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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
GREYHOUND REGULATORY BOARD HELD ON 
FRIDAY, 24th APRIL 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)
Observing:

John Blake (Director of Accreditation)       (JB)
1.
Apologies
There were no apologies
2.
Minutes of the Meeting held on the 27th March 2009
The minutes were agreed by the Chair. The Chair welcomed John Blake, Director of Accreditation as an observer to the meeting.
3.
Matters Arising
(i) Actions
IT and DD presented their paper on Nominations to Standing Committees to the GRB. The draft proposal was agreed. 
SW and DD to present a broad template of what the new rule structures could look like. This item to be included under item 4 on the agenda, Rules Review Committee.
The action for DD to present a draft of his proposed regulatory process to be included under item 6(a) on the agenda, Shape of the Regulatory Department.
DD to produce a Sanctions Matrix for prosecutions to be addressed at item 6(b) on the agenda. 
IT raised the issue of sales trials, non-vaccination and use of drugs informally with the Irish Greyhound Board(IGB). Amongst other items he also discussed with the IGB the DEFRA consultation document on Animal Welfare and informed them that Microchipping of greyhounds would likely to become mandatory and would be a condition of licence before any greyhound could run at a GBGB licensed greyhound track. IT also noted that in the area of vaccinations there was good practice, but there was scope to achieve more by greater communication at senior officer level. IT then referred to Sales Trials and envisaged that a number of the current failings could be resolved through conditions of licence. For example the need to comply with vaccination requirements and to ensure this was replicated on the vaccination certificate. The carriage and transport of greyhounds was another factor to be addressed when conditions of licence are reviewed. 
4.
Rules Review Committee  (SW)
SW opened his presentation to the GRB by expressing his disappointment at the level of response received from the industry to the 1st stage consultation process which concluded on the 8th April. He also mentioned a recent ruling by the Director of Regulation which had attracted criticism in the media by a member of the Rules Review Committee. SW felt that an opportunity had been missed for that person to positively promote and encourage the fact that consultation on the Rules of Racing was taking place. SW added that the Rules Review Committee would still be open to contributions and encourage people to put forward their proposals.
IT then gave an overview of a meeting held on the 22nd April with the Stipendiary Stewards and other field staff. John Blake the Director of Accreditation was present at this meeting. At that meeting IT reinforced the fact that the Rules of Racing had to change because GBGB sought UKAS accreditation. Some of the current Rules were either not Rules, or would contravene the UKAS approach to independence and impartiality. IR suggested that if an outline was developed of what the proposed Rules could look like then to build upon that structure.
5.   
Director of Regulation (DD)
DD then presented to the GRB his proposals for the shape of the Regulatory Department. This included provision for an intelligence section with the capability and capacity to analyse, evaluate and disseminate intelligence products. This would help to prioritise and focus workloads. DD envisaged that this would require a number of Local Regulators to achieve this. Their role would be that of investigating and prosecuting all matters relating to the breaches of Rules. This development was in line with UKAS principles, but would require changes to the Rules of Racing to allow them to operate effectively.
DD then presented his proposals for the process of case referral and what this would look like. He envisaged that the Local Regulator would investigate and prosecute up to a level determined by the proposed sanctions matrix. He pointed out that the main driver was to achieve a position where the majority of all breaches were dealt with at a local level by the Local Regulator. Therefore, only the most serious breaches, or repeat offending would come before the Disciplinary Committee. An appeals process would be put in place that allowed appeals from the Local Regulator to the Disciplinary Committee. The appeal process would be similar to that of the Greyhound Appeal Board, except the requirement to lodge a specific sum of money prior to the appeal would be lower.
IR commented that he supported with the direction that the proposed Regulatory shape was taking.  The GRB gave authority to progress this staffing structure and to give progress in this regard at the next GRB meeting.
DD then updated the GRB with the proposed sanctions matrix and gave an overview of what was envisaged. He said that this was still work in progress and would have a more detailed version for the next meeting.
Action: DD to produce a proposed comprehensive Sanctions Matrix for the next meeting
6.
Senior Stipendiary Steward - Update
IT updated the meeting by stating that no Senior Stipendiary Steward had yet been appointed. IR said that as no candidate had been appointed it may now be necessary to headhunt someone for the position. 
SG asked whether the role of Senior Stipendiary Steward was still appropriate given that with the proposed changes the role appeared more welfare oriented. IT said that there was still a requirement for a Senior Stipendiary, for example, to oversee inspection of tracks and trainers establishments, and if there were breaches of regulations that these were passed to the Regulatory Department to assess. IT envisaged that another important role for the Senior Stipendiary Steward would be overseeing the role of the Field Force who would be there to provide advice and guidance as opposed to Local Regulators who would investigate and prosecute breaches of the Rules. SW stressed the importance of building a structure that  identified the right person for a particular role. 
IT confirmed that under the proposed shape of regulatory reform both the Field Force and the Local Regulators could take drug samples in the future and the sampling procedure would follow an intelligence led programme. 
7.
Disciplinary Committee
(a) DD raised the issue of the current difficulties faced by the Disciplinary Committee when adjudicating in cases involving drugs or welfare related matters without the assistance of a vet. IT supported the appointment of a vet to the Disciplinary Committee by the GRB. 
Action: IT to advertise for appointment of Vet to Disciplinary Committee
(b) IT mentioned that the terms of reference for the Disciplinary Committee were nearly completed and he would circulate to the GRB to consider and then forward to the Disciplinary Committee for their views.
Action: IT to circulate draft terms of reference
(a) It was confirmed that membership of the Disciplinary Committee was wholly within the decision of the GRB.
8.      Drug Sampling Programme 2009/10
SG presented his updated drug sampling strategy to the GRB and outlined the resources that would be required to support an intelligence led approach. The points raised by SG were then discussed by the GRB as to the best way forward. SG then presented his suggestion for a drugs sanctions matrix. Broadly, he proposed 3 areas into which inappropriate use of drugs might fall. A breach of class 1 for example would lead to suspension. SG proposed taking the strategy forward by issuing a statement in the Calendar.  IT suggested that stakeholder consultation with opportunities to feed back comments (as per the Rules Review) and the industry needed to be aware of the drug testing strategy. Their views were needed as the strategy had a potential commercial impact.
Action: SG to set up a drug sampling review on the GBGB web site and give notice in the Calendar of the proposed review.
 9.       UKAS
IT gave a verbal update on the current position with UKAS and then introduced JB the Director of Accreditation. JB gave an overview of the UKAS process and stressed that the underlying principles of accreditation involved demonstrating that the processes of the GBGB were defined and impartial.
IR stated that SW would be the chair of the UKAS Accreditation Committee as he was an Independent Director of GRB, but did not sit on the GBGB. Thus he had no conflict of interest between the work of the Accreditation Committee and GBGB. IT would propose his nomination to the GBGB.
Action: IT to propose SW as Chair of the UKAS Accreditation Committee to GBGB
10.    Transmission Licence Fees

