
                   
 

Assurance statement  
 

The Assurance statement, as with a statement of internal control, is a document in which we ask you to set out your view of where you are 
performing well against the licensing objectives, and where you need to make progress. It covers a retrospective review of performance, referring 
back to the previous year’s Assurance statement and a forward look to the year ahead.  
 
The Statement should provide the most senior level assurance that compliance with the licensing objectives (LOs) is at the core of your business. 
It should cover control systems, risk assessment and risk management, governance, evaluation and culture.  
 
Using the Statement to consider risks, how those risks are managed and how progress is evaluated, should help you to achieve greater 
effectiveness in relation to the LOs.  
 
The Statement is a tool for operators, their Boards and senior executives as well as for the regulator. 
 
[see pages 7-10 for guidance notes] 
 
 
List of licensed entities covered by this statement: 
(Note - Please include the licensee name and account number). 

 
Part 1 (a) 
 
In Part 1 (a), we would like you to set out any significant changes to control systems and risk management governance since your last statement.  
 
This should include the planned changes which you identified in Part 3 of your 2016 Statement as well as changes which you have made in 
response to events or decisions taken during the time since then. Using the column headings below, for each change identified, we would like you 
to set out: 

• your reasons for making the change 
• what you intended to achieve by making the change 
• how you are monitoring the impact and effect of the change. 
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When you complete Part 1 (a), we would specifically like you to consider changes made to address any of the following:  
• governance structure, scale and type 
• the provision of key evidence/indicators on risks and issues in a continuous and timely manner 
• oversight of internal systems of compliance 
• oversight of external arrangements and third party suppliers 
• scrutiny of and challenge to any behaviour that conflicts with your responsibilities under the LO and Licence Conditions and 

Codes of Practice (LCCP) 
• management and resolution of conflict between commercial interests and the LO/LCCP. 

 
Key changes to control 
systems, risk management and 
governance since your last 
Assurance Statement (and as 
identified in Part 3 of your last 
AS) ie in 2016/17 

Reasons for making each of 
the changes identified  

Intended outcome for each of 
the changes     

(Proposed) evaluation of the 
impacts and effects of the 
changes  
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Part 1 (b)  
 
In this section, we would like you to tell us what you are doing to address problem and at-risk gambling within your business. As with Part 1 (a), 
this can build on the response you set out in the February 2016 Statement and December 2016 submission.  
 
Within your answer, it would be helpful if you could also identify what you are doing to address the actions on problem and at-risk gambling set 
out in the National Responsible Gambling Strategy. This will help RGSB with its annual assessment of progress.  
 
Please note that Part 1(b) is divided into separate questions for B2C licensees and B2B licensees.  
 
 
Part 1 (b) for B2C licensees only: 
 
What is the current prevalence 
of AR/PG within your customer 
base and how do you identify 
it? How has this changed since 
your last AS?  

What actions are you taking to 
address AR/PG since your last 
AS?                              

What are the impacts of these 
changes? How are you 
evaluating their effectiveness? 

Provide an estimate of the % of 
revenue derived from AR/PG 
where you are able. For those 
licensees who have not to date 
provided an estimate of the % 
of revenue derived from 
AR/PG, what progress have 
you made in being able to 
provide such an estimate?  
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Part 1 (b) for B2B licensees only: 
 
In this section, we would like you to set out what you are doing to address at-risk (AR)/problem gambling (PG) within your business. As with Part 
1 (a), this can build on the response you set out in the February 2016 Statement and December 2016 submission.  
 
What actions are you taking to help your customers to identify 
and tackle gambling-related harm? For example, when 
developing games to what extent do you consider potential 
impact on reducing any AR/PG via: 

• structural game characteristics  
• environmental factors – where and how games are made 

available 
• deployment of interventions.	

What insights do you have that would assist B2C licensees in 
assessing the revenue impacts of efforts to mitigate gambling-
related harm? 
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Part 2 
 
In this section, we would like you to set out the improvements you plan to make to your control systems, risk management, governance and your 
approach to tackling at-risk/problem-gambling in next 12 months ie in 2017/18.  
 
Key planned improvements in 
2017/18 

Reasons for making each of 
the changes identified 

Proposed timetable for 
improvements and intended 
outcome 

Proposed evaluation of the 
impacts and effects of the 
changes 

    

 
Please outline: 

• what involvement your board has had in developing this assurance statement 
• how is your board assured by the contents of the statement?  
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Declaration 
 
I confirm that the information is true, accurate and complete, and that all material information has been included in this statement. 
 
