at any other disciplinary process, hearing or appeal proceeding) or makes or causes to be made a falsification in a document in connection with greyhound racing or the registration of a greyhound.

GAR 156(h) states:
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.

GAR 21(1)(d) states:
(1) A person must ensure that any greyhound in the person's care or custody, is at all times provided with:
(d) veterinary attention when necessary.

GAR 151(1) states:
(1) The person in charge of a greyhound must keep and retain written records detailing all vaccinations, antiparasitics and treatments administered to the greyhound:
(a) from the time the greyhound enters their care until the greyhound leaves their care;
(b) for a minimum of two years.

GAR 21(3) states:
(3) A person shall not cause or permit, on any premises owned or occupied by that person, any condition that is likely to be dangerous to the health, welfare or safety of that greyhound.

Particulars of charges:	Charge 1: GAR 21(2)
	1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were the owner of, and had the care or custody of, the greyhound “Prince Of Haddon” (VHLSM), which was housed at your kennel address.

3. On 29 April 2024, you reported the unexpected death of Prince Of Haddon to GRV and advised that the greyhound had died as a result of a snake bite. 

4. On 14 May 2024, a post-mortem examination found that Prince Of Haddon had most likely died as a result of starvation.

5. You have failed to exercise the care and supervision necessary to prevent Prince Of Haddon, a greyhound in your care or custody, from being subjected to unnecessary pain or suffering, or from anything which is likely to lead to unnecessary pain or suffering.

Charge 2: GAR 164(a)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were the owner of, and had the care or custody of, the greyhound “Prince Of Haddon” (VHLSM), which was housed at your kennel address.

3. On 29 April 2024, you reported the unexpected death of Prince Of Haddon to GRV and advised that the greyhound had died as a result of a snake bite. 

4. On this day you provided Integrity officials a photograph of the snake you had located in the greyhounds kennel, and which you stated caused the death of Prince Of Haddon.

5. The photograph was subsequently shown to have been taken on 6 October 2023.
6. You have made false or misleading statements in relation to an investigation and/or inquiries into the death of the greyhound, Prince Of Haddon.

Charge 3: GAR 156(h)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were the owner of, and had the care or custody of, the greyhound “Prince Of Haddon” (VHLSM), which was housed at your kennel address.

3. On 1 May 2024, Investigative Stewards issued you with a Lawful Order directing you to surrender your mobile phone for the purpose of forensic analysis. 

4. You refused to surrender your mobile phone and therefore failed to comply with the Lawful Order.

Charge 4: GAR 21(2)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you had the care and custody of the greyhound “In The Shadows” (VFYTU).

3. On 13 May 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed IN THE SHADOWS with injuries to its rear left leg.  

4. On 15 May 2024, following a veterinary inspection, In The Shadows was euthanised.
5. On 17 May 2024, a necropsy of In The Shadows found that the greyhound was suffering from bone cancer (prolonged); as well as other conditions including, emaciated body condition and secondary indications of starvation.

6. You have failed to exercise the care and supervision necessary to prevent In The Shadows, a greyhound in your care or custody, from being subjected to unnecessary pain or suffering, or from anything which is likely to lead to unnecessary pain or suffering.

Charge 5: GAR 21(1)(d)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you had the care and custody of the greyhound “In The Shadows” (VFYTU).

3. On 13 May 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed In The Shadows with injuries to its rear left leg.  

4. On 15 May 2024, following a veterinary inspection, In The Shadows was euthanised.

5. On 17 May 2024, a necropsy of In The Shadows found that the greyhound was suffering from bone cancer (prolonged); as well as other conditions including, emaciated body condition and secondary indications of starvation.

6. You have failed to ensure that In The Shadows, a greyhound in your care or custody, is at all times provided with veterinary attention when necessary.



Charge 6: GAR 151(1)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were in the care or custody of the greyhound “In The Shadows” (VFYTU).

3. On 11 July 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and requested your treatment records for this greyhound.  

4. Treatment records provided on this day were incomplete.

Charge 7: GAR 151(1)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were in charge of the greyhound Unnamed “Lily” (VEMXF).

