Registered Charity No: 1059310

A Company Limited by Guarantee Registration No 32655669

Director: Helena Chambers

21, Church Street,

Tewkesbury 

Gloucestershire GL20 9PD
Website: www.qaad.org
[image: image1.png]QAAD

Quaker Action on Alcohol and Drugs




RESPONSE OF QUAKER ACTION ON ALCOHOL AND DRUGS (QAAD) TO THE TRIENNIAL REVIEW OF GAMING MACHINE STAKE AND PRIZE LIMITS 
PROPOSALS FOR CHANGES TO MAXIMUM STAKE AND PRIZE LIMITS FOR CATEGORY B, C AND D GAMING MACHINES April 2013
Introduction and framework 
We agree with the consultation document’s analysis that developments since the Gambling Act have resulted in ‘some stake and prize limits falling out of kilter with each other and eroding the distinctions that regulations made under the Gambling Act originally put in place.’  

The general principle of the Act was based on two strands of evidence (i) that higher stakes and prize machines are likely to be more risky than those with lower stakes and prizes and (ii) that casual access and easy availability are associated with higher rates of problems.  The principle, therefore, was to confine higher risk machines to less readily accessible venues with the greatest number of controls.  

The glaring anomaly in this schema has always been B2 machines.  B2s had, by a pre-existing agreement, been allowed in betting shops despite their high-risk nature of a maximum stake of £100.  We and other groups warned that this was dangerous, and we have since seen the predictable consequences: B2s are reported as the prime problem by 47% of clients at the National Problem Gambling Clinic, and are used by 28% of those seeking Gamcare’s help.    
The first general point we would make, therefore, is that stakes and prizes need to be considered in relation to availability and accessibility if the risks of problem gambling are to be addressed.  This holds true for all types of machines.
The second, related, point is that reductions in stakes and prizes need to be a possibility in any review, if the evidence is strong enough - and we welcome the fact that this is being considered here.  The evidence for stake and prize reduction is already abundant in relation to B2s, with between a quarter and a half of problem gamblers who present for treatment experiencing problems with these machines.  
Faith-based groups have concerns about gambling because of its effects on the individual and society.  There is good evidence that machines are found in greater numbers in areas of deprivation, that machine play ‘was significantly higher among those who were unemployed, had low personal income and/or were living in areas of greatest deprivation’
  and that a significant percentage of revenue comes from problem gamblers
, particularly as regards B2s. In short, money is being drawn disproportionately from those areas and those people who can least afford it, and who are most vulnerable.  

The betting industry argues that its machine-driven expansion brings prosperity and jobs to the community, but this assertion does not stand up to analysis. The number of betting shops rose by 187 between 2009 and 2012, and B2/B3 machine numbers rose by 3% - but the number of employees fell from 57,319 to 54,449.  During the same period, the gross gaming yield from B2/B3 machines rose by 11%.
  It is clear therefore, that these machines do not bring employment benefits to communities – they bring profits to companies.  The companies prosper, but the communities bear the social and personal costs.  
The fact that the betting industry is heavily reliant on B2s (which, at 53% of income now means machine gambling can be considered their prime business) should not prevent appropriate action being taken – indeed, it is a reason for reversal, before this pattern becomes even more entrenched.   For economic growth to become more and more heavily reliant on B2 machines when they are already causing demonstrable harm including to those who are most vulnerable, is surely not the right way to go.  

