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DECISION
GREYHOUND RACING VICTORIA
and
LUCKIE KARABITSAKOS


Date of Hearing:		31 March 2026, 1 April 2026 and 2 April 2026

Date of Decision:		2 April 2026

Panel:	Judge Marilyn Harbison (Deputy Chairperson), Ms Judy Bourke and Ms Danielle Hikri.

[bookmark: _Hlk16238640]Appearances: 	Ms Amara Hughes, instructed by Ms Yana Podolskaya, appeared on behalf of the Stewards.
	Mr Luckie Karabitsakos represented himself and appeared as a witness.
	Ms Amber Knapp appeared as a witness.
	Ms Lisa Doherty appeared as a witness.

Charges:	Greyhounds Australasia Rule (“GAR”) 141(1) states:
	(1) The owner, trainer or other person in charge of a greyhound:
(a) nominated to compete in an Event;
(b) presented for a satisfactory trial or such other trial as provided for by the Rules; or
(c) presented for any test or examination for the purpose of a stand-down period being varied or revoked,
must present the greyhound free of any prohibited substance.

GAR 139(3)(a) states:
(3) When a sample taken from a greyhound being trained by a trainer or in the care of a registered person has been established to contain a permanently banned prohibited substance:
(a) the trainer and any other person who was in charge of the relevant greyhound at the relevant time shall be guilty of an offence.

GAR 156(i) states:
An offence is committed if a person (including an official):
(i) prevents, attempts to prevent, interferes with or attempts to interfere with the carrying out of any identification, examination, test, necropsy, analysis, inquiry, investigation or inspection (including a kennel inspection) pursuant to the Rules.

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 156(w) states:
An offence is committed if a person (including an official):
(w) fails to comply with a policy or code of practice adopted by a Controlling Body.

GAR 165(a) states:
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.

GAR 156(f)(ii) states:
An offence is committed if a person (including an official): 
(f) has, in relation to a greyhound or greyhound racing, done something, or omitted to do something, which, in the opinion of a Controlling Body or the Stewards: 
(ii) constitutes misconduct or is negligent or improper.

Particulars of charges:	Brief of Evidence 1

Charge 1: GAR 141(1)

	1. You are, and were at all relevant times, a trainer licensed by Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 243118) and a person bound by the Greyhound Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.
 	2. You were, at all relevant times, the person in charge of the greyhound “Mia Blonde”.
 
3. Mia Blonde was nominated to compete in Race 1, the Fenech Curtains and Blinds Maiden, conducted by the Geelong Greyhound Racing Club at Geelong on 13 September 2025 (the Event). 
 
4. On 13 September 2025, you presented Mia Blonde at the Event not free of any prohibited substance, given that: 

(a) A post-race sample of urine was taken from Mia Blonde at the Event (the Sample); 

(b) Amphetamine, 4-Hydroxyamphetamine, Methamphetamine and 4-Hydroxymethamphetamine were detected in the sample. 

Brief of Evidence 2

Charge 1: GAR 139(3)(a)

	1. You are, and were at all relevant times, a trainer licensed by Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 243118) and a person bound by the Greyhound Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. You were, at all relevant times, the trainer of the greyhound “Parabole Rico” (VLXNJ).

3. An out of competition test sample was taken from Parabole Rico at your registered kennel address in Pearcedale, Victoria, on 20 October 2025. 

4. Amphetamine, 4-Hydroxyamphetamine, Methamphetamine and 4- Hydroxymethamphetamine was detected in the Sample.

5. Amphetamine, 4-Hydroxyamphetamine, Methamphetamine and 4- Hydroxymethamphetamine is a permanently banned prohibited substance.

6. A breach of GAR 139(3)(a) is a Serious Offence.

Charge 2: GAR 156(i)

1. You were, at all relevant times, an owner registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 243118) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. On the 4 December 2025, Investigative Stewards attended your property in Pearcedale, Victoria, for the purpose of a kennel inspection, to open an Inquiry with yourself and to obtain a sample from “Parabole Rico”.

3. Investigative Stewards made numerous attempts by phone and text requesting you to return to your property to so stewards could enter your property for the purpose of a kennel inspection but you refused these requests.

4. Investigative Stewards provided you with the option of a registered participant nominated by you to facilitate stewards entering your property for the purpose of a kennel inspection but you refused this request.

5. Investigative Stewards advised you the matter was urgent and that your attendance was required at your property for the purposes of a kennel inspection.

