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11 March 2004

Dear Henry

Proposed Gambling Bill- The Henley Repor1 predicts more losers than winners

I am sure you are aware that the p-Qposed Gambling Bill was recently published by DCMS and the All Party Scrutiny
Committee are due to deliver their recommenmtions to the Government by the 7 April 2004.

A recent rep>Jt ~ced by the Henley Centre (in association with consumer trend expens BrandDriver), analyses
the ,"Economic aJMi Social I~ of the ~oposed new Gambling Bin" and raises a nwnber of serious questions.

The Henley Centre ReiX)rt indicates d1at the BiU as currently proJX>Sed fails to achieve the oolance of necessary
safeguards both socially and economicaUy. It benefits two new market sectors (Vegas style casinos and new media)
oot hugely disadvantages much of the exisbng traditional UK market. will damage communities. limit customer
choice and 00 nothing to regenerate areas in most need.

The Henley Report highlights:
. The nation will gamble an extra £ 1 billion a year by 2010
. The Government will gain at least an extra £400 million in tax
. New style "Vegas" ~ casinos will fornt a significant I:IIrt of the UK market. Intemet, interactive and mobile phone gambling will grow
BUT. ThousaDds of traditional family owned OOsinesses will disa~. Social clubs, pubs, bingo halls, seasi<k and inland arca<ks will all suffer
. Significant redI--L~ncies in community 00sed established OOsinesses will offset employment gains in new sectors
. The number of problem gamblers will grow to over 700,000 by 2010

As you are aware. we operate seasi<:k: amusement arcades. We have various concerns aOOut the Bill in its current
format, which I have listed below.
1. Faimeu and Equity -

We believe that oAX>rtunities and controls should be equally applied between the market sectors and not, as is
CUn'OItly being IX'Oposed, only favour the new emerging sectors (large casinos and remote gambling). Many of
the existing ~tiona1 machine market sectors (seaside arcades, inland arcades, ~, bingo etc) are facing
restridions relating to machine numbers. stakes and l:J'izes, whilst new sectors (casinos and remote gambling) will
be 8ble to otTer a multiplicity of gaming products with virtually unlimited stakes and prizes.

It should be rememberOO that whatever the new entrants may generate in tenDS of economic benefits and jobs, the
existing machine marketplace employs in excess of 22,000 people directly and generates circa £400 million per
annmn in tax revenue. Businesses range from large multi - national subsidiaries to third or forth generation
family OOsinesses that provi<k pleasure and enlertainmentto millions and form an important JBrt of the UK's
social infrastructure.
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1. Social aDd Economic CODlCqu~nces
a) ProbIe8 GambtiDg

The existing gamiDg industry has evolved successfully and responsibly over many years and the cunent
~ ~ is key to the relatively Jow levels of problem gambling e~enced in the UK. The 0.80/.
quoted in the 200 1 pevalence study is one of the lowest rates in the world The Bin imJX)8eS insufficient
latridion UlX>D the expansion of the new style casinos pooducing a very rea1 risk of over ~y to the
market in short to medium terms. The recently plblished Nera FqX)rt. t.sed UlX>n research from the USA
aDd Ausualia into casioo pining. poedicts a figure of one million JXobiem gamblers in the UK as a result of
the likely i~ in the ~m~ of casinos OIU the Bin be(x)~ law. ~ from a muJtipicity of
~~JDg BOO leiSUle activities aU being on offer under one roof, conservative estimates suggest that an
8(kfitioOIJ fifty t1nIsaDd macbila with unlimited stakes and ~ wiU enter the market. (This compares
with the circa 235,000 limited stake and IXize machines on offer today.) Negative ~Iicity ensuing from
the likely i~ in pobiem gambling will fall dispoportionately UJX>n the existing tnkIitional machines
market.

b) Ecoao_ic i_pacts
~~ck: raorts
New style casino reson complexes Mil be so vastly superior in terms of size, range of~, offering etc
~ ~ aDd existing visitors Mil natwally gravitate towards these "emJX>riums", slowly ck:stroying much
of the existing seaside «:anomy, Reson and large casinos Mil be adult gambling environments providi ng
~ ~ for, social aDd tourism I~ regaJeration.

TowD/cin: centres
Casim ~I$ will site the ~ casinos on the edge of p.~fQUS towns rather than the areas needing
urt.D ~on. These large casinos sited on the outskiltS of towns and cities have the ability to
Ualllfu.w the nigiU time ~my of 1<X:al town centres. Large casinos offering food, drink, mtenainment
alMileYera1 fonDS of gambling under one roof (betting, bingo. gaming table and machines) could herald the
ckmise of city centre ~ including ~t gaming centIes, clubs. ~ ~ and bingo halls, in
exactly the same way that large out of town supermarkets have damaged the vibrancy of town centres for

.reIaiIinS.

Remedy: Follow a cautious aRXoach and allow the P1ased inttOOuction of a limited nwnber of new style
~ 8Ki large casinos within a oontrolled DUmber of designated ~ where a clear ~omic and social
benefit is deeme(1likely. This oomp-omise would aUow this exciting new ~ct to be market tested in
the UK without risking the p>temially disastrous social arx1 economic oo~nces iUustratcd aOOve.

