Knowsley Metropolitan Borough Council’s Response


Submission to the Triennial Review
of Gaming Machines Stake and Prize Limits
This consultation response is for the Gambling Act 2005: Triennial Review of Gaming Machine Stake and Prize Limits. In the main our organisation’s responses relate to Chapter 4: Social Impacts and Problem Gambling.  After a short summary of our comments, this document lists those questions we felt appropriate to answer from a Local Authority’s perspective along with their answers. 

Summary

Using the principles taken from the British Gambling Prevalence Survey, it can be assumed that in Knowsley there are at least 1,025 problem gamblers and 7,970 ‘at-risk’ gamblers.  This survey also suggests that areas of higher deprivation, low incomes and lower status occupations will have a higher than average level of problem and ‘at-risk’ gamblers.  Therefore, it can be assumed that higher than average numbers of Knowsley’s residents fall into these categories.  In addition, a recent survey revealed that Knowsley already has high numbers of betting shops and FOBTs within the borough.  For these reasons, Knowsley does not wish to further grow its Gambling Industry within the Borough, as more avenues to gambling means an increase in the number of problem and ‘at-risk- gamblers. 
Knowsley is currently exploring the feasibility of commissioning a piece of research on problem gambling in the Liverpool City Region (LCR). Across the LCR it is believed that problem gambling is a major issue and this research will look to gain further evidence into the impact of the LCR’s Gambling Industry on its residents.  In particular it will look at the extent of problem gambling, how services identify problem gamblers and the support available to deal with problem gambling and wider related issues such as other addiction and debt etc.  It will also look at the increasing concern of Fixed Odds Betting Terminals (B2 Machines) and the impact that these have had on the LCR since their introduction to High Street Betting Shops. 

Questions
1) How often should government schedule these reviews? Please explain the reasons for any timeframes put forward for consideration.

We would be happy for a periodic review to be completed on a three year cycle. Knowsley’s Gambling Policy is reviewed every three years, so would make this process flexible to incorporate any changes which come from government’s review. 
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. 
We are not currently aware of any consumer protection measures which have been trialled, locally, national or internationally. We believe that gaining customer information and using tracking technology would be invaluable in helping to tackle our issue of problem gambling. We suggest that government impose an agreement with High Street Betting Shops for them to provide a range of data, on a local level, which can then be used by Local Authorities and Charities. This data would aid us in developing our policies and strategies on Gambling and Problem Gambling in the most effective ways to gain the greatest results. This agreement would also enhance the relationships between Local Authorities and High Street Betting Shops to work together on tackling issues such as problem gambling. With regards to data protection, government would have to ensure that the right data is collected and the right amount. They would also have to ensure they implemented the correct data protection measures to ensure the safety of the data received. One way we suggest is to have anonymous data, which would still be extremely helpful in aiding targeted work. Information such as age, postcode, amount of bet placed would be helpful.  Individuals opening accounts within betting shops should also be asked to consent to their data being used for the purposes mentioned above.
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? 

We do not agree with government’s proposals to increase the maximum stake limit to £5. We believe that there should be no increases to any of the maximum stakes or prize limits. 

Reasons for not increasing the maximum stake – 

· The higher the stake, the higher the temptation to a problem gambler and the quicker an individual can lose money.  This will mean that their gambling pot will diminish at a quicker rate, encouraging increased overall spending.  Research suggests that gambling in deprived areas such as Knowsley is more likely to be undertaken by those from low income groups and it is therefore considered that this money could be better spent on other more necessary living expenses.   Income levels in the borough are only likely to reduce further following the introduction of the Welfare Reforms and increasing stakes on gaming machines is only likely to compound this problem further.  In addition, individuals losing increased amount of money are more likely to become associated with crime or disorder out of desperation, in order to gain more money to top up their pot to continue gambling. They could also fuel an increase in demand for our free local advice services, placing services under greater strain.
· Government believes increasing the maximum stake will increase the economy. Knowsley currently has a substantial amount of High Street Betting shops and we do not want any more. A Shop Management Policy was recently approved by Full Council which allows refusal of new leases to betting shops within Local Authority owned premises.  This report was given the full endorsement of the Chief Executive, Leader and Elected Members as they all understand we have an issue with problem gambling and more Betting Shops will further fuel this. 
· A lower maximum stake would mean an individual may be more conscious of how much money they are spending as it takes longer to spend.  This could help those ‘at-risk’ gamblers realise how much they have spent and not fall over into the problem gambler category. 
· An increase in the maximum stake would mean an increase in the number of problem gamblers as more money can be spent in a short space of time. Therefore, government would be required to invest to ensure that support services were offered to those in need to help them with their gambling problems. 
9) Do you agree with the government’s proposals for adjusting the maximum prize limit on B1 gaming machines?
We do not agree with government’s proposals to increase the maximum stake limit to £5. We believe that there should be no increases to any of the maximum stakes or prize limits. 

