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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 

GREYHOUND REGULATORY BOARD HELD ON 

 Tuesday, 25th August 2009


Present:		Dr Ian Reynolds (Chair)                                       (IR)
Steve Winfield (Non-Exec Director)                    (SW)
Ian Taylor (Chief Executive)	                              (IT)		Simon Gower (Veterinary Director)                     (SG)
				Paul Illingworth (S/Stipendiary Steward)             (PI)

In attendance:			Declan Donnelly (Director of Regulation)            (DD)
	                        	

1.	Apologies

There were no apologies
 
2.	Minutes of the Meeting held on the 1st July 2009

The minutes were agreed by the Chair.

3.	Agenda for the meeting


IR said that the meeting had been called to discuss matters arising from the drugs strategy programme that had been developed by the Greyhound Regulatory Board (GRB). IR proposed 5 key points that would serve as the basis of the agenda for the meeting.

1) Was the strategy properly approved?
2) Did the GRB provide enough information on the proposed strategy to the GBGB and stakeholders?
3) Was the strategy correct in hindsight?
4) Did the executive officers and field staff act correctly?
5) What are the requirements of the GRB going forward?

The agenda items were agreed by those present. IR then welcomed PI to his first meeting of the GRB, and congratulated him on his appointment as Senior Stipendiary Steward.





4.	Was the strategy agreed?

IR asked each member who had been present at the previous GRB meetings whether their recollection was that the drugs strategy currently under discussion had been agreed. In particular the “pooling” of a portion of the samples as a complementary process to gain some information for an Intelligence led Strategy. All GRB members agreed.

IR said that the drugs strategy that had been agreed and implemented was consistent with what other regulatory bodies were doing. In addition a Memorandum of Understanding had been signed with the British Horse Racing Authority to share “Best Practice “and implement a “Memex type” intelligence Database. The strategy had been considered and had not been approached in a cavalier manner. 

IT referred to the fact that all the field staff had been called to a meeting with Simon Gower on the 22nd July to discuss the proposed strategy. At that meeting the issue of possible breaches of the Rules of Racing had not been raised. Discussion had centred on where the samples should be decanted either in the vet’s room or away from the stadium. In addition the decanting of samples and any possible health hazard was also raised. Agreement was also given to purchase gowns and gloves to reduce any possible health hazard when decanting. It had been confirmed in writing to field staff that there was no identified health hazard, and this had been included in the Company Health and Safety Policy.

IT then produced a chart by way of analogy to make comparisons between the previous testing regimes and the purpose of the new strategy. The new strategy complemented the current strategy by adding an additional strand to the testing regime. Under the new strategy the trainer from whose greyhound a sample was taken would not be aware whether the sample taken would be subjected to a “pooled” or targeted sample. The purpose of the “pooled” sample was to to enable an increase in the numbers of samples taken and to log the additional information for future reference. It was not the intention that any trainer subject to a “pooled” sample would be prosecuted as a result of that “pooled” sample proving positive. This would then provide some of the data upon which an intelligence led approach could take place.


5.   	Did the GRB provide enough information on the proposed strategy to the GBGB and stakeholders?

IT made reference to a letter received  from the Racecourse Promoters Association (RCPA) that requested information regarding the drug sampling strategy. The response to the RCPA made reference to the fact that information regarding the drug sampling strategy had already been reported to the GBGB and were contained in reports from the Director of Regulation and in the minutes of the GRB. These points had also been covered by SG in three verbal reports that he had presented to the GBGB when he had invited questions from all Members of the GBGB.

A more detailed letter from the RCPA had been received recently by the Chair of the GBGB in which requests for further details of the drug strategy was raised. It had been agreed between the Chairmen that IR would respond to this second letter after the GBGB meeting on 8th September called to discuss these issues. IR stated that a judgment had to be reached as to the amount of detail that should be given by GRB to any particular individual or group, whether they be stakeholder Members on the GBGB or external stakeholders. In reaching a decision a balance had to be struck between providing too much and too little information. Too much detail could render the purpose of a strategy void because details could inadvertently become public knowledge, thereby negating the effects of a strategy. In this instance the GRB erred on the side of caution. As an independent body the GRB controls the strategy and the decision to control the release of information was in retrospect, not wrong. IR said that there could have been more detail and clarity at GRB level and better communication above.

