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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
GREYHOUND REGULATORY BOARD HELD ON 
FRIDAY, 9th April 2010
Present:
 
Mr S Winfield (Acting Chair)



(SW)


Mr R Hayler (Acting CEO)    



(RH)

Mr S Gower (Veterinary Director)     

(SG)
In attendance:

Mr D Donnelly (Director of Regulation) 

(DD)


            Mr J Blake (UKAS Director)



(JB)

1. Apologies 
Paul Illingworth apologised for his absence (but was able to contribute to agenda items 7-9 via telephone conference call).
2. Minutes of last meetings
The minutes of the 29th January 2010 were agreed by SW. The minutes of the 26th February 2010 were agreed by SG.
3. Matters Arising
One item remains outstanding from last meeting which is a proposed rule change to be proposed by DD at next meeting of the Rules Review Committee (RRC).
4. Rules Review Committee
SW said that he would deal with agenda items 4 and 5 under the same heading as both related to the work of the Rules Review Committee.  SW reported that much of 2009 and the first quarter of 2010 had been taken up with progression of the Animal Welfare Act. This had involved successful introduction of micro-chipping for all greyhounds racing or trialling at GBGB licensed stadia. More recently focus had shifted to the introduction of changes to the Rules of racing to comply with the introduction of the Statutory Instrument (SI) dealing with the Welfare of Greyhounds Regulations 2010. SW thanked everyone present for all their hard work in ensuring that the rule changes were in place for the 6th April, the date when the SI became law. DD then pointed to the work undertaken by himself and Tom Huntley (TH), with Gordon Bissett (GB) regarding the implementation of a Standard Operating Policy (SOP). This SOP laid out the various measures that the Registry department of the GBGB would undertake in order to comply with Part 2 – Databases - of the Welfare of Greyhounds Regulations 2010. DD said that apart from some minor amendments GB had asked that DD circulate to the Secretary of the RCPA and then put the SOP on the GBGB website. SW thanked DD, TH and GB for their time and effort in producing the SOP.
SW then referred to the Terms of Reference (TOR) of the RRC. Under heading 8 of the TOR entitled Business of the Rules of Racing Committee SW pointed out that 90% of the work envisaged had been completed. Therefore the focus had to shift to establish new priorities for the RRC. One of which was the introduction of penalty guidelines. This task had been delegated from the GBGB main board to the GRB. That programme of work was not yet catered for within the current RRC TOR.  SW believed this piece of work to be a key deliverable within the next 12 months.

Action: SW to re-draft RRC TOR to incorporate penalty guidelines as a new priority 
SW referred to the postponement of the overall review of the rules of racing. This had occurred through the emphasis on the need to ensure that micro-chipping and compliance with other changes brought about by the Animal Welfare Act were implemented within the rules of racing. SW queried whether there was still a need for a full review of the rules of racing. SG referred to the recent ADMC (Higgins Report) report which envisaged a number of rules changes. SG said he would like to see an overhaul of the rules of racing to replace the language used with positive rather than negative grammatical syntax. SW said that he could envisage modification of the rule book by categories such as licensing and registration. This would leave the focus on “race day” rules and introduce clarity. 
SW pointed out that the proposed changes to the rules of racing commented upon in the ADMC report would be addressed by the RRC once the GBGB main board had decided to accept the recommendations in part or in full.

RH commented on the structure of the RRC and asked whether there was any plan to increase the establishment of the committee above the 7 members already designated. SW said that he was not prepared to increase that number. However, he realised that in discussing proposals for the penalty guidelines it would be helpful to have a member of the Disciplinary Committee present for that part of the proceedings.
DD asked for clarification regarding stakeholder membership of the RRC and the expected remit of multiple stakeholder representation. SW stated that where there were two members representing a stakeholder group they were expected to represent that group and speak for them as the decision maker. This also meant that if there were two representatives they had “one voice” on the RRC. SW undertook to make changes to the TOR of the RRC. This is to ensure that the terms of reference reflected the fact that those representing their stakeholder groups were conveying the collective decision(s) of their stakeholder group on a topic or topics to the RRC. 
Action: DD to forward copy of RRC TOR to SW to amend
RH queried whether the RRC should also review the penalties awarded by the Disciplinary Committee. SW said that this was action was the responsibility of the chair of the GRB. SW asked whether any of the historical data on sanctions utilised by the ADMC panel would be available to use as a possible framework for the RRC to use when formulating their penalty guidelines.
Action: DD to speak with Peter Laurie, Secretary to the ADMC

5. Director or Regulation
DD reported that following the last GRB meeting he had meet with Mr Martin Dore regarding the re-opening of Coventry Greyhound Stadium. He had discussed with Mr Dore the documents required by the GRB to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of issuing him with a GBGB licence. At the time of reporting DD still awaited a copy of the lease agreement signed by Mr Dore and the owner of Coventry Stadium. In addition a copy of the Gambling licence was also awaited.

Reference was made to the business plan submitted by Mr Dore which incorrectly overestimated the amount of funding that might be available from the BGRF, “the fund”. This overestimate had the effect of reducing the yearly profit calculated in the business and instead meant there would be a loss. It was the opinion of the GRB that a prospective Promoter of a new racecourse should not factor in to their business plan assumptions that “fund” money would be available to them.
Action: DD to write to Mr Dore and inform him that he needs to contact the Secretary of the BGRF to establish what “fund” money is available to him.

