
APPENDIX 2
Schedule of Responses to draft Gambling Policy 2016-2019

Reference Respondent Comments Officer  Comments
Letter 
received  
3rd November 
2015

Gosschalks 
Solicitors on 
behalf of the 
Association of 
British 
Bookmakers 
(ABB)

Para. 9.1, page 9 – ‘there is a statement that licensing 
authorities are able to exclude default conditions and also 
attach others, where is believed to be appropriate. The 
statement of policy should be clear throughout that 
conditions in addition to the mandatory and default 
conditions will only be imposed where there is evidence of 
a risk to the licencing objectives in the circumstances of a 
particular case’.  

Para. 9.3, page 9 – ‘the draft statement of policy indicates 
that moral objections and unmet demand are not criteria 
for a licencing authority when considering an application 
for a premises licence.  It is respectfully submitted that 
this paragraph be expanded to state that issues of 
nuisance and the likelihood of the grant of planning 
permission or building regulation approval are not issues 
that can be taken into account when considering an 
application for a premises licence’. 

Para 9.9, page 13 – ‘the final two sentences of this 
paragraph cause the ABB significant concern.  Any policy 
that a specific area is an area where gambling premises 
should not be located may be unlawful.  This paragraph 
appears to implement a cumulative impact type policy as 

Due regard has been given to this particular 
comment, we should consider adding

“that conditions in addition to the mandatory 
and default conditions will only be imposed 
where there is evidence of a risk to the 
licencing objectives in the circumstances of a 
particular case”.  

Policy amended to insert at the end of
Para 9.3:

‘Further it is under a duty not to take other
irrelevant matters into consideration, e.g. the 
likelihood of an applicant obtaining Planning 
Permission’.

Rochdale Council do not have such a policy
but the draft Gambling Policy indicated what
the authority would do should they introduce
a policy. The paragraph would not be
amended other than the removal of the last



exists within the licencing regime under Licencing Act 
2003.  Such a policy is contrary to the overriding principles 
of ‘aim to permit’ contained within s153 of the Gambling 
Act 2005.  Similarly, the reversal of the burden of proof in 
the final sentence that requires the applicant to 
demonstrate why an application should be granted is 
contrary to that principle.  These two sentences should be 
removed and replaced with a simple statement that each 
case will be determined on its own merits’. 

Para 9.13, page 14 – ‘explains the first licencing objective 
– preventing gambling from being a source of crime or 
disorder, being associated with crime or disorder or being 
used to support crime. This paragraph should be 
expanded to make it clear that issues of nuisance are not 
relevant considerations and that the Gambling 
Commission has defined disorder as intending to mean 
activity that is more serious and disruptive than mere 
nuisance’. 

Para 9.21-9.25, page 15 – ‘the statement of policy would 
be assisted by an indication that the starting point for 
consideration of any application is that it will be granted 
subject only to the mandatory and default conditions as 
these are usually sufficient to ensure operation that is 
reasonably consistent with the licencing objectives.  The 
draft statement of policy should make it clear that 
additional conditions will only be imposed where there is 

clause in the last sentence. i.e. ‘with the onus 
upon the applicant showing how potential 
concerns can be overcome’. 

Policy amended to insert at the end of
Para 9.13:

‘Issues of nuisance cannot be addressed via 
the Gambling Act 2005’.

Due regard has been given to this particular 
comment, we should consider adding

“The conditions in addition to the mandatory 
and default conditions will only be imposed 
where there is evidence of a risk to the 
licencing objectives in the circumstances of a 
particular case”.  



clear evidence of a risk to the licencing objectives that 
requires that the mandatory and default conditions be 
supplemented and not simply where there is ‘perceived 
need’  or where there are  ‘concerns’.

Part D, page 29 – ‘those risk assessments will be 
submitted from 6th April 2016 following the 
implementation of the new Social Responsibility and 
Ordinary Code Provisions. The provisions require that 
licensees “assess the local risks to the licensing objectives 
posed by the provision of gambling facilities at each of 
their premises.” The risk assessment therefore must relate 
to the gambling objectives. Therefore, issues such as 
gaming trends that may reflect benefit payment are 
irrelevant considerations. This appears to assume that 
people in receipt of benefits must be vulnerable. This 
cannot follow. The policy recognises within paragraph 9.20 
that vulnerable persons include those 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 mental 
impairment, alcohol or drugs. The policy should be 
amended so that it is clear that any matters relevant to 
the licensing objectives will need to be included within the 
risk assessment. 

Similarly, issues such as known problems in the area such 
as problems arising from street drinkers, youths 
participating in anti-social behaviour, areas that are prone 

Part D ‘Licence Conditions and Codes of 
Practice (LCCP)’ should now been revised to 
take into account the suggestions.



to graffiti/tagging/underage drinking have no impact on 
the licensing objectives and cannot be relevant as far as a 
local area risk assessment is concerned. The policy should 
be amended to reflect this’.  

Para 26.6, page 31 – ‘indicates that issues that could be 
considered include matters of faith. The Gambling 
Commission Guidance is clear. Paragraph 5.34 of the 5th 
Edition of the Guidance to Licensing Authorities indicates 
“licensing authorities should be aware that other 
considerations such as moral or ethical objections to 
gambling are not a valid reason to reject applications for 
premises licences.” 

It is impossible to see how the proximity of a place of 
worship could pose a risk to the licensing objectives and 
this part of the policy should therefore be removed’. 

Due regard has been given to this particular 
comment. Taking the suggestion into 
consideration, the paragraph should be 
removed.

Letter received 
6th November 
2015

Coral Racing 
Limited

Part D, page 29 – ‘We do wish to highlight that we are not 
of the opinion however regarding the proximity of a 
premises in relation to schools and leisure facilities. Whilst 
each application will be judged on its merits as mentioned 
at several points within your statement, Coral knows of no 
evidence that the location of a licensed betting office 
within the proximity of schools and similar locations 
mentioned in the statement causes harm to the licensing 
objectives. We appreciate that such locations are included 
within Gambling Commission guidance to councils’. 

Due regard has been given to this particular 
comment, however as the respondent has 
acknowledged that such locations are included 
within the Gambling Commission’s statutory 
guidance to Licensing Authorities on the manner 
which authorities are to exercise their functions 
under the Gambling Act 2005, the policy should 
not therefore  be amended.  


