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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
GREYHOUND REGULATORY BOARD HELD ON 
MONDAY, 16 NOVEMBER 2009
Present:
Mr I Reynolds
(Chairman)



(IR) 

Mr S Gower (Vet Director)



(SG)


Mr R Hayler (Acting CEO)    



(RH)

Mr P Illingworth (Senior Stipendiary Steward) 
(PI)

Mr S Winfield (Non-exec Director)

 
(SW)

In attendance:
Mr D Donnelly (Director of Regulation) 

(DD)


            Mr J Blake (UKAS Director)



(JB)

Mrs B Williams (Secretary)



(BW)
1. Apologies 
There were no apologies.
2. Minutes of last meetings
The minutes of the meetings held on 25 August and 25 September 2009 were agreed and signed as correct records.

3. Matters Arising
Point 8 - IR will consider further if and when GRB requires legal representation at Disciplinary committee hearings within the framework of its Terms of Reference.  The GRB supported the use of legal representation where appropriate.  
Point 9 – PDAs roll out commences shortly with field trials.   RH will have a PDA available at the next GBGB meeting for members to examine if they so wished.

Point 10 – The HR manager to co-ordinate training scheme for kennelhands is still ongoing.

4. Rules Review Committee
SW reported that at the recent meeting of the Rules Review 3 issues were the focus of discussion, these being micro chipping, secondary legislation concerning the Welfare Act and feedback from the Rules Review consultation process held in March and April 2009.  
In respect of micro chipping SW said that the Rules Committee had as a priority examined the rules change required to introduce micro chipping. These would require a Calendar Notice prior to their introduction.  PI raised the issue of logistically being able to microchip all the remaining greyhounds before 1 January 2010.  He cited the fact that the intervening Christmas period and New Year may cause difficulties for trainers and racecourses in ensuring that the deadline was met.  SW explained that 68% of greyhounds had been micro chipped and the deadline for micro chipping was envisaged as 1 January 2010. PI reported that Wimbledon Stadium had not yet started micro chipping and that there are a number of unattached trainers who had yet to submit their greyhounds for micro chipping. In addition SW mentioned that at present under the DEFRA proposals international entries were required to be micro chipped before they could race on any GBGB licensed racecourse.  

The GRB discussed the feasibility of putting back the deadline until 31 January. This would be of benefit to ensure that all greyhounds should be micro chipped by that date.  Reportedly it is the intention of promoters to continue to lobby DEFRA and the Government to exclude international entries from being micro chipped.  SW proposed and the GRB agreed that it would be sensible to delay the proposed rule changes.

It was agreed that charging for micro chipping a greyhound would not occur until after the deadline.  IR agreed that the deadline would be announced now which would provide at least 8 weeks’ notice.   The rules change for micro chipping would be introduced by way of Calendar Notice on 8 January 2010, subject to GBGB approval.  IR asked SW to brief Sir Gordon Duff on the proposed rule changes.

Action: PI 1)to ensure proposal goes to the January GBGB; 2)and as much notice as possible is given to the industry; 3)to prepare a Calendar notice for the 18th December to announce Rule Changes will come onto effect on 1.2.10 ;4) prepare calendar notice for January 2010 publishing the actual rules relating to micro-chipping.

Action: SW to speak to Sir Gordon Duff and brief him on proposed rule changes.

SW then gave an update on the membership of the Rules Review Committee.  He explained that the members accepted that representative bodies would have only a single vote.  This proposition was accepted by members of the Rules Review Committee as was the Terms of Reference.

SW gave an explanation regarding UKAS accreditation.  He mentioned that at a recent meeting of the UKAS Committee Mr Henry Hoppe representing DEFRA had mentioned that not only were DEFRA looking to the GBGB to secure accreditation for the licensing of racecourses but also looking to GBGB to obtain UKAS accreditation eventually for the inspection of all trainers and kennels licensed by GBGB.  

IR suggested that he, SG and SW will speak with Jim Fitzpatrick on the above in order to assess the implications on the responsibilities of the GRB.  IR will arrange through Lord Rooker.
Action: IR to arrange.