6. Drug Sampling Programme 2009 and 2010
At this point in the meeting PI joined via telephone conference call. SW asked that the GRB deal with agenda items 7-9 at this juncture. 
SW referred to the ADMC report and reported that the GBGB main board would decide how the recommendations would be taken forward. He suggested that the GRB look at some of the headline factors within the report.

SG said he welcomed the report and believed that it provided a workable strategy. The GRB should have ownership but recognition had to be given to some of the logistical and financial implications contained within the report. SW commented upon the formation of the Doping and Medication Advisory Panel (DMAP). He believed that apart from the cost factor this type of group could not be expected to continue indefinitely. The DMAP should be viewed as a type of mentor which could be consulted on an ad-hoc basis.
PI referred to the ongoing structure of the field force and the implications of the recommendation of the ADMC that there should be 7 stipendiary stewards and 3 sampling stewards. SG said that this recommendation was premature in that it was not certain as to whether the funding for the proposed increase in sampling numbers was yet available. The drugs strategy needed to be set before the introduction of increased sampling stewards. In tandem with this SG also cited the gathering of intelligence which would enable greater focus on those seeking to undermine the integrity of the sport. A proper analysis of such intelligence might also reveal that any increase in sampling stewards might not be necessary. The overall view of the GRB was that before there was any increase in headcount the drug strategy going forward need to be established.
SW then asked for comments upon the use of a Therapeutic Use Exemption (TUE) form. Recommendation 6 proposed that in certain circumstances a greyhound requiring medication that contains specified prohibited substances within 7 days by a veterinary surgeon may utilise this proposed form. That form signed by that veterinary surgeon and recorded in the kennel treatment book would have to be presented to the GBGB licensed veterinary surgeon on the day of the race or trial. The GBGB licensed veterinary surgeon would then decide if the greyhound was fit to race and whether the treatment was likely to influence the performance of the greyhound’s performance in the race. 
PI regarded this recommendation as a “cheat’s charter”, because if the greyhound needed medication it was not fit to race. The view of SG was that there could be medication given that was not likely to affect performance. SG believed that the development of a “first aid” box would assist veterinary surgeons and the sport to understand the limitations of this proposal. SG proposed that the veterinary surgeons committee chaired by him should be given the responsibility to develop a proposed “first aid” box for consideration.
Action: SG with veterinary surgeons committee to consider recommendation to develop a “first aid” box in line with recommendation 6 of the ADMC report.
7. Micro chipping Project
PI reported that thus far 18,273 greyhounds had been micro-chipped. Both SG and PI reported that there had been few adverse reactions or migrations in relation to the micro-chips inserted.
PI also reported 9 of the 12 GBGB licensed racecourse using race man now had the reflex technology installed. A total of 22 GBGB licensed stadia now had reflex technology installed. All remaining installations will take place by the end of April.
In relation to registrations of greyhounds the comparative figures for the first quarter of 2009 when compared with 2010 showed that 394 more greyhounds have been registered in 2010.

8. Senior Stipendiary Steward to GRB 
PI reported that as UKAS accreditation had been achieved he was now devoting some of his time to developing an improved process for kennel inspections. He said that with DD and Peter Laurie from the welfare department a “traffic light” system had been developed to identify those trainers/kennels that represented the most risk. The process as envisaged would allow greater focus on those presenting most risk. SG believed that this approach was a step in the right direction.
SG commented upon the yearly vets inspection form. His view was that both a vet and kennel inspection needs to be undertaken but require different matters to be inspected. SG said that the veterinary surgeons sub-committee would be looking at a re-draft of the current vets form at their committee meeting on Thursday 15th April. 

PI mentioned that an updated Rules of Racing had been placed upon the GBGB website and also contained the dates of rule amendments.

9. Findings of the Disciplinary Committee March 2010 Hearing
DD stated that following his successful application for costs in the Jason Foster case he would apply the recommendation of the ADMC report by asking for costs to be awarded in cases where a drugs positive was proven. The GRB agreed with this approach.
10. Circulation of Minutes
SW reminded GRB that the GBGB needed to see minutes of the GRB. DD said that in future when the minutes have been approved by the chair of the GRB he would forward a copy to RH to circulate to GBGB.

11.
AOB
RH raised the issue of “tail tip” dressings that had been the subject of a number of letters and comment recently. SW advised that any request for clarity on a rule should go to the RRC and the veterinary surgeons sub-committee for advice. Thus producing a single rule and to be implemented consistently.

Action: RH to refer to the RRC for consideration

RH referred to a letter he had received from William Hill Ltd that raised two points. The first matter was their proposed use of a logo on the racing jacket. SW responded by stating that this was a RRC matter but he should take this for discussion in the first instance to the GBGB main board for a view. This decision to be undertaken was a commercial one.

Action: RH to raise at the next GBGB meeting for them to consider and advise on dispensation

The second point raised by William Hill Ltd was a request to allow a race in which each greyhound was represented in the colours of a political party; anticipating the General Election to be held on the 6th May 2010. SW also referred RH to seek the advice of the GBGB at their next meeting and as with the previous point to seek dispensation for both items.

Action: RH to raise at the next GBGB meeting for them to consider and advise on dispensation

12 .Time and date of next meeting

The next GRB board meeting is scheduled for Friday, 30th April 2010 commencing at 11 am.
DD
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