3. On 11 July 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and requested your treatment records for this greyhound.  

4. Treatment records provided on this day were incomplete and detailed no entries.

Charge 8: GAR 21(1)(d)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you had the care or custody of the greyhound Unnamed “Lily” (VEMXF).

3. On 13 May 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed Lily suffering with longstanding and severe behavioural health issues.  

4. Lily had not been provided with any relevant treatment or veterinary attention to address these issues.

5. You have failed to ensure that Lily, a greyhound in your care or custody, is at all times provided with veterinary attention when necessary.

Charge 9: GAR 21(2)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you had the care or custody of the greyhound Unnamed “Lily” (VEMXF).

3. On 13 May 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed Lily suffering with longstanding and severe behavioural health issues.  

4. Lily had not been provided with any relevant treatment or veterinary attention to address these issues.

5. You have failed to exercise the care and supervision necessary to prevent ‘Lily’, a greyhound in your care or custody, from being subjected to unnecessary pain or suffering, or from anything which is likely to lead to unnecessary pain or suffering.
Charge 10: GAR 21(3)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were in the care or custody of the greyhound Unnamed “Shifty” (VJBWD) at your registered kennel address.

3. On 13 May 2024 Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed Shifty in an emaciated condition and significantly underweight.  

4. You have caused or permitted, on a premises owned or occupied by you, a condition that is likely to be dangerous to the health, welfare or safety of the greyhound Shifty.

Charge 11: GAR 21(3)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were in the care or custody of the greyhound “Eumeralla Rosie” (VDGOID) at your registered kennel address.

3. On 13 May 2024 Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed Eumeralla Rosie’ in an emaciated condition and significantly underweight.  

4. You have caused or permitted, on a premises owned or occupied by you, a condition that is likely to be dangerous to the health, welfare or safety of the greyhound Eumeralla Rosie.

Charge 12: GAR 151(1)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you had the care or custody of the greyhound Eumeralla Rosie (VDGOID).

3. On 13 May 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed Eumeralla Rosie in an emaciated condition and significantly underweight.  

4. You stated the greyhound had previously been diagnosed with acidosis and was under the veterinary care of Dr Michael Bell and receiving treatment for a possible infection.

5. Treatment records provided to Investigative Stewards were found to be incomplete.    

Charge 13: GAR 21(3)

1. You were, at all relevant times, a trainer registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 234711) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. At all relevant times, you were in the care or custody of the greyhound “Winchel Lad” (NICZI) at your registered kennel address.

3. On 13 May 2024, Investigative Stewards attended your kennel address and observed Winchel Lad in an emaciated condition and significantly underweight.  

4. You have caused or permitted, on a premises owned or occupied by you, a condition that is likely to be dangerous to the health, welfare or safety of the greyhound ‘Winchel Lad’.

Pleas: 				Guilty to Charges 3, 6, 7 and 12 

Not Guilty to Charges 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13 


DECISION 

Background

1. Mr Ivan Chircop is a greyhound trainer and owner. He has pleaded Not Guilty to nine charges arising out of his care of several greyhounds at his property. His kennels are located at Haddon, on the outskirts of Ballarat, and at the time of these events he was the owner and/or trainer of 68 adult dogs and 12 puppies kennelled there.

2. He has pleaded guilty to a further four charges, being Charges 3, 6, 7 and 12. 

3. We will outline the contested charges in general and then deal with the evidence relating to each individual contested charge.

4. There are three charges of failing to exercise care to prevent pain and suffering. These charges all relate to observations of three of his greyhounds by the Stewards in April 2024. The greyhounds are Prince Of Haddon, In the Shadows, and Unnamed Lily. 

5. There is one charge of providing false and misleading information. This relates to Mr Chircop providing a photograph of a snake to the Stewards on 29 April 2024 and allegedly telling the Stewards that the dog had been bitten by this snake. 

6. There are two charges of failing to ensure that a greyhound is provided with proper veterinary attention. These charges relate to two greyhounds, In the Shadows and Unnamed Lily. 

