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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

25th Meeting, 2015 (Session 4), Wednesday, 11 November 2015 
 

Inquiry into fixed odds betting terminals (FOBTs) 
 

Round-table discussion paper 
 
Introduction 

1. The Local Government and Regeneration Committee launched a short 
inquiry into the provisions set out in clause 45 of the Scotland Bill, relating to 
gaming machines on licensed betting premises, on 25 June 2015. 

2. Further information on the inquiry can be found on the Committee’s web 
pages - 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/
91126.aspx  

Written evidence 

3. 36 written submissions were received by the Committee.  They can be 
found on the Committee’s web pages and a summary can be found at Annexe 
A. 

4. 31 people responded to the Committee’s online questionnaire.  The 
results of the survey can be found at Annexe B. 

Oral evidence 

5. The Committee is holding a round-table discussion with representatives 
of some of the key stakeholders on this issue.  These are— 

 Argyll and Bute Council; 

 Association of British Bookmakers; 

 The Bingo Association; 

 Campaign for Fairer Gambling; 

 Glasgow City Council; 

 Hippodrome Casino;  

 Law Society; 

 National Casino Forum; and  

 William Hill. 
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6. The Committee will take evidence at this meeting in a round-table 
format.  A copy of the round-table seating plan will be available at the 
meeting.  The purpose of the round-table format is to generate a discussion 
between committee members and other participants, with a number of 
participants answering a point between themselves, as opposed to the usual 
Q and A style.  It is hoped that this will enable members to explore the range 
of perspectives in the time available. 

7. A note of discussion topics for particpants is provided at Annexe C. 

Next steps 

8. The Committee is expecting to take oral evidence from the Scottish 
Government at its next meeting on Wednesday 18 November.  The 
Committee is due to report to the Devolution (Further Powers) Committee in 
mid-December.  All round-table participants will be sent a copy of the 
Committee’s report for information. 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

Fixed-odds Betting Terminals 

Summary of written submissions 

Introduction 

On 8 July 2015 the Committee launched a call for written evidence on the 
proposed devolution of powers over B2 Gaming Machines, generally referred 
to as “Fixed-odds Betting Terminals” (FOBTs).  The Committee received 36 
submissions, broken down as follows: 

 6 submissions from bookmakers and representative bodies; 

 9 submissions from other gambling businesses (casinos, arcades etc); 

 14 submissions from local government bodies; and 

 7 submissions from individuals and other bodies. 

This paper provides a summary of the main points raised in the submissions, 
and is structured around the questions asked in the call for evidence. 

The Committee is also seeking evidence through an online questionnaire.  A 
summary of the results of the questionnaire will be prepared and circulated to 
the Committee in due course. 

Allan Campbell 

SPICe Research 

05 November 2015 

Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish 
Parliament committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or 
respond to specific questions or areas of interest to committees and are not 
intended to offer comprehensive coverage of a subject area. 

The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh, EH99 1SP www.scottish.parliament.uk 
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Question 1: What would be the benefits and disadvantages for you as a 
consequence of the UK Government’s proposed provision in the 
Scotland Bill 2015? 

Submissions from local government bodies were consistent in generally 
welcoming the devolution of powers, but noting that the UK Government’s 
proposals did not go far enough.  Glasgow City Council produced a detailed 
response to all questions, and included a range of extra information, covering 
work the council has already undertaken on FOBTs.  In terms of the UK 
Government’s proposals, Glasgow’s view was that they were “limited”, and 
that “In order to be effective, powers would need to be devolved to a local 
level, along with the required licensing and planning authority to limit the 
number of betting shops in their communities and ensure that vulnerable 
groups are protected.”  It went on to note that for planning, the Scottish 
Government already held that power and that for licensing, the powers 
“should be sought”.  Glasgow was also critical that the UK Government 
proposal would not have an effect on existing FOBTs, nor would it address 
concerns related to public health. 

COSLA made similar points on the need to devolve powers to local level, and 
criticised the UK Government proposals as only applying to new licences. 
Argyll and Bute Council welcomed the devolution of powers, but in its view 
the UK Government proposals “did not give proper effect to paragraph 74 of 
the Smith Commission Agreement.”  The Aberdeenshire Licensing Boards 
again welcomed the powers but noted that it would only apply to new 
licenses.  Midlothian Council, Dundee City Council, Highland Licensing 
Board, Edinburgh City Council and Orkney Islands Council made similar 
points. 

West Dunbartonshire Council made the point that the proposals should 
apply to all gaming machines, including those in licensed premises.  West 
Lothian Council were unable to comment due to uncertainties around 
delivery of the policy.  North Lanarkshire Council Licensing Board 
welcomed devolution of powers but did not provide substantive comment on 
the proposed changes.  South Lanarkshire Council Licensing Board 
discussed the negative impact of addiction more generally, and called for the 
proposals to be extended to all forms of gambling. 

