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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
GREYHOUND REGULATORY BOARD HELD ON 
FRIDAY, 29th JANUARY 2010
Present:
 
Mr S Winfield (Non-exec Director)
Chair
 
(SW)

Mr S Gower (Vet Director)



(SG)


Mr R Hayler (Acting CEO)    



(RH)

Mr P Illingworth (Senior Stipendiary Steward) 
(PI)

In attendance:

Mr D Donnelly (Director of Regulation) 

(DD)


            Mr J Blake (UKAS Director)



(JB)

1. Apologies 
There were no apologies.
2. Minutes of last meetings
SW queried the outstanding action from Dr Reynolds; namely the apparent mismatch between the articles and memorandum of association of GBGB and the rules of racing. SW proposed that any action in this regard should be led by the GRB and will be a future GRB objective. This was unanimously agreed.
The minutes of the 18th December 2009 were agreed.
3. Matters Arising
RH reported that the HFL contract in respect of sampling had yet to be signed for 2010 as a result of this HFL had reverted to their July 2009 sampling cost of £120 per sample analysed. RH said that the 2010 GBGB budget envisaged reductions of 15%,; it was noted that the sampling budget would not be exempt from possible reductions. RH pointed out that the voluntary levy (0.6%) received from the ABB would not be enough to sustain the previous levels of sampling and would possibly impact upon integrity. SW reported that the impending Medication and Doping Review Panel should report with their findings sometime in February. This would also have an impact on the sampling strategy. 
4. Rules Review Committee
SW stated that the introduction of the new rules concerning micro-chipping and registration of greyhounds racing or trialling at a GBGB Licensed racecourse had been introduced as of 1st January 2010.
The Rules Review Committee had at their last meeting on the 8th December 2009 completed the review of all feedback received during the consultation process conducted earlier in the year. DD would write to all those who had contributed in due course.

SW reported that the Statutory Instrument (SI) introducing the proposed Welfare of Racing Greyhounds Regulations 2010 was scheduled to be introduced by Parliament as law on the 6th April 2010. A sub group of the RRC had met and had put together a series of amendments to the rules that reflected the impact of the proposed SI. SW then went through the timeline as it affected GBGB. DD had currently e mailed all respective stakeholders and in addition sent letters to all race courses enclosing the proposed set of rule changes and a copy of the regulations. He had asked for responses by 3rd February at latest.
Once these were received the sub group would meet again to reflect any additions or other rule change proposals as affected by the SI. These would then have to be approved through GRB to reach the GBGB for their meeting on the 12th March. If agreed at that meeting the amendments would be published in the Calendar of the 26th March to take effect on the 6th April.
PI stated that the law was now clear that the rule regarding the requirement of all greyhounds racing at Licensed GBGB stadia to be micro-chipped, would include International Entries. So the previous dispensation for International Entries had now lapsed. PI pointed out that this had formed part of the package of proposals to GBGB at their meeting on the 14th December where they had agreed all the micro-chipping proposals, apart from the proposed rule requirement for International Entries to be micro-chipped. Now that the law had been clarified RH agreed to re-submit this proposal to the GBGB at their meeting on the 2nd February. 

Action: RH to re-submit proposal to GBGB that International Entries must be micro-chipped.
Action: PI to ensure that an article highlighting the rule requirement for International Entries to be Micro-chipped is placed in the Irish Racing Media

Action : Peter Laurie to notify Irish Greyhound Authorities in his forthcoming visit with Chair of GBGB to Ireland.

DD gave an overview of the development of what had been termed the Sanctions Guidelines. He referred to his written proposal to GRB. This envisaged that a working party be set up consisting of stakeholders and a member of the Disciplinary Committee to look at formulating penalty guidelines to assist the Disciplinary Committee once evidence had been heard at a hearing. DD pointed out that he was unsighted on any proposals emanating from the Medication and Doping Review Panel that may affect his proposal. SW said he was also unsighted on the extent of their terms of reference and the position they had actually reached. He said he would speak with the Chair to establish an oversight of any current proposals. SW agreed with the written proposal prepared by DD and that he would speak with the Chair of the Medication and Doping Review Panel. He asked RH to submit the proposal by DD to the GBGB for consideration at their meeting on the 2nd February.
Action: RH to take DD’s proposal to GBGB for the 2nd February.
Action: SW to speak to Chair of M&DR Panel re interim findings.
PI referred to the introduction of the new Greyhound Welfare Regulations 2010. He pointed out that records need to be kept by racecourses of vets attending racecourses and also the issue of keeping a record of injuries to greyhounds. These records are required under the proposed legislative changes. PI and and Gordon Bissett (GB) had discussed this aspect at the RRC sub group meeting and proposed that the information be kept in a standardised format by all racecourses. The format would be similar to a kennel book. SG queried where such a record should be held. PI responded that the document would be completed by the veterinary surgeon at each racecourse and held in the racing office.
DD introduced the GBGB Standard Operating Procedures guidelines that the Registry team had developed to take account of Part 2 of the regulations. DD stated that some additions and amendments were required to the document, which would be undertaken. SW complimented the registry team on the quality of the document presented, particularly the clarity.