Reasons for not increasing the prize limit – 

· If the prize limit is higher residents will perceive the end goal to be of greater benefit so will be more inclined to gamble more of their money, in order to gain this higher prize. 
· As above, an increase in the prize limit would mean an increase in the number of problem gamblers as more money is spent in the hope of a bigger win. Therefore, government would need to ensure that support services where offered to those in need to help them with their gambling problems.
· If a resident wins a small amount there is more chance of the money going back into the borough’s economy. Currently, Knowsley does not see much of the money which is won on high stake machines, as it is normally gambled away again. Having smaller prize limits would mean more of a chance of winning and would therefore mean the money would go back into the Knowsley economy benefiting our residents. 
13) The government is calling for evidence on.

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, we believe that the stake and prize limits of B2 machines cause a risk of harm for ‘at-risk’ gamblers and problem gamblers. 

B) If so, In what way?
The speed at which a resident can lose money is of particular concern. B2 machines allow a resident to lose up to £100 on a 20-second spin of the wheel. This could potentially mean that they lose all their income (whether this be benefits or wages) in a very short space of time. The Welfare Reform changes, which have just started to take effect, will reduce incomes within Knowsley and compound issues facing problem gamblers, who are more likely to be from lower income groups. Please see the section National and Local legislation for more details.  

C) Who stakes where, what are the proportions, what is the average stake? 
Unfortunately we do not hold this level of information at present, however, the research project mentioned above will look at the feasibility of the Local Authority using the Gambling Act 2005 to ask local betting shops for on-site records of income from FOBTs and other information.  We therefore suggest that the government consider creating an agreement with Betting Shops to provide this data to Local Authorities as a matter of course, which would provide invaluable information to help identify problem gamblers and target support as discussed above. 
D) What characteristics or behaviours might distinguish between high spending players and those who are really at risk? 

Currently we do not hold this level of data as detailed above. We feel that this detailed information would be hard to gain from Betting Shops. Therefore, we suggest that government commission a piece of detailed ethnographic or other piece of research, looking into these characteristics and behaviours. We also suggest that similarities between drug addiction and alcohol addiction be considered as part of the research to see if there are similar characteristics and behaviours with gambling. 
E) If there is evidence to support a reduction in the stake and/or prize limits for B2 machines, what would be an appropriate level to achieve the most proportionate balance between risk of harm and responsible enjoyment of this form of gambling? 

One of the main concerns regarding B2 machines is the proportion of turnover Betting Shops gain from these machines.  The recently published Ladbrokes Annual Report 2012 highlighted that 83% of betting shop turnover is derived from B2 machines versus 17% from traditional sports and race betting. We believe that this does not comply with the Gambling Commissions interpretation of “what is primary gambling activity” as laid down in the Gambling Commissions document Indicators of Betting as Primary Gambling Activity, which indicates that over the counter betting should be the main function of betting shops.  In addition, it clearly shows the profits, which betting shops can derive from FOBTs, contributing to the growing numbers of them opening in deprived areas.  We believe that the only way to rebalance the risk of harm from problem gambling versus enjoyment is to enforce the above legislation in relation to the main function of betting shops being over the counter betting.  In order to make this change, less B2 machines will be needed per premises and a lower stake and prize limits to deter residents from gambling all their money on these machines. 

Out of the 632 parliamentary constituencies in the UK, figures compiled by Fairer Gambling show that only 50 other areas have more betting shops and FOBTs than the Knowsley parliamentary consistency area
.  This shows that Knowsley has a particular issue with the number of B2 machines, hence Knowsley Council’s Shop Management Policy discussed earlier, which now gives powers to refuse new leases for betting shop in Local Authority owned premises. The high number of B2 machines and their association with problem gambling reinforces a move back to traditional Betting Shops. 
G) What impact (positive and negative) would there be in terms of high street betting shops? 
Whilst lowering the stakes and/or prize limits on B2 machines, could mean that less money would be spent in betting shops, however, there is no evidence to prove this. If this does occur then it may be that customers will spend their money on other types of gambling, there is no evidence to say that lowering stakes and/or prize limits will mean customers will stop gambling altogether. 

14) A) Are there other harm mitigation measure that might offer a better targeted and more effective response to evidence of harm than reductions in stake and/or prize for B2 machines> 
B) If so, what is the evidence for this and how would it be implemented?

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

As far as harm mitigation measures are concerned we feel that there should be a ban on customers being able to use debit cards in betting shops to get cash back in order to continue to play B2 machines.  
As discussed earlier we feel that an agreement is needed with government and Betting Shops to provide relevant data in relation to takings and use of FOBTs, and for this information to be given on an area basis and to be shared with Local Authorities.  In particular we feel strongly that the government should be encouraging a dialogue between Local Authorities and local betting shops to allow a collaborative approach to the identification of problem gambling hot spots and the services required to support individuals who require it. This data can then ensure that all avenues are considered.  Once again, we feel that the move back to Traditional Betting Shops should be considered as an option. 