It is understood that player protection is an active area of research - but this is at an embryonic stage and pressing problems are here now.  It is also the case that player protection on machines would, at best, be only one part of a harm reduction strategy which would still need to have a coherent and effective approach to accessibility as well as to stakes and prizes.  We are concerned that the promise of player protection is dominating the research and policy field to the neglect of effective measures (such as addressing numbers and density) which are less acceptable to the industry. 
The introduction to the consultation acknowledges the influence of the gambling industry in the various relaxations on stakes, prizes, numbers, and ‘reach’ that have occurred since the Act. We do not accept the premise that relaxing the standards on known risk features (stakes and prizes) is an appropriate response to a commercial downturn for the industry.  If people want to play less and less on gaming machines, this should be regarded as a healthy development, and not one that government should seek to reverse - certainly not by increasing the risk factors. The increases that are proposed for some categories of machines in this document are inordinately high.  The consultation document also acknowledges that the economic benefits predicted by the industry have often not followed previous relaxations.  
We argue for no increases on most machines – many of which already had substantial rises in recent years - and for urgent action on B2s. This approach is particularly important In view of the rise in problem gambling that has already occurred since the Act came into force, and it is particularly pertinent to children’s gambling.  Economic growth that relies on drawing children more and more into the realms of adult gambling by increasing the rewards should surely be resisted.
 We hope to see the development of a more rational framework for assessing distribution/accessibility (possibly using the Gambling Commission’s and RGT’s expert panels) rather than the neglect of this important dimension of risk.   We would also like to see representation of the health, social and crime dimensions in any future reviews.  Part of the reason that industry representations have held such sway over public health and broader community interests is that the latter perspective is so little represented.  The Department of Health particularly should take more of a role.  It is through this kind of anchoring that more stability could be achieved, and a moving away from ad hoc responses to industry pressures.  
Question 1: How often should government schedule these reviews? Please explain the reasons for any time frames put forward for consideration.
Three yearly under current arrangements - after Prevalence Study results on problem gambling.
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.  

Evidence appears to be mixed on consumer protection measures. Warning signs did not seem to affect behaviour in experimental situations, though pop-up messages were more somewhat promising.
,
. The expert panel convened by the Gambling Commission in 2009 did not generally rate pop-up message as one of the more a significant methods of harm reduction.

Another piece of research investigated structural modifications to machines, and had a finding relevant to the current review:

‘Structural changes included reducing the maximum bet size, reducing reel spin and removing large note acceptors….  Machines modified to accept the one-dollar maximum bet were played for less time and were associated with smaller losses, fewer individual wagers and lower levels of alcohol consumption and smoking. It was concluded that the reduction of maximum bet levels was the only modification likely to be effective as a harm minimization strategy for problem gamblers…
(my emphasis)
This evidence-base needs to be reflected in policy, and in a presumption against increases in stake.
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.

N/A

Question 4: Do you agree that the government is right to reject Package 1? If not, why not? 

No, we do not agree in general terms.  

The rationale for rejecting this package is given in paragraph 3.2. – namely that it would be unlikely to create growth in the gaming machine sector.  However, gaming machines are persistently associated with problem gambling in research from a wide variety of jurisdictions; (acknowledged in the Gambling Commission’s research review of machines
 and a wide variety of other academic reviews.)  Government policy should aim to foster growth in socially useful industries or in neutral ones – not in those that have a known association with harm.

We do, however, agree that there should be a change as regards B2 machines to reduce stakes and prizes, in order to limit the problems they are causing. We also think that there should be a change downwards as regards Category D machines, which enable children to gamble.  The UK is one of a very small number of countries that allow this.

Question 5: Do you agree that the government is right to reject Package 2? If not, why not?

We agree that there are some concerns with package 2.  However, our reasons differ from that given in the consultation - which is, once again, economic growth for the industry.  
In 2009, stakes and prizes were doubled for Category C machines, while the value of ‘crane grab’ prizes for children was increased by a factor of over 12 – from £8 to £50. For children, this is no longer ‘amusement with prizes’ – it is gambling. As the consultation document states, stakes were also doubled for B3 machines in 2011.  Further rises with inflation are not justified, particularly for these machines, given that there have been such substantial recent increases within the last three years.  
It is notable that no outcome evaluation was ever performed on the impact of these changes. This is particularly negligent as regards the large increase in children’s prizes, in view of the known vulnerability of minors to gambling.
In more general terms, however, there may be an argument for inflation-only increases if the starting position were a rational system that related distribution to the potential harm of the different categories.
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.

We agree that this package should not be taken forward, though we do not accept the reasons that the consultation accepts for increases on certain classes of machine (see below.)   
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? 

Question 10: If so, which limit would provide the most practical benefit to casino and machine manufacturers without negatively impacting on the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act? 

