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APPEAL PANEL OF RACING NEW SOUTH WALES

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF
LICENSED TRAINER CRAIG ROBERTS

Appeal Panel: Mr L Gyles SC - Principal Member; Mr J Murphy;
Mr C Tuck
Representatives: Racing NSW - Mr Jones, Barrister

Appellant — Self Represented

Date of Decision: 21 July 2025

REASONS FOR DECISION ON PENALTY

L GYLES SC: Principal Member

This Appeal concerns a series of interactions between the Appellant Mr Roberts
and a Racing NSW Investigator, Ms Nikki Bourke, which took place at Newcastle
Racecourse on 26 April 2025 where Mr Roberts had two horses running.

After a complaint by Ms Burke and a Steward’s Investigation, Mr Roberts was
charged with four breaches of the Rules of Racing. At the conclusion of a
subsequent hearing by the Stewards at which Mr Roberts, his wife and others
including Ms Burke gave evidence, he was disqualified from holding a licence for
a period of 24 months.

Mr Roberts in this Appeal does not challenge the findings of guilt made by the
Stewards in respect of the four charges, but rather contends that the penalty
imposed by the Stewards was too severe, both as to being disqualified as

opposed to being suspended, and as to the period of the disqualification.

The Appeal came before the Panel for hearing on Monday 21 July 2025. Mr
Jones of counsel appeared for the Stewards assisted by Mr Moxon, and Mr
Roberts represented himself. The Panel reserved its decision at the end of the

hearing, and these are the reasons for the decision subsequently made by it.

Page | 1



40

45

50

55

60

65

The four charges which were the subject of findings of guilt by the Stewards
were as follows:

(@) Charge 1: AR228(c) — Improper Behaviour

On 26 April 2025 while at Newcastle Racecourse, he engaged in improper
behaviour by directing improper and aggressive language towards Racing NSW
Investigator Ms Nikki Bourke. Additionally while Ms Bourke was conducting a
float inspection, he pushed the door of the vehicle onto Ms Bourke and applied

pressure, preventing her from removing herself.

(b)  Charge 2: AR 288(c) — Improper Behaviour

On 26 April 2025 while at Newcastle Racecourse he engaged in improper
behaviour by, while Racing NSW Investigator Ms Nikki Bourke was standing in
front of him, he moved forward contacting the right side of Ms Bourke’s body,

causing immediate pain to her right wrist.

(c) Charge 3: AR 232(d)(ii) — Obstruct, Hinder or Delay the Investigator in

Exercising their Powers.

On 26 April 2025, while at Newcastle Racecourse, during a float inspection
conducted by Racing NSW Investigator Ms Nikki Bourke, he pushed the door of
the vehicle onto Ms Bourke and applied pressure, preventing her from removing
herself. In addition having been directed not to leave the Racecourse and to
report to the Steward’s Room by Ms Bourke, and while she was standing in front
of him, he moved forward and made contact with the right side of her body. He
then left the Racecourse. His conduct in closing the door of the truck while
applying pressure, and pushing past Ms Bourke to leave the Racecourse, did
obstruct, hinder, and delay Ms Bourke in the execution of her duties.

(d)  Charge 4: AR 232(d)(i) — Refuse to Obey Reasonable Direction

On 26 April 2025 while at Newcastle Racecourse, he was on four separate
occasions given a direction by Racing NSW Investigation Ms Nikki Bourke to
attend the Newcastle Racecourse Steward’s Room. He refused to obey these

reasonable directions.
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The Stewards imposed periods of disqualification in respect of Charge 1 of 3
months, Charge 2 of 12 months, Charge 3 of 9 months and Charge 4 of 9
months. Having regard to the principles of totality, the Steward’s ruled a total

period of disqualification of 24 months, which commenced on 29 April 2025.

A subsequent application to stay the Steward’s Order was dismissed and Mr

Roberts has been disqualified since that date.

At the commencement of the hearing of the Appeal Mr Roberts indicated that he
was not challenging the findings made by the Stewards and had decided to not
seek to continue as a registered trainer. He indicated that he had sold his truck
and racing equipment and no longer had horses in his care and was looking for
other work. He said that he had made a number of job applications, none of
which had been successful, and that he was required to vacate the property in
which he was living by September 2025. He is plainly in a very difficult position

financially.

His primary submission on penalty was that his licence should be suspended
rather than him being disqualified. The disqualification he says means that he is
unable to obtain any work in the Racing Industry, which is the only industry in
which he was likely to have any reasonable prospect of obtaining employment.
He said that a suspension rather than a disqualification would give him an
opportunity to earn a living in the Industry which would in turn enable him to pay
his rent and his expenses. He contends that this is sufficient punishment for what

occurred.

Mr Jones for the Stewards contended strongly that a disqualification was
necessary in circumstances where the work of the Stewards had been
obstructed in the material way, and where the directions of the Investigator had
been flagrantly ignored and her wellbeing had been physically put at risk by Mr
Roberts’ actions. He contended that any thing short of a disqualification would
not send a sufficient message to the Industry about the importance of dealing
with Stewards in a courteous and responsible way, and to protect the reputation
of the Industry.