DD then gave an overview of the current progress of the rules review process.  The Rules of Racing review deadline was set for 1 January 2010.  The aim of the rules review was to have an entirely new Rule Book which would be clear, concise and unambiguous.  DD stated that this task had been underestimated in terms of the work required to achieve such an ambitious goal.  He cited a recent Rules Review Committee meeting in which one of the members had commented that the deadline of 1 January had placed unrealistic expectations on those involved.  It was better in order to achieve a more structured approach to take more time over the process.  For example the rules regarding micro chipping had involved 3 or 4 meetings to produce these 19 rule changes.  RH said that the British Horseracing Association when rewriting their Rule Book employed a dedicated team of 3-4 people one of whom was an outside consultant.  The GRB agreed with DD that another arbitrary deadline should not be set at this stage but a proper assessment of the work involved, resources needed and resources available should advise the amount of time needed.  
Action: DD to ascertain resource requirements and timescale in conjunction with RH.
Sanctions Matrix

DD reported that the Sanctions Matrix had been circulated to the Disciplinary Committee and the GRB for comment and had been well received.  DD also gave an overview of the proposed Sanctions Matrix at a meeting of the Rules Review Committee where there was vehement opposition expressed by the Promoters representatives to the document that DD had produced in its current format. There were a number of criticisms of the exact role in the process which would be undertaken by DD and the functions of the racecourse and stipendiary steward.  The GRB expressed support for the intentions of the Sanctions Matrix in principle and asked DD to assimilate the feedback he had received and incorporate this in the next version of the Sanctions Matrix.  SW mentioned that adoption of the Sanctions Matrix required changes to the Rules of Racing and these must be approved by the GBGB before enablement.  
Action: DD to revise the current version of the Sanctions Matrix.

5. Director of Regulation
UKAS 

IR introduced JB to give an update on the current UKAS accreditation process as it affects GRB. JB updated the GRB with the visit of UKAS representatives on 28 October 2009.  The purpose of their visit was to assess how far GBGB met their requirements for accreditation.  They identified 25 areas for improvement of which 20 are mandatory and 5 are recommendations.  The UKAS representatives complimented GBGB on the progress it had made towards accreditation. The main areas for improvement were delineation of the rules of racing and competency and training issues.  None of these were insurmountable and JB had already begun addressing all the points arising. JB mentioned that as part of the accreditation process UKAS representatives would be attending 2 racecourses during the month of December in order to conduct and audit as to whether surveillance procedures undertaken by GBGB officials were being complied with by racecourses.
JB raised the issue of the process for complaints against the GRB. IR confirmed that complaints against the GRB would be referred to the Appeals Committee as the fully independent arbiter.  This procedure should be written and formally adopted.
Action: IR to draft

Agenda item 5A & B
DD then asked whether he could raise the issues of approval from the GRB for the new racecourse licence and associated documents and documents concerning applications for greyhound trainer and professional trainer applications and other associated application for licence forms required for UKAS.  IR said that this was not the forum to discuss the detail of licence applications which require stakeholder consultation.  He referred DD to the sub committee dealing with such items to consider, consult and recommend before coming back to the GRB.
Agenda Item 5C 
DD then presented a paper with 5 options outlining proposed changes to the regulatory structure.  DD referred in particular to options 3 and 5 and gave a detailed analysis of those proposals.  DD stated that in arriving at these options consultation had taken place with the field force who had all been given the opportunity to contribute to the future structure.  He mentioned that the title ‘Stipendiary Steward’ would remain as this was seen as giving confidence within the industry. Option 3 envisioned that there would be 9 Stipendiary Stewards (the 2 current sampling officers would be offered the opportunity to become Stipendiary Stewards). This option was supported by the GRB and SW pointed out that increasing the number of available stipendiary stewards to undertake the inspection and surveillance regime required under UKAS made sense. IR requested that the HR Manager is aware of the proposed changes in order to identify the training process that the two new Stipendiary Stewards would have to undertake before being appointed Stipendiary Stewards and to ensure proper HR process is adhered to.
Action: PI to speak with Z’OB to produce a training process for “new” stipendiary stewards

6. Drug Sampling Programme 2009 and 2010
SG updated members and said that the drugs strategy regarding random sampling remained except where intelligence suggested otherwise. SG stated he would have a full report available by January 2010 with regard to the sampling strategy during the period 1st-19th August.  IR queried why HFL were not providing the information quicker. SG cited that HFL countered any request he made by citing the requirement for the GRB to re-new their drug sampling contract with HFL. IR asked SG to encourage HFL to put together the information and provide it as soon as possible both so that an effective and efficient sampling regime could be maintained and also to inform the drug sampling review.
7. Microchipping Project
SG reported that of the 68% greyhounds that have been microchipped so far, very few migrations have been reported and with no serious effects. PI reported that some local staff at Wimbledon are attending an approved course of instruction in order to insert microchips. 
PI stated that until the new Rules of Racing and Conditions of licence were in place, all licensed persons will continue to follow the old rules. 
A review of the programme to date and plan to completion would go to the next GBGB for approval. 
Action: SG and PI to compile 

