
Appendix 2 
 

Responses received to the stage 1 consultation on the new draft Statement of Licensing Principles for 
Gambling  

 
In consulting on the stage 1 draft of the new Statement of Licensing Principles for Gambling the council set two questions.  These 
questions were: 
 

Q1.  Do you have any views on the proposed stage 1 Statement of Licensing Principles for Gambling? 
 

Q2.  Do you have any other comments or suggestions relating to elements that should be included or excluded within this 
proposed Statement of Licensing Principles for Gambling?  

 
Some responders did specifically answer these questions within their responses.  The responses below have been put under the 
relevant questions to which they were addressing.  Some responders made a response without specifically addressing the 
questions and provided a statement of response.  Where responders have not specifically set out that they are answering one of 
the defined questions we have removed the reference to the relevant question within the table below. 
 
The following responses were received in relation to this consultation.  (If you are viewing this document electronically you can click 
on the response heading below which will take you to that response and the council comments and views in relation to that 
response). 
 

1. William Hill Organization Limited  
2. National Casino Forum 
3. Hippodrome Casino 
4. Association of British Bookmakers 

 

5. Coral Racing Limited 
6. Licensing Advice Project – Citizens Advice Bureau 
7. Paddy Power (Power Leisure Bookmakers Limited) 

 
 
 

 



Date 
Received 

Responder Response Licensing Authority comments and action 

 
29/09/2015 William Hill 

(Betting 
Shop 
Premises 
Licence 
Holder) 

Question 1 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

William Hill’s Response to the Consultation on 
Westminster City Council’s proposed Stage 1 
Statement of Licensing Principles for Gambling 
(2016-2019) 
 
Introduction 
 
William Hill is currently the UK's largest betting 
operator with some 2300 betting shops. 
 
The Authority will have its own figures, but in 
Westminster, William Hill has reduced its estate from 
52 shops in 2007 to 44. Overall for all operators, the 
number has also fallen from 104 shops in 2007 to 98 
shops. 
 
Many shops have been in situ for over 20 years and 
the large majority for more than 10 years. 
 
We are pleased that the Authority has not only given 
an indication as to resident population, but just as 
importantly detailed the very significant commuter in 
flows and substantial visitor numbers. 
  
William Hill has amongst its customer base not only 
Westminster residents,  but a proportion of the half a 
million commuters; many of them who earn above 
average salaries and some who are high net worth 



individuals; in addition to a proportion of the 
significant number of visitors, the majority of whom 
will be predisposed to some form of leisure spend. 
Some of William Hill's most profitable shops are in the 
City of Westminster. We also have shops in 
challenging locations in the Authority area. This 
makes it important that a one size fits all approach is 
not the right one. This particularly applies to issues 
like the imposition of standard conditions (over and 
above the Mandatory and Default conditions). 
 
We feel that in any introduction it is important to 
acknowledge the importance of the "aim to permit" 
principle. Operators applying for a premises  licence 
have, in the main, satisfied the Gambling Commission 
as to their suitability and the robustness of their 
policies and procedures. 
  
Also the Authority should do nothing to undermine the 
"aim to permit" principle. In other words, the Authority 
should not attempt to reverse the burden of 
proof, seek to establish new thresholds for licensing 
or to try and extend or alter statutory definitions. 
  
Neither can it use elements of the Gambling 
Commission's Guidance to Licensing Authorities as a 
legal safe harbour, William Hill's view is that elements 
of the draft Guidance are erroneous and are 
susceptible to legal challenge if maintained in the final 
Guidance. 
  
When one removes the cohort who gamble on the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



National Lottery then the percentage of the population 
that engage in commercial gambling is relatively 
small. Of this group, the majority gamble harm 
free.  Therefore betting shops are neither a significant 
societal issue nor is problem gambling a major public 
health issue; albeit it is a serious issue for a minority. 
  
We note that the Authority has removed the previous 
section on "Problem Gambling". An exposition on 
problem gambling gives context and would give a 
sense of proportionality. Problem gambling levels in 
the UK are low, stable and according to the most 
recent Gambling Commission report (Gambling 
behaviour in England and Scotland – June 2014) 
actually appears to be declining. It is important that 
Committee Members are aware of the latest research 
so that their decision making, particularly about 
betting shops, is made on fact and they are not 
misled by prevailing negative political and campaign 
rhetoric. 
   
The Authority is also respectfully reminded that where 
there is a potential interference with the property 
rights of operators (which includes commercial 
exploitation of the licence) then a high evidential 
hurdle exists. The Authority cannot simply provide a 
list of theoretical risks related to gambling harm. The 
risks have to be real, evidenced and apparent. We 
note below where the Authority has strayed into un-
evidenced conjecture. 
  
We have responded separately to what we believe to 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This element of the draft was removed as it 
was felt that this data was now out of date 
and that there has been increasing amounts 
of research over the past three years which 
we couldn’t include in this version of the 
statement due to the limited timeframe 
involved in meeting the statutory requirements 
for publication.  We note the comments on 
making Committee members aware of the 
latest gambling research.  We will ensure that 
officers do provide members with any updates 
on research into gambling related harm or 
problem gambling during the period when this 
statement is in effect.  It is intended that the 
stage 2 revision of the Statement of Licensing 
Principles for Gambling will include a detailed 
element in relation to gambling related harm 
and problem gambling which will reflect 
relevant research into these specific areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
William Hill have provided a detailed response 



be the Authority's erroneous approach to risk 
assessment. 
  
Our detailed comments on specific 
paragraphs/sections are set out below. 
  
Paragraph 10.3 
  
We note that the Council has concerns about betting 
shops, but unless these issues are clearly evidenced 
as systemic problems then they have no place in a 
policy statement. Some of the conclusions are also 
erroneous. For example the comparative numbers 
clearly show that betting shop numbers in 
Westminster are falling. There is no proliferation. 
  
The Council is also aware that the majority of 
operators (including William Hill) have reduced 
opening hours to accord with the Authority's night 
time economy definitions and that most betting shops 
are not now open beyond the default hours. 
  
Crime and Disorder 
  
The Authority will be aware of the distinction between 
disorder and nuisance, the drafting appears to 
conflate the two issues whilst not making clear the 
distinction between the two. Also any serious 
"disorder" (as defined in the Guidance to Licensing 
Authorities) needs to be clearly associated with 
gambling. Therefore acts committed outside the 
curtilage of the betting shop are unlikely to be 

to separate consultation on the council’s 
guidance on local area risk assessments for 
gambling and these will be considered outside 
of this process. 
 
 
Paragraph 10.3 through to 10.6 of the 
consulted version of the draft statement shall 
be deleted as they relate to the previous 
consultation on the Council’s statement in 
2012.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There isn’t a proposal to amend policy OBJ1 
and the paragraphs relating to the criteria and 
reasoning for this policy.  However, there 
were minor corrections in relation to incorrect 
references to ‘promote’ the licensing 
objectives when it should state ‘be reasonably 
consistent with’.  In considering the views of 



associated directly with gambling. 
  
