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Dear Caity, 

Re: Submission to the Triennial Review of Gaming Machine Stakes and Prizes

I am writing to you to provide a response to the DCMS document Gambling Act 2005: Triennial Review of Gaming Machine Stake and Prize Limits.

The Salvation Army is an international Christian church working in 125 countries worldwide. As a registered charity, The Salvation Army demonstrates its Christian principles through social action and is one of the largest, most diverse providers of social welfare in the world. 

The Salvation Army appreciates the invitation to respond to this consultation process. We have worked closely on the issue of Gambling Policy with the Department of Culture Media and Sport and subsequently with the Gambling Commission over several years. 

The Salvation Army is particularly concerned that the current trend towards the societal normalisation of gambling could lead to an increase in the number of people experiencing the highly damaging consequences of problem or pathological gambling, either directly or indirectly. 

The Salvation Army has a long history of working with those whose lives are damaged by addictions, most notably to alcohol and drugs, and a number of those with whom we work also cite gambling among their addictions. The church denominations’ involvement in gambling issues chiefly relates to the devastating impact of gambling addiction on problem gamblers, their families and communities. The Salvation Army have engaged with the industry and the Government over many years to argue for a well regulated industry that fulfils licensing objective (c) of the 2005 Gambling Act. 

Licensing objective (c) “protecting children and other vulnerable persons from being harmed or exploited by gambling.” 
Yet in the liberalisation of gambling that has followed the Gambling Act 2005 The Salvation Army is concerned that the Act is failing to protect the vulnerable.

We have met many people who have suffered financial and psychological ruin at the hand of gambling addiction.  Gambling cannot be seen as just another ‘leisure activity’. The decision to gamble might be a personal one, but the ripples of problem gambling affect many more than the gambler themselves. There is a great responsibility on the industry and the regulator to ensure that those who choose to gamble may do so in a safe environment.

In points 1.2 and 1.3 of the Introduction to the consultation it seems that the preferred outcome of this machine review process is “creating the conditions for Growth in the gambling industry by stripping away unnecessary red tape”. This does not seem to be putting the vulnerable first. We would certainly wish to see point 1.5 taken very seriously “growth across the industry must not be at the cost of public protection.”  

· The liberalisation brought about by the 2005 act has had several notable consequences:
· The promise of the 2005 Gambling Act was the belief that it was possible to liberalise gambling substantially without this leading to a rise in problem gambling. 

· The number of problem gamblers has increased in the UK since the Act came into force.  There are now over 400,000 problem gamblers in the United Kingdom – problem gambling rose from 0.6% to 0.9% between 2007 and 2010. Those trapped in the vicious cycle of problem gambling have reported increase in their gambling in the past 12 months, and have encountered increasingly severe financial difficulties. 
· The number of problem gamblers increased by over 55% between 2007, the year the Gambling Act fully came into operation, and 2010.
· According to Gamcare and The National Problem Gambling Clinic, the average treatment cost per problem gambler is £675, which means that it would cost over £274 million to treat all problem gamblers in the UK.

· At present, even if the gambling industry’s voluntary contribution of £5 million a year to fund research, education and treatment activities related to gambling was entirely dedicated to treating gambling addiction, it would only provide about £12 per problem gambler per year – not even 2% of the average treatment cost.

· The changes between British Gambling Prevalence Surveys of 2007 and 2010 showed clearly that gambling participation has gone up – and so had problem gambling. Yet no policy changes have been made on the basis of this evidence. 

· Problem gambling costs society about £3.24 billion a year and is becoming a major public health issue. Yet there is no concerted government approach for preventing and addressing the economic, social and health costs associated with gambling.
· We believe there needs to be a return to the precautionary principle where changes in policy leading to liberalisation should not be made without strong assurances that they will not result in increased harm.