6. Investigative Stewards believe you were present in your property at the time of their attendance and you stated you were attending to medical issues and you were not at the property.

7. Your conduct as set out above has prevented and prevented and interfered with the conducting of a kennel inspection. 

8. A breach of GAR 156 (i) is a Serious Offence.

Charge 3: GAR 156(h)

1. You were, at all relevant times, an owner registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 243118) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. On the 4 December 2025, Investigative Stewards issued you with a Lawful Order stipulating that you either return home by 12.30PM to facilitate Investigative Stewards to conduct a kennel inspection or to make arrangement for another GRV registered person to attend the property by this time to assist.  

3. You did not return home by 12:30PM nor did you make arrangements for another registered person to attend the property by this time to assist.

4. Your conduct as set out above has led to a breach of GAR 156 (h).

Brief of Evidence 3

Charge 1: GAR 156(w)

1. You are, and were at all relevant times, a trainer licensed by Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 243118) and a person bound by the Greyhound Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. You were, at all relevant times, the person in charge of greyhounds ‘Unnamed’ (VNVSC), Candy Girl Rocks (VMBYV), Sweet Emotion (VHNBL) and Unnamed (VLBJS).

3. On 4 December 2025 you have taken the four greyhounds listed above to Cranbourne Lost Dog’s Home where you have surrendered ownership of them.

4. Greyhound Racing Victoria’s rehoming guidelines and policy in relation to Municipal council pounds and shelters state: 

“Unless authorised by GRV (in its absolute discretion), a registered person must not surrender a greyhound to a municipal council pound or a registered shelter that provides pound services for the local government area in which any connections to the greyhound reside.

Any written request or questions about surrendering a greyhound to a municipal council or shelter should be submitted to GRV via retirements@grv.org.au. Urgent requests can be made by phone on 03 8329 1100”.

And further in relation to Inappropriate Home states:

“Unless authorised by GRV, a greyhound must not be rehomed to:
· A municipal council pound
· A registered shelter providing pound services in the municipality where connections to the greyhound reside”.

5. Your residential address is located in the local government area of Casey Council.

6. Casey Council utilise the Cranbourne Lost Dog’s Home as their pound facility.

7. Therefore, by surrendering the greyhounds to the Cranbourne Lost Dog’s Home you have breached code of practice and a policy adopted by the controlling body.



Charge 2: GAR 165(a)

1. You were, at all relevant times, an owner registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 243118) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.

2. On the 4 December 2025, you attended at the Cranbourne Lost Dog’s home and surrendered four greyhounds in your care to them.

3. During the interaction with staff at the Cranbourne Lost Dog’s Home you made the following statements.  

4. You falsely claimed that the owner of the dogs had gone overseas and that you were stuck caring for them.

5. You refused to provide identification and provided a false name of “Tony”.

6. You threatened to let the dogs loose in the car park and leave.

7. You returned to the Shelter on 9 December 2025 and accused staff of making a false report to GRV.

8. You blamed staff at the Shelter for being suspended by GRV and now without an income.

9. In the opinion of stewards, you have engaged in behaviour which is detrimental and prejudicial to the interest, welfare and image of greyhound racing.

Charge 3: GAR 156(f)(ii)

1. You were, at all relevant times, an owner registered with Greyhound Racing Victoria (GRV) (Member No. 243118) and a person bound by the Greyhounds Australasia Rules and Local Racing Rules.
2. On the 4 December 2025, you attended at the Cranbourne Lost Dog’s home and surrendered four greyhounds in your care to them.

3. During the interaction with staff at the Cranbourne Lost Dog’s Home you made the following statements.  

· You falsely claimed that the owner of the dogs had gone overseas and that you were stuck caring for them.
· Stated a false name of “Tony” and you refused to provide identification. 
· You would let the dogs loose in the car park and leave if the staff did not accept them.

4. You returned to the Shelter on 9 December 2025 and accused staff of making a false report to GRV.

5. You blamed staff at the Shelter for being suspended by GRV and now without an income.

6. In the opinion of stewards, you did this in relation to greyhound racing and your actions constitutes misconduct, is negligent or improper.

Pleas: 				Brief of Evidence 1

Guilty

Brief of Evidence 2

Guilty to Charge 1

Not Guilty to Charges 2 and 3

Brief of Evidence 3

Guilty to Charge 1

Not Guilty to Charges 2 and 3


DECISION

1. Mr Luckie Karabitsakos is a greyhound owner and trainer. He has been charged with various offences in three separate Briefs of Evidence (“BOE”), each of which have been dealt with by us in this hearing.