The Authority should not seek to blur the distinction 
between disorder and nuisance and the normal legal 
meanings should be applied. For example people 
loitering outside a betting shop, smoking and drinking 
is not by any definition disorder; although it may 
cause a public nuisance. 
  
Likewise any harassment (even if it constitutes a 
public order offence) in the street outside a betting 
shop is unconnected with the activity of gambling. 
The operator has responsibility for what goes on 
within a shop and not what occurs outside its area of 
control. Betting shops do not sell alcohol and are 
therefore not responsible for external behaviour 
relating to the on premises activity. Before the 
passing of the Act, this matter was debated by 
Parliament and it was clearly felt the nuisance was 
not a matter that was to be considered under the 
Licensing Objectives.  
 
References to "criminals" evading detection by 
sheltering in betting shops does not indicate that any 
crime is directly connected with gambling. Likewise 
there is no room for anecdotal references to 
association with crime; simply because the anecdotes 
may have been provided by the police. 
  
There are separate powers to deal with street 
drinking, unlawful assembly or individual acts of 
harassment. 

William Hill we have agreed to amend 
paragraph 11.1 of the consulted version of the 
draft statement (10.1 in the final version of the 
statement) and remove the words ‘the 
premises’ from the third line and replace them 
with ‘gambling from’.  This will mirror the 
licensing objective and the wording of the 
OBJ1 objective.  However, we disagree that a 
licence holder’s responsibility in relation to the 
Act is limited to the premises and curtilage.  It 
is clear from experience that customers from 
gambling premises can cause crime and 
disorder at and around licensed premises.  
The reason for their presence is due to the 
gambling premises and therefore any crime or 
disorder associated with gambling, which 
includes the premises will be relevant.  It 
should also be noted that the purpose of 
OBJ1 is relevant to all gambling premises and 
other types of gambling premises may have a 
wider influence in relation to crime and 
disorder.  For example gambling premises, 
such as a casino could attract crime and 
disorder to the local area in the form of street 
robbery or theft from motor vehicles.  The 
reason for these crimes may relate to 
customers going to or leaving the premises 
with significant sums of money or the parking 
of cars in the local area to access the 
gambling premises.    
 
The use of gambling premises by criminals to 



  
In most cases, betting shop operators and/or their 
staff are victims of crime. In the circumstance detailed 
above, the premises (and its use) are neither the 
cause of the crime or "associated" with crime (in the 
context envisaged by Parliament). 
  
Whilst we accept public opinion is valid, it is not 
evidence and references to public opinion (often used 
as a proxy for political opinion) should not constitute 
part of a policy document. Particularly where that 
opinion is based on erroneous fact or 
mere conjecture. We firmly believe that these 
references would not pass judicial scrutiny. 
  
Paragraph 11.4 is particularly objectionable as there 
is no clear evidence of a systemic problem. We do 
not dispute that issues occur in individual betting 
shops on rare occasions, but the Authority will also be 
aware that there are greater crime levels in alcohol 
licensed premises and retail premises. We feel that 
there is no contextualisation here and this is indicative 
of an exclusionary policy and bias against betting 
operators. Westminster also has a general problem 
with street crime and street disorder that cannot be 
laid at the door of betting shops.  
  
The Authority should take care not to apply too wide a 
definition to the crime and disorder objective, which 
could clearly be open to legal challenge. 
  
Primary Use 

evade detection is in our view relevant.  We 
are aware of Adult Gaming Centres and 
betting shops being used by drug dealers, 
prostitutes and street robbers to loiter and 
congregate when police are in the area.  Their 
presence in these premises is not to 
participate in gambling but to avoid contact 
with the police and potentially carryout illegal 
activity. We do expect gambling operators to 
establish measures to prevent their premises 
from being associated with crime or disorder 
and especially if a location is identified as 
being a particular concern in relation to 
criminal activity.      
 
We agree that betting operators can be 
victims of crime and the council and the 
Metropolitan Police Service will support 
operators in trying to address crime or 
disorder at the premises or in the vicinity. 
 
As stated above we do expect gambling 
operators to consider how they can prevent 
their premises and gambling from being 
associated with crime and disorder when an 
area has been identified as of particular 
concern to crime and disorder.  When the 
Licensing Authority considers applications 
relating to these premises it will have regard 
to any evidence presented to it by a 
responsible authority and interested parties.  
It will also consider any responses from an 



  
Current Gambling Commission advice makes it clear 
that as long as a betting premise offers full facilities 
that it is not the Authority's place to analyse the 
income from different products. This is clearly a 
reference to gaming machines which are a legitimate 
betting shop product. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 12 
  
The Gambling Commission have made it clear that 
the "Fair and open" Objective is generally not a 
matter for Licensing Authorities (who have little or no 
expertise in this area). We are therefore surprised by 
the Authority's approach in reserving the right to 
intervene in this area. 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 13.3  
  
Likewise the location of schools and youth centres is 

applicant or licensee in relation to that 
evidence and make a decision based on the 
evidence.  
 
We are aware that that Gambling Commission 
are about to consult on Operators Licence 
Condition 16 which is replacing Primary 
Gambling Activity.  However, until that 
consultation has been carried out and 
condition 16 of the Licence Conditions and 
Codes of Practice (LCCP) has been amended 
we will not be making any changes to the 
Primary Gambling Activity section of the 
Statement.  However, this is being reviewed 
as part of stage 2 which will be consulted 
upon next year.   
 
No changes were proposed to OBJ2 (para 12 
of the consulted version of the draft 
statement) apart from two minor typographical 
errors.  We fundamentally disagree with the 
view that the Fair and Open licensing 
objective is not for the Licensing Authority to 
consider.  Section 153 makes it clear that it is 
a consideration and although it is less likely to 
be an issue at a premises level than that at an 
operator level the Licensing Authority will 
consider applications in line with OBJ2. 
 
No changes were proposed to OBJ3 (par 13 
of the consulted version of the draft 
statement) apart from the removal of 



broadly irrelevant if the operator has appropriate age 
restriction controls (as is required by law and existing 
regulation). Also see our comments on location policy 
below.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

‘promote’ and replacement with ‘reasonably 
consistent with’ in relation to the licensing 
objective. We do feel that schools in an area 
surrounding gambling premises are a 
legitimate consideration.  However, operators 
are invited to comment on the control 
measures they have in place to prevent 
access, such as think 21 policies, staff 
training, third party testing, etc.  We will 
amend paragraph 13.3 of the consulted 
version of the draft statement of the draft 
statement to create two amended paragraphs 
in the final version numbered 12.3 and 12.4 
which are shown below.  
  
“Persons under 18 cannot be admitted to 
many types of gambling premises.  New 
gambling premises or variations to existing 
premises that are in close proximity to schools 
or main routes to schools will expect the 
applicant to have carefully considered their 
operation and any potential for exposing 
children and young people to gambling.  
Operators should demonstrate policies and 
procedures that will prevent children and 
young people from entering premises or 
partaking in gambling activities.   
 