Questions 15), 17), 20), 23), 25), 26), 27)

We do not agree with any of government’s proposals to increase the maximum stake limit and/or prize limits on any of the machines. The reasons attributed to questions 7 and 9 are also relevant to these questions. 
31) Do you agree with the government’s approach to monitoring and evaluating the impact of changes to inform future reviews?
Yes we agree that the government’s should take an approach to monitoring and evaluating which combines all 3 options mentioned in the consultation document. We also feel that all data gained through an agreement with government and Betting Shops, as mentioned above, should be included in this evaluation. 
Other Comments

Licensing Objectives of the Gambling Act – 
In reference to objective a) preventing gambling from being a source of crime or disorder, being associated with crime or disorder or being used to support crime. There is evidence that B2 machines provide an avenue for money laundering. Resident’s are able to insert fake notes, play one game and claim back the rest of their pot in coin form. There is also a National discussion amongst Betting Shops to move towards a ‘No Staff in the Premises’ policy. This could potentially lead to a large increase in crime as there are no staff to deter residents for stealing or vandalism, and also it may reduce a gamblers ability to self-exclude themselves from premises.  
In reference to objective b) ensuing that gambling is conducted in a fair and open way. We do not believe it is fair and open that the majority of betting shops are targeted at deprived communities and that B2 machines are now the majority percentage of Betting Shops takings and profits. We believe a move to Traditional Betting Shops would be more fair and open.  Also we do not believe it to be fair that the viability of our Town Centres is diminishing due to an increase in multinational Betting Shops which has also contributed to an increase in the number of Credit Lenders within the borough.   This reduces the ability of other local businesses to operate successfully.
In reference to objective c) protecting children and other vulnerable persons from being harmed or exploited by gambling. There is no evidence to say that children are gaining access to Knowsley’s Betting Shops.  However, through our proposed research  mentioned above, we intend to collect data around how many underage refusals they have made and how many under 18’s have been found on over 18 machines and then asked to leave.  

The objective above however also refers to ‘vulnerable persons’.  Included in this category could be problem gamblers and as any increase in stake, prize limits or added marketing would mean that these gamblers are put at risk, this proposal is in breach of these objectives. 

One option to be considered which would not negatively impact on these objectives is to go back to Traditional Betting Shops. The reasons for this have been discussed earlier on in this response. 

‘At-risk’ Gamblers

As discussed earlier there are at least 7,095 ‘at-risk’ gamblers within Knowsley. It is of particular concern that this consultation has not considered the impacts any changes will have on this category of gamblers. Evidence and research is needed on what tips an ‘at-risk’ gambler into the ‘problem gambler’ category. This evidence should be included in the discussions around changes and only once it has been included should decisions then be made. 

Ways to help and support ‘at-risk’ gamblers include providing education to children at an early age, similar to that of Alcohol and Drugs education. Within Knowsley we have Money Matters workbooks in all schools which are complied by the money advice service. It is felt that gambling should be included in these workbooks. Knowsley Financial Inclusion agencies do not currently determine how a resident came to need financial help, only what they need help with. If we asked why, we could determine if it was from gambling. If data was available, as discussed earlier through an agreement with Betting Shops, we would have the data to help those classified as ‘at-risk’ from becoming problem gamblers. 

National & Local Legislation
The changes to the Welfare Reform could potentially have a massive impact on the ‘at-risk’ and ‘problem gamblers’. Child benefit has been frozen since April 2011, local housing allowance has been reduced for some, working tax credit frozen and criteria changed, lone parent entitlement changed, benefits capped, bedroom tax introduced, council tax reduction scheme and universal credit roll out. This means that the majority of our residents who receive some form of benefits will be affected from these changes. 
This could mean the following may occur:

· In the short-term, residents will have more money available in their bank account to potentially gamble away, risking non payment of necessary household bills. 

· Universal credit will mean the money will go into one person’s bank account, rather than split between both adults. If there is domestic violence (in the form of financial or controlling) then all the money could be held by an ‘at-risk’ or problem gambler. 

· If residents are gambling away all their income, they will have none to pay rent, food bills, utility bills etc and could therefore go to illegal loan sharks for help or may become involved in crime to gain money. 

Within Knowsley’s Economic Regeneration Strategy it states that our focus with regards to jobs is on the three growth sectors of transport, communication and distribution; manufacturing; and financial and business services. Creating conditions for growth within the Gambling Industry goes against the principals in the strategy which we are currently working towards. 
In late 2011 Knowsley Council Scrutiny Committee recognised the potential negative impact on residents of local shopping parades dominated by betting shops, off licenses, takeaways and sun bed shops.  Following this the Council has recently approved a Shop Management Policy which will approve no new leases for these uses within premises which the Local Authority owns.  In addition rent relief has been offered for more traditional businesses such as greengrocers and butchers.  This is a proactive approach taken to try to improve local shopping parades within the borough and has the full support of our Members.
� Note: This area covers the majority although not all of the Knowsley local authority area