I confirm that this assurance statement has been approved by our board of Directors (or equivalent).  
 
I understand that the Gambling Commission may require further information when conducting any test of the control systems and 
governance arrangements described in this statement. 
 
Signature of the specified management office holder who has responsibility for the overall management and direction of the licensee’s 
business or affairs1 (eg Chief Executive Officer/Managing Director): 
 
 

  
Position in organisation:  

  
Print name:  

  
Date:  

 
 
£ Please tick this box if you would be happy for the information from your Assurance Statement to be used to inform the annual progress 

review of the National Responsible Gambling Strategy. All submissions will be treated in confidence and the information will not be used in 
any way that would allow individual operators to be identified in its report. 

 
  

                                                
1 As per Licence condition 1.2.1 of the LCCP. 
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Guidance notes 
 
Background 
 
Assurance Statements (AS) outline effective governance, regulatory risk management and compliance controls, demonstrating the focus and 
accountability that boards, executives and management place on delivery of the licensing objectives. As with a statement of internal control, it 
should be a short document setting out the operator’s own view of where it is performing well against the licensing objectives, and where it needs 
to make progress.  
 
The AS covers a retrospective review of performance as well as a forward look to the year ahead. The AS is one of a number of pieces of 
information that the Commission will review when considering an operator’s regulatory compliance and will assist in decisions as to the timing, 
focus and frequency of corporate evaluations. It is to show critical thinking and plans at an individual operator level and includes evaluation of 
plans and initiatives. The AS can facilitate continuous improvement and can contribute to a collective awareness and understanding of good 
practice and in this way, can help to raise standards across the industry. 
 
One aspect of the AS is the need to provide an assessment of the extent to which a business is exposed to risks created by problem and at-risk 
gambling, including a sense of scale. In addition, the AS should include detail on the measures identified and implemented to tackle gambling 
related harm and evaluation of the success of these measures. We consider this to be an important element of a licensee’s capability to identify 
and manage the risks to their adherence to the licensing objectives. 
 
The AS has evolved in response to licensee feedback. We have maintained the content in relation to forward look and retrospective review of 
regulatory risk management, but we have provided more structure within the template and provided some guidance notes. In addition, we have 
provided individual feedback and will share any best practice we identify. 
 
Assurance Statements are a tool for operators, their Boards and senior executives as well as for the regulator. 
 
Time-frames for your December 2017 submission 
 
When preparing your AS, there are specific time-frames that we would like you to cover.  
 
At Part 1, we would like you to report as follows: 

• For Part 1 (a), please cover the period since your original AS submission (in February 2016) up to the end of June 2017 
• For Part 1 (b), please cover the period since your AS re-submission in December 2016 up to the end of June 2017* 

 
*Operators who did not have to resubmit their response to the AR/PG question in December 2016 should cover the period February 2016 to the 
end of June 2017 in responding to Part 1 (b).  
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At Part 2, we would like you to set out your planned improvements during the period 1 July 2017 to 30 June 2018.    
 
Part 1 
 
Part 1, should include an update in relation to any significant changes which you identified in Part 3 of your 2016 Statement as well as changes 
which you have made in response to events or decisions taken during the last twelve months ie in 2016/17. This section should also include your 
rationale for making the change and the outcome you expected/intended to achieve. It should include detail on how you have assessed whether 
the intended outcome has been achieved, or how progress to the outcome is being monitored and will be evaluated.  
 
On Page 2 of the template, there is a bullet point list of areas that you might want to consider when referencing significant changes made. 
 
What do we mean by ‘at risk’ and ‘problem’ gambling (AR/PG)? 
 
The AR/PG sections allow you to build on responses submitted in December 2016 to note developments and progress. We recognise that this is 
a complex area and that the approach taken by operators will necessarily be different across licensees and sectors.  
 