It is noted that the Act and Commission 
Guidance does not define the term vulnerable 
persons.  The Commission states that “it will 
for regulatory purposes assume that this 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part 14 
  
Whilst safeguarding against child sexual exploitation 
is a laudable aim, this is not relevant to the gambling 
Licensing Objectives and certainly not relevant to 
betting shops which are over 18 environments. The 
Authority has recognised that the principle duty is to 
protect children and other persons from the potentially 
harmful effects of gambling; as opposed to wider 
societal harm. We accept that in premises with Family 
Entertainment Centres (which admit children) and 
Adult Gaming Centres combined that there may be a 
degree of heightened risk, but again there is not 
evidence cited. 
  
Part 15 Location Policy  
  
The Authority is reminded that they cannot operate an 
exclusionary policy based on what they determine to 
be vulnerable premises/locations. It is right that 

group includes people who gamble more than 
they want to; people who gamble beyond their 
means; and people who may not be able to 
make informed or balanced decisions about 
gambling due to a mental impairment, alcohol 
or drugs”. This is the definition of vulnerable 
persons the council will use in its 
consideration of applications. 
 
 
 
 
This was a new section added to address the 
concerns over the potential of child sexual 
exploitation.  The Council is aware of 
allegations relating to children and sexual 
exploitation from customers of gambling 
premises.  As a result of this information the 
council has added this part the draft 
statement.  We feel it is relevant to gambling 
and fits both the crime and protection of 
children and young people gambling 
objectives.   
 
 
 
 
No changes were proposed in the draft 
version of the statement from the current 
version apart from some minor typographical 
errors and to change ‘promote’ to reasonably 
consistent with’ relating to the licensing 



special consideration is given to the risk controls; 
where there is clear evidence that the premises could 
be accessed by children and vulnerable groups. 
However operators must also act in accordance with 
the Equality Act and not automatically exclude any 
class of person. Each case (particularly where there 
are questions over capacity) has to be considered in 
an holistic way and on its own merits. The policy 
should recognize the complexities as outlined. 
Disability and any degree of mental incapacity, cannot 
be treated as a reason for exclusion from the 
premises or indeed a general exclusionary policy 
regarding location because of generalised theoretical 
risk. 
  
Furthermore, in anticipation of a local area profile that 
maps deprivation,  we do not see the relevance of 
maps that indicate areas of social deprivation. The 
majority of inner city betting shops cater for demand 
in areas of dense population or high footfall. In many 
areas of Westminster, areas of deprivation will back 
on the busy business districts and areas of strong 
footfall. Therefore the whole picture has to be taken 
into account. 
  
We are at a loss to understand what additional 
controls could be put in place to further reduce 
gambling related harm in areas designated as 
deprived. The physical location of betting shops- in 
terms of the vibrancy and vitality of high streets- is 
really a matter for the planning regime (betting shops 
are in a sui generis use class). Unless the Authority 

objectives.  This policy has been effective for 
a number of years and the Council has made 
it clear in the opening paragraph of section 15 
of the consulted version of the draft statement 
(14 in the final version of the statement)  that 
demand is not a consideration relating to 
gambling premises.  As indicated in William 
Hill’s response the new risk assessment 
requirement placed upon operators will 
require them to consider the effects of the 
premises in relation to the licensing 
objectives.  We intend to provide more 
information and policy considerations in the 
revised stage 2 statements which will be put 
out for consultation in early 2016.  This 
revised statement will provide further 
information relating to crime and disorder, 
children and the vulnerable within the local 
area profile.  It should be noted that 
Westminster does not intend to use 
deprivation scoring as any marker relating to 
vulnerability. 
 
We agree that the council will not be 
considering, in relation to the premises 
licence the vibrancy and vitality of high streets 
which is a planning issue.  However, it will 
consider the area and location of gambling 
premises in relation to the licensing 
objectives.   
 
 



wishes to pursue an unlawful exclusionary policy in 
respect of betting shops then we cannot understand 
why deprivation would be a relevant factor under the 
“aim to permit” principle. Such a policy would be at 
odds with the general principles of the Act. 
  
The words “applications will not be granted in 
sensitive locations....” clearly indicates the imposition 
of an exclusionary policy where the council is seeking 
to reverse the burden of proof. This is clearly an 
abuse of process and open to legal challenge. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 15.2 The idea of asking commercial 
premises to close at key times of the day is frankly 
illogical and a disproportionate way of dealing with a 
theoretical and generalised perceived risk. 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
We accept the wording in LOC1 does appear 
to be exclusionary which isn’t the council’s 
intention relating to this policy.  To ensure that 
this policy is representative of the authority’s 
intentions we will amend LOC1 to the 
following:   
 
“Applicants for new or variation applications of 
premises licences within a sensitive location 
must include detailed information as to how 
the proposals will be reasonably consistent 
with the gambling objectives and policies 
OBJ1, OBJ2 and OBJ3 A sensitive location is 
defined as any premises which is within close 
proximity or on a main route  to a school, 
other educational institution, hostel or other 
sensitive locations where there is the potential 
for exposing children, young people or other 
vulnerable persons to gambling.” 
 
With reference to paragraph 15.2 of the 
consulted version of the draft statement (14.2 
of the final version), this relates to possible 
proposals for applicants to address local 
concerns and to demonstrate a method of 
addressing that concern.  It is not being 



 
 
 
 
 
Additional Licensing Conditions 
 
Whilst it is sometimes helpful to have sample 
conditions, the law is very clear that additional 
conditions (over and above the mandatory and default 
conditions) should only be imposed where they are 
relevant to deal with clearly identified risk, in specific 
circumstances.  
 
We are aware that the Authority has issued a 
template of potential additional conditions. Some of 
these stated conditions are generally commercially 
unworkable (and damaging) and cannot be used as 
a way of extending the mandatory and default 
conditions as a matter of course. We are not sure 
where this list has been taken from, but it is 
erroneous with many of these conditions being 
subject to dispute and possible legal challenge.  
 
We see that the inclusion of a standard list of 
Licensing Conditions could be wrongly applied by 
Licensing Committees or officers as a standard list for 
Westminster gambling premises. This approach 
would be unlawful. Any template should be discussed 
fully with the industry as part of the consultation 
process. 
 

imposed on operators, rather operators may 
choose to adopt this if they identify it as a 
suitable control measure.   
 
 
No changes have been proposed to the 
wording of the licensing conditions section 
apart from correcting minor typographical 
errors.  The council has established a pool of 
model conditions for gambling.  These are not 
included in the draft statement and there is no 
intention to include these.  The pool of model 
conditions are intended to be used by 
applicants, licensees, responsible authorities 
and interested parties to address specific 
issues and to provide some consistency with 
the wording of conditions.   
 
The Licensing Authority is entitled to impose 
conditions, in addition to the Mandatory and 
Default conditions already in place to address 
specific issues.  When considering conditions 
on premises licences the committee will 
consider the reasoning for those conditions 
and hear from all parties before determining 
whether to impose them on a licence.   
 