SG pointed out that the broad strategy was to determine geographically and strategically where issues could be identified that would enable an intelligence led strategy to be developed. In this case there might be members of the GBGB who under the constitution of the GBGB would be required to declare an interest that they might be conflicted if they were privy to disclosure of any detailed information. 

Action: IR to respond on behalf of GRB to letter received by Chair of GBGB from the RCPA

6.	Was the strategy correct?

IT queried whether the Racecourse Promoters should have been involved as the Field Staff and HFL had knowledge of the strategy. It was agreed that Racecourse Promoters should not have been made aware of the details of what the strategy entailed. It was considered by the GRB whether disclosure of the 1st August as the commencement date for the drugs strategy would have made a difference. It was decided that any forewarning may have led to the envisaged drug strategy being thwarted.

IR said that the strategy that had been undertaken from the 1st August was not wrong or unsound. He believed it was the appearance of what was happening that gave the wrong impression. In addition he had instructed that samples would only be opened under laboratory conditions at HFL in accordance with agreed procedures, no matter what use the data was to be put. 

7.	Did the Executive Officers and Field Staff act correctly?

It was confirmed that all the Field Staff knew the detail of the drugs strategy that was being proposed. SG confirmed that he had held a number of meetings with the staff who were to be involved. IR said that since the 1st August the Field Staff had been in an uncomfortable position and this would need to be addressed. IR proposed that he would write to the Field Staff to thank them for the work they had undertaken and that the GRB fully support their actions and those of the executive officers. All Non Executive members of the GRB confirmed that Executive Officers and Field Staff had been instructed to carry through the processes as described, and no Officer had exceeded his authority. 

IT also referred to meetings of GBGB and Stakeholders in which members had asked for efficiency savings. As a result of that request IT had tasked GRB and in particular SG with identifying worldwide best practice and making efficiency savings from the drug sampling budget. The current proposed drugs strategy had incorporated efficiency savings. IR stated that the principles encapsulating any approach to efficiency savings were modernization, preserving integrity and maintaining confidence. IT said that in the light of those principles if the drug sampling strategy required further funding then GBGB would have to make an application to the “Fund”. He also pointed out that there had been full dialogue with the Fund Secretary on the strategy and discussions with some Bookmaker representatives since the matter became public knowledge.

In the light of the current issues over the drug sampling strategy DD raised the case of the refusal by Trainer Mr A Meek to provide a sample of urine from his greyhound at a race meeting held on the 24th August and sought the advice of the GRB Board. The advice was received by the Board that only 2 outcomes for this offence were possible if found guilty: Suspension of his licence or a £500 fine and that suspension was the normal outcome. DD mentioned that suspending Mr Meek had been considered but on weighing this up, with all the anxiety and anger exhibited around the drug sampling strategy at present, DD did not consider this appropriate in the circumstances. Those present agreed with this position. IR emphasized that this discussion was not a hearing but the principles involved were appropriate to discuss. The Board felt that it was important to deal proportionately with the offence, if found guilty, since it seemed likely that the refusal of a sample was as a reaction to the furore surrounding the drug sampling programme. The Members expressed their view that they hoped the result would be the minimum possible. 

In conclusion IR said that he would write to all Racecourse Executives to clarify the position regarding the GRB drug sampling strategy, and their position regarding interpretation of the Rules of Racing.

 Action: IR to write to all Racecourse Executives
Action: PI to draft a handout to be given to trainers detailing their responsibilities		

8.	What are the requirements of the GRB going forward

IR referred to the letter received by the Chair of the GBGB in which the stakeholder Directors asked the GRB to consider three issues. The Chair of the GBGB has asked the GRB to respond to him. The questions are;

1) Do the GRB have confidence in the drug testing strategy?

The GRB fully supports the drug testing strategy.

2) Have the Rules of Racing been breached by the GRB in pursuance of their drug sampling strategy

The Articles of Association at 57.4.6 give sole responsibility to the GRB to “set and manage the Company’s drug sampling programme”.

3) The letter refers to the lack of cohesion across the GBGB.

IR said that he would welcome a discussion on the matter with other GBGB members.



9.        AOB

There was no AOB.

10 .The next date of the GRB is Friday 25th September, 2009 commencing at 11 am.

IR/DD/LD 26/8/09
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