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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
GREYHOUND REGULATORY BOARD HELD AT PROCTER HOUSE ON
FRIDAY 30TH JULY 2010 AT 11AM
Present:
		Mr S Winfield (Chair)			(SW)
		Mr B Faulkner (CEO)			(BF)
		Mr S Gower (Veterinary Director)		(SG)
		Mr P Illingworth (SSS)			(PI)

In Attendance:	Mr D Donnelly (Director of Regulation)           (DD)
			

1. Apologies

There were no apologies.

2. Minutes of the Meeting on 25th June 2010

The minutes were agreed by SW.

3. Matters Arising

Item 5 Senior Stipendiary Update – 

a) BF referred to the taking of samples. A discussion took place regarding the numbers of samples required to be taken when the new contract was awarded. It was agreed that arising out of the recent Anti-Doping and Drugs Medication Review (ADMC) the Drugs Medication Advisory Panel (DMAP) would be best placed to develop the future sampling strategy.

b) It was noted that the application regarding licensing of Towcester was not currently being undertaken.

c) BF reported that the work regarding minimum criteria for new racecourses was ongoing.

Item 6 Veterinary Director Update –

Annual Veterinary Inspections

SG and PI reported that the Vets Kennel Inspection information for 2010 had recently been circulated in the Calendar. Every kennel with more than 4 greyhounds was required to have a veterinary inspection before the end of September. Failure to do so would result in a licence not being renewed.

SG reported that it was the view of the Welfare Committee and the Veterinary Sub Committee that all GBGB licensed kennels, regardless of the number of greyhounds should be the subject of a veterinary inspection. The GRB discussed the issues and found that the reference to “more than 4” was arbitrary and could see no valid justification as to why this should be so. The welfare of the greyhound was as important for one as it was for many. There was a balance to be struck in terms of the cost to a trainer; however, the overriding concern was that of welfare. The GRB decided that as from 2011 a veterinary inspection would be required for all greyhounds.



4. Rules Review

SW gave an overview of points from the recent Rules Review meeting. He reported that the concept of suspension of a trainer’s licence following disciplinary proceedings should be avoided. It was the view of the Rules Review Committee that suspension was tantamount to a ban. This had an effect on the trainer, the owners of greyhounds, racecourse and promoters; potentially there was also the adverse impact that the suspension of a trainer’s licence might have on greyhound welfare. Therefore this should no longer be an option, although paradoxically SW pointed out that this could lead to more trainers being banned than fined. The GRB agreed that this option should not be used following disciplinary proceedings by the Disciplinary Committee.

Action: DD to speak with the Chair of the Disciplinary Committee

The regulations on transport of animals were discussed, and in particular the transport of greyhounds in vehicles not adapted for that purpose e.g. an estate car.  The view was that the GBGB as a regulator did not have the power to enforce these regulations as the conveyance of greyhounds by road takes place outside our jurisdiction. It was agreed however, that there was an obligation to provide advice to trainers on the standards to be adhered to. There is an obligation under the animal transport regulations to provide safe transport and avoid anything that is “likely to cause suffering”. Having greyhounds loose in the rear of a car does not accord with those criteria.

Action: SG will research this aspect and provide a minimum requirement

SW reported that Gordon Bissett is conducting some research into bitches in season. He has collated the data from racecourse and will liaise with SG to continue this research.

The Rules Review Committee had agreed the recent Terms of Reference (TOR). The GRB also agreed the revised TOR.

Action: DD to forward copy to Richard Hayler for the next GBGB meeting

SW updated the GRB with the discussion that was held at Rules Review regarding the scope of Rule 2 and the legal advice that had been received. SW informed the RRC that the main Board understood the distinction between participants and administrators but wished to emphasise that no one was above the Rules of Racing. Tom Shields QC had been appointed as the independent Director of the GRB. One of his first tasks would be to review this area. SW said that the general view was that a breach of a rule by those classed as an administrator could lead to internal disciplinary action under existing policies, not an appearance before the Disciplinary Committee.

SW referred to the penalty guidelines. The working group had canvassed a need to broaden the scope of their remit in order to look at the whole process i.e. from the role of the Racing Manager up to that of the Director of Regulation. Otherwise any proposals could give the appearance of being fragmented. The Board had agreed this broadening of ambit provided it did not become protracted. The working group have produced an initial paper containing their proposals. Their view was that 90% of all disciplinary cases should be heard at a local level (by a Stipendiary Steward). There was unanimous agreement that the guidelines should be published. This would ensure that all GBGB licence holders could have access and understand the implications of what a breach of the rules would entail. There was also agreement that the proposals in the paper should be geared to bring about behavioural change. It was stated that of late the tendency had been for the Disciplinary Committee to tend towards fines as a sanction. The penalty guidelines proposed greater use of a “penalty escalator”. Penalties such as a reprimand or severe reprimand should be considered in order to bring about behavioural change rather than resort in the first instance to the punitive sanction of a fine.