It should be noted that the Conditions section 
within the draft statement is not limited to 
betting premises and relates to all gambling 
premises.  Some examples within this section 
may not be relevant or workable for betting 



Other than in extreme cases (of disorder as opposed 
to nuisance), as a temporary measure, door 
supervision is not a generally effective control 
mechanism in betting shops. Similar to other 
operators within the gambling sector, there is an 
obligation on William Hill’s own staff to “watch the 
door and manage the floor”, effectively providing the 
‘in-house’ services referred to in the Gambling 
Commission Guidance to Local Authorities. Door 
supervisors have no authority to police the street. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Many aspects of this amended policy are 
objectionable. Conclusions lack evidential rigor and 
there is a clear attempt, in our view, to undermine the 
fundamental “aim to permit” principle by the use of 
exclusionary language and the setting of additional 
hurdles for operators. Were the amended policy to 
remain in its current from then it is susceptible to legal 
challenge on the grounds of reasonableness and its 
inconsistency with the provisions of the enabling Act 
(Gambling Act 2005). 
 
We note that the Authority had proposed a workshop 
with operators over its proposed approach to risk 
assessment. This has not happened and whilst 
operators have been asked to respond to written 
consultations, it is clear that the lack of face to face 
consultation has been detrimental and such a 
workshop would have improved the consultation 
process and created a more collaborative 

shops but they may be for other gambling 
premises. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This draft statement is the same as the 
current statement with the exception of those 
changes identified within the draft stage 1 
statement which was consulted upon.  We do 
not agree that the policy will in any way 
undermine section 153, “aim to permit” 
principles.  The council has operated the 
gambling licensing regime for the past three 
years under the current statement effectively 
and that statement has not been legally 
challenged.     
 
 
A workshop relating to the guidance on risk 
assessments has been proposed but due to 
operational resource restrictions within the 
Licensing Team this has been delayed until 
either later in the year or early 2016.  That 
consultation and engagement is outside of the 
scope of the Statement of Licensing 
Principles for Gambling and will be 



environment. 
 
As currently drafted, the policy is likely to drive conflict 
and legal dispute which for a generally business 
friendly Authority like Westminster is a disappointing 
outcome. 
 
The policy and general approach also offends better 
regulation principles. We will be taking this issue up 
the BRDO. 
 

progressed under its own work stream.   
 
We appreciate William Hill’s time in making 
their response to this consultation.  We do not 
feel that we are driving conflict and creating a 
legal dispute with the trade via this statement.  
We have set out our intentions very clearly 
that we plan to readopt the existing statement 
with some minor amendments as stage 1 and 
that we will be consulting on a completely 
revised statement in early 2016 as stage 2 of 
this work stream.  We do not consider the 
statement to be in conflict with the better 
regulation principles and indeed the 
Regulators Code. 

 
 

 
 
30/09/2015 National 

Casino 
Forum (Trade 
Association) 

Question 1 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The National Casino Forum (NCF) is the trade 
association which represents over 98% of the land 
based casinos in the UK. All the casinos operating in 
Westminster are members of the NCF.   
 
The NCF recognises the requirement placed on the 
Authority to review its Statement of Licensing 
Principles for Gaming.  It also supports a two stage 
review that ensures that the Licensing Principles 
remain as current and relevant as possible. 
 
NCF supports the proposed initiatives and awareness 
requirements surrounding Safeguarding against Child 
Sexual Exploitation (CSE).   



 
NCF members are committed to continuing to 
upholding the licensing objectives and maintaining 
high standards of controls with its casinos.  These 
principles are underpinned by its Playing Safe 
strategy and the recent launch of SENSE, the Self-
Enrolment National Self-Exclusion scheme. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 2 of the draft statement which was 
consulted upon should have been amended 
to reflect the current statutory requirements 
relating to casino tables.  This has been 
corrected in the final version of the statement. 

Question 2 
 
Although the Appendices section has been updated 
to reflect the increased stakes and prizes within the 
Gaming Machines – Category table, these changes 
have not been similarly updated in the preceding 
Categories of Casinos table.  

 
 
01/10/2015 Hippodrome 

Casino 
(Casino 
Premises 
Licence 
Holder) 

Question 1  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Hippodrome casino notes the changes made to 
the draft Statement of Licensing Principles for 
Gaming which are required to be reviewed.  We 
support the inclusion of the proposals in relation to 
the Safeguarding against Child Sexual Exploitation 
(CSE) and the detailed requirements specified as well 
as the risk indicators outlined.  
 
We note that the Licensing Principles will need to be 
revised when the local risk assessments are 
submitted by gambling operators, as required by the 
Gambling Commission’s Licence Conditions and 
Codes of Practice. 
 



We continue to be committed to complying with the 
licensing objectives and continuing with the high 
standard of controls within the premises. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The council has added the Safeguarding 
against CSE part to the statement with the 
intention that it will apply to all gambling 
operators no matter how big or small they are.  
The requirements for operators to 
demonstrate their CSE processes and 
policies are not considered to be over 
prescriptive of onerous.  Any gambling 
operator wishing to seek assistance relating 
to developing their CSE policies and 
procedures can contact the Licensing Team 
who will provide assistance and guidance 

Question 2 
 
The Hippodrome casino believe that there should be 
emphasis on all, particularly smaller gambling 
operators to ensure sufficient resources are made 
available to safeguard against Child Sexual 
Exploitation and to uphold the licensing objectives. 
 

 
 
01/10/15 Association 

of British 
Bookmakers 
(Trade 
Association) 

Re: ABB Response to Proposed Stage 1 
Statement of Licensing Principles for Gambling 
2016 to 2019. 
 
We act for the Association of British Bookmakers 
(ABB) and have received instructions to respond on 
behalf of our client to Stage 1 of the Council’s review 
of its gambling statement.  We note that there will be 
a further consultation upon Stage 2 and we will also 
forward a response with regard to that when it is 
available. 
 
The ABB represents over 80% of the high street 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



betting market. Its members include large national 
operators such as William Hill, Ladbrokes, Coral and 
Paddy Power, as well as almost 100 smaller 
independent bookmakers. 
 
This response will explain the ABB approach to 
partnership working with local authorities, it will detail 
its views on the implementation of the new LCCP 
requirements, from April 2016, relating to operators’ 
local area risk assessments and their impact on the 
licensing regime and will then make specific comment 
with regard to any statement(s) of concern/that are 
welcomed in your draft policy. 
 
The ABB is concerned to ensure that any changes 
are not implemented in such a way as to 
fundamentally change the premises licence regime 
through undermining the “aim to permit” principle 
contained within s153 Gambling Act 2005. 
 
The current regime already adequately offers key 
protections for communities and already provides a 
clear process (including putting the public on notice) 
for representations/objections to premises licence 
applications. The recent planning law changes 
effective since April 2015 have also already increased 
the ability of local authorities to consider applications 
for new premises, as all new betting shops must now 
apply for planning permission.  
 