· The Salvation Army are also concerned about The clustering of hard gaming machines in poorer areas – campaigns have drawn attention to the number of Category B2 machines now on our high streets. At a time of recession and high unemployment, it is utterly inappropriate for the gambling industry to target these highly addictive and profitable machines at some of the UK’s poorest neighbourhoods. Problem gambling is particularly high in England’s most deprived areas. 
· The UK is unusual in allowing young people to gamble, yet stakes and prizes for the machines they are allowed to use have increased. It is high time that additional research into youth problem gambling and participation is conducted. There only appears to be research conducted by the National Lottery Commission. 
· There needs to be up to date and ongoing research conducted by the Gambling Commission as part of their RET strategy. 
· Problem gambling amongst young people is an emerging public health issue. In the UK, over 10% of children who gamble are problem gamblers, whilst 18% of them are at risk gamblers. Research further suggests that early exposure to gambling heightens risks of developing problem gambling in adulthood.

· The liberalisation of gambling advertising at the same time that advertising for tobacco was being restricted was a mystifying spectacle. The spread of online and TV advertising are part of a process whereby the gambling industry is aggressively changing the popular perception of gambling, attempting a cultural normalisation. 

· Funding for the British Gambling Prevalence Survey, which measures gambling participation in the UK, has been cut. This means that future increases in the number of problem and at risk gamblers – and their need for treatment – might not come to light.

The failure to adhere to a precautionary principle is exemplified in the changes that have been made to gaming machine stakes and prizes since 2007: 
· In 2009 the stake and prize limits for category C gaming machines were increased from 50p/£35 to £1/£70 in order to provide some assistance to the arcade and pub sectors. At the same time the stake and prize limits for crane grab machines and coin pusher machines were increased to £1/£50 and 10p/£15 respectively in order to boost revenues in seaside arcades. 

· In July 2011 the government increased the maximum stake limit for category B3 gaming machines from £1 to £2 in order to provide assistance to AGCs and bingo premises and provide a boost to gaming machine manufacturers and suppliers.

These changes did not occur under a regular process of review, nor did they make the slightest reference to the precautionary principle. The rationale was to increase revenue to gambling operators.

The classification of gaming machines into Category B, C and D reflected an ascending scale of risk based on stake and prizes, but it also originally related to the accessibility of machines. Changes in stakes and prizes tend to redefine the Categories in merely economic terms. Likewise the presence of Category B2 machines in betting shops allows hard gambling on the high street, while stake increases for B3 machines have made bingo halls more like harder gaming environments.

The Salvation Army does not accept that any increases in stakes and prizes are sufficiently justified. Research has not established that 2007 levels were appropriate, nor that the increases in 2009 and 2011 were safe. Beyond that, any increases of stakes and prizes beyond inflation are particularly hard to justify, particularly of harder gaming machines. In practice, they would only be acceptable if detailed research had shown there was no danger of them leading to an increase in problem gambling. 

Questions:

Question 1: How often should government schedule these reviews? Please explain the reasons for any timeframes put forward for consideration

They should take place shortly after each Gambling Prevalence Survey, i.e. every 3 years under present arrangements. Comparison between the 2007 and 2010 surveys showed a rise in problem gambling. This followed increase in stakes and prizes. It would have been best if the last review had taken place in 2011 and stakes and prizes for the most dangerous machines decreased or at least frozen at that time.
Question 2: The government would like to hear about any types of consumer protection measures that have been trialled internationally, which have been found to be most effective and whether there is any consensus in international research as to the most effective forms of machine-based interventions. The government would also like to hear views about any potential issues around data protection and how these might be addressed.

The Salvation Army would be keen to see any technological advances that would allow problem gamblers to self ban. This would require data sharing between rival companies to ensure adequate coverage. 
Question 3: The government would like to hear from gambling businesses, including operators, manufacturers and suppliers as to whether they would be prepared to in the future develop tracking technology in order to better utilise customer information for player protection purposes in exchange for potentially greater freedoms around stake and prize limits.

The Salvation Army does not want to see the Industry bargained with and offered the carrots of higher stakes and prizes in order to improve player protection. If increased gambling opportunity leads to greater problem gambling this proposal could simply lead to being better able to count the resultant increase in problem gambling?  
Question 4: Do you agree that the government is right to reject Package 1? If not, why not?

The Government is right to reject Package 1 – but we do not agree with the reason offered.
Is the aim of regulation around stakes and prizes to increase revenues?

If revenues are falling, it must be the responsibility of operators to make their products more appealing yet safer?
The more dangerous and socially undesirable machines show the only marked increase.
If general interest in machines is falling does that suggest that expansion is not required?
Question 5: Do you agree that the government is right to reject Package 2? If not, why not?