2. On the first BOE, he is charged with having been the person in charge of a greyhound named “Mia Blonde”, which was presented for and competed in Race 1 on 13 September 2025 with methamphetamines, a permanently banned substance, in its system.

3. Mr Karabitsakos has pleaded guilty to that charge.

4. On the second BOE, he has been charged with being the trainer of a greyhound named “Parabole Rico”, which was found in an out of competition sample taken on 20 October 2025, to have a permanently banned substance – again methamphetamines – in its system. He has pleaded guilty to that charge.

5. Mr Karabitsakos has also been charged on the second BOE with having prevented a kennel inspection on 4 December 2025, and having disobeyed a Lawful Order of the Stewards on that same day. He has pleaded not guilty to these two charges.

6. On the third BOE, he has been charged with failing to comply with the Greyhound Racing Victoria (“GRV”) Code of Practice by surrendering four greyhounds to a pound on 4 December 2025. He has pleaded guilty to that charge. 

7. He has also been charged with two further offences relating to the circumstances of that surrender. He has been charged with committing an act detrimental or prejudicial to the image of greyhound racing by various actions alleged to have been taken by him at the pound at the time of the surrender, and also with having committed an act of misconduct or improper conduct. This relates to his interactions with staff on the day of the surrender. He has pleaded not guilty to these charges.

8. We first consider the contested charges on the second BOE.

9. Ms Amber Knapp, an Investigative Steward with GRV, gave evidence that she arrived at Mr Karabitsakos’ kennels on 4 December 2025 at about 10.20 am, together with two other Stewards to conduct an unannounced kennel inspection, and also to inform Mr Karabitsakos of the results of the sample taken from Parabole Rico. She was unable to gain access to the property. She telephoned Mr Karabitsakos, but he did not answer the phone. There followed a series of text messages between herself and Mr Karabitsakos, in which he claimed that he was absent from the property and unable to return to the property to facilitate the inspection. At 11.48 am, suspecting that he was at home and deliberately avoiding the inspection, she issued a Lawful Order requiring him to be home by 12.30 pm to allow her access to the property for the purposes of the inspection. Immediately before she did so, she made phone contact with Mr Karabitsakos. In that call, her told her that he would not return to the property until she had left.

10. He did not comply with the Lawful Order, and so she left the property at 1.00 pm without having undertaken the kennel inspection. This was half an hour after the deadline imposed in the Lawful Order. 

11. Mr Karabitsakos gave evidence that he had dental pain on that morning and had gone to the dentist, the doctor, and then to the chemist, to obtain pain relief. He said he could not allow access to the property because he was not home and there was no one who could allow access to the property on his behalf, despite his wife and mother being home on that day.

12. Mr Karabitsakos supplied a statutory declaration from his wife, Ms Josephine Lardian, which indicated that he had left home as he had outlined.

13. Mr Karabitsakos also provided a written statement from Mr John Gritzalis, which asserted that this man had phoned Mr Karabitsakos at midday on 4 August 2025, and that Mr Karabitsakos had told him that he was in the Bentleigh area seeking assistance for a sore wisdom tooth.

14. The evidence of Mr Karabitsakos is flimsy. He did not provide any evidence of having attended the doctor, dentist or chemist. We doubt that he did so. Mr Gritzalis was not made available to give evidence in this hearing, and we regard his evidence as very weak. Ms Lardian was not prepared to give evidence in this hearing.

15. Even if we were to accept that the visits to the doctor, dentist and chemist did occur, there appears to have been plenty of time for Mr Karabitsakos to have returned to the kennels to facilitate the inspection had he wished to do so. We note his declaration during a phone call to Ms Knapp, during the course of that morning, that he would not return to the property until she had left. 

16. He hung up on her before she was able to complete the conversation, thus preventing her from having any further discussion about when he would return. His text messages to her that morning are contradictory and seem deliberately vague. Some of the messages contradict the evidence which he gave before us.
17. We consider it clear that he was determined to make it as difficult as possible for Ms Knapp to undertake the inspection on that day.

18. Mr Karabitsakos complained that there was a lack of CCTV or body worn camera footage produced by the Stewards in respect of that visit. We were able to view the footage from Ms Knapp’s body worn camera, and this corresponded with, and supported, the evidence she gave.