It is important that any consideration of the draft 
policy and its implementation at a local level is put 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



into context. There has recently been press coverage 
suggesting that there has been a proliferation of 
betting offices and a rise in problem gambling rates. 
This is factually incorrect. 
 
Over recent years betting shop numbers have been 
relatively stable at around 9,000 nationally, but more 
recently a trend of overall downwards decline can be 
seen. The latest Gambling Commission industry 
statistics show that numbers as at 31 Mar 2015 were 
8,958 - a decline of 179 from the previous year, when 
there were 9,137 recorded as at 31 March 2014.  
 
As far as problem gambling is concerned, successive 
prevalence surveys and health surveys reveal that 
problem gambling rates in the UK are stable (0.6%) 
and possibly falling. 
 
Working in partnership with local authorities 
 
The ABB is fully committed to ensuring constructive 
working relationships exist between betting operators 
and licensing authorities, and that where problems 
may arise that they can be dealt with in partnership. 
The exchange of clear information between councils 
and betting operators is a key part of this and we 
welcome the opportunity to respond to this 
consultation.  
 
There are a number of examples of the ABB working 
closely and successfully in partnership with local 
authorities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Westminster City Council is committed to 
engaging with gambling operators and their 
relevant trade associations where possible.  
This approach is effective in dealing with 
issues and in setting out the council’s views in 
relation to the larger policy context or for 
individual premises.  There are plans to have 
further engagement with the gambling 
industry on the second stage of the council 
Statement of Licensing Principles for 
Gambling.  There is also an intention to 
engage with the industry over the council’s 



 
LGA – ABB Betting Partnership Framework 
 
In January 2015 the ABB signed a partnership 
agreement with the Local Government Association 
(LGA). This was developed over a period of months 
by a specially formed Betting Commission consisting 
of councillors and betting shop firms and established 
a framework designed to encourage more joint 
working between councils and the industry. 
 
Launching the document Cllr Tony Page, LGA 
Licensing spokesman, said it demonstrated the  
“…desire on both sides to increase joint-working in 
order to try and use existing powers to tackle local 
concerns, whatever they might be.” 
 
The framework built on earlier examples of joint 
working between councils and the industry, for 
example the Ealing Southall Betwatch scheme and 
Medway Responsible Gambling Partnership. 
 
In Ealing, the Southall Betwatch was set up to 
address concerns about crime and disorder linked to 
betting shops in the borough. As a result, crime within 
gambling premises reduced by 50 per cent alongside 
falls in public order and criminal damage offences.  
 
In December last year, the Medway Responsible 
Gambling Partnership was launched by Medway 
Council and the ABB. The first of its kind in Britain, 
the voluntary agreement allows anyone who is 

Guidance on Local Area Risk Assessments 
for Gambling Premises.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



concerned they are developing a problem with their 
gambling to exclude themselves from all betting 
shops in the area.  
 
The initiative also saw the industry working together 
with representatives of Kent Police and with the 
Medway Community Safety Partnership to develop a 
Reporting of Crime Protocol that is helpful in 
informing both the industry, police and other 
interested parties about levels of crime and the best 
way to deal with any crime in a way that is 
proportionate and effective. 
 
Lessons learnt from the initial self-exclusion trial in 
Medway have been incorporated into a second trial in 
Glasgow city centre, launched in July this year with 
the support of Glasgow City Council, which it is hoped 
will form the basis of a national scheme to be rolled 
out in time for the LCCP deadline for such a scheme 
by April 2016.  
 
Jane Chitty, Medway Council’s Portfolio Holder for 
Planning, Economic Growth & Regulation, said: 
“The Council has implemented measures that work at 
a local level but I am pleased to note that the joint 
work we are doing here in Medway is going to help 
the development of a national scheme.” 
 
Describing the project, Glasgow’s City Treasurer and 
Chairman of a cross-party Sounding Board on 
gambling, Cllr Paul Rooney said:  
“This project breaks new ground in terms of the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



industry sharing information, both between operators 
and, crucially, with their regulator.” 
 
Primary Authority Partnerships in place between the 
ABB and local authorities 
 
All major operators, and the ABB on behalf of 
independent members, have also established Primary 
Authority Partnerships with local authorities.  
 
These Partnerships help provide a consistent 
approach to regulation by local authorities, within the 
areas covered by the Partnership; such as age-
verification or health and safety. We believe this level 
of consistency is beneficial both for local authorities 
and for operators.  
 
For instance, Primary Authority Partnerships between 
Milton Keynes Council and Reading Council and their 
respective partners, Ladbrokes and Paddy Power, led 
to the first Primary Authority inspection plans for 
gambling coming into effect in January 2015.  
 
By creating largely uniform plans, and requiring 
enforcing officers to inform the relevant Primary 
Authority before conducting a proactive test-
purchase, and provide feedback afterwards, the plans 
have been able to bring consistency to proactive test-
purchasing whilst allowing the Primary Authorities to 
help the businesses prevent underage gambling on 
their premises. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Local area risk assessments 
 
With effect from 6th April 2016, under new Gambling 
Commission LCCP provisions, operators are required 
to complete local area risk assessments identifying 
any risks posed to the licensing objectives and how 
these would be mitigated.   
 
Licensees must take into account relevant matters 
identified in the licensing authority’s statement of 
licensing policy and local area profile in their risk 
assessment, and these must be reviewed where 
there are significant local changes or changes to the 
premises, or when applying for a variation to or a new 
premises licence.  
 
The ABB is concerned that overly onerous 
requirements on operators to review their local risk 
assessments with unnecessary frequency could be 
damaging. As set out in the LCCP a review should 
only be required in response to significant local or 
premises change. In the ABB’s view this should be 
where evidence can be provided to demonstrate that 
the change could impact the premises’ ability to 
uphold the three licensing objectives.  
 
Although ABB members will be implementing risk 
assessment at a local premises level, we do not 
believe that it is for the licensing authority to prescribe 
the form of that risk assessment. We believe that to 
do so would be against better regulation principles. 
Instead operators should be allowed to gear their risk 

 
 
We understand the ABB concerns relating to 
this and that they have raised these concerns 
with the Gambling Commission.  However, 
the proposed stage 1 draft Statement of 
Licensing Principles for Gambling, which was 
subject to this consultation, did not include 
any specific requirements relating to local risk 
assessments.  This will be contained within 
the stage 2 revision that will be released in 
early 2016 and the ABB will be a consultee in 
respect to that consultation.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



assessments to their own operational processes 
informed by Statements of Principles and the local 
area profile. 
 
The ABB supports the requirement as set out in the 
LCCP, as this will help sustain a transparent and 
open dialogue between operators and councils. The 
ABB is also committed to working pro-actively with 
local authorities to help drive the development of best 
practice in this area.  
 
Local Area Profiles – Need for an evidence based 
approach 
 
It is important that any risks identified in the local area 
profile are supported by substantive evidence. Where 
risks are unsubstantiated there is a danger that the 
regulatory burden will be disproportionate. This may 
be the case where local authorities include perceived 
rather than evidenced risks in their local area profiles.  
 