7. There are three charges alleging that Mr Chircop permitted conditions dangerous to the health of a greyhound in his care. The charges relate to observations of the Stewards and a veterinarian on 13 May 2024 and relate to greyhounds named Unnamed Shifty, Euramella Rosie, and Winchel Lad. 



8. The Stewards attended Mr Chircop’s property on 13 May 2024, together with a veterinarian, Dr Madonna Buiter. They were there to investigate the death of two greyhounds belonging to Mr Chircop. The greyhounds were Tippa Mulwee and Prince Of Haddon. It was the observations that they made on that day that have culminated in the charges before us. We note at the outset that no charges have been laid in respect of Tippa Mulwee.

9. Firstly, they noticed that another greyhound, not yet registered, but referred to as Lily, was compulsively circling in her yard. When they brought that to Mr Chircop's attention, he said that he had previously been told when she was a pup to put her down, but he had decided not to do so. He had tried several ways to address her condition, including use of a calming medication. 

10. The Stewards then observed In the Shadows. This dog was examined by Dr Buiter who decided that it needed veterinary attention. The Stewards then gave Mr Chircop an order to take it immediately to be assessed by a veterinarian.

11. They then saw the three other dogs – Shifty, Eumarella Rosie, and Winchel Lad. Dr Buiter thought that each was significantly underweight. Mr Chircop was ordered to put rugs on these greyhounds, weigh them and send a copy of the weights to the Stewards.

12. In accordance with the Stewards’ order, Mr Chircop took In the Shadows to the veterinarian. It was, however, a different veterinarian than that specified by the Stewards and a day later than ordered. The dog was euthanised on 16 May 2024.

Charge 1 – Prince Of Haddon

13. Mr Chircop is charged with having not exercised care to prevent pain and suffering to Prince Of Haddon. 

14. There was an autopsy report in relation to this dog completed on 14 May 2024. The report noted that the dog weighed 24.6 kilograms. It noted severe skeletal muscle atrophy and no appreciable fat reserves. The main findings noted were emaciation and large amounts of foreign material in the stomach. It was suggested that the emaciation may have been due to malnutrition due to starvation or alternatively to the consumption of some plastic foreign material obstructing digestion. It was said that this latter alternative was unlikely because the stomach was empty. 

15. There was some difficulty in assessing the autopsy findings, as neither the Stewards or Dr Buiter saw the dog alive, and the carcass had been frozen and then thawed prior to the autopsy.

16. On balance, it is our view that the medical evidence as to the cause of death of this dog is equivocal. It appears that the dog had ingested a significant quantity of plastic, as there was a half chewed plastic sheet on the property. There is no evidence that Mr Chircop knew of this and failed to take steps to prevent it. The wasting to the dog may well have been caused by this obstruction in its stomach. 

17. Dr Buiter conceded that the evidence was consistent with the dog having ingested the plastic out of habit, or because it was bored.

18. There is no evidence at all of Mr Chircop having starved the dog. Indeed, the evidence which Mr Chircop presented was of large and sustaining meals being fed to all his dogs. He produced evidence from his partner, his supplier and also from other participants in the industry, each of whom attested to the care which Mr Chircop takes to feed his dogs well. 

19. Mr Chircop gave evidence that he fed his dogs a significant quantity of bread. He produced a letter from Mr Chuck Read, a Ballarat Bakers Delight business owner, which confirmed that Mr Chircop collected from his shop in excess of $1,000 retail value in bread twice a week for his greyhounds.  

20. Mr Chircop also produced a letter from the manager of a pet food shop in Ballarat, Ms Michelle Garrard. She said that she was familiar with Mr Chircop, as he had bought approximately 350 kilograms a week for his greyhounds from her store at Ballarat and previously from a different store in which she worked at Geelong. She described him as appearing happy and proud whenever he spoke about his greyhounds and she observed that she would find it very difficult to believe that he would neglect his dogs.

21. We accept this evidence. We do not consider that the fact that the dog’s stomach was found empty on autopsy materially affects the veracity of this evidence.