So far as penalty was concerned, he accepted that there should be a discount by
reason of Mr Roberts’ guilty plea before the Panel, although he said that this

would be less than the 25% which would normally apply to a guilty plea before
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the Stewards. He also accepted that the Panel was entitled to take into account
as part of its discretion the contrition showed by Mr Roberts, the impact on his
financial wellbeing and mental health, his otherwise good record and the fact that

he no longer wished to be a registered trainer.

The plea of guilty and the contrition shown by Mr Roberts before us we agree
would justify a reduction of the period of disqualification imposed by the

Stewards.

The Charge which was the subject of the longest period of disqualification was
the incident in which Mr Roberts left his stall with two horses while Ms Bourke
was standing in front of the stall, and in doing so “went through her’ making
contact with her right side and causing pain and injury to her right wrist. The

Stewards imposed a twelve month disqualification arising from that incident.

A second incident when Ms Bourke was conducting an inspection of Mr Roberts’
vehicle in which he pushed past the vehicle and applied pressure to her leg,
preventing her from removing herself, was the subject of a three month

disqualification.

In addition to that there were two other charges being obstruct and hinder Ms
Bourke in exercising her powers and refusing to obey reasonable directions, the

first of which essentially arose from the subject matter of the first two charges.

Whilst the Stewards did not specifically approach the calculation of the period of
disqualification in this way, we would see there being a reasonable argument for
the disqualifications in respect of each of the improper behaviour charges to be
permitted to be served concurrently, as with the charges concerning obstruction
and refusal to obey directions. On that basis, one would start with a total
disqualification period of 12 months plus 9 months being a total of 21 months. A
similar figure could be arrived at by application of the totality principle. In any
event, applying a discount in the order of 20% to that by reason of the guilty plea
before the Panel, and having regard to the contrition of Mr Roberts and of the
fact that he no longer wishes to continue as a trainer, the Panel considers an
appropriate period of disqualification to be 15 months. In arriving at that figure we
have taken into account the fact that he is 63 years old, has never had issues

with the Stewards before despite a long period in the Industry, that it was not
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alleged by the Stewards that he intended to cause Ms Burke any harm, and it

appears to be a one-off incident and out of character for him.

In relation to Mr Roberts application that the period be permitted to be served as
a suspension rather than a disqualification, we do not accept that submission. In
this respect we refer to the decision of the Panel In the matter of Troy See of 17
April 2023 which concerned similar breaches involving a refusal by Mr See to
obey a reasonable direction of the Stewards and by that conduct hindering the
Stewards in carrying out their duties. The Panel in that case relevantly stated as

follows:

“‘However, licensed persons who refuse to co-operate with proper instructions
and requests by the Stewards, or who hinder their investigations, can expect that
absent what would have been quite unusual or exceptional circumstances, it is
almost inevitable that they will be disqualified. They can expect that it will be
almost inevitable that they would be disqualified for a considerable period of
time. Racing would be chaos if licensed persons refused to co-operate with

proper requests and instructions of Racing Authorities.”

The Panel accepts and adopts that characterisation of this type of breach and
does not consider there to be any unusual or exceptional circumstances in the
present case that would warrant a departure from it. A disqualification of 15
months would in the view of the Panel also be consistent with the disqualification
in that case which was of 13 months and 2 weeks, the conduct in that case being
of slightly less culpability than the present case which involved a recklessness
towards the physical wellbeing of the Stewards in addition to the refusal to obey
directions. The Panel also considers such a sanction to be broadly in line with
the other authorities which we have been taken to, and with the paramount
objectives of the Panel in sentencing to both protect the reputation of racing in
this state, and to send a message in the clearest possible terms that the
Stewards are entitled to be treated with respect and courtesy in carrying out their

very important duties in regulating the industry.

During the course of the hearing, the Stewards indicated that they were not
contending that Mr Roberts was not of suitable character to work in the industry

per se, rather that he ought not be permitted to continue as a trainer.
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In those circumstances, and given the difficulties that Mr Roberts has had in
obtaining employment outside the Industry, and particularly having regard to his
otherwise good record and to the contrition he has shown before the Panel, that
the disqualification should apply as a complete ban for a period of 6 months, but
after that, that is from 29 October 2025 for the balance of the period of
disqualification, if upon application being made by Mr Roberts the Stewards
provide a written approval for him to accept a role in the industry, that he be
permitted to do that. That is, the disqualification imposed by the Panel is
conditional upon that exception and would not prevent it. The approval process
and regulation of that would be solely within the discretion and power of the
Stewards and would not require an amendment to our order or a further

application to be made to the Panel.

The Orders of the Panel are therefore as follows:
1. The Appeal against severity is partially upheld.

2. The Appellant is disqualified for a period of 15 months, to commence on 29
April 2025 and to terminate on 29 July 2026, subject to him being able to
work in the racing industry from 29 October 2025 onwards, subject to upon
prior application being made, the Stewards provide written approval of the
Appellant.

3. The Appeal deposit is forfeited.

22 July 2025
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