IT gave an update on the current position regarding Transmission Licence Fees and said that the GRB needs to demonstrate that it is self-funding from all licence fees. For example at present fees are obtained through trainers, track fees, kennelhands etc. Only the GRB may propose and vary any level of licence fee.  Any such proposals would subsequently require approval by the Board of the GBGB.  In addition a fee, known as a Transmission Licence Fee, is obtained for the broadcast of a race. Current discussions within the Race Course Promoters Association (RCPA), Bookmakers and individual racecourses, particularly with the advent of new technology i.e. “streaming” have centred on the appropriate amount to be paid as a Transmission Licence Fee to the GRB. 

IT reported that he had received a variety of representations on this subject and said that at a recent meeting of the RCPA the debate as to the precise fee continued; some members advocated no change to the manner in which current status of the fee was arrived at, alternatively there is a view that a percentage would seem to make the best sense. IT stressed that there should be a proper mechanism for deciding the fee to be paid. 

Action: IT to issue a paper on Transmission Licence Fees at next GRB meeting on 5th  June for consideration
11. 
AOB

IT mentioned a recent communication he had received from Irish Greyhound Trainer John McGee. IT stated that in the last week the Director of Regulation had refused Mr McGee’s request to run his greyhounds in the English Derby. Mr McGee was querying the fairness of that decision. Having heard the facts from DD, the GRB unanimously supported his initial decision to prevent Mr McGee from running his greyhounds in the English Derby this year. IR said that in order to demonstrate fairness that Mr McGee should be given the opportunity to apply to the Independent Disciplinary Committee to review that decision going forward. DD was asked to write on behalf of the GRB to Mr McGee offering him that opportunity.

Action: DD to write on behalf of GRB to Mr McGee

DD informed the GRB that the first appeal of the year to the Greyhound Appeal Board was to be heard on the 12th May. Miss Maxine Locke is the appellant.
IR wished to make proposals for the format for future GRB meetings and would be making positive proposals in the near future.
The next date of the GRB is Friday, 5th June, 2009 commencing at 11 am. 
IR/DD/BW
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