22. However, even though we do not accept that the dog’s condition resulted from any maltreatment of the dog by Mr Chircop, it is clear that the condition of the dog had significantly deteriorated for quite some time before its death. It is our view that Mr Chircop should have become aware of the dog’s alarming rate of decline well before its death. The dog died on 28 April 2024. We accept the evidence of Dr Buiter that Mr Chircop should have been aware of the dog’s increasing emaciation for at least five to seven days before its death.

23. It is most likely that he failed to observe closely the dog in that time as he was distracted by the final stages of his partner’s pregnancy and the birth of their child on 26 April 2024, some two days before the dog’s death. His partner gave evidence that she was usually heavily involved with the feeding and care of all the dogs on the property but could not do so in the final weeks of her pregnancy. It is most likely that Mr Chircop’s attention was not drawn to the dogs increasingly emaciated state over this time.

24. We find this charge proven to our comfortable satisfaction.

Charge 2 – The Photo of the Snake

25. Charge 2 alleges that Mr Chircop misled the Stewards in relation to the cause of death of Prince Of Haddon by providing a photo of a snake and suggesting that the dog had died from a bite from that snake.

26. Mr Jack O’Connell, who describes himself as an Intelligence Analyst with Greyhound Racing Victoria (“GRV”), telephoned Mr Chircop on 29 April 2024 to discuss the circumstances of the death of Prince Of Haddon. He said that Mr Chircop had told him that he had found Prince Of Haddon dead in its kennel on 28 April 2024 and that he believed the cause of death to have been a snakebite. Mr O’Connell asked him to send photos of the dead greyhound and Mr Chircop also offered to send him a photo of the dead snake.

27. The photo of the snake was sent to Mr O’Connell on the same day, together with a message on the photo which read “this is the mongrel that got them”.

28. Mr O'Connell became suspicious when he inspected the metadata of the images that he had been sent. The metadata indicated that the six images sent of the two dead greyhounds were taken on 29 April 2024, whereas the metadata for the image of the deceased snake indicated that that photo was taken on 26 October 2023.

29. The Stewards allege that Mr Chircop has fabricated the account of Prince Of Haddon having died by snake bite and has done so to cover up the fact that his poor animal husbandry caused its deaths.

30. When he was interviewed by the Stewards about this, Mr Chircop initially said that a phone specialist had told him what possibly could have happened but that he wanted to keep the explanation close to his chest and that the Stewards should be able to work it out for themselves. He later identified that phone specialist as Mr Gary Wilson, who runs a business repairing mobile phones.

31. Mr Wilson provided a statement indicating that he had inspected Mr Chircop’s mobile phone on 4 May 2024. Mr Chircop told him that he had been accused of sending a photo of a snake taken on an earlier date. Mr Wilson examined the phone. He said that he had noticed that the photo of the snake had been stored into an album that had been created on an earlier date, so that when the photo was sent it was labelled with the previous date. Mr Wilson said that he then deleted the album and all the photos in that album returned to their correct time date and location. He confirmed the date, time and location of the photo of the snake was 1:29 pm, the location was hidden and the date was 29 April 2024.

32. We heard evidence from both Mr O'Connell and Mr Wilson. It is fair to say that we were unimpressed with both witnesses. Despite his description of himself as an Intelligence Analyst, Mr O'Connell has no qualifications or experience in analysing phone software or in computer science. His only relevant background is a period working at Big W assisting customers to print out photos from their phones. His evidence was shallow and unconvincing.

33. Mr Wilson is a phone repairer. We accept that he has had many years’ experience in repairing phones. However, he was unable to explain to us with any clarity how the date stamp on the snake photo could have changed.

34. Thus, we have discounted the evidence of both these witnesses.

35. We accept Mr Chircop’s evidence that he took the photo of the snake on the day the dog died, after having seen it in close proximity to the dog, and that he believed that the snake had bitten the dog.

36. We are thus unable to be comfortably satisfied that by presenting the photograph of the snake, Mr Chircop made any false or misleading statement regarding it to the Stewards.

37. We note that the Stewards’ final submissions on liability conceded that there was insufficient evidence for the Tribunal to be satisfied in respect of this charge.

38. This charge is therefore dismissed. 

Charges 4 and 5 – In The Shadows

39. Mr Chircop is charged with having failed to exercise care to prevent pain and suffering to In the Shadows, and also with having failed to provide veterinary attention for this dog. 