This would distort the “aim to permit” principle set out 
in the Gambling Act 2005 by moving the burden of 
proof onto operators. Under the Act, it is incumbent 
on licensing authorities to provide evidence as to any 
risks to the licensing objectives, and not on the 
operator to provide evidence as to how they may 
mitigate any potential risk.  
 
A reversal of this would represent a significant 
increase in the resource required for operators to be 
compliant whilst failing to offer a clear route by which 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The council is aware of the concerns 
expressed in the ABB’s submission relating to 
Local Area Profiles.  However, the council has 
not included a Local Area Profile in the stage 
1 draft of its Statement of Licensing Principles 
for Gambling.  The Council does intend to 
incorporate a Local Area Profile in the 
proposed stage 2 draft Statement of Licensing 
Principles for Gambling.  This stage 2 revision 
will be released in early 2016 and the ABB will 
be a consultee in respect to that consultation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



improvements in protections against gambling related 
harm can be made.  
 
We would also request that where a local area profile 
is produced by the licensing authority that this be 
made clearly available within the body of the licensing 
policy statement, where it will be easily accessible by 
the operator and also available for consultation 
whenever the policy statement is reviewed. 
 
Concerns around increases in the regulatory burden 
on operators 
 
Any increase in the regulatory burden would severely 
impact on our members at a time when overall shop 
numbers are in decline, and operators are continuing 
to respond to and absorb significant recent regulatory 
change. This includes the increase to 25% of MGD, 
changes to staking over £50 on gaming machines, 
and planning use class changes which require all new 
betting shops in England to apply for planning 
permission. 
 
Moving away from an evidence based approach 
would lead to substantial variation between licensing 
authorities and increase regulatory compliance costs 
for our members. This is of particular concern for 
smaller operators, who do not have the same 
resources to be able to put into monitoring differences 
across all licensing authorities and whose businesses 
are less able to absorb increases in costs, putting 
them at risk of closure.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Such variation would in our opinion also weaken the 
overall standard of regulation at a local level by 
preventing the easy development of standard or best 
practice across different local authorities.  
 
Employing additional licence conditions 
 
The ABB believes that additional conditions should 
only be imposed in exceptional circumstances where 
there are clear reasons for doing so - in light of the 
fact that there are already mandatory and default 
conditions attached to any premises licence. The ABB 
is concerned that the imposition of additional licensing 
conditions could become commonplace if there are 
no clear requirements in the revised licensing policy 
statements as to the need for evidence.  
 
This would further increase variation across licensing 
authorities and create uncertainty amongst operators 
as to licensing requirements, over complicating the 
licensing process both for operators and local 
authorities.  
 
Specific Policy Comments 
 
The ABB welcomes the removal of the references to 
“promoting” the licensing objectives and the implicit 
acknowledgement that it is neither the function of the 
licensing authority or operators to promote those 
licensing objectives.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The council will consider the imposition of 
licence conditions on each applications merit 
after having regard to any representations 
that have been made by the applicant, a 
responsible authority or interested party.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The ABB also welcomes the removal of the sections 
with regard to gaming prevalence and problem 
gaming and we anticipate that those sections will be 
replaced once your research with regard to vulnerable 
groups is available when Stage 2 of the policy is 
consulted upon.   
 
It is unfortunate that the policy does not recognise the 
fact that regulated gambling is a lawful pastime 
enjoyed by many people. The policy also fails to 
recognise that the overriding principle of Gaming Act 
2005 is that the licensing authority is to aim to permit 
the use of premises for gambling.   This is not 
recognised until page 12 of the statement.  We 
respectfully submit that this should be included within 
the introduction which deals with the licensing 
objectives and the fact that nothing in the policy 
statement overrides the right of any person to make 
an application which will be considered on its own 
merit. 
 
Paragraph 10.3 refers to concerns raised in the 
review of the second statement of principles. These 
issues are now over three years old and clarification 
has since been given by the Gambling Commission 
and the work on the principle use of betting offices 
and provision of gaming machines. Unless these 
concerns remain and are supported by evidence that 
this paragraph should be removed as it is pejorative 
and suggests that the authority’s view is not that it will 
aim to permit betting offices.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The council recognises that gambling is a 
lawful activity and that it is enjoyed by a large 
number of the population.  We have delete 
paragraphs 10.1 to 10.7 on page 12 of the 
consulted version of the draft statement which 
is where you refer to the aim to permit 
principles.  We will be emphasising the 
requirements under section 153 ‘aim to permit 
principles within the introduction to the 
statement and also set out the council’s duty 
to promote business whilst protecting those 
who are most vulnerable or at risk to gambling 
related harm. 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The paragraph beneath policy Obj 1 introduces the 
criteria that will be considered by the authority in 
determining “whether the premises make or will make 
a contribution to the level of crime and disorder…..” 
The licensing authority is respectfully reminded that 
the licensing objective is to prevent gambling from 
being a source of crime or disorder.    
 
The policy also indicates that the authority will not 
consider issues of nuisance. The policy would be 
assisted by the inclusion of the Gambling 
Commission’s statement that disorder is intended to 
mean activity that is more serious and disruptive than 
mere nuisance, and that factors to consider in 
determining whether a disturbance was serious 
enough to consider disorder would include whether 
police assistance was required and how threatening 
the behaviour was to those who could see or hear it.   
 
Paragraph 16.4 indicates that a premises licence 
issued by the licensing authority will be subject to 
mandatory and/or default conditions and conditions 
imposed by the council. The licensing authority is 
reminded that the ability to impose conditions will only 
arise where there are relevant representations and 
the committee has considered evidence in a hearing 
that the mandatory and default conditions will need to 
be supplemented by additional conditions.  The policy 
should acknowledge that the starting point for 
consideration of an application is that it will be 
granted without conditions. 
 

We will be amending the wording in 
paragraph 11.1 of the consulted version of the 
draft statement (10.1 of the final version) to 
replace “the premises” with the “gambling 
from” on the 3rd line.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As stated above the council will consider each 
application on its own merits and where 
necessary impose conditions to ensure that 
the premises meets the requirements of 
section 153 of the Act.  In determining an 
application that is opposed and whether to 
add conditions the Committee will consider 
the views of the applicant, responsible 
authorities and interested parties at the 
hearing before coming to any decision. 
 
 
 



Paragraph 25.3 needs to be clarified.  The holder of a 
betting premises licence is entitled to make up to four 
category B, C or D gaming machines available for 
use.  The licensing authority cannot impose a 
condition to change this.  It is accepted that upon 
application, an applicant must demonstrate that the 
primary gambling activity will be betting.  Once the 
licence is granted, however, it may make gaming 
machines available on the premises.    
 
Conclusion 
 
The industry fully supports the development of 
proportionate and evidenced based regulation, and is 
committed to minimising the harmful effects of 
gambling. The ABB is continuing to work closely with 
the Gambling Commission and the government to 
further evaluate and build on the measures put in 
place under the ABB Code for Responsible Gambling, 
which is mandatory for all our members.  
 