We strongly disagree with these proposals.  It more than doubles the stake, which means people can lose money much more quickly – an obvious risk factor, and one of the reasons that B2 machines are associated with so many problems.  To bring B1 machines closer to them is completely counter-productive in terms of harm reduction.
Whilst there are different views on the exact role(s) that the stake size might play in problem gambling, the general consensus is that a higher stake size does play a significant part in risk. For example, the panel of international experts convened by the Gambling Commission in 2009, was of the view that:
‘there was general agreement that the impact of higher stakes on increasing the financial costs per hour of playing a gaming machine was an important determinant of harm..
There was broad support among the panel that high-stake machines would be more appealing to problem gamblers, or that higher stake machines would be more likely to be associated with harm...’
The study by Sharp et al (2005) found that reducing stake size was considered an effective strategy in reducing problematic gambling.  These findings all militate against the increase proposed.
Question 9: Do you agree with the government’s proposal for adjusting the maximum prize limit on B1 gaming machines? 

As regards increasing the prize, the Gambling Commission’s expert panel expressed views that:
‘Lower prizes were argued to offer frequent and consistent rewards that keep players entertained, but larger prizes were suggested to have a more significant impact through facilitating chasing, offering a ‘walk-away win’, or delivering an early-career ‘big win’ which has been linked to experiencing problems later in their gambling career... ‘

To increase the stakes and prizes of B3 machines to the levels suggested would be to ignore the weight of informed opinion on risk and to prioritise profits over safety.

It is anticipated that this change would benefit the casino industry most.  Whilst one can understand their annoyance at the widespread availability of B2 machines whilst their own are limited, continual ‘leapfrogging’ by different sections of the industry simply perpetuates and adds to the problems.  The consultation echoes the casino industry’s view by noting that stakes and prizes may be low by the standards of some jurisdictions, some of whom have no limits on prizes. No specifics were given in the document, but levels of problem gambling are generally higher in those jurisdictions without these restrictions – as the view of the Gambling Commission’s Expert Panel illustrates:  
‘... there was a high level of agreement regarding the most effective approaches for harm mitigation in relation to size of prize, including putting an upper limit on the size of prizes and paying out large wins using cash alternatives so that they could not be immediately reinvested.’ (page 5).
The parallel with other jurisdictions has little practical bearing – the casino industry here is not in competition with Las Vegas or Hong Kong except for a very tiny fraction of its market.  Even if competition/parity were an acceptable argument (which it is not), there is no need or benefit in bringing UK standards down to those of riskier jurisdictions.  
Arguing for a rise in slot machine stake on the basis of the stakes for table games is not a valid parallel. Casino staff can observe table games more closely than machines, which potentially allows for interventions when problematic signs are observed.  It is also the case that ‘casino games’ had an even higher percentage of problem gamblers amongst those playing than do slot machines (other than B2s) in the 2010 Prevalence Study (page 96).  Increasing stakes and prizes would thus represent a ‘levelling up’ of risk to other, ‘harder’ forms of gambling, with their higher potential for problems. 
Finally, to relax the stakes and prizes levels before there are any results from the player safety measures that the industry is willing to trial is utterly premature and dangerously optimistic.  If higher stakes and prizes are to be allowed, this should only happen after such player protection measures have been investigated and proved to be effective.   Industry interest may be served by increasing risk in advance of positive results, but the public interest is not.
Question 8: Do you consider that this increase will provide sufficient benefit to the casino and manufacturing and supply sectors, whilst also remaining consistent with the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act? 

We believe this proposal is highly inconsistent with the third licensing objective of the Gambling Act to protect those who are vulnerable to problem gambling.
Question 11: Are there any other options that should be considered? 

There is a distinct danger that policy and research agenda is becoming focused almost entirely on consumer protection/harm reduction on machines, while other obvious ways of reducing harm (particularly through addressing distribution/density) are side-lined.  This is against the general tenor of the academic advice that the Gambling Commission received from respected international experts, who were of the view that distribution of gaming machines should be examined:
‘Research from a cultural and socio-spatial perspective was given priority, with panellists suggesting that the impact of the availability and density of machines and the impact of different venues and sites should be investigated in relation to problem gambling. It was also suggested that it would be useful to explore the cultural and ethnic variation in how problem gambling is conceptualised and experienced.’

Research of this nature was begun in the UK under the former Responsible Gambling Fund, and an association between machines and areas of deprivation was noted. It found:

 ‘The distribution of gambling machines in Great Britain, in line with other international jurisdictions, displays a significant association with areas of socio-economic deprivation.’ 

