
Schedule of Responses to draft Gambling Policy 2019-2022

Reference Respondent Comments Action Taken / Comments

Email received 
24 July 2018

Rochdale 
Borough 
Council 
Environmental 
Health Services

‘Recommend that consideration be given to the following:

 Include the attached document ‘Safety and 
Security – National Standards for Bookmakers’ in 
the appendix 

 Include Environmental Health/ Health & Safety 
inspections with particular focus on safety and 
security and provision of advice and guidance and 
that we will provide post incident advice following 
reports of violence  – include in section 7.4

 Site specific health and safety risk assessments 
must be carried out by all duty holders responsible 
for gambling premises.  The risk assessments must 
also consider the risk to staff and members of 
public arising from violence and robbery and 
suitable control measures should be implemented 
to protect people, so far is reasonably practicable.  
Further guidance is provided in the Safety and 
Security – National Standards for Bookmakers and 
would also assist with health and safety risk 
assessments in other gambling premises’.

Due regard has been given to the comments. 
The Licensing Authority seeks to avoid any 
duplication with other statutory/regulatory 
systems. It is already a legal obligation to 
have Health & Safety risk assessments under 
existing legislation; therefore the policy 
should not be amended.  



Email received
26 July 2018

Rochdale 
Borough 
Council 
Children’s 
Services

‘highlighted a couple of areas which I think need reviewing 
in respect of typos or grammar’. 

Policy can be amended to correct the 4 x 
typos/grammatical errors that have been 
kindly identified. 

Email received 
1 August 2018

GamCare ‘While we do not have the resources available to allow us 
to personally respond to each Local Authority which 
contacts us regarding their refreshed Statement of 
Principles, we have compiled a list of the issues or factors 
which we think it would be helpful to consider below…

 A helpful first step is to develop a risk map of your 
local area so that you are aware of both potential 
and actual risks around gambling venues. A useful 
explanation of area-based risk-mapping has been 
developed with Westminster and Manchester City 
Councils, which gives some guidance on those who 
may be most vulnerable or at-risk of gambling-
related harm. 

 Consider that proposals for new gambling premises 
which are near hostels or other accommodation or 
centres catering for vulnerable people, including 
those with learning difficulties, and those with 
gambling / alcohol / drug abuse problems, as likely 

Due regard has been given to this particular 
comment. It is a not a legal requirement to 
have an area-based risk mapping. The revised 
policy does, however, set out some principles 
that are expected to be taken into 
consideration by operators, when completing 
their Local Risk Assessments.  

The policy already contains this suggestion. 



to adversely affect the licensing objectives set out 
by the Gambling Commission. This is also relevant 
regarding the proximity to schools, colleges and 
universities.

 A detailed local risk assessment at each gambling 
venue – pertinent to the environment immediately 
surrounding the premises as well as the wider local 
area – is a good way to gauge whether the 
operator and staff teams are fully aware of the 
challenges present in the local area and can help 
reassure the Local Licensing Authority that 
appropriate mitigations are in place.

 Does the operator have a specific training 
programme for staff to ensure that they are able to 
identify children and other vulnerable people, and 
take appropriate action to ensure they are not able 
to access the premises or are supported 
appropriately?

Does the operator ensure that there is an 
adequate number of staff and managers are on the 
premises at key points throughout the day? This 
may be particularly relevant for premises situated 
nearby schools / colleges / universities, and/or 
pubs, bars and clubs.

Consider whether the layout, lighting and fitting 
out of the premises have been designed so as not 

The policy already sets out some principles 
that are expected to be taken into 
consideration by operators, when completing 
their Local Risk Assessments including the 
environment in which the premise is located.  

Due regard has been given to the comments. 
The policy already contains some of the 
suggestions, for example, staff training with 
regards to children and vulnerable adults. 

However, the policy can be amended to 
include the following at the end of the bullet 
points on Para 26.4:

‘Assessing staffing levels at key points in the 
day, for example, when a local
college closes and the students begin to
vacate the grounds, etc. 

Promotional material which may encourage 
the use of the premises by children, especially 



to attract children and other vulnerable persons 
who might be harmed or exploited by gambling. 

Consider whether any promotional material 
associated with the premises could encourage the 
use of the premises by children or young people if 
they are not legally allowed to do so.

if the premises is in close proximity to a 
school, etc. ‘ 

Email received 
3 August 2018

Rochdale 
Borough 
Council Adult 
Care Services

‘My only comment is whether this policy does enough in 
respect of corporate responsibility to support those that 
have been harmed by gambling. Corporately, do we help 
gambling companies know how to refer adults with care 
and support needs for support, should there be an 
expectation that gambling premises refer customers for 
support services   who are at risk of gambling related harm 
, rather than just identifying them’ 

Amend Policy to include a new Para 9.21 to 
state:

‘9.21 If there are concerns about an individual 
who appears to have care and support needs, 
the premises should try to encourage the 
individual to contact Rochdale Borough 
Council Adult Care Services for support and 
guidance on 03000 303 8886’. 

Email received 
7 August 2018

Gambling 
Commission 

‘Within Section 26, I wonder if the Council would be 
minded to include an Operator expectation that Local Risk 
Assessments will be retained on premises?’