J. Grudfadler rigbu
The Bill ckICS not ilx:luck measures reflecting the asswances given by Lord McIntosh in his ~h to the
BACT A Convention 2003 that the existing indusb'y would not be encmngered. In most cases the future of
these t:.I-a (whether they be seaside amusements, UI1t pming centres (X' machines being operated in
PJbIic )M)uses) could be left to the discretion of Local Authorities which may unilaterally decide not to
gr8Dt ~ts to ~~ that may have been operating for generations aM there is no right of a~.
This ~d be totally unacce~e to BACT A and we seek confirmation that the final draft wiU
irax,I~late these matters.

Remedy: Grant "graJ¥ifather rights" to existing OOsinesses in ~uity. poviding d1ey operate within all
rdevaJlt legislation aDd ccxk:s of co~.

4. Traditioullealide buli8el-.
Familv Entertainn1ft1f ~ lFECsVCateiQr! D ~ila
1bc mn allows discIetion to intrOOuce an age restriction for Category D machines by way of secondary
legislaion.. S1dI a ~ woold aAJear likely to wipe out the seaside entertai~ts indumy. ~ are
00 pmds for this measure, as our research (ORB) has shown. This JX)tential change will make any future
im~nt in the inckJStIy an unrealistic ~. This p)Sition is totalJy ~.able to BACf A as it will
si~jfl~~tly affect RW1y members who have for many years p-ovided much needed investment in the
a8ta1 ~rts.

'Tbc draft currently contains wi<k: diSCl'etion for the intrOOuction of many restrictions that would
mr_.o!=-~1&8Uy uD<knnine the industry ~ ~ not to be the ~ of consultation.

Renxdy: Remove the enabling clause, allowing an age restrictioo for Category D machines only through
PrimIIY Legislation with full consultation. shooJd evidence from research P'OVe that change is required.
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5. Stakes and prizes
The Bill reduces stakes and prizes for Section 34 machines from 3Op stake/£8 prize to lOp stake/£5 p'ize
with the ex~on of cranes (and ~minantly skill ticket ~mption machines). which will be allowed
to retain the 3Op stake. In the case of the latter machines raYing out only non monetai)' prizes BACT A
believes that it is illogical to allow the stake to remain at the same level (3Op) 00t reduce the pize from £8
to £5. This will ero<k: established customer value. BACT A believes that there is a good case for operating
non-monetary prize machines on a rnarginaUy higher stake aIx1 pize tier. The ORB survey shows strong
customer SQAX>rt for the existing Family Entertainment p-oduct.

Remedy: Allow Category D machines JBying out non replayable, non-monetary prizes to operate on 30p
stake/£8 pize.

"T~ U~"
The IDCtice of saving individual pizes won from, for example, a crane machine and trading them
in/exchanging them for a larger pize is known as "trading up". A test case in the 1990' s established it as a
legitimate InCtise. The DCMS and the Gaming Board have consistently stated that this issue will not be
revisited oot, on 1:8ge 36 of the Policy OOcument, 1:8rclgraph 4.54, cmne machines on 3Op a~ to be
prohibited from ~ying out exchangeable prizes.

Remedy: Amend JX)licy to allow machines in this category lO ~Y out non-money and non-replayable prizes
that may be exchangeable COOt not for money).

6. LiceuiDg requirements/costs
To date we 00 not know precisely the combination of licenses that will be required in any given outlet
~naI. operating, p-emises etc) but arc deeply concerned that the )X>tential requirement for excessive
categories of personal licenses will be operationally invidious. Further, the Gaming Board has efficiently
administered the current reguJatory regime minimising costs and we fear that the IX'Oposed changes via the
Gambling Commission and Local Authority licenses will represent an inordinate, unwarranted and costly
bureaucracy .

Remedy: To i~ntify licensing requirements aOO costs without ~lay so that OOsinesses can pian
aa:ordingiy and ensure that costs are p-o):M:rly attriooted to those industry sectors benefiting from the new
regime.

7. Powen of the Gambling Commission and Local Autborities
We are seeking to ensure that the present well structured and clear operational environment is retained to
protect the current industry and encourage forward investment. The safe guards identified in .. A Safe Bet

For Success" (including guidance and advice which Local Authorities should be obliged to follow) are
ensbrined in the new regulatory scheme and we would like to see as much as possible inclu(kd in the Act to
IXe\'eD1 arbiuary or inconsistent applications of the legislation. Where there is such a lack of 00tail or
oijective criteria, then those who fall within the legislation will be uncertain when their action might lead
to criminal liability. infringing on the Human Rights Act and European Commission of Human Rights.

Remedy: To ~fine JX)wers very precisely. including via the Gambling Commission, the statutory
guick:lines and the role of Local Authorities.

I hope you will feel able to make rep-esentation on our ~ha1f to Rt Hon Tessa Jowell MP (Cabinet Minister
ultimately resJX)nsible), Lord McIntosh of Haringey (the Minister with reSJX>nsibility for the Bill) and John
G~nway MP (Chairman of the Scrutiny Committee).

I ck> ~ that you are able to help us by contacting the Ministers and mem~rs of the Scrutiny Committee and Ilook forward to hearing from you in due course. .

Thank yoo once again for your efforts on our ~half.

With my ~ regards

Yours sincerely

t.t ( tkD..\ \Q..

Michelle Thomas
Director
cc Leslie ~-Miller (BACT A)
cc Tim BatBkx1e (BACT A)
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