The authors note:

‘Free market principles dominate policy relating to supply for gambling opportunities, with little consideration of how the geographic distribution of the latter may impact upon the prevalence and incidence of problem gambling.’
They conclude:

‘The profile of the resident population living in HDMZs mirrors the profile of those most at-risk of experiencing harm from gambling. This spatial pattern has important implications for assessing the relationship between gambling availability and gambling-related harm, and for the future development of policy, harm-prevention and treatment strategies.’ 

At present, this kind of research is not being conducted – probably because it is unpopular with the industry - whilst the research and policy thrust goes almost exclusively into player protection on the machines themselves.   This bias should be overcome in the public interest, and particularly as regards poorer communities.
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?

No further comment.
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? 

The evidence cited in the introduction and the responses to questions 7 and 8 are relevant to this question.  B2s showed one of the highest rates of problem gambling among players in the Prevalence Survey, and ‘last month’ rates were even higher.  The numbers presenting to treatment services is a ‘real world,’ solid indication of the harm that is being done. The paper of Orford et al. Indicates that 20 -30% of spend on B2s comes from problem gamblers.
 
b) If so, in what way? 

The concentration of these machines in areas of higher deprivation and lower income mean that many players cannot afford to lose these sums. Evidence from the recent review of the Prevalence Study suggests that these machines are particularly associated with a preoccupation with gambling, a need to gamble for larger and larger sums, and with chasing losses. 

c) Who stakes where, what are the proportions, what is the average stake? 
d) What characteristics or behaviours might distinguish between high spending players and those who are really at risk? 

The characteristics are the combination of factors on problem gambling screens (DSM1V and PGSI) but to suggest that high spending players are not ‘really’ at risk is probably overly optimistic.   Further research on this group would be helpful.
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? 

All the evidence cited above leads to the conclusion that there should be a reduction in stakes and prizes for B2s if they are to remain in bookmakers.  Whilst their ‘reach’ is a concern, if stakes were reduced to £2 and prize to a much more modest figure in the region of £250, they would at least function within the range of other more accessible machines.
The evidence for the harm of B2s is such that we do not think confining the existing form of this machine to less accessible or more highly supervised environments would be sufficient to tackle the problems they are causing.
f) What impact would this have in terms of risks to problem gambling? 

It is not possible to be exact about the impact, but It would be extremely likely to reduce problem gambling and the ill-effects for individuals, close others, and their wider communities.  The benefits are particularly likely to be felt in disadvantaged communities and families.  

Outcomes could be measured most obviously in presentations to treatment/helping agencies, and also perhaps via qualitative studies of those who use these machines.

g) What impact (positive and negative) would there be in terms of high street betting shops? 

It would return betting shops to their traditional ambience, and perhaps reduce the numbers of betting shops in areas where they are heavily clustered.  This would assist a healthier mixture of retail outlets, particularly in disadvantaged areas.  There have been reports of frustrated outbursts by machine players; disorder and police time would thus be reduced.
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? 

We have argued on other occasions that Local Authorities should have the power to limit the number of betting shops on their High Streets if they feel there is an unhealthy mixture or if they are concerned about crime or problem gambling.  This would allow responsive local policies to emerge.  

At present, Local Authorities are under great financial strain and find it difficult to take cases to law, even when they would like to limit gambling licences. If allowed this power, there would be potential savings to them in terms of health and gains for children in affected families.
b) If so, what is the evidence for this and how would it be implemented? 
There is a precedent in terms of licensed alcohol outlets, which Local Authorities are allowed to limit.  Parallel procedures could easily be evolved.  Betting shops could also be put in their own use class, rather than in the current A2, which inappropriately puts them on a par with banks and other financial services.
c) Are there any other options that should be considered? 

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? 

Yes, we agree that the current maximum should be retained.
Question 16: Are there any other options that should be considered?
We do not think so.
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? 

Once again, this proposal is based on the assertion of a business case by the industry, but without figures.  Even if the business case were proved, revenue from gaming machines should not be used to shore up other ventures like clubs.  Again, we do not agree that the stake should be increased.
Question 18: Do you consider that this increase will provide sufficient benefit to members’ and commercial clubs, whilst also remaining consistent with the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act? 

Question 19: Are there any other options that should be considered? 

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? 

This is a considerably higher rise than inflation.  We would prefer to see no increase. If any is to occur, it should certainly be no higher than inflation.
Question 21: Do you consider that this increase will provide sufficient benefit to members’ and commercial clubs and other relevant sectors, whilst also remaining consistent with the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act?