There are different ways of categorising problem and at-risk gamblers. Indeed, the way that problem gambling has been defined and measured 
has changed over time as we have come to understand more about its dimensions. In Great Britain two internationally-recognised problem 
gambling screens are used for the prevalence surveys, the Problem Gambling Screen Indicator (PGSI) and the American Psychiatric 
Association’s ‘Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders’ (now in its fifth edition – or DSM-5). PGSI uses 9 questions with answer 
options scoring 0, 1, 2 or 3 (so a maximum score of 27 is possible). 0 is non-problem gambling, 1-2 is low-risk, 3-7 is moderate risk, 8 or more is 
problem gambling. DSM uses 10 questions with 4 answer options, and answers are scored dichotomously (ie for each question people either 
meet the criteria or they don’t) (so a maximum possible score is 10). If people endorse 3 or more criteria they are classed as a problem gambler 
(clinicians might use an additional category of pathological gambler for those endorsing 5 or more).  
 
It should be noted that an ‘at risk’ diagnosis on either of these scales does not indicate the absence of gambling-related harm. Players 
categorised as ‘at-risk’ might already be experiencing harm, or might be more likely to move in and out of experiencing harm. For this reason, 
licensees need to consider a broader population than the simple headline number of problem gamblers.  
 
A single definition of AR and PG is not necessarily helpful as this may depend on different sectors and factors. The importance of assessing the 
estimated extent of AR and PG within an operator’s customer base is to understand how well an operator understands negative effects on 
consumers and is able to take action to mitigate the risk of gambling-related harm within that base. Operators should therefore: 

• consider the likely prevalence of at-risk and problem gambling within their customer base and how it has changed since the last statement 
• set out what they are doing to reduce gambling-related harm 
• set out why they consider that these actions will be effective and what measures they employ to understand effectiveness. 
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An update on progress with developing an approach to assess the revenue from ‘at risk’ and ‘problem gamblers’ should also be provided. This 
could include detail on how a licensee has implemented an approach it referenced in its previous statement, or could include more detail on 
different approaches that could be used and the planned steps the operator intends to take to be able to use these approaches. Where licensees 
are able, they should extend this to include consideration of the level of spending likely to derive from ‘at risk’ or ‘problem gamblers’ and thereby 
the extent to which licensee revenues are generated by customers in those categories. 
 
In recent years, a number of studies have been carried out on expenditure by problem gamblers in Great Britain (in addition to the large number 
of international studies). As we discussed at our 2016 workshops, licensees may wish to consider these studies with a view to understanding risk 
levels within their own businesses. These studies may also be insightful in terms of helping licensees to understand the primary research options 
available to them: 

• Orford, J., Wardle, H., Griffiths, M. (2013) What proportion of gambling is problem gambling? Estimates from the 2010 British Gambling 
Prevalence Survey. International Gambling Studies 

• Wardle. (2016) People who play machines in bookmakers: secondary analysis of loyalty card survey data. NatCen, London, UK 
• Ipsos Mori (2016) Problem gambling in licensed bingo venues. GambleAware. 

 
To this extent, the AS should be considered an important tool for putting the consumer first. 
 
B2B operators also have an important role in this regard. They can work with their B2C clients to understand their approach to minimising harm 
and incorporate into their products tools that will assist with this. B2B operators should set out in their statement how they are helping their 
customers to identify and tackle gambling related harm. This might include how they consider the relationships between AR and PG and the 
structural characteristics (speed of play, stake limits etc.) of their games as well as the effectiveness of any interventions that they offer (eg limit-
setting, pop-up messages).  
 
The purpose of this section of the AS is to: 

• improve ways to identify people who might be at risk or problem gamblers 
• find ways to improve the way these people are helped 
• evaluate what is being done to understand if it actually works. 

 
What are we looking for in evaluation? 
 
Evaluation is an objective process of understanding how a policy, or other intervention, was implemented, what effects it had, for whom and why. 
Good evaluations allow you and us to understand what works and what does not work, and to build on this understanding for the future. 
Evaluation provides the evidence that supports claims about an intervention’s effectiveness and impact on reducing gambling-related 
harm.  Evaluation should be proportionate to the risk and scale of the intervention. In most cases you will want to think about impact evaluation 
but process evaluations can also be useful. Interventions of high risk, high uncertainty will require a comprehensive evaluation plan. Smaller 
scale, lower-risk initiatives will require less comprehensive evaluation plans.   
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Part 2 
 
Part 2 should set out planned significant changes to control systems, risk management, governance and your approach to tackling at-
risk/problem-gambling in next 12 months ie in 2017/18. For all the planned changes, you should set out what the intended outcome of the change 
is, and how you plan to assess whether that outcome has been met. 
 
This section should also give a brief summary of your Board’s involvement in testing and challenging the completed AS.  
 


