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Consultation on Incidental Non-Commercial, Private Society, Work and Residents Lotteries,
Proposais for Lifiing Resiriciions.

Dear Caity,

i note from i“ar.ﬂg:g nidi

[i'\a" you wiil uubinsn responses on the

AsSDONSe.

Question 1 Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to permit lotteries that are

incidental to commercial events to be run?

No. There are widespread opportunities for people to be involved in gambling, e.g. the
many r’mm Street Def‘[lng sh 30S, the Nationai Lo mnery eic. There are a;reauv issuos with
problem gamblers in this country, and it seems unhelpful to deregulate So as to encourage
ayen more i‘iai‘riDiii’iCi As far as fiind I’aiSIi‘iG for charities and l’lﬁr‘;(j caiises is concerned jt
seems less compl/cated for people to be asked to make donations rather than to be
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invoived in gambiing.

Question 2 s there any supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need

or this reform?

1TwiUannn s

ws regarding the expecied benefits of the proposai?

Question 4 Do you feel the identified risks warrant the dropping or modification of this
propos ai? if modification, please siate in which way. Piease comment on any risks not
iready identified.

.“i‘l

Yes. | would prefer that the proposal be dropped. Please see my comments in response to
Question 1 about problem gambiing.



Question 5 Is the proposal proport onate to the policy objective of allowing commercial
u

e
biisinesses to hoid iofieries o raise money for charities and aoo d causes’?

: \.‘.l

Question 6 Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to allow private society

iotieries io be promoted for any charity or good cause?
No. There are widespread opportunities for people to be involved in gambling, e.g. the
many High Street betting shops, the National Loftery eic. There are already issiies with
problem gamblers in this country, and it seems unhelpful to deregulate so as to encourage
everi imore qu“lﬂ;':i‘if": As far as fund iaiiiu for charities and GOOG CALSEeS is concerned it
seems less complicated for people to be asked fo make donatlons rather than to be
invoived in gambling.

Question 7 Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for

this refor
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Question 9 Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of a IIowing greater
freedom io private socieiies to raise money for charities and good causes?

Question 10 Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to allow work and residents’

iotteries io be i')i‘uﬁiOTgﬁ ior (':i‘lai‘il'v or g@@ﬁ causes?
No. There are widespread opportunities for people to be involved in gambling, e.g. the
many High Streei betting shops, the National Loftery eic. There are aiready issues with
problem gamblers in this country, and it seems unhelpful to deregulate so as to encourage
aeven more gambiing. As far as fund raising for charities and good caiises is concermned it
seems less complicated for people to be asked to make donations rather than to be
invoived in gambiing.

Question 11 Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for
this reform?

NO.



Question 12 Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of th ep roposal? Do
you consider there are any risks/unintended consequences 1o ihis propos
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A far as risks are concerned please see my comments in response to Question 10 about

pro Dieii ud:uuuuu

ate to the policy objeciive?

Question 14 Do o0 you agree with the Government’s proposal to emove the requirement for
pr———— -

nromoters of work and residents’ iotieries to provide specific tic

No. It is appropriate (and assists transparency objectives) for specific tickets to be
pruw(jeﬁ' inc qutl“g ithe hame and address of the ui‘OmO"Pf‘ and relevant information about
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the loftery arrangemenis.

Question 15 Is there supporting evidence that you are aware of that justifies the need for

this re nem Y
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Question 16 Do you have any views regarding the expected benefits of the proposal? Do
vou consider there are any risks/unintended conseguences io this proposai?

tprovided people may

(;.'v do not s inpor
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Question 17 Can you identify any risks with the Government’s proposal? Is there any need

or the current information on tickets to he retained?

First question - As far a r/sks are concerned if approprlat formation is not provided
U(:-'nQH" ;"ldV ma'j‘ve :E‘n f

Second giiestion
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Question 18 Is the proposal proportionate to the policy objective of lifting an

administrative burden?

No comment.

Question 19 Do the proposals put forward in this consultation, taken as a whole, strike a
fair baiance between the pubiic interest and any person adverseiy affected by them?
No. | appreciate that the DCMS (as part of the Red Tape Challenge) has had to traw/
through various reguiations with the aim of identifving where there can be dereguiation. /
am not opposed to DCMS deregulation, in principle, however | would prefer that there
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shoii !lUl hz Gl’—‘-re(:i(_iiauﬁi" that encourades even imnore gan”m: e in this L”UHL!_V than there
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Question 20 Do the proposais remove any necessary proteciion?

Yes, in the sense that people are more likely to become involved in gambling, and as far as

problem gambiers are concerned the issie becomes acute.

Question 21 Do any of the proposals put forward contribute to or open-up any risk of
criminai activity?

Noc comment.

Yours sincerei