ABB and its members are committed to working 
closely with both the Gambling Commission and local 
authorities to continually drive up standards in 
regulatory compliance in support of the three 
licensing objectives: to keep crime out of gambling, 
ensure that gambling is conducted in a fair and open 
way, and to protect the vulnerable.  
 
Indeed, as set out, we already do this successfully in 
partnership with local authorities now. This includes 
through the ABB Code for Responsible Gambling, 

For clarification we will remove “and, unless it 
does so, should not be making gaming 
machines available on the premises”. 
 
 
 
 
 



which is mandatory for all our members, and the Safe 
Bet Alliance (SBA), which sets voluntary standards 
across the industry to make shops safer for 
customers and staff. We would encourage local 
authorities to engage with us as we continue to 
develop both these codes of practice which are in 
direct support of the licensing objectives. 
 

 
 
02/10/2015 Coral Racing 

Limited 
(Betting Shop 
Premises 
Licence 
Holder) 

Question 1 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The council will be amending the wording of 
LOC1 to ensure that this policy is 
representative of the authority’s intentions.  
The wording of LOC1 will be amended as 
follows:   
 
“Applicants for new or variation applications of 
premises licences within a sensitive location 
must include detailed information as to how 
the proposals will be reasonably consistent 

Comments included within Q2 response. 
 
Question 2 
 
The majority of the Statement of Licensing Principles 
for Gambling produced by Council’s include a 
reference stating that any moral objections to 
gambling should not be taken into account when 
judging applications and we kindly suggest that this is 
included. 
 
With reference to Location Policy LOC1 (item 15.1 
within your statement), your statement references  
premises being located within the proximity of 
schools as being a possible relevant consideration 
which may affect the licensing objectives to be 
upheld. 
 
Coral Racing knows of no evidence that the location 
of a licensed betting office within the proximity of 
schools causes harm to the licensing objectives nor 



that children coming from schools are gaining access 
to betting offices. Our general experience, in common 
with other bookmakers, is that children are not 
interested in betting, and in any case the Think 21 
policy operated by Coral is adequate to ensure that 
under-age gambling does not occur in their premises. 
There are very many examples of betting offices sited 
immediately next to schools and colleges and no 
evidence whatsoever that they cause problems. Coral 
fully recognises within your Statement that it notes 
that each application will be considered on its merits. 
 

with the gambling objectives and policies 
OBJ1, OBJ2 and OBJ3 A sensitive location is 
defined as any premises which is within close 
proximity or on a main route  to a school, 
other educational institution, hostel or other 
sensitive locations where there is the potential 
for exposing children, young people or other 
vulnerable persons to gambling.” 
 
With reference to paragraph 15.2 this relates 
to possible proposals for applicants to 
address local concerns and to demonstrate a 
method of addressing that concerns relating 
to children and young people.  It is not being 
imposed on operators but operators could 
consider this if they identified it as a method 
of addressing the licensing objective.   
 

 
 
02/10/2015 Licensing 

Advice 
Project – 
Citizens 
Advice 
Bureau 
(Charity) 

Question 1 
 

 
 
The council notes the response from the 
Citizens Advice Bureau and we will ensure 
that they are consulted on the stage 2 
revision in early 2016 

We have read through the track-changed Statement 
and the changes all seem sensible. We have no 
comments on the suggested amendments proposed 
in stage 1. 
 
Question 2 
 
Given the statutory time constraints and the intention 
to initiate a more comprehensive revision of the 
Statement Licensing Principles to take into account 



changes to the LCCP and the outcome of the joint 
research project with Manchester City Council, it 
seems sensible to have a two-stage approach as 
proposed. We are sure that the development of Local 
Area Profiles will be of interest to some 
residents/groups, and so we look forward to seeing 
the stage 2 proposals in due course. 

 
 
 
02/10/2015 Paddy Power 

(Betting Shop 
Premises 
Licence 
Holder) 

Power Leisure Bookmakers Limited response to 
Westminster City Council’s Consultation on its 
draft Statement of Gambling Principles 
 
Paddy Power is Ireland’s biggest Bookmaker and 
operates both a retail business through licensed 
betting offices and an online/telephone business. 
Paddy Power operates 251 licensed betting offices in 
Ireland and 325 betting offices in the United Kingdom.     
 
Paddy Power is a leading national operator of betting 
premises with clear and proactive policies to promote 
the Gambling Licensing Objectives. Operators of 
premises licences have full authority to provide their 
services by the provision of an Operators’ Licence 
granted by the Gambling Commission.  The UK’s 
gambling regulator has therefore approved the 
measures implemented by operators to ensure that 
effective anti-money laundering procedures are 
implemented and that policies have been developed 
that ensure responsible trading in accordance with 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



gambling legislation, the licensing objectives and the 
Licence Conditions and Codes of Practice.  Of 
particular relevance are the obligations and 
requirements now placed upon operators under the 
social responsibility provisions of the LCCP, which 
were introduced by the Gambling Commission earlier 
this year. 
 
We refer the authority to the Regulators’ Code, which 
was introduced by the Legislative and Regulatory 
Reform Act 2006 and provides the code to which the 
Authority must have regard. Specifically, regulators 
should avoid imposing unnecessary burdens and 
choose proportionate approaches to those they 
regulate and have mechanisms in place for 
consultation.  The Code provides that before any 
changes in policy are implemented the effect that any 
proposed amendments may have on businesses 
should be considered and stakeholders should be 
engaged.  As the Gambling Commission is in the 
process of amending its Guidance to Licensing 
Authorities, should the Authority’s policy require 
further revision, stakeholders should be consulted 
before any final changes are made.  The Regulator’s 
Code also identifies that where local risks are to be 
addressed, an evidenced based approach should be 
taken.     
 
Unnecessary burdens would include those which 
duplicate existing regulation. Licensing Authorities 
must therefore avoid approaches to regulation in their 
policy statements which mirror those already imposed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The council has considered the stage 1 draft 
statement in relation to the provisions of 
better regulation and the Regulators Code.  
This new statement is a re-adoption of the 
existing Statement of Licensing Principles for 
Gambling with the exception of some minor 
amendments.  The Council has made it clear 
that it intends to consult in early 2016 on a 
revised statement which will be very different 
from this proposed policy and it will include 
elements such as the Local Area Profile, new 
structures approach to the statement, more 
specific policies rather than generic policies 
for all operators and what it will consider 
when determining applications for new and 
variations to existing premises.  The council 
will be reviewing the stage 2 revision in line 
with the Regulators Code and other relevant 
considerations prior to consultation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



by the Gambling Commission.  
 
General Policy Commentary 
Licensing Authorities are under the statutory 
obligation to aim to permit the use of premises for 
gambling so far as the authority believes that an 
application is reasonably consistent with the licensing 
objectives and in accordance with its own statement 
of principles.  Authorities can request additional 
information in support of an application to assist with 
the determination in consideration of the above 
criteria.   
 
