
Dear Sirs 
 
Re:     Gambling Act 2005 – Statement of Principles Consultation 
 
On behalf of Luxury Leisure, I make the following comments in response to the above 
consultation draft (the “Draft”):- 
 

1. While we appreciate that the Draft refers to the Regulator’s Code at Paragraph 
12.6, as the Authority will appreciate, in all matters of regulation under the Gambling 
Act 2005, it is subject to the Regulators’ Code.  That code imposes a number of 
obligations on the Authority, including one that it should carry out its activities in a 
way that supports those it regulates to comply and grow.  Additionally, when 
designing and reviewing policies, the Authority must, among other things, 
understand and minimise the negative economic impact of its regulatory activities 
and regulate and minimise the costs of compliance of those it regulates.  Further, 
the Authority should take an evidence-based approach in determining priority risks 
and recognise the compliance record of those it regulates. We suggest the Draft be 
amended to include a statement that the Authority recognises that it is subject to 
and will comply with the Regulators’ Code in relation to matters of gambling 
licensing as well as enforcement. 
 
Suggested amendment: “policy formulation” in section 12.6 
 

2.               In Part B, Paragraph 14.3 reference is made to “primary gambling activity”, a 
concept developed by the Gambling Commission.  As the Authority may appreciate, 
such a concept has been challenged in tribunals and indeed does not appear in the 
Act. 

 
 It is accepted that this term does not appear in the Act but it is included in the 

guidance and is relevant to the operation of gambling premises. 
 

3.               In relation to local risk assessments at Part B 14.14, the Draft states that as a 
minimum the Authority will expect a local risk assessment to consider “the 
demographics of the area in respect of vulnerable groups of people including those 
with gambling dependencies” amongst other factors.  With respect, it is impossible 
for a licensee to have any detailed knowledge of all vulnerable groups of people 
within the area.  While the licensee can consider whether there are places where 
specific vulnerable groups of people receive treatment in the area, the Draft as it 
currently stands is far too broad, and unworkable, placing a disproportionate and 
unrealistic burden on the licensee. 
 
Demographics information is available through a number of sources including the 
Stockton Borough Council website.  It is accepted that currently information on 
people with gambling dependencies is difficult to obtain, although given the level of 
current concern around this issue it is likely to increase. .  Suggested amendment to 
wording to add  “where information is available” at section 14.14 . 
 

4.               Paragraph 15 deals with CCTV.  As the Authority will appreciate, many premises 
will already have a CCTV system in place.  It would be unreasonable and 
disproportionately burdensome if the Authority was to impose a standard on each 
premises without taking into account what facilities are already in place and the 
resources of the licensees.  In terms of the detail, the Draft seems to suggest that 



the CCTV recorder must be digital – again this is unreasonable.  Many premises will 
maintain a perfectly adequate analogue system.  Further, the reference to the 
transfer of images so that they can be played back “on any desktop computer” 
(emphasis added) is unrealistically broad. 

 
 Suggested amendment in section 14.15 “ Any digital recorder will have the facility to 

be password protected to prevent….” 
 
 And “ … to be played back on a desk top computer”. 

 
5.               At Part B Paragraph 14.24, the Authority confirms that it appreciates the extensive 

requirements set out in the LCCP.  However, the detail provided of the policies and 
procedures that operators should have in place (by way of bullet points on page 18 
of the Draft) is not entirely accurate.  There is no requirement in the LCCP that 
operators need to demonstrate “increased” levels of induction and refresher training 
for staff.  The levels that apply are those set out in the LCCP – there is no reference 
to levels having to be “increased”.  Further, the LCCP does not refer to the use of 
CCTV, mirrors, positioning of staffing counters in order to ensure staff can monitor 
the premises properly.  The Draft implies that these comments are directly lifted 
from the LCCP.  Finally, with reference to these bullet points, the penultimate bullet 
point is wrong.  The relevant provision is ordinary code provision 3.5.7 – licensees 
should contribute to and participate in the development of multi-operator self-
exclusion schemes with reference to their local area.  There is no national scheme 
referred to in the LCCP and the only “scheme” which licensees must participate in is 
that referred to at 3.5.6 which comes into effect on 6th April 2016. 
 
These were added as guidance and I feel it is clear that they are not a direct lift 
from the code, merely and overview of the requirements.  We belive it is important 
that applicants are signposted to the LCCP and advised to familairise themselves 
with them.  Whilst larger operators may be well aware of the requirements, smaller 
ones may not.   
 
 Suggest removal of reference to “in the proposed national” scheme in section 
14.24. 
 

6.               In the way that the Authority is aware of the extensive requirements of the LCCP, it 
will understand the provisions of mandatory and default conditions.  There is no 
need for the Authority to duplicate those conditions which are applied through 
legislation.  Accordingly the provisions of Paragraph 4.28 are unnecessary as they 
merely repeat the provisions of mandatory conditions.  Similarly, Paragraphs 15 and 
16 which set out measures which the Authority may seek to address by way of 
conditions, are duplicatory and unnecessary as they are already dealt with by the 
LCCP and mandatory and default conditions.  Furthermore, we do not understand 
why it was felt unnecessary to include such provisions for bingo and betting (other 
than tracks), if it is necessary to include for, e.g., AGCs  As well as being an 
unnecessary approach, it would be inconsistent to proceed in this way. 

 
 I see no issue with repeating and signposting applicants to the LCCP. 
 

It was felt necessary to add premise specific policy requirements for AGC’s and 
FEC’s because of the nature these premise and the different risks that are involved. 



7.               Similarly we note that the bullet points at Paragraph 18.3 in relation to bingo 
premises, in many respects merely repeat mandatory conditions.  Also in relation to 
bingo premises, we note the reference at Paragraph 18 to “traditional commercial 
bingo halls”, suggesting that unless a bingo premises meets the traditional concept, 
it will not be licensable.  With respect, this has no basis in law. 
 
There is no reference to traditional bingo halls not being licensable. 

 
We hope that the above will assist. 

 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
Elizabeth Speed 
Group General Counsel  
Novomatic UK  
For Luxury Leisure 
Direct  +44 (0) 191 497 8222 
Mobile +44 (0) 7808 571 588 
elizabethspeed@luxuryleisure.co.uk 
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