19. We thus find the charge of preventing the kennel inspection proven.

20. We further accept that Mr Karabitsakos failed to comply with the Lawful Order. 

21. We note however, that the order only gave Mr Karabitsakos 40 minutes from the time it was issued till its deadline for compliance. This was done on the Stewards’ assumption that he was actually inside the house and had not left the property as he had claimed. The evidence from Mr Karabitsakos was that he was in Bentleigh and was a one hour drive from the kennels. We accept that the Stewards had good reason to suspect that Mr Karabitsakos was falsely claiming to be absent from the property.

22. We have considered whether a longer time should have been given for compliance with the Lawful Order, given the serious consequences which flow from a breach of this Rule.

23. We have concluded that, although a relatively short time was given between the service of the Lawful Order and the time for its compliance, it is unlikely that Mr Karabitsakos would have complied with it even if a longer time frame was given. We have reached that conclusion having regard to the lack of cooperation displayed in the text messages, and his phone responses to Ms Knapp before the order was imposed.

24. We turn now to the contested charges on the third BOE. The second charge on that BOE alleges that Mr Karabitsakos committed an act detrimental or prejudicial to the image of greyhound racing. The particulars allege that, at the time of surrender of the four dogs, Mr Karabitsakos falsely stated that the owner of the dogs was his ex-wife’s mother, who was overseas and had left him to care for the dogs. It was said that he further gave a false name of “Tony”, refused to show ID, threatened to let the dogs out in the car park if they were not accepted for surrender, and said that if he had to return to his property with the dogs he would not feed the dogs and therefore, they would starve.

25. It is also alleged in this charge that on the 9 December 2025, he returned to the pound and accused a member of staff of having made a false report to GRV about him. It was alleged that he then blamed the staff member for his suspension and subsequent loss of income.
26. We heard evidence from Ms Lisa Doherty, the relevant staff member at the Lost Dogs Home, Cranbourne. Mr Karabitsikos also gave evidence on this issue before us.

27. We are comfortably satisfied from the evidence of Ms Doherty that the charge is made out. Ms Doherty gave clear evidence supporting the particulars set out in the charge. She described his behaviour towards her as “disgusting”. She detailed his threatening and heightened behaviour to her and gave evidence that, when he returned on the second occasion, she was scared that he may lash out at her.

28. Overall, we did not consider Mr Karabitsakos to be a witness of truth and, insofar as his evidence conflicted with that of Ms Doherty, we have disregarded it.

29. However, we note that in many respects, Mr Karabitsakos confirmed much of Ms Doherty’s evidence. He agreed that he had spoken of letting the dogs loose in the car park, saying that he had done so because the pound was called a lost dogs home, and so he said he would let the dogs roam in the car park and then they would therefore be considered lost, and so the pound would have to accept them.

30. Mr Karabitsakos said his anxiety was “through the roof” and that he took responsibility and accountability for his actions. He agreed his behaviour was “the wrong thing to do”.

31. Mr Karabitsakos also complained about the lack of CCTV footage available in respect of this incident. Ms Doherty said that there would have been both internal and external footage from the Lost Dogs Home. The Stewards made available a significant length of internal footage received from the Lost Dogs Home. Part of this was shown during the hearing, and the rest was available for Mr Karabitsakos’ inspection. He was invited to identify any other parts of the footage on which he sought to rely but did not do so. He did complain that the internal footage was heavily edited. We were told this was done by the pound to delete images or identifying material relating to staff and other third parties.

32. We do not know whether outside CCTV footage existed.

33. The parts of the footage, which we were shown, supported the evidence of Ms Doherty. We are unable to speculate on what other footage may have existed or what it could have shown. We have made our determination only on the evidence which we have heard.

34. This charge is therefore made out to our comfortable satisfaction.

35. We now turn to the third charge on that BOE – the charge of misconduct or improper conduct. This charge arises out of the same fact situation as Charge 2. Our conclusion is that this charge is also proven. The actions of Mr Karabitsakos – both towards the staff and his actions in threatening to let the dogs loose or let them starve – were disgraceful. The evidence was that, at one point, he physically opened the doors of his car and was at the point of opening the cages to release the dogs when pound staff intervened. The car park was adjacent to a main road carrying heavy traffic. This is self-evidently misconduct. Likewise, his aggression to the staff member, as described by Ms Doherty, required the facility to be locked down and for security staff to be deployed to monitor his behaviour. This behaviour has no place in greyhound racing. It is clear misconduct of a grave nature.

36. Accordingly, we find each of the contested charges proven to our comfortable satisfaction and will now hear the parties in relation to penalty.


Kathleen Scully
Assistant Registrar, Victorian Racing Tribunal
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