40. Dr Buiter was very concerned about In the Shadows when she saw him at the time of the kennel inspection on 13 May 2024. She described this dog as lying on a raised bed. She noticed a large swelling around the knee joint of the left hind leg. The dog was unable to bear weight on that leg. She also noticed extreme muscle wastage in the upper limb muscles. Mr Chircop told her that he had taken the dog to veterinarian, Dr Michael Bell, a few weeks before and the Dr Bell had said that it may have been a kneecap problem. He said that he had been giving the dog meloxicam.

41. Dr Buiter thought that the swelling could be bone cancer. She observed that the greyhound was in pain and told Mr Chircop to give the dog further pain relief and get it to a veterinarian the next day, 14 May 2024. Instead of doing so, Mr Chircop took In the Shadows to Dr Marius du Toit at the Ballarat Vet Clinic where it was euthanised on 15 May 2024.

42. Dr Buiter gave evidence that the mass was likely to have been chronic and to have occurred over at least several weeks. She said that there should have been more awareness of the deterioration of this greyhound’s state. She described this as an incredibly painful condition for the dog. She thought that the dog would have been lame for at least weeks, probably for months, before her examination.

43. The Stewards arranged for this dog to be autopsied and there was a postmortem report in evidence before us. This report was compiled by Dr Yuchi Chen of the University of Melbourne. The report confirmed that the dog had bone cancer. It also estimated that this condition was chronic and had been ongoing for a substantial period of time. The report also described the body condition of this dog as emaciated. The report referred to secondary indicators of starvation, in that there was inadequate food in the gut and intestines and that there was the presence of grass in the stomach.

44. Dr Bell of the Craigieburn Animal Hospital gave evidence before us. Dr Bell is a very experienced and highly regarded greyhound veterinarian. He said that Mr Chircop had taken In The Shadows to him for a consultation on 5 May 2024, some eight days prior to the Stewards’ visit. Dr Bell had noticed lameness in the dog’s left leg. He recorded pain on palpation of the stifle and discomfort on flexion. He said that no obvious swelling was identified at the time of the examination. His diagnosis at that time was early osteosarcoma or inflammation from trauma to the stifle. He said that it was decided not to x-ray the dog at that time, but instead to put it onto pain medication. If the dog deteriorated or improved for that the fortnight after the examination, he thought it advisable to x-ray the stifle as the likely diagnosis would be osteosarcoma.

45. He was content with Mr Chircop administering meloxicam to the dog over that time. At that time, he described the dog as being an acceptable body condition. 

46. Mr Chircop gave evidence to the Tribunal that he had attempted to make a later appointment with Dr Bell in the days before the Stewards visit, and he was becoming worried that the lump in the dog’s leg was growing bigger. He said that the veterinarian was booked out and he was placed on a waiting list. The Stewards suggested that this evidence was false. We do not accept this. In our view, Mr Chircop gave truthful evidence.

47. Dr Marius du Toit gave evidence before the Tribunal.  Dr du Toit described Mr Chircop as having been a client of his practice since 2022 and said that he was familiar with several of his dogs. 

48. Dr du Toit recalled being told that the Stewards had visited Mr Chircop’s premises and required him to get veterinary care for this dog as it had a suspected cancer of the bone. His evidence was that Mr Chircop made an appointment for the date specified by the Stewards, which was 14 May 2024, but that the clinic had to postpone this appointment because the veterinarian was called out to an accident involving a horse being struck by a car. He gave evidence that his dog was seen on 15 May 2024 and was euthanised because of bone cancer.

49. We are not persuaded that either charge is made out in relation to this dog. It is crucial to our thinking that Mr Chircop had taken this dog to see Dr Michael Bell only eight days before it was examined by Dr Buiter. Dr Bell had given Mr Chircop advice as to the appropriate treatment for this dog, and Mr Chircop followed that advice. 

