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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
GREYHOUND REGULATORY BOARD HELD ON 
 FRIDAY, 5th June 2009
Present:

Dr. Ian Reynolds (Chairman)

        (IR)





Ian Taylor (Chief Executive)
                    (IT)





Steve Winfield (Non-Exec Director)          (SW)
Simon Gower (Veterinary Director)          (SG)
In attendance:

Declan Donnelly (Director of Regulation) (DD)
Update on UKAS 

only:


John Blake (Director of Accreditation)       (JB)
1.
Apologies
There were no apologies
2.
Minutes of the Meeting held on the 24th April 2009
The minutes were agreed by the Chair. 
3.
Matters Arising
(i) Actions
DD to produce comprehensive sanctions matrix (completed) see 5 (b). 
IT to circulate draft Terms of Reference for the Disciplinary Committee (completed). IR updated the meeting by stating that he had attended a recent Disciplinary Hearing and been asked by members to clarify the tenure of 1-3 years. He agreed that members should put forward their proposals for individuals to select tenure between 2-4 years, provided that they were able to agree an even spread amongst themselves, in order that expertise was not lost all at once. The GRB Chairman would allocate such a spread should they not be able to do so.
SG to set up a drug sampling review on the GBGB web site and give notice of review in the Calendar (ongoing)
IT to issue a paper on Transmission Licence Fees to GRB (completed) (item 7)
DD to write to Mr J McGee on behalf of GRB (completed). DD updated the GRB by stating that Mr McGee’s appeal was to be heard before the Disciplinary Committee on the 9th June 2009.

DD to produce a timeline for submission and circulation deadlines of papers for GRB (completed)

4.
Rules Review Committee  (SW)
SW gave an update of the meeting of the Rules Review Committee held on the 15th May to review the information received back from the recent consultation on revision of the Rules of Racing. As a result of that meeting SW gave an example, raised by Professional Trainer Mr Martin White, where the committee had agreed that a change could be implemented immediately. Both IR and It stated that the Rules Review revision was not to be a piecemeal process and that all changes would be implemented on the 1st January 2010.
SW mentioned that BAGs have their own separate set of rules for racing. IT clarified that these were not specifically rules, but conditions set by BAGS at a Licensed racecourse to satisfy a contract. They actually enhance the GBGB Rules of Racing by setting a minimum standard. IR pointed out that there is no discretion and that all Licensed racecourses must operate in the same way as part of one organisation under GBGB.
IR proposed that with the Rules Review under way that there should be an overview group to review the totality of the proposed changes. IT agreed and said that this should be a group consisting of IT, SW, DD, SG and a Stipendiary Steward. IR also proposed that there should be a lawyer within the overview group to advise on the proposals. IT stated that the overview group should also focus on Conditions of Licence. This was agreed by GRB.
Action: 1) IT to set up Overview Group


2) DD to obtain copy of BAGS Rules

5.   
Director of Regulation (DD)
DD then introduced his proposals for regulatory reform which included the concept of Local Regulators who would have responsibility for the investigation and prosecution of breaches of the Rules of Racing at all Licensed Racecourse and breaches of conditions of Licence. Their responsibilities would include drug sampling. DD also referred to the recent job description that he had forwarded to all field staff for comment upon. Included was the job description for a Welfare type role, the exact title of which had yet to be identified. This role would focus primarily on aspects of greyhound welfare, including training, kennel and track visits. This would also include drug sampling, but would under UKAS accreditation remain distinct as it would not have an investigative or prosecutorial role.
DD then updated the GRB with the revised sanctions matrix. The matrix had allocated various rules a banding, depending upon where a rule fell within the banding related to the penalty that might be incurred. Penalties ranged from a fine of £50 to an automatic appearance before the Disciplinary Committee. The latter would be reserved for those cases that fell under Class 1 of the drugs sanction matrix devised by SG, in which the penalty would be a suspension or a ban. And would also include those matters involving welfare of the greyhound. IR asked that the matrix produced by SG and DD be merged. IT mentioned that references in the Rules of Racing to Stipendiary Stewards and Racing Managers should be replaced in the rules revision process. IT stressed that regulatory reform would lead to better efficiencies in all areas.
Action: SG and DD to produce a one page Matrix
6.
Draft Terms of Reference for Disciplinary Committee
IT confirmed that he would await the Committees response to IR’s agreement for them to draw up their own individual periods of tenure, provided it was between 2-4 years. 
7.
Transmission Licence Fees
The minutes on this item were covered by IR. The paper produced by IR for the GBGB is an attachment to the minutes.
8.        Drug Sampling Programme 2009/10
SG updated the GRB by stating that he had approached a number of drug laboratories with a proposal to tender for the drug sampling analysis currently undertaken by HFL Sports Science. IR stressed that it was important that such procurement should go out to a formal tender. The policy to be applied is which company provides best value, not just the best price.

SG agreed to publish an overview of what his drugs matrix would look like but without specifying at this stage which drug would attract which penalty. This would demonstrate to the Greyhound Industry the process being undertaken. SG agreed to publish a prototype matrix in the next edition of the Calendar. 

In respect of being intelligence led organization SG informed the GRB that he had received proposals for the cost of the Memex system of analysis. He also cited that provided an MOU could be agreed to it may be also possible to have a member of GBGB staff seconded to the BHA in order to take advantage of their experience in Intelligence led operations. IT said that any MOU would need legal advice, and he cited the MOU at present being drawn up between the GRB and Gambling Commission. The GRB agreed that SG should progress all the strands of work proposed.
Action 1) SG to arrange formal tender process with nominated laboratories

2)SG to publish prototype Drugs matrix in Calendar


3) SG to produce proposed MOU between BHA and GRB 
9.       UKAS Update 
JB gave an update of his recent visits to racecourse and of the  discussions with UKAS to assess progress thus far. JB had convinced UKAS that racecourses could do without their own quality management systems providing GBGB was able to maintain at least the current levels and nature of surveillance. He said that in discussion with UKAS they had been persuaded by the fact that currently our own Stipendiary Stewards make approximately two visits to each racecourse each month. UKAS were persuaded that such visits were a viable part of an independent process because they were assured that a) the visits were unannounced and b) regular. JB reviewed the data against number of tracks, number of races held and visits by Stipendiary Stewards. This revealed the number of visits in 2008 by Stipendiary Stewards only accounted for 7 ½ % from over 5000 race meetings. JB proposed that to counter this imbalance each racecourse would have to have a self-certification process. JB envisaged that this would be a new version of the Racecourse Inspection Form to be used by GBGB and the racecourses alike to cover every meeting. These forms would then  be subject to inspection at each visit by either of the new Local Regulator or  Welfare roles. The GRB agreed that JB should continue with developing the proposed format. 

10.    Criminal Convictions & Custodial Sentences
DD gave the background to the paper, namely that three previous GBGB licence holders were serving custodial sentences for offences ranging from supplying drugs to possession of firearms. DD advocated that under Rule 4(a)(i)(b) and applying the Rehabilitation of Offences Act 1974, that in such cases a recommendation be made to the Disciplinary Committee to ban such persons from applying again for a licence until the sentence is “spent”. The GRB agreed and asked that the word “Recommend” to the Disciplinary Committee be changed to “Instruct”. DD then highlighted instances where the new policy would be applicable to those who had served custodial sentences, but were contemplating application for a GBGB licence. The GRB agreed the proposed policy.
11. 
AOB

IT requested a change of date for the GRB 27th November meeting to Friday 20th November 2009. The Chair agreed to the proposed date.
12 .The next date of the GRB is Wednesday 1st July, 2009 commencing at 11 am. 
IR/DD/BW
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