Policy can be amended to include at the end 
of Para 26.3: 

‘.. and therefore there is an expectation that 
Local Risk Assessments will be retained on 
the premises’. 

Email received 
13 August 
2018

Novomatic UK 
on behalf of 
Talarius Limited

‘On behalf of Talarius Limited, I make the following points 
in relation to the consultation draft (the “Draft”):-

 As the Authority will appreciate, in matters of 

Due regard has been given to this particular 
comment. The policy already contains 
information as to why and when the Licensing 
Service will undertake compliance visits and 



regulation under the Gambling Act 2005 (the 
“Act”) it is subject to the Regulators’ Code.  That 
code imposes a number of obligations on the 
Authority, including one that it should carry out its 
activities in a way that it supports those it 
regulates to comply and grow.  Additionally under 
the Code, when designing and reviewing policies, 
the Authority must among other things understand 
and minimise the negative economic impact of its 
regulatory activities and regulate and minimise the 
costs of compliance of those it regulates.  Further, 
the Authority should take an evidence-based 
approach in determining priority risks and 
recognise the compliance record of those it 
regulates.  We suggest that reference is made in 
the Draft to the Code’s application to the 
Authority’s activities under the Act.

 Para 9.8: It is perfectly legitimate for an application 
to be made for a premises licence even though the 
premises are not finished or complete. We refer to 
the 2008 case of R (on the application of Betting 
Shop Services Limited) –V–  Southend on Sea 
Borough Council, in which it was held that an 
applicant could apply for a premises licence 
(without the need for a provisional statement) 
even though the premises were not fully 
constructed – the applicant is not restricted to 
making an application for a provisional statement.  
It was held by the court that the then current 

ensuring that regulation is not burdensome. 
The policy already contains information that 
we have adopted a risk-based approach in 
determining which premises to attend. The 
Regulator’s Code, to which the Respondent is 
referring to, supports risk-based pro-active 
inspections.  

However, we can include in the Policy at Para 
7.4 that, 

‘Regard has been had to the Regulator’s Code 
in the preparation of this Policy’.

Policy can be amended at Para 9.8 to include 
following the paragraph about provisional 
statement, ‘However, an applicant can still 
apply for a Premises Licence (without the 
need of a Provisional Statement) even though 
the premises were not fully constructed’.  

Policy can be amended to include at the end 
of Para 9.10 and 17.5:

‘An applicant can still apply for a Premises 
Licence (without the need of a Provisional 



Guidance issued by the Commission was wrong. 
The Guidance was subsequently amended. As such, 
we suggest that the wording be amended to make 
it clear that applications for premises licences can 
be made regardless of whether the building in 
question is complete or finished. An applicant may 
apply for a provisional statement if the building is 
not complete, but it does not have to do so and 
can instead apply for licence.  We would also ask 
that paras 9.10 and 17.5 be revisited  to make this 
point clear.

 Para 9.15: As the Authority appreciates, children 
are permitted to be involved in limited types of 
gambling (Category D machines) and we suggest 
that this paragraph is amended to reflect that.

 Paras 13 and 14: We note that the list of possible 
measures noted at paragraphs 10 and 11 for AGCs 
and FECs respectively, are for some reason not 
repeated for licensed Bingo or Betting premises, 
even though the amount that can be staked and 
won is at least as high in these premises and 
indeed, in some cases significantly higher.  We 
submit therefore that the Draft is inconsistent in 
this regard and suggest it is amended.

Statement) even though the premises were 
not fully constructed’
 

Policy can be amended to include at the end 
of Para 9.15:

Children are only permitted to be involved in 
limited types of gaming (Category D 
Machines)

Policy can be amended to include at the end 
of both Para 13 and 14:

‘This licensing authority may consider similar 
measures to those outlined at 10.3 (Adult 
Gaming Centres) and 11.2 (Licensed – Family 
Entertainment Centres) to meet the licensing 
objectives. These measures are not 
exhaustive and are merely indicative of 
example measures’.



 Pare 26.3: With respect it is not actually a 
requirement of the SR Code of the LCCP that the 
local risk assessment is provided on request. 
Rather it is an Ordinary Code provision which is not 
a cast iron requirement.

 Para 26.4: The wording of the second bullet point 
seems to us to be vague. It is already a 
requirement of the LCCP that local self-exclusion 
schemes are in place. Any further requirement to 
share information “regarding self-exclusions” 
would run the risk of breaching GDPR. Additionally, 
the suggestion that licensees share information on 
“gaming trends” is vague – we are not sure what 
“trends” are being referred to in a Social 
Responsibility context. We suggest that this bullet 
point is removed.

 Appendix B: The Licensing Authority is of course a 
RA itself, but the Appendix does not make this 
clear. While the application must be submitted to 
the Authority, so too must the RA notice.

Due regard has been given to the comment. 
Although, it may not be a ‘cast iron’ 
requirement, it is still nevertheless something 
which a good operator is expected/to some 
extent required, to provide on request. 
Therefore the policy will not be changed.

Policy can be amended at Para 26.4 to state:
 
‘Arrangements for localised exchange of 
information regarding self-exclusions in line 
with the current industry scheme’.  

Due regard has been given to this comment. 
It is accepted that it should be made clearer 
that the Licensing Authority is a Responsible 
Authority itself. 