50. There was some difference between Dr Buiter’s analysis of the likely trajectory of the progression of the bone cancer and Dr Bell’s initially more hopeful prognosis, but it is not necessary for us to decide between the two scenarios. We think it likely that the clinical findings which so concerned Dr Buiter had only arisen within a very short time before her visit. In any event, the crucial point is that we are satisfied that Mr Chircop was following the advice of his veterinarian in his care of this dog. In those circumstances, we think it inappropriate to suggest that Mr Chircop unreasonably delayed seeking veterinary attention for this dog or failed to prevent unnecessary pain and suffering. It is only with the benefit of hindsight that it is clear that he should have returned to see the veterinarian sooner than he did. Bone cancer has a very fast trajectory. Mr Chircop clearly did not initially realise the seriousness of the dog’s condition. However, we are comfortably satisfied that he acted in what he thought to be the best interests of the dog at all relevant times.

51. These charges are dismissed.



Charges 8 and 9 – Unnamed Lily

52. Mr Chircop is charged with having failed to exercise care to prevent pain and suffering to Unnamed Lily, and also with having failed to provide veterinary treatment for this dog. 

53. Dr Buiter was very concerned about the behaviour of Unnamed Lily. She described her as compulsively circling. She was told by Mr Chircop that this dog was very aggressive and that its compulsive behaviours were longstanding. Dr Buiter and the Stewards described seeing deep circle patterns in her pen consistent with incessant obsessive circling.

54. When asked about her by the Stewards, Mr Chircop said that there was not anything wrong with her, that she had a bit of anxiety and that she had been that way since she was a pup. He said that she had been compulsively circling in her yard for the last eight years, but he thought it was not an issue. He said that he knew that she had a mental health issue, and she had been rejected from the Greyhound Adoption Program (“GAP”). He stopped the trial medication because it was not doing anything for her.

55. The Stewards have failed to prove these charges to our comfortable satisfaction. The evidence shows that this dog had an intractable mental condition. Mr Chircop had sought expert medical opinion several times as to how she could be treated, but the treatment had proved ineffective. Since then, he has tried behavioural rather than medical solutions. We do not criticise him for this. We are satisfied that there is no significant prospect of any cure being effected. Mr Chircop’s realistic choice was between euthanising the dog or keeping her as a pet. We are satisfied from the evidence presented that the dog lives comfortably and is well cared for. Its circling behaviour presents itself regularly, but the dog is housed in a large pen which accommodates this. We do not believe that it was necessary for Mr Chircop to seek any further veterinary advice in respect of this condition and we are not persuaded that he has failed to exercise care to prevent pain and suffering to this dog.

56. We note that Mr Chircop’s premises and dogs had been inspected by the Stewards on multiple occasions before these events and no previous concerns had been raised about the circling behaviour of this dog.

57. These charges are dismissed.

Charge 10 – Unnamed Shifty

58. Mr Chircop is charged with having permitted a condition to exist dangerous to the health of Unnamed Shifty.

59. Dr Buiter gave evidence that when she observed Unnamed Shifty, he was underweight. His coat was rough, indicating lack of nutrition. He was in an outside yard, and she did not see any rugs or coats near him. She was concerned that he needed extra food and warmth.

60. When she saw him again on 11 July 2024, she noticed that he had improved. Mr Chircop suggested to her that this dog was naturally skinny, but she said that he would not have improved in that way if that had been the case.

Charge 11 – Euramella Rosie

61. Dr Buiter described Eumarella Rosie as in an emaciated to thin body condition with a body score of 1.5. Mr Chircop told her that the dog had suffered from acidosis and was receiving treatment from Dr Bell for a possible infection.

62. Mr Chircop told the Stewards that this dog was eating all his food and was fed every day. He said that he was feeding him 850 grams a day because he was a bigger dog. He denied having mistreated the dog in any way.

63. Mr Chircop also presented veterinary evidence from Dr Bell in relation to this dog. Dr Bell said that Mr Chircop had brought it to see him because it had lost weight but was still eating at the date of the visit, which was 5 May 2024.

64. Dr Bell gave evidence before us that the dog appeared normal, except for being underweight. He said that they discussed doing full blood tests to determine the cause of the weight loss, but decided instead to increase the amount of feed and the fat content in the diet and to put further testing on hold until this had been done.