Question 22: Are there any other options that should be considered?

Question 23: Do you agree with the government’s proposal to increase the maximum prize to £100 for category C machines? 

As has been mentioned, Category C stakes and prizes have already risen substantially in 2009. This is the class of machine that has the highest number of entitlements in terms of venue, and it has always concerned us that there are machines in public houses.  Co-morbidity between alcohol and gambling problems is attested, and to make gambling accessible in public houses is to increase the risk of both conditions.

The fact that these machines are also present in venues accessible to children is another strong reason for not increasing levels further.  A gambling parent is a known risk factor for developing problems in later life.

Category C machines should be particularly carefully studied in relation to their distribution and impacts before any further changes are made.

Question 24: Do you consider that this increase will provide sufficient benefit to industry sectors, whilst also remaining consistent with the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act?

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? 
We disagree with this proposal in the strongest terms.  The increase to a value of £50 was shockingly large, and there has been no research on the impact for children, particularly vulnerable children, who are most likely to be affected.
A prize of this magnitude is a real incentive to a minor to engage in gambling, and early gambling is a risk factor for later problems.  The same obtains for early alcohol use: government policy in that sphere is to ‘delay onset’ as late as possible.  Gambling should follow this pattern; the UK should follow European practice by not allowing children to gamble at all. 

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? 
Reel-based slot machines are particularly worrying because of their similarities to adult slot machines.  Adolescents who gamble show higher rates of gambling problems in studies in many parts of the world (which is why they are generally not allowed to gamble).  Rates are usually said to be roughly twice to three times the adult figures.   The drop in children’s machine gambling is to be welcomed, and policies should not seek to reverse it.  As Valentine noted in her review of 2008:

The prevalence rate of problem and pathological gambling amongst young people is higher 

than amongst adults and represents an emerging public health issue.

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? 
Levels should remain as they are.  £20 is a large sum for a minor, even if part of it is taken in terms of a prize.  It is an encouragement to gamble rather than to a form of amusement.
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?

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?

We do not agree, in the sense that no detailed monitoring about the effects of the changes on problem gambling rates is proposed (as indeed has been the case for all previous increases). If relaxations are to occur, outcome evaluation should always include the effects on problem gambling and local communities. A series of small-scale local studies of ‘before and after’ would not be difficult to organize.  Nowhere is this more urgently needed than in the sphere of children’s gambling, and the influence of large prizes.
 The framework for methodology and analysis rests on industry figures about profitability and expansion.  Whilst we agree that these arguments should be more fully evidenced and monitored, this should not be the only index.  
It is useful that the RGSB will monitor player protection initiatives  - and it is hoped, have a direct input on their scope, by, for example, considering compulsory breaks in play rather than simply warning notices.  However, as proposals stand, this again is to put all the eggs in the basket of player protection without evaluating the social and personal consequences of distribution, and the impact of any increases that take place.   We would like to see a matrix developed that examined these costs and factored them in.  
Question 33: Are there other sectors in addition to bingo that currently provide gaming under prize gaming rules? 
Question 34: Were the Government to change the stake and prize limits (including aggregate limits), would this encourage more operators to offer prize gaming? 

Question 35: What type of products would the industry look to offer as a result of the proposals? 
Once again, some of the increases proposed are very large – fourfold as regards prize size, and the stake size would also be doubled in the case of bingo premises. These increases would be worrying in premises to which children have access, given that watching parental gambling is a risk factor for later problem gambling. Increasing prizes to this degree risks turning bingo into a harder form of gambling than it has been hitherto.

The ‘hardness’ of the traditionally softer bingo gambling environment is also likely to be increased by the promotion of slot machine play. We are concerned by the suggestion that the industry:

‘  also anticipates that there will be a wider benefit derived from the introduction of a greater variety of games that are not bingo, encouraging increased player participation in interval activity.’
The recent report from the Prevalence Study analyzing machine play notes a rise among women, noting that it
‘could be related to efforts to increase female interest in slots (such as promoting slots at bingo 

halls)’

The pattern that has emerged in betting shops, where machine play becomes a more and more significant part of revenue is one that should be avoided for bingo.  We would like to see careful attention paid as to whether/how these proposals would relate to other, harder forms of gambling that might pose additional risks.
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