
Response to consultation on incidental non-commercial, private society, work and residents’ lotteries 
Q1	Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to permit lotteries that are incidental to commercial events to be run?

Yes.

Q2	Is there any supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for this reform?

Yes.  A number of our supporters have previously expressed an interest in running raffles at commercial events such as performances of shows at commercial theatres or charity nights at commercial venues such as restaurants or pubs where fundraising activities are held while the business continues to operate on a commercial basis.  Such raffles are not permitted under the current regulations.


Q3	Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal?

Such changes would raise money for charities and provide a relatively easy way for individuals and organisations to engage with charities.   


Q4	Do you feel the identified risks warrant the dropping or modification of this proposal? If modification, please state in which way. Please comment on any risks not already identified.

No – given the proposal to apply the same restriction on the amount of the proceeds that may be spent on prizes and expenses the likelihood of anyone misusing or abusing such lotteries for illicit gain is small and the risk is outweighed by the benefits of modifying the proposal.

Q5	Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of allowing commercial businesses to hold lotteries to raise money for charities and good causes?

Yes

Q6	Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to allow private society lotteries to be promoted for any charity or good cause?

Yes, the members of many societies that exist for one purpose may wish to raise money for another purpose.  For example, if one of the members of a sports club is diagnosed with an illness the other members may wish to raise money for a charity relating to that illness.  Allowing the club members to organise raffles would give them an additional means of raising funds for their chosen cause.


Q7	Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for this reform?

Q8	Do you have views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? Do you consider that there could be risks/unintended consequences of the proposal?

No – given the proposal to apply the same restriction on the amount of the proceeds that may be spent on prizes and expenses the likelihood of anyone misusing or abusing such lotteries for illicit gain is small and the risk is outweighed by the benefits of modifying the proposal.

Q9	Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of allowing greater freedom to private societies to raise money for charities and good causes?

Yes

Q10	Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to allow work and residents’ lotteries to be promoted for charity or good causes?

Yes

Q11	Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for this reform?

We are aware of businesses that hold fundraising raffles amongst their employees. For example, one business raffles Christmas presents given by suppliers in order to raise money for charity and to share the gifts among staff who do not have direct contact with suppliers.  Other organisations we are aware of hold raffles of a day’s leave. Others hold sweepstakes on events such as the Grand National.  Such events are easy to organise and an effective way of raising money for and awareness of charities.  It does not seem to be logical or in the public interest that such raffles would be legal if all the proceeds were used for prizes and expenses but not if part of the proceeds are given to charity.

Many organisations that have selected our charity as their charity of the year have asked whether they can hold staff raffles and we have to tell them that they cannot hold such raffles other than at a fundraising event, even though we are aware that the regulations forbidding such raffles are rarely enforced and they are a popular and effective way of raising money.  

We are aware that some other charities that wish to encourage such events comply with the legislation by using convoluted methods such as producing materials that ask for a ‘suggested donation’ in return for entering a guessing game or by producing terms and conditions for raffles stating that the organiser will donate part of the prize to charity ‘on behalf of the winner’.  Such methods are confusing for supporters and could, in theory, allow a person to enter and win a guessing game without contributing to charity or allow a prize draw winner to refuse to allow the prize money to be donated on their behalf.  The proposed amendments would allow charities to produce fundraising materials to help their supporters to raise money and awareness using games of chance.


Q12	Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? Do you consider there are any risks/unintended consequences to this proposal?

The benefits could be extended by allowing organisations with many sites to run raffles across more than one site.  This would be particularly valuable where a business has several small sites with few staff in each shop but a large number of employees across the sites e.g. a chain of shops or cafes.

Q13	is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective?

Yes

Q14	Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to remove the requirement for promoters of work and residents’ lotteries to provide specific tickets?

Yes

Q15	Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for this reform?

Q16	Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? Do you consider there are any risks/unintended consequences to this proposal?

Q17	Can you identify any risks with the Government’s proposal? Is there any need for the current information on tickets to be retained?

The risks could be mitigated by providing good practice guidance on running raffles on the Gambling Commission and Charity Commission websites.

Q18	Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of lifting an administrative burden?

Yes

Q19	Do the proposals put forward in this consultation, taken as a whole, strike a fair balance between the public interest and any person adversely affected by them?

Yes

Q20	Do the proposals remove any necessary protection?

[bookmark: _GoBack]No.  As far as we are aware, the current regulations are rarely enforced in relation to small lotteries unless there appears to be an element of fraud as it would rarely be in the public interest to do so. It is not in the public interest for unenforced legislation to remain in force.  

Q21	Do any of the proposals put forward contribute to or open-up any risk of criminal activity?
No.  If anyone were to try to use the amendments for illicit gain they could be prosecuted under other legislation that governs obtaining money by deception, theft or fraud.