The Salvation Army does not agree with the rationale behind Package 2. Package 2 relies on the belief that stakes and prizes should always track inflation.
Research did not verify that the original 2007 stakes were safe and appropriate across all gaming machine categories. 

The Salvation Army would prefer if B2 stakes and prizes were reduced and some of the other increases since 2007 should be rethought. 

Question 6:  Do you agree with the government’s assessment of the proposals put forward by the industry (Package 3)? If not, please provide evidence to support your view.

The main concern around the industry proposals described in Package 3 is that they represent different sectors of the industry arguing, partly on grounds of competition with each other, for particular increases. Making policy on this principle is likely to lead to a ‘race to the bottom’.

We are not convinced that any grounds for the industry’s assertions have been provided beyond the simple desire to increase profits.

The most serious issue is around B2s: their presence in betting shops is an anomaly. To say that the machines are essential to economic viability shows that the regulatory framework is not functioning. 
B2s bring hard machine gaming onto the high street. According to the arguments from economic profitability presented elsewhere, bookmakers should be making their core activities more appealing to the public rather than moving from betting shops to high street mini casinos. 
The Salvation Army share the Government’s doubts about liberalisation of Category D machines. We support caution in any changes that target children, but would respectfully point out that the UK is one of the few nations that allows Children to gambling at all. 
Package 4: Category B1
The Government’s proposals in Package 4 are largely a response to the industry’s requests, but there are some specific issues: 
The presence of Category B2 machines in betting shops is an anomaly. To argue that these machines are essential the economic viability of betting shops actually shows that the regulatory framework is not working. The traditional function of the betting shop is declining due to a lack of customer demand, but bookmakers are using their current ability to offer B2 machines to transform the high street into a casino environment.

If the current differentiation in stakes between B3 and B3A machines isn’t logical why should the default suggestion be an increased in stakes (to £2?)
Question 7: Do you agree with the government’s proposal for adjusting the maximum stake limit to £5 on category B1 gaming machines?  If not, why not?

Why the constant pressure to keep increasing stakes? 

Question 11: Are there any other options that should be considered?

The default option should be to do nothing.

Question 12: The government would also like to hear from the casino industry and other interested parties about what types of consumer protection measures have been trialled internationally, which have been found to be most effective and whether there is any consensus in international research as to the most effective forms of machine-based interventions.

The advantage that Casinos can claim is that they have more staff and more opportunity to intervene with problem gamblers. We would want to see evidence that this takes place. They also have higher staff interaction with table games that would be the case with machines only.  However if high street betting shops are employing fewer staff on the floor than casino’s that would be a good reason for being more strict with B2 machines on the high street. 

Package 4: Category B2 

Research commissioned by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) in 2007 raised the policy concern that the inclusion of FOBTs in betting shops might be particularly dangerous, insofar as it has “the potential to increase problem gambling in the U.K.” It thus recommended that FOBTs should be “closely monitored.” Yet to date no such monitoring has taken place, and the DCMS now refutes that there is enough evidence to prove that problem gambling (particularly caused by FOBTs) is a major issue in the UK, despite the following evidence:

· Research shows that FOBTs are the third largest source of problem gambling amongst those who have gambled in the past year. Over 13% of those who gamble monthly on these machines are problem gamblers.
· The estimated number of FOBTs users who have a gambling problem has increased by nearly 30,000 individuals in three years, from about 198,000 in 2007 to over 227,000 in 2010.

· According to Dr. Henrietta Bowden-Jones, lead consultant psychiatrist at the NHS National Problem Gambling Clinic, nearly half of all the clinic’s patients reported FOBTs as “particularly problematic.”

· Every year in the UK people lose over £1 billion on FOBTs, whilst problem gamblers lose nearly £300 million a year.
To adequately address the rising economic, social and public health costs associated with gambling, The Salvation Army recommends that measures are taken to: 

1. Limit FOBTs’ maximum stake to £2 instead of the current £100 limit, in line with other gambling machines found outside casinos.

