Question 1: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to permit lotteries that are incidental to commercial events to be run? First and foremost, yes. However we feel, symbolically, that this consultation is important for the entire society lottery sector in that it highlights how de-regulation can help support society lotteries to generate even more income for good causes. From our perspective, lessons can be learned from this process and applied to the entire society lottery sector to better understand any unnecessary limitations being placed on our collective ability to fundraise. If anything our preference would have been for the red tape challenge to include a wider scope as far as society lotteries are concerned, given how closely aligned the objectives of the challenge are with the aspirations of our sector i.e. reduce unnecessary burdens and generate as much income for good causes as possible.
As you may be aware, the Lotteries Council and Institute of Fundraising recently commissioned the Centre for Economic and Business Research (Cebr) to undertake an economic study into the society lottery sector. The report found that further regulation on the society lottery sector could cost good causes up to £88.3m in lost income each year. However, it also highlighted that modest de-regulation would deliver ever increasing income for good causes. In particular, the report recommended that the Government increase the individual prize, draw and annual turnover limits imposed on society lotteries. Second to this, the report advocated allowing new small society lotteries entering the market the ability to aggregate their statutory contribution to good causes over a three year period. Based on conservative estimates these two measures alone could deliver tens of millions in additional income for good causes each year.
Therefore while we welcome modest de-regulation for incidental non-commercial, private society, work and residents’ lotteries, we ask that wider consideration be applied to the entire society lottery sector to assist all society lotteries in their efforts to generate more income for good causes.

Question 2: Is there any supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for this reform? Given that this is currently unlawful there is no opportunity to amass evidence.

Question 3: Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? This would dramatically increase the number of opportunities to operate fundraising lotteries.

Question 4: 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. The absence of a turnover cap could permit this unregulated activity to cross the boundary into space currently the preserve of registered or licensed lotteries, posing a risk to funds and to the credibility of society lotteries. We would propose a limit on proceeds of £10,000 per draw and £50,000 in a calendar year.

Question 5: Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of allowing commercial businesses to hold lotteries to raise money for charities and good causes? Yes, given the modification outlined above.

Question 6: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to allow private society lotteries to be promoted for any charity or good cause? Yes.

Question 7: Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for this reform? As per question 2.

Question 8: Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? Do you consider that there could be risks/unintended consequences of the proposal? As per question 4.

Question 9: Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of allowing greater freedom to private societies to raise money for charities and good causes? Yes.

Question 10: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to allow work and residents’ lotteries to be promoted for charity or good causes? Yes.

Question 11: Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that suggests the need for this reform? As per question 2.

Question 12: Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? Do you consider there are any risks/unintended consequences to this proposal? As per question 4.

Question 13: Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective? Yes.

Question 14: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to remove the requirement for promoters of work and residents’ lotteries to provide specific tickets? In the absence of controls and in widespread ignorance of the law we believe that this is already commonplace. Revising the regulation would bring the law into alignment with practice.

Question 15: Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for this reform?

Question 16: Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? Do you consider there are any risks/unintended consequences to this proposal? Removal of complexity and expense is to be welcomed.

Question 17: Can you identify any risks with the Government’s proposal? Is there any need for the current information on tickets to be retained? No.

Question 18: Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of lifting an administrative burden? Yes.

Question 19: 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? There are some risks arising from absence of control. We believe these can be mitigated by turnover limits as set out in our answer to question 4.

Question 20: Do the proposals remove any necessary protection? No.

Question 21: Do any of the proposals put forward contribute to or open-up any risk of criminal activity? Risks always exist, but these can be mitigated as per above.
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