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Evaluation of the Gaming Machine (Circumstances of 
Use)(Amendment) Regulations 2015 by the Department for 
Culture Media & Sport 
 

The Department for Culture Media & Sport has published an evaluation of the 
Gaming Machine (Circumstances of Use)(Amendment) Regulations 2015, 
which require those accessing higher stakes (over £50) on sub-Category B2 
gaming machines (commonly known as fixed odds betting terminals or 
FOBTs) to use account-based play or load cash over the counter. 

The policy objective of the Regulations was to assist people who use FOBTs 
to stay in control of their gambling behaviour by requiring that those accessing 
higher stakes (over £50) load cash via staff interaction or use account based 
play.  

According to the DCMS, there were three expected effects of the policy, 
namely:  

•  An improvement in the information players have about their playing 
habits via verified accounts leading to greater player control and more 
conscious decision making;  

•  Increased opportunities for interaction and intervention with 
appropriately trained staff, leading to greater player control; and  

•  A reduction in industry revenue as a result of changing player behaviour 
causing a fall in stakes over £50 and a smaller increase in stakes under 
£50. The reduction in industry revenue means a corresponding reduction 
in player losses. This would be due to either players exercising more 
control through more conscious decision making (players now have to 
actively unlock over £50 staking) or having a preference for playing with 
anonymity.  

The evaluation states that whilst a degree of uncertainty remains as to the 
impact of the policy, “the outputs are broadly what would be expected had it 
had its desired impact, though the reduction in stakes over £50 has been 
larger than was estimated in the pre-implementation impact assessment.”  

Predictably, the Campaign for Fairer Gambling Immediately criticised the 
evaluation for, amongst other things, lack of insight into: 

• how many interventions have been instigated by staff,  
• whether or not betting shop staff have been appropriately trained,  
• whether or not that training is actually being put into practice, or  
• the effectiveness of interactions between customers and staff.  

Under the heading “Government FOBT Evaluation ignores betting shop FOBT 
crime”, it also suggested that users of FOBTs want to remain anonymous and 
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hence have not signed up for account-based play “because they are engaged 
in money laundering”. The controversy over FOBTs looks set to continue for 
some time yet. 

 

Executive Summary 

The following is the wording of the Executive Summary within the DCMS 
evaluation, which has been separated into (a) impact on player control and (b) 
impact on business.  

Impact on player control  

• Despite marketing campaigns there has been a relatively low uptake of 
verified accounts. Prior to implementation approximately 4% of stakes 
were linked to a player loyalty account. Following implementation the 
percentage of stakes linked to a “verified account” has been between 
8% and 11%.  

• Following implementation the percentage of sessions linked to a 
“verified account” has been between approximately 5% and 7%. This is 
despite significant marketing.  

• The other mechanism for authorisation of over £50 stakes is over the 
counter (OTC) authorisation with trained staff. This appears to happen 
in a very low percentage of sessions (approximately 1%) so the direct 
impact may be limited in terms of the number of people affected by this 
mechanism.  

• All players staking over £50 are required to authorise through one of 
these two mechanisms. The evidence shows a large number of players 
opted to stake below £50 and increase the duration of their session in 
response to the regulations.  

• There has been a consequent fall in the two quarters since the 
regulation was implemented of about £6.2bn in the amount bet in 
stakes over £50 from 2014 to 2015 for Q2 and Q3. There has also 
been a £5.1bn increase in the total amount staked at the £40-£50 
range for the two quarters since the regulation was implemented. This 
is an overall decrease of approximately 10.1% in the amount staked 
over £40 in 2015 Q2 and Q3 compared to 2014 in nominal terms. 

• This could be interpreted as either:  
o Players circumventing authorisation of higher stakes to maintain 

their anonymity with no associated increase in control of their 
play or 

o Those who are no longer staking over £50 are doing so because 
the authorisation mechanisms have given them greater control 
over their staking behaviour. In this respect it could be said to be 
increasing player control in line with the policy’s objective. 

• An increase in duration of play for those staking exclusively under £50 
could also reflect more considered playing behaviour, but there is not 
conclusive evidence this is the case.  
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• If players are taking longer time between plays, longer session duration 
may simply be driven by more considered decision making. Equally if 
some people are increasing the duration of their play, but the speed of 
the play has increased, this might indicate that they are now taking less 
time to consider their actions and control is reduced. Gaming machine 
suppliers have been able to provide some data on speed of play. They 
found the speed of play for B2 roulette in the 10 weeks pre-
implementation averaged 37.22 seconds whilst for the first 21 weeks 
post-implementation it was 37.33 seconds. This suggests on average 
the speed of play for B2 roulette, which form the majority of B2 play, 
has undergone minimal change. What is not apparent from this data is 
whether some people are playing slower and some faster and it is 
averaging out at a similar speed. We would require more detailed data 
on speed of play during sessions to examine this issue. This 
information should be included as part of any future research.  

 

Impact on business  

• For the three largest operators in the market, indications of one-off 
implementation costs from industry suggest for one of these major 
operators an upper limit of £5.4m and a lower limit of £2.1m. This gives 
a very large range of possible one-off costs.  

• The three largest operators in the industry have also indicated ongoing 
annual cost increases associated with IT, training and marketing of 
£0.4m-£3.5m for their businesses. 

• For more robust estimates of training, IT and marketing costs, 
Government requires greater granularity and a wider range of cost data 
from a wider range of businesses to assess the training, IT and 
marketing cost impact the regulations have had. 

• Without this it is difficult to assess how much of the costs industry have 
recorded are additional and how much displaces spend that would 
have occurred anyway on IT, marketing and training. Relevant to this is 
the requirement under the Licence Conditions and Codes of Practice 
(LCCP) for licensees to provide training for staff on all of their licence 
conditions and responsibilities. This data should be gathered as part of 
any future research on the regulations impact.  

• The revenue impact on business is likely to be larger than the 
implementation costs. However, attribution is difficult, with many other 
factors at play such as the introduction of responsible gambling 
measures and changes to the gambling duty regime, making it hard to 
separate the impact of the regulation compared to the effect of the 
other interventions. It is also not possible to draw any conclusions 
about the medium and long term impact on the industry. Operators 
may adjust their products and consumers may adjust their behaviour 
so the effects we have seen in the first two quarters may not be 
representative going forward.  

• We can consider what projected revenue is ahead of implementation 
and what we estimate it to be after. This suggests industry revenues 
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implementation from the level they were growing towards before 
implementation (this is based on a 6% drop in revenue from what was 
projected for gaming machines for Q2 and Q3 2015 ahead of 
implementation). Although based on a trend from a relatively short time 
period, the estimate could be refined with more data over a longer time 
series. The £78m could be thought of as an upper estimate for the 
impact the regulation has had on industry revenues, but with a number 
of other significant changes to policy and voluntary measures across 
industry, it is difficult to isolate the effect of the regulations. 

• Whilst a degree of uncertainty remains as to the impact of the policy, 
the outputs are broadly what would be expected had it had its desired 
impact, though the reduction in stakes over £50 has been larger than 
was estimated in the pre-implementation impact assessment.  
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