8. Disciplinary Committee
DD then gave updates on the following two matters.
Mr Craig Dawson
DD outlined details of the appeal of Mr Dawson from his decision not to grant him a Professional Trainers Licence.  DD stated that the Disciplinary Committee had agreed to grant him a licence subject to the conditions imposed by the Director of Regulation. The Disciplinary Committee had asked that their decision be forwarded to the GRB for them to ratify. IR said it was not within the jurisdiction of the GRB to ratify the decision of the Disciplinary Committee. He would however ensure that the GRB noted the decision.  The GRB were dismayed by and greatly regretted this decision of the Disciplinary Committee and wished to consider its options further.  In the meantime DD would comply with the DC decision.
Action: DD to write to Mr Dawson setting out the conditions upon which his licence is granted.

Mr Anthony Meek
The case involving Mr Meek was discussed. IR asked DD what his view was. DD related the background of the drug sampling strategy between 1st August and 19th August, against which the refusal to provide a urine sample from the greyhound had occurred. DD said in the unique circumstances of Mr Meeks refusal no further action under rule 159(ii) should be taken. SW queried whether a precedent was being set. Are we setting a precedent as there was an obvious breach of a rule? IR agreed that there had been a breach of a rule but acknowledged the background against which this refusal had occurred. The circumstances were unique and it was not in the interests of the sport to take any further action. It was recommended that DD draft  a letter to Mr Meek saying there would be no further action. IR said that a media release would be prepared regarding the decision and that Mr Meek should be informed prior to the release of the article.
Action: DD to liaise with Press Officer to co-ordinate with IR

9. Senior Stipendiary Steward to GRB 
PI reported on the case of Eoin the Farmer which was a positive urine sample case dealt with at a local inquiry involving the drug Minoxidil which was held on 19 August 2009.  The case was discussed in detail and the GRB decided that no action was appropriate. 
A complaint had been made that the decision to hold a local inquiry was in breach of rules 174 (i) to (xi) which stated that such cases be heard before the disciplinary committee.
The alleged breach was that as a positive drug case it should have been referred to the Disciplinary Committee, whereas the matter had been considered by the local Stipendiary Steward and then DD as the Director of Regulation(DoR) had forwarded it to PI to examine and present before the GRB. Since PI had brought the matter before the GRB and RH pointed out that if the DoR had forwarded it to PI as Senior Stipendiary Steward then the matter had been considered by the GRB under rule 159(ii) and no further action taken.  IR emphasised how unsatisfactory this was and that no exceptions to the clear application of the Rules of Racing should be taking place whether the GRB had powers to make exceptions or not.  PI was asked to write to the complainant informing them of the GRB decision.
IR acknowledged that this again highlighted the difference between the GRB powers through the articles of association and the rules of racing.  The delay in the new rules of racing meant this mismatch needed to be resolved in other ways with urgency.
Action: PI to write to the complainant to say no further action would be taken.
Action: IR to get legal opinion on the best way to resolve the mismatch.

10. Findings of the Disciplinary Committee September Hearing
DD gave an overview of the cases held recently. There had been no hearings in September and a hearing scheduled for the 8th December had also been cancelled. DD cited a lack of cases. SG queried whether this was due to the drop in sampling numbers. DD suggested otherwise as a strategy has been put in place to increase the number of samples currently being taken.  The heavier fines handed out by the refreshed Disciplinary Committee recently following the departure of the previous Chair are believed to be a contributing factor.
11. AOB
Coventry
DD updated the GRB with issues arising at Coventry. He mentioned a number of instances of breaches or possible breaches of the rules of racing that may require investigation.  The GRB emphasised that the Rules of Racing must be applied without fear or favour irrelevant of possible financial difficulties a business may be in.
Memorandum and Articles of Association
IR said that he had concern about the mismatch between the Memorandum and Articles of Association and the Rules of Racing as recently reflected in the “pooled” drug sampling strategy and highlighted again in the case of Eoin the Farmer (cited above). IR said that he would get legal opinion in order to propose changes to ensure that there was clarity and consistency in application between what the articles said and their effect on the Rules of Racing. In the meantime the Rules of Racing are sacrosanct and no deviation from their application can be permitted. 
12. Time and date of next meeting

The next GRB board meeting is scheduled for Friday, 18 December 2009 commencing at 11 am.
DD/BW/IR
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