The draft statement of principles correctly identifies 
that unmet demand is not a criterion that can be 
considered and that duplication with other regulatory 
regimes will be avoided.    
 
Location and local area risk assessment 
Westminster City Council will be aware that under 
new Gambling Commission LCCP provisions, from 
April 2016 operators will be required to complete local 
area risk assessments that identify risks posed to the 
licensing objectives and how these should be 
mitigated.  We refer the Authority to the Regulators’ 
Code, which provides that in making an assessment 
of risk, regulators should recognise the compliance 
record of those they regulate and take an evidenced 
based approach to determining the priority risks in 
their area of responsibility.  To ensure that better 
regulation principles are followed, operators should 
be allowed to assess their existing operational 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The stage 1 draft consultation doesn’t make 
any reference to the new LCCP requirements 
for local risk assessments.  As stated above 
the stage 1 statement is the re-adoption, 
subject to some minor amendments to the 
current version of the council’s policy.  As 
stated above we will consider the Regulators 
Code when finalising the stage 2 statement 
prior to consultation in early 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 



processes, informed by Statements of Principle, 
which highlight potential areas of particular sensitivity 
and known vulnerability.  High risk areas must only 
be identified where empirical evidence is adduced 
that clear gambling related harm would be caused by 
the presence of gambling related premises.  
Identification of theoretical risk factors such as area 
demographics, ethnicity, proximity to other premises 
and deprivation should only be included where local 
evidence is available, which quantifies the 
ascertainable risk to be mitigated.  Any proposed 
measures to address risks identified should be 
proportionate, effective and tailored to specific 
concerns identified.  All risks must be substantiated in 
order to prevent the implementation of a 
disproportionate regulatory burden upon operators.  
We believe that the Stage 2 policy must be amended 
to follow these principles. 
 
Where variations are made to existing permissions, 
additional measures should only be considered 
where empirical evidence suggests there is an actual 
risk to the promotion of the licensing objectives and 
that existing approved measures are insufficient to 
address those concerns.  It may not be proportional 
for applicants or existing licence holders to actively 
engage in investigations for unique localised risk 
factors where problems, which may be associated 
with gambling premises are not realised.  Operators 
are under existing obligations to regularly review their 
policies and procedures incorporating risk 
assessment at a local premises level and, as such, it 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



may not be appropriate for the Authority to prescribe 
the nature of such assessment as internal processes 
should already be responsive to evidence of changes 
in local operational risk profiles.      
 
Should the Licensing Authority contemplate 
introducing detailed policies regarding the location of 
specific gambling premises, thorough details should 
be provided for consultation with stakeholders at that 
time.  Such consultation would permit the thorough 
assessment of the validity of any potential local area 
profiling that may be completed.   Any evidence 
gathered should directly correlate with actual risks 
identified in those locations and appropriate 
assessment completed of any detrimental impact that 
any proposed gaming provision may have.   
 
Any finalised policy must not suggest that gaming 
related applications pose an inherent risk to 
‘vulnerable people’, regardless of status or evidence 
of actual harm.  Where operators are asked to 
mitigate any perceived risks, sufficient parameters 
should be identified addressing the specific risks 
concerned relative to those individuals who may be at 
risk from the grant of any proposed application.           
 
Primary Authority 
Power Leisure Bookmakers Limited has established a 
Primary Authority Partnership with Reading Council.  
The primary authority worked with the Gambling 
Commission to develop a national inspection strategy 
to be implemented to help protect underage people 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



from gambling.  Such schemes enable a consistent 
approach to regulation and enforcement and provide 
a uniform standard.     
    
Conditions 
Mandatory and default premises licence conditions 
are already imposed on operators and the authority 
must consider that operators are required to uphold 
social responsibility.  Additional conditions should 
only be imposed in exceptional circumstances where 
evidence based risks are identified and operators 
existing provisions are considered inadequate to 
specifically address those concerns. 
 
 
Safeguarding against child sexual exploitation 
Paddy Power is concerned regarding the additional 
paragraphs regarding safeguarding against sexual 
exploitation. 
 
The Gambling Act 2005 licensing objectives relating 
to children refers to protecting children and other 
vulnerable persons from being harmed or exploited 
by gambling. 
 
The additional paragraphs regarding safeguarding 
against child sexual exploitation have no relevance to 
gambling.  There is no evidence to support the 
inclusion of this content within the policy statement.  
Children are not permitted to enter betting premises.  
The risk indicators listed at the proposed 4.13 
generally relate to activities which would take place 

 
 
 
 
As stated above the council will consider each 
application on its own merits and where 
necessary impose conditions to ensure that 
the premises meets the requirements of 
section 153 of the Act.  In determining an 
application that is opposed and whether to 
add conditions the Committee will consider 
the views of the applicant, responsible 
authorities and interested parties at the 
hearing before coming to any decision. 
 
This was a new section added to address the 
concerns over the potential of child sexual 
exploitation.  The Council is aware of 
allegations relating to children and sexual 
exploitation relating to customers of gambling 
premises.  As a result of this information the 
council has added this part the draft 
statement.  We feel it is relevant to gambling 
and fits both the crime and protection of 
children and young people gambling 
objectives.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



within betting premises.  These cannot be relevant to 
a betting premises as children are not permitted to 
enter. 
 
Child sexual exploitation is a serious matter.  
However it is the responsibility of Paddy Power to 
protect children from being harmed or exploited by 
gambling. To ask us to safeguard against child sexual 
exploitation goes beyond the objectives of the 
Gambling Act 2005.  Whilst we agree that licence 
holders, indeed all businesses throughout society, 
should be aware of the risks of child sexual 
exploitation, commentary in this regard is not relevant 
to the objectives of the Gambling Act. 
 
The council has decided to remove the section on 
gambling prevalence and problem gambling and has 
also made amendments to the current paragraphs 
11.6 and 11.7 on evidence of issues relating to the 
concentration or density of betting shops, extensions 
of opening hours for betting shops, association with 
crime and disorder in the vicinity of betting premises, 
and the primary use of betting shops and provision of 
gaming machines.  Paddy power would like to better 
understand, to be able to respond to the consultation, 
the council’s motives for removing these sections. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We are committed to working in partnership with the 
Gambling Commission and local authorities to 
continue to promote best practice and compliance in 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This element of the draft was removed as it 
was felt that this data was now out of date 
and that there has been increasing amounts 
of research over the past three years which 
we couldn’t include in this version of the 
statement due to the limited timeframe 
involved in meeting the statutory 
requirements for publication.  We note the 
comments on making Committee members 
aware of the latest gambling research.  We 
will ensure that officers do provide members 
with any updates on research into gambling 
related harm or problem gambling during the 
period when this statement is in effect.  It is 
intended that the stage 2 revision of the 
Statement of Licensing Principles for 
Gambling will include a detailed element in 



support of the licensing objectives.  We look forward 
to discussion on the proposed Statement of 
Principles with you. 
 

relation to gambling related harm and 
problem gambling which will reflect relevant 
research into these specific areas. 

 
 