Question 13: The government is calling for evidence on the following points: 

a) Does the overall stake and prize limit for B2 machines, in particular the very wide range of staking behaviour that a £100 stake allows, give rise to or encourage a particular risk of harm to people who cannot manage their gambling behaviour effectively?  

Yes 

b) If so, in what way?  

The Gambling Industry’s know these machines are very profitable.
The BGPS survey 2010 demonstrated their relation to problem gambling.
The high stake allows the excitement of casino style gambling.
c) Who stakes where, what are the proportions, what is the average stake?  

This would be useful information that the Industry ought to make more widely available.
d) What characteristics or behaviours might distinguish between high spending players and those who are really at risk? 

A B2 gaming machine cannot tell if a player is able to afford their losses. Previous research suggests that the combination of high speed of play with high stakes is particularly dangerous. The speed of play should be reduced for all machines. 

The industry itself has asserted that Category B2 machines are highly profitable. Secondary analysis of the 2010 BGPS showed that 23% of revenue from B2 machines came from problem gamblers. 
e) If there is evidence to support a reduction in the stake and/or prize limits for B2 machines, what would an appropriate level to achieve the most proportionate balance between risk of harm and responsible enjoyment of this form of gambling? 

From £100 to £2 in line with other Category B.
f) What impact would this have in terms of risks to problem gambling? 

This would lead to a reduction of problem gambling on B2 machines.
g) What impact (positive and negative) would there be in terms of high street betting shops?

Bookies should return to being traditional betting shops rather than high street casinos. 

Question 14: 
a) Are there other harm mitigation measures that might offer a better targeted and more effective response to evidence of harm than reductions in stake and/or prize for B2 machines? 

The simplest action would be to ban B2s or to further limit the number of machines per shop. 
b) If so, what is the evidence for this and how would it be implemented? 

Currently we have high streets with several betting shops, all with four B2 machines. This is clearly the core business for these premises. A separate use class would be useful. 

c) Are there any other options that should be considered?

Separate licences for each B2 machine could help keep a track on numbers. Higher business rates per machine? A veto on Betting shop expansion for local authorities similar to the Casino veto. 

b) If so, in what way?  

It is the combination of the stake with the speed of play and ability to ‘repeat bet’ that is particularly dangerous. As well as reductions in the stakes and prizes of Category B2 machines, strong consideration should be given to reducing the speed of play.

In addition, other features of B2 machines, such as the speed and frequency of flashing lights and images on the screen, are relevant to addiction.
c) Who stakes where, what are the proportions, what is the average stake?  

It would be helpful if the industry made these figures widely known. 
d) What characteristics or behaviours might distinguish between high spending players and those who are really at risk? 

This distinction is false. Addiction is not related to spend. It is a psychological state. Even someone who can ‘afford’ to lose large sums of money may be an addict, putting themselves and their families at risk of harm. However the higher the ‘spending’ (or losses) the quicker and greater financial and other harm can occur.  
A B2 gaming machine cannot distinguish between someone who can afford to spend a large amount of money in a machine and someone who cannot.  
e) If there is evidence to support a reduction in the stake and/or prize limits for B2 machines, what would an appropriate level to achieve the most proportionate balance between risk of harm and responsible enjoyment of this form of gambling? 

There is no reason why Category B2 machines should have a stake higher than the maximum for other Category B machines, i.e. £2. In addition, the speed of play should be reduced.

f) What impact would this have in terms of risks to problem gambling? 

A reduction is stakes and or prizes would reduce the risk. 
g) What impact (positive and negative) would there be in terms of high street betting shops?

B2 machines are becoming a significant problem and the stronger the measures used to combat them, the greater the potential gains. However even a sensible reduction in stakes and prizes could be expected to have beneficial consequences:

· It would reduce the harm caused to gamblers, especially problem gamblers. 

· Because the socio-economic profile of gamblers is weighted to vulnerable groups, such as the poor and those in ill health, it would prevent an economic and social impact on communities that can ill afford it

· It would limit the anti-social effects associated with betting shops, particularly clustered, such as crime, intimidation and negative impact on the diversity of social benefit of premises on the high street
Package 4: Category B3

Question 15: Do you agree with the government’s proposal to retain the current maximum stake and prize limits on category B3 gaming machines? If not, why not?

