
Date: 12. January 2004.
Re: Joint Committee review of planed legislation for Gambling.

From: Richard Simmonite Commelcial Manager St Gil~ Hospice (Promotions) Limited.

Dear Mr Fabricant,

Peter Holl"Klay. our ~up aliefExecutive, bas D81tioned JCXIf suWOrt for St Giles Hospic:e,
mpecialty in ~ wIMWe go~~ is in dIDger <xuom tBItiooaIiy balmiug our work. I
~ dlerefore. to draw to your attention just s.a a situation whjdI is C818ing us great
concern.

I'm sony that my first coaespondalce widt you is one requesting ywr assistance but changes are
being made to the Gambling Act that will have a major im~ on all Charity and Society
Lotteries in the UK.

In Febmary 2003 I took ova- the 11~ ,in! ofSt Gil~ IIospD (PI-~IS) Limited and the
weekly lottery draw d8t Vm~ Owen s-.aled in 1997. Ovs- 1be y~ Vm~ and the tmm
sua:essfu1iy deYeloped the lottery to maximise the profits to 1he Hospi~

In April 2003 we .-sled a ~-d £1 millioo 10 the bospi~ aIMi 1eiDf«~ our ~~ as the
~ ~SfUI ~ l~ in 1he UK. Now evay Charity and Scx;iay louery in d1e UK mce
a threat to their good M)Jk &om new legislatioo tt.t will allow an ~ in die numba: of
"pri- compdition" style lotBies kDOwn as p"-I~. or hybrid-lolbim whid1 ~
purely for personal gain and DOt for the baaefit of a gO<Mi cause.

A hybrid-lottery is die ~CaI am to ~"be pmes in wbid1 the dJance to win a prim
ciepellds upoo umwermg a simple ~m or oompleting a - widI a sulJ.ll8Jt bUay stage
randcxnly selecting a wiDIB" from tIK-.e wiK) !I_lOCaSfully oompleted the 1aSk or challalge. This
fonn ofcompeti ti<Xl usually invo~ die participant mrea-"1i1g via a pranium rate ~~ call.

Potentially, die ~mDBIt's Jew <:8mbling !~0Il otfels die UK public graB: cID~ aIxt
brings b 1976 LotkJrim am Am,~~ Ad. up 10 date, wid! provisOi fOI: 1he IDe of DM>da'n
technology. FOI" us at St Giles Hospice ~uaJIOtk)ns) Limited dIis is 1MJt 1he issue and in fact we
~ die basic IegisIatKJD as ~ 100 look for new areas of ~ and the Inttmet affonls ~
this <wortunity.

Our ~~ is that d1e pr~ legmlatmn idaItir.. lotDia as pmbling 8Id prize
competiti<XIS as a DOO-gamblmg «£'"aar1ainment. Prize \X;.=oJ:~<XD. tlD-d"mc-. are not being
inchldOO in die review and 00 legislaticm will be pit in to place to regulate them.
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If the legislation is passed it opens the floodgat(S allowing none regulatOO "prize oompetition"
style lotteries to operate legally. The key issues we raise are:

The cballmge level (Skill level) is not and will not be defined in law. This m~ dIere is
no basis in law in which to set a definition and thus it would prove difficult to make a
legal challmge to anyone poB1tially breadling the new legislation. This in truth is an
issue with the CUrrmlt legislation and prevm1S the Gaming Board for Great Britain from
taking action against existing hybrid-loueri5. Currmt legislation. however. does not
actively encourage "prize competitioo" loU«ies and therefore the number operating
within the UK is relatively low at presmt

1

2. No upper limit will be set for the cost per entry; therefore a premium rate telephone entry
could be costly to the player and not fully appreciated until the telephone bill is ~ived
some time after the ~t. Restrictions to our lottery would remain in place limiting us to
a maximum of £2 per entry and an upper limit for the annual number of ticket sales.

3 No rm1rictioos have bes1 placed as to where promotions for competitioo lotteries can be
placed. This allows those with financial ~king to cond\K;t blanket coverage of the UK or
a particular Bra. Cunently legislation ~tricts lotteries such as ours to approximately
300/0 total expa1Ses per game and this will remain in force 1U1der new legislation and
would limit our marketing potaltiaJ against other competition.

Summary of key differences ~ lottery gambling and prize competitions;
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The new legislation shoukt be dtere to support organisatioos such as oms who follow the rules
and register with the Gaming Board for Great Britain (Gaming Commmsion from 2005).
Unfortunately. we are being restricted further and paying a tax for the privilege whilst those who
are not subject to supervision are legally enoouraged to take for themselves what they want.

We are not the only organisation to realise this bias that we are not on the same level playing
field with this legislation. The Lotteries Counci~ of which 8t Gil~ Hospice (Promotions) Limited
is a member, has advised us that the current Governments view is that we must d~onstrate that
we will lose out financially by the new legislation before they will consider revising the bill. This
s~ms unreasonable as once the legislation comes into force the impact it bas may take weeks or
even months before it hits our profits to the hospice and eval then it would 1ake time to action
our concerns to the Govemmart and instigate change. This route could well ~ the demise of
many small essential Charity and Social lotteries in the UK.

We suggest that the proposed Bill has fundammtal weaknesses. whim need to be add~
before being passed. If no definition is givm to a skill or dIallmge then the weakest of
competitions will be able to operate without regulation whm in reality they are pure lotteri~. the

prize element merely being a device to circumvmt legislation.

In our view the following should be considered and included in the Bill.

A definition in legal terms is required for a "Lottery" . Define how many participants are

required for a dmw to be classified as a lottery.
1

2. Define "Competition" to detennine that a winner can only be foood by a process of
elimination working down from many participants to one ultimate winn« through a series
of skills being COrrecdy completed widt a skill to finish and not by the p~s of one skill
allowing many to proceed through a lottery selection.

Define "level of skill".3.

If the legislation fails to control prize competitions that 'we are seriously considering changing
. the format of our existing lottery to enable us to operate legally as a prize competition. This
would release us from the control of the Gaming Commission and thus save us from paying our
f~. If we and other organisations do this then the Gaming Commission role would become
redundant, as it would have 00 iIWOme and 00 loueri~ to oyasee. However, we don't want to go
down dIis route we need the support and protootioo of the Gaming CornmBsioo and would prefer
that other lotteri~ would continue to benefit from a Government body overseeing all forms of

gambling.
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Yours sincerely,

c ,

"

Richard Simmonite
Commercial Manager.
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