SG raised the issue of a change to rule 173(i) in order that samples can be taken by a veterinary surgeon from a greyhound that dies at the track. SG put forward two reasons for this, a) to discover why the greyhound died, e.g. was it drug related and b) to maximise understanding of what happened and why? The GRB agreed with this proposal. PI was asked to prepare a form of words to propose at the next RRC meeting. It was suggested that the additional words should read, “that relevant samples will be taken and submitted to the relevant laboratory”.

Action: PI to prepare form of words for submission to next RRC

5. Senior Stipendiary Steward Update

PI reported that he was now holding regular meetings with the Stipendiary Stewards. Sampling was reported as on target. PI addressed issues that had taken place at two racetracks and spoke of the measures that had been undertaken to assist compliance.

PI said that an issue of the role of the Welfare Officer at racecourses had arisen recently. It was unclear what exactly their role was and what they should undertake. This needed clarification. GRB agreed that the role was an important position at each racecourse. SW asked SG to refer this to the welfare committee to discuss and develop a clearer understanding of the function of the role.

Action: SG to raise at Welfare Committee 

PI referred to his recent meeting with the Stipendiary Stewards at which the question of a practising vet sitting on the Disciplinary Committee (DC) was raised. They asked PI to raise with GRB whether if Dr Higgins was appointed to Chair of DMAP he should vacate the position of veterinary advisor on the DC due to a possible conflict of interest. SW asked BF and DD to discuss this with Dr Higgins.

Action: BF and DD to discuss with Dr Higgins.

SG referred to the issue of the “hands on” examination of greyhounds. He pointed out that during the recent assimilation of the Welfare of Greyhound Regulations 2010 into the rules of racing this particular wording has been deleted from the rules. He advised that a track veterinary surgeon should either have a “hands on” examination under rule 113 prior to kennelling or pre race. The current rule only referred to “inspect” at both those stages. One must be a “hands on” inspection. SG said that the rule must be amended to reflect the previous interpretation. PI pointed out that the booklet; “Duties of a Track Vet” actually contained the instruction to have at least one “hands on”. SG asked that this be circulated to all licensed vets advising them of that particular instruction. SG reported that he was hoping to launch a new Track Vet Training DVD in November. This would also assist in conveying these instructions.

Action: PI to update “Duties of a Track Vet” and circulate to all licensed veterinary surgeons.

6. Director of Regulation

DD reported that from January to date that were 8 cases of drug positives. Of these the suggested origin of the drug in half these cases was Ireland. Of those 4 cases, 2 arose through Sales Trials and 2 were through private sales. It was suggested that the one of the recommendations from the ADMC report the taking of a sample at registration of a greyhound may be helpful. PI suggested that the Irish trainer should either supply a certificate or declaration stating that the greyhound was free from drugs or medication. The GRB agreed with this approach. SW asked BF to raise the whole issue with the Irish Greyhound Board on his visit there next week. 

Action: BF to raise during meeting with IGB

Secretary’s note: One further positive has since been identified where the suggested origin is Ireland.

DD referred to a matter raised recently where it was identified that once the report of a local inquiry had been referred to him as Director of Regulation he had only three courses of action open to him under rule 159. None of those sub sections allowed him to refer the local inquiry back to the Stipendiary Steward to continue dealing with it and dispense a sanction. The GRB agreed and suggested that a proposal be forwarded to the next RRC to add a sub clause iv stating that “having considered the report from a local inquiry can refer that matter back to the Stipendiary Steward to continue dealing with it, or forward the case to another Stipendiary Steward to deal.”

Action: DD to forward as a proposal to the next RRC

7. Veterinary Director

SG reported that he had attended a recent meeting of the Veterinary Medicines Directorate (VMD). They had asked that GBGB report all breaches to them and not to use discretion to filter out any possible minor breaches. However, they then qualified this by stating that they did not require details of every out of date bottle of medicine. The VMD advised that a Stipendiary Steward should not seize any such medicine but only record or make a note of the possible breach. GRB agreed that the instruction from VMD did not appear consistent and that before any further action would taken on this matter we should await a full written instruction from VMD as to the action they required to be taken. This could then be distributed to all trainers and relevant licensed personnel so that no one could be in any doubt as to the procedures to be followed and the penalties that might be incurred for non-compliance.

8. Sales Trial Seminar

SW suggested that a Sales Trial Seminar might be useful in addressing the issue of positive drug samples found in greyhounds at Sales Trials. SW advocated that participants should include representatives of;
a) Promoter
b) Trainer
c) Owner
d) Vet
e) Disciplinary Committee
f) Sales Agent(s)
g) Stipendiary Steward
h) IGB representative

SW indicated that he would Chair the meeting and that the objectives should include;
1) Protecting a valuable source of greyhounds for the industry
2) Protecting unsuspecting trainers and owners
3) Identifying the true culprits in respect of positive drug samples and developing  a disciplinary capability to deal with them.
SW suggested that this be held in September/October.


9. AOB

SG stated that he had a request from a trainer that when a drug positive is published that the information include the common name for the product. DD agreed and asked that when SG was sent prior details of a positive that SG provide that information and he would include it within the Calendar notice.

10. Date of Next Meeting

Friday 10th September 2010
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