65. Dr Bell described the dogs which had been brought to him by Mr Chircop for various reasons as having been in generally good body condition, although he described Eumeralla Rosie as being the exception in that she was still eating at the time of the examination 

Charge 13 – Winchel Lad (Nugget)

66. Mr Chircop is charged with having permitted a condition dangerous to the health of Winchel Lad.

67. The dog was observed by Dr Buiter as being underweight, with a body condition score of 1.5, and without a rug. Dr Buiter gave evidence and appeared before us. She described having seen Nugget on 13 May 2024 in an emaciated to thin body condition with a body score of 1.5. However, she also described him as bright, alert and responsive. There was bedding provided for him, but no coat visible near the run.

68. She said that she was concerned that if things were not rectified, there was a risk of significant deterioration in the dog’s condition.

69. When Mr Chircop was asked about this dog at the time of the inquiry, he said that he was asked about this dog by the Stewards on the week that he had had his first child. After it had been brought to his attention, they brought the dog into the shed and kept rugs on him continuously. He said that it was not emaciated or anorexic. He said there was a lot going on personally for him at the time, as his partner had delivered their first child on 26 April 2024, barely a fortnight before the Stewards visit, and the dog was probably a bit skinnier than what he would have liked it to be.

Shifty, Eumarella Rosie and Winchel Lad (Nugget)

70. The Rule under which Mr Chircop has been charged in relation to these three greyhounds is Greyhounds Australasia Rule (“GAR”) 21(3), which provides that a person shall not cause or permit, on any premises owned or occupied by the person, any condition that is likely to be dangerous to the health, welfare or safety of a greyhound.

71. We were concerned to understand how the medical evidence presented could be reconciled with the requirements of that Rule. In particular, we asked the Stewards to identify for us the condition relied on in respect of each dog.

72. We were advised by counsel for the Stewards that in relation to Shifty, the condition was that the dog was underweight, leading to a conclusion that he was not fed properly, and housed in an outside yard not wearing a rug at the time of the inspection.

73. In relation to Eumarella Rosie, we were told that the dog was emaciated and significantly underweight and being kept outside with no coat as at the time of the inspection.

74. In relation to Nugget, we were told that the condition was that the dog was emaciated, being kept outside with no coat, having rough hair and not being in good body condition.

75. Our first inclination is to view the word “condition” in the Rule as being something external to the dog – for instance flooding to kennels, or the presence of dangerous structures or natural topography in the dogs’ environment. However, even accepting that the word condition in the Rule includes the medical condition of the dog, we are not comfortably satisfied that any offence has been committed in relation to any of these dogs.

76. Each dog slept in a kennel with underfloor heating which was engaged whenever the temperature was forecast to be below 16 degrees. Mr Chircop gave evidence that the dogs had been wearing coats before the visit, and he had intentionally removed them so that the dogs’ microchips could be inspected by the Stewards. We accept this evidence. The piles of coats are clearly evident on the body camera footage relating to this visit.

77. We accept that each dog was properly described as skinny, but none appear to have been in any pain, and we accept that each was being fed very well. By the time of the Stewards next visit some three weeks later, each dog had gained weight and was bright and alert. There were no further concerns in relation to these three dogs.

78. It may be that the condition of the dogs improved because they were given more feed after Dr Buiter’s examination of them, but it is just as likely that this occurred, as Mr Chircop suggested, because he then confined them to indoor runs, leaving them with less opportunity to burn off weight than there would be in their outside yards. 

79. In all the circumstances, we find that there is insufficient evidence to support the charges in relation to any of these three dogs and the charges are dismissed.

80. Accordingly, the findings we make are as follows:

Charge 1: Proven.

Charge 2: Dismissed.

Charge 4: Dismissed.

Charge 5: Dismissed.

Charge 8: Dismissed.

Charge 9: Dismissed.

Charge 10: Dismissed.

Charge 11: Dismissed.

Charge 13: Dismissed.


81. We will hear the parties as to penalty in relation to Charges 1, 3, 6, 7 and 12 on 6 May 2025 at 9.30am via audio link. 


Kathleen Scully
Assistant Registrar, Victorian Racing Tribunal
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