
                     

 

 

 

Controlling where gaming machines may be 
played 

Consultation – November 2015 
 
 
1.1 This template is provided for responses to the Gambling Commission’s consultation on 

proposed amendments to the Licence Conditions and Codes of Practice (LCCP) that apply 
to gambling operators licensed by the Gambling Commission. It also sets out proposed 
amendments to the Commission’s statutory Guidance to Licensing Authorities (GLA). 
Please use this template if possible.   

 
1.2 The templates leaves space for responses to all the questions asked in the consultation. 

However, we understand that respondents to the consultation may wish to answer only 
those questions which are relevant for their business, organisation or interests.   

 
1.3 All responses should be sent by email to consultation@gamblingcommission.gov.uk  

by Monday 22 February, 2016. 
 
 Alternatively, responses can be sent by post to: 

Tom Deery 
Consultation co-ordinator 
Gambling Commission 
Victoria Square House 
Victoria Square 
Birmingham B2 4BP 

 

Name:   Mark Lees, Licensing Manager  

Organisation:   Gravesham Borough Council  

Email address:  mark.lees@gravesham.gov.uk  

 

1.4 If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, please indicate which type of 
organisation: 

Licensed operator  Professional services provider  

Trade association  Campaigning or political group  

National government body  Charity or support group  

Local government body  Academic institution  

Other (please specify)  

 

1.5     If you are responding as an individual, please indicate your own interest:  

N/A 
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Policy objectives 
 •   With very few low risk exceptions, non-remote gambling should be confined 

to dedicated gambling premises 
 • The distinctions between different types of licensed gambling premises are 

maintained  
 • Gambling activities are supervised appropriately 
 • Within casino, bingo and betting premises, gaming machines are only made 

available in combination with the named non-remote activity of the operating 
licence. 

 
Q1.  Do you agree or disagree in whole or in part with the above policy objectives?  Please give 

your reasons as appropriate.  

 

Agree in full.   

 

 

‘Primary gambling activity’ 
 

Q2.  Do you agree or disagree with the Commission removing earlier requirements, guidance 
and advice relating to ‘primary gambling activity’ from the LCCP, GLA and other related 
materials?  

 

Agree.  Removing earlier requirements, guidance and advice relating to ‘primary gambling activity’ 
from the LCCP, GLA and other related materials will help to avoid confusion.     

 

 

Social responsibility code provisions 
 

  Q3.  What are your views on the proposed use of social responsibility code provisions to deliver 
the policy objectives? 

 

The use of SR code provisions are welcomed due to the requirement to comply with them.   

 

 

Q4.  Do you have any comments on the drafting of the proposed social responsibility code 
provisions? 

 

The proposed wording for each appears to be sufficiently clear to promote the licensing objectives 
without being so prescriptive as to be excessively burdensome.  There may however be some 
room for interpretation of what constitutes ‘substantive facilities’ and ‘appropriate supervision.’ 

 

 

Q5.  What impact do you consider the proposed provisions will have on the affected sectors and 
are they sufficient to deliver the Commission’s underlying policy objectives below? 

 
 • With very few low risk exceptions, non-remote gambling should be confined 

to dedicated gambling premises 
 • The distinctions between different types of licensed gambling premises are 

maintained  
 • Gambling activities are supervised appropriately 
 • Within casino, bingo and betting premises, gaming machines are only made 
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available in combination with the named non-remote activity of the operating 
licence 

 

It is not considered that the proposed provisions would require any more than what should 
reasonably be expected of responsible operators anyway.   As mentioned in the response to Q4, 
any variations in the wording of the proposed SR code provisions to make them less ambiguous 
would be welcomed, but it is acknowledged there would be a risk of being overly prescriptive and 
that striking a balance is difficult. 

 

 

Q6(i)  What are your views in relation to the Commission considering the use made of the named 
non-remote facilities as an indicator of whether gaming machines are being provided in 
combination with the named activity in a substantive manner? 

 

This seems wholly appropriate. 

 

 

Q6(ii) If appropriate,  should the Commission include reference to the use made of the non-
remote named facilities on a case by case basis via specific conditions, or in a more 
general sense via one of the two alternatives below? 

 
• Social responsibility code provision 

  Ordinary code provision 

 

Because of the mandatory nature of SR codes, there is less room for manoeuvre, compared to 
Ordinary codes, which should assist in meeting the policy objectives and ensuring the promotion of 
the objectives. 

 

The use of specific case by case conditions would undoubtedly be even more beneficial in meeting 
the policy objectives and ensuring compliance at each premises. 

 

 
Business plans and applications for licences 

 

Q7.  Do you agree with the proposed approach, where judged necessary, to draw out key 
elements of an applicant’s business plan and use specific licence conditions to ensure they 
reflect the future use of the operating licence? 

 

Yes. 

 

 
Guidance to licensing authorities 

 

Q8.  Do you have any views or comments on the proposed guidance to licensing authorities?           

 

We are supportive of the proposed guidance. 

 

 

Q9.  Is there any additional guidance that would assist licensing authorities to apply appropriate 
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licensing decisions relating to the availability of gaming machines in licensed premises? 

 

None. 

 

 

1.6     Please note that responses may be made public or published in a summary of responses 

of the consultation unless you state clearly that you wish your response or name to be 
treated confidentially. Confidential responses will be included in any statistical summary of 
numbers of comments received. If you are replying by email or via the website, unless you 
specifically include a request to the contrary in the main text of your submission, the 
Commission will assume your consent overrides any confidentiality disclaimer that is 
generated by your organisation’s IT system.  

 

1.7      Any information or material sent to us and which we record may be subject to the Freedom 

of Information Act 2000 (FOIA). The Commission’s policy on release of information is 
available on request or by reference to our website at www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk. 
The Commission will treat information marked confidential accordingly and will only 
disclose that information to people outside the Commission where it is necessary to do so 
in order to carry out the Commission’s functions or where the Commission is required by 
law to disclose the information. As a public authority the Commission must comply with the 
requirements of FOIA and must consider requests for information made under the Act on a 
case-by-case basis. Therefore when providing information, if you think that certain 
information may be exempt from disclosure under FOIA, please annotate the response 
accordingly so that we may take your comments into account.  

 

1.8      All information provided to the Commission will be processed in accordance with the Data 

Protection Act 1998. However, it may be disclosed to government departments or 
agencies, local authorities and other bodies when it is necessary to do so in order to carry 
out the functions of the Commission and where the Commission is legally required to do 
so.  