5. Director or Regulation
DD gave an update on the recent issue of annual licences to racecourses. A feature of this years licence required the racecourse executive at each racecourse to sign a copy of the licence and return this to the Director of Regulation. The licence also reflected an acknowledgement that racecourse executive are subject to the Animal Welfare Act and the Gambling Act. DD reported that he had received back 10 licences that had been signed, 16 remained outstanding. SW asked that RH mention this fact at the GBGB meeting on the 2nd February, as none of the racecourse promoters on the GBGB had returned their licence, signed or unsigned.

Action: RH to raise the issue of unsigned licences at GBGB.
DD then gave an overview of the complaints lodged during 2009 with GBGB. IN total there were 84 complaints. No data existed from previous years for comparison. The main area of complaints was in respect of welfare and against trainers. DD commented that a GBGB priority was investigation of welfare complaints. To assist this another investigator had been appointed to cover the southern half of the country. 
6. Drug Sampling Programme 2009 and 2010
SG pointed out that the Medication and Doping Review Panel had not yet released their report or recommendations. Therefore it was difficult to set a strategy for 2010 that might potentially conflict with their findings. This raised the issue of what the industry is trying to achieve with its current sampling strategy and whether GBGB were interpreting that correctly. Was the driver for sampling an issue of how much money was available or should it be a question of setting a percentage of greyhounds to be sampled? 
RH proposed that as with other committees that GRB might wish to consider whether they should bid for money to support the strategy, once the strategy had been articulated. The GRB discussed the difficulty of pitching for a budget for sampling without understanding the context or recommendations of the Medication and Doping Review Panel. SW pointed out that he had undertaken to speak to the Chair of the panel. Until the outcome of that discussion was known the current sampling operation with associated costs was to continue.
7. Microchipping Project
SG reported that there had only been one adverse reaction from a greyhound during the entire micro-chipping project. SG said that some vets were charging fees for micro-chipping. PI said that 15,877 greyhounds had now been micro-chipped of those 11,939 had raced or trialled this year. The average figure of greyhounds racing or trialling for the 28 day period is 12,000.

PI then updated GRB with the roll-out of Reflex equipment, 6 racecourses had been completed. The equipment given to each racecourse enabled them to print off greyhound markings, thus obviating the need for ID books. The requirement to have an ID book as opposed to an electronic version would require consideration at a future date.
PI gave an update on racecourse inspections pending the visit by UKAS officials to Perry Barr. JB reported that the success of the inspections forms arose because the inspection process was allied with the rules. This gave substance to the inspection, which was followed up with a period allowed for remedial work to take place, if required. If remedial work was not followed up this could be met with further action through either the intervention of the Senior Stipendiary Steward or the Director of Regulation. Overall this was a more robust system than that which existed previously.
The issue of the field force structure was raised and RH explained that a letter was due to go out shortly to the Stipendiary Stewards explaining the position of the trainee Stipendiary Stewards. It was anticipated that the current sampling stewards would take up their posts on the 1st March.

8. Senior Stipendiary Steward to GRB 
PI noted that his updates had been given under the previous item.
9. Findings of the Disciplinary Committee December Hearing
DD pointed out that the recent Calendar notices had been lacking in detail as regards the rationale for case decisions. He reported that this had been resolved with the Disciplinary Committee, who would include such rationale in those cases where it would not be patently obvious. In addition the Disciplinary Committee agreed that whatever outcome was arrived at in a particular case that they would ensure enough detail was provided to formulate a Calendar notice that reflected their decision.
10. AOB
RH asked whether the renewal date for trainer licences could be put back to the 5th January. This would assist in processing applications quicker. SW responded that that decision was entirely an internal management decision.

RH cited the closure of Coventry Racing Stadium Limited and stated that this had been discussed at the Commercial Committee who had asked that the GRB consider a) the financial credentials of applicants b) should there be a minimum requirement for a lease c) should there be a requirement for a deposit to be paid in lieu of a default in payment of prize money?
SW said that GRB would look at financial credibility of all applicants and this was catered for in the new Racecourse Application form. Secondly, we could not ask for a deposit as envisaged as this condition would need to be a requirement of all racecourses. JB supported this by stating that GRB could not impose a condition that effectively discriminated against a racecourse. The condition had to be met by all racecourses, if it was to be imposed at all.
11. Time and date of next meeting

The next GRB board meeting is scheduled for Friday, 26th February 2010 commencing at 11 am.
DD
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