It should certainly not be increased and it is questionable whether the current level should be retained, why was it raised? Was there an evidence based reason?  
Question 16: Are there any other options that should be considered?

Returning the stake for B3 machines to £1 should be considered.

Package 4: Category B3A

Question 17: Do you agree with the government’s proposal for adjusting the maximum stake limit to £2 on category B3A gaming machines?  If not, why not?

There seems to be little rationale for this proposal. No evidence that it has helped profits has been provided and the more important question of relation to problem gambling has not been considered.

There is no rationale for this. The industry asked and it received. No risk assessment was performed. Even evidence that it has helped profits has not been provided and the more important question of relation to problem gambling is not available. 

If the current differentiation in stakes between B3 and B3A machines isn’t logical why is the default suggestion an increase in stakes (to £2?)
Package 4: Category B4

Question 20: Do you agree with the government’s proposal for adjusting the maximum stake to £2 and maximum prize to £400 for category B4 machines? If not, why not?

These proposals go beyond even increases in line with inflation. 
Question 23: Do you agree with the government’s proposal to increase the maximum prize to £100 for category C machines?

No. This is a particularly risky proposal. Category C machines are widely available on high streets. 
An increase of this scale would risk blurring the boundaries between casual and social gaming, and harder gaming environments. 
Any such proposals should be preceded by detailed study of the distribution of these machines and demographic information about their users including potential risk to Children. 
Package 4: Category D

Question 25: Do you agree with the government’s proposal to increase the maximum stake to £2 and the maximum prize to £60 for category D crane grab machines? If not, why not?

Question 26: Do you agree with the government’s proposal to increase the maximum stake to 20p and the maximum prize to £6 for category D complex (reel based) machines? If not, why not?

Question 27: Do you agree with the government’s proposal to increase the maximum stake to 20p and the maximum prize to £20 (of which no more than £10 may be a money prize) for category D coin pusher machines? If not, why not? 

Question 28: Do you consider that the increases will provide sufficient benefit to the arcade sector, whilst also remaining consistent with the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act?
Question 29: Are there any other options that should be considered?

Answer to Questions 25-29:   
We do not agree that children should be allowed to gamble. Young people are at greater risk of developing a chronic gambling problem than other age groups. Following the precautionary principle, no change should be made.
In view of the risk to children who may legally use Category D machines, it is contrary to objective (c) of the Gambling Act 2005 and the objective stated in 2.13 of this consultation document “To do so only to the extent consistent with player protection and gambling-related harm minimisation;”

Costs and benefits:

Question 30: Do you agree with the methodology used in the impact assessment to assess the costs and benefits of the proposed measures? If not, why not? (Please provide evidence to support your answer)  

Question 31: Do you agree with the government’s approach to monitoring and evaluating the impact of changes to inform future reviews? If not, why not? (Please provide evidence to support your answer) 

Question 32: What other evidence would stakeholders be able to provide to help monitoring and evaluation?

Answer to Questions 30-32:

It is important to understand the role of evidence. The Salvation Army has been committed to evidence-based policy making regarding gambling. 
Where evidence is available and relevant and should be used. In this respect it is important that funding for the BGPS be maintained and that timely and relevant research facilitated by the RBSG and the RGT should be available. 
Since the Gambling Act 2005, the operating presumption seems to have been that liberalisation of gambling is in itself a good and should proceed unless strong, universally acceptable evidence suggests the contrary. 
Not so much the precautionary principle, more the expansionary principle, even the clear evidence of a rise in problem gambling and the dangerous role of B2 machines did not lead to a policy response, this is not evidence-based policy making, but the exact opposite of the precautionary principle.

Thus it is not clear what the Government criteria for action based on evidence are, because no actual response to new evidence has been made since the Gambling Act 2005.

Another point is that not all the relevant evidence is quantitative, or needs to be. Our ecumenical colleagues and members in local communities have deep concerns about the way that the clustering of betting shops and the normalisation of gambling is affecting society. These concerns are shared by many of other faiths or no faith who observe the negative social effect of insufficiently regulated gambling. 

The Government should conduct research into the relationship between gambling shops, money lenders, pawn brokers and other businesses which seem to be spreading together. 

The Government should also consult the public more broadly on what role the public wishes gambling to have in society.
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