Submissions from bookmakers and the Association of British Bookmakers 
(ABB) were detailed, and covered a wide range of issues under each 
question.  The ABB started from the point that “the purpose of inclusion of 
measures relating to gambling in the Smith Commission and subsequently in 
the Scotland Bill 2015 relate to an ambition to minimise gambling related harm 
in Scotland.”  The submissions then set out in detail the range of actions that 
they currently take on problem gambling, including the Code for Responsible 
Gambling.  They note that “current evidence show[s] that problem gambling is 
not linked to any one product” and that “Since the introduction of gaming 
machines into shops over ten years ago levels of problem gambling have 
remained relatively stable and declined year on year.”  Current levels of 
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problem gambling are stated at 0.4% of the population, based on the Scottish 
Health Survey. 

In terms of the UK Government proposals, the ABB made clear that the 
Responsible Gambling Trust has stated that “focussing on one element of 
gambling alone […] will not provide a better prediction of problem gambling or 
decrease the rates of gambling harm.”  Therefore to focus on FOBTs alone, in 
their view, is “misguided and to the potential detriment of customers. 

Ladbrokes made similar points on the focus on FOBTs, and covered in detail 
the potential impact of new regulatory changes on betting shop closures and 
associated job losses. 

William Hill, although not addressing the questions asked directly, made 
similar points.  Its submission provided a large amount of detail on the context 
that bookmakers operate within and the work done on responsible gambling. 
Although most of its conclusions are directed towards the Scottish 
Government proposals, on the UK Government proposals it noted that future 
prohibition on gaming machines “does not address the issue of harm 
reduction.”  However, it stated that the UK Government’s proposal does give 
effect to the Smith Commission recommendation. 

Gala Coral agreed that the Scotland Bill, as drafted, fulfilled the Smith 
Commission’s recommendation, and made similar points to other 
bookmakers, highlighting the research from the Responsible Gambling Trust.  
Like William Hill, Gala Coral also detailed the range of actions it currently 
takes on responsible gambling.  It also noted that the UK Government 
proposal offered stability in the number of FOBTs, which would allow the 
company to plan for the future in Scotland. 

Paddy Power took a different approach, and stated that the UK Government 
proposal “would represent an unlawful barrier to entry and expansion in the 
UK retail betting market […] the proposed provision would breach Articles 49 
and 56 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.” 

Other gambling businesses, including casinos, bingo and arcades, also 
responded to the call for evidence.  However, their comments focussed on the 
Scottish Government proposals, as the UK Government proposals do not 
appear to directly affect their business. 

The Committee also received a number of submissions from other 
organisations and individuals with an interest in gambling.  The Campaign for 
Fairer Gambling stated that (due to the current number of FOBTs it 
estimates are currently in use) the UK Government’s proposal “does not does 
not adequately empower the Scottish Executive to ‘prevent the proliferation of 
Fixed Odds Betting Terminals’ as the Smith Commission recommends.” 

The Law Society of Scotland noted that the term “Fixed-odds Betting 
Terminals” does not “reflect the legislative definition” and that “no account has 
been taken of the current regulations.  It also noted that the £10 figure “does 
not match any of the current maximum charges.” 
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Question 2: What would be the benefits and disadvantages for you as a 
consequence of the proposed alternative provision suggested by the 
Scottish Government? 

Local Government organisations were generally supportive of the Scottish 
Government’s proposal.  COSLA agreed that powers should be applied to 
existing premises but called for an additional amendment “to ensure local 
authorities are able to enforce this power,” as they currently have no powers 
of entry into betting premises to check or enforce variation in the number of 
gaming machines. 

Glasgow City Council made very similar points on the Scottish Government 
proposal as they did on the UK Government proposal, although it did 
recognised that these proposals had a “wider scope”.  It again noted the lack 
of impact on public health concerns and that powers needed to be devolved to 
local level.  West Lothian Council also made the same points as for 
Question 1 about uncertainties in the powers implementation.  Others who 
noted general support for the Scottish Government proposal included: North 
Lanarkshire Council Licensing Board, Aberdeenshire Licensing Board, 
Dundee City Council, Highland Licensing Board and Orkney Islands 
Council. 

Argyll and Bute Council and Midlothian Council were supportive of the 
Scottish Government’s proposal to look at existing premises but was of the 
view that the powers should be extended further to cover all gaming 
machines, regardless of stake.  West Dunbartonshire Council also 
welcomed the Scottish Government’s proposals, although felt they still did not 
go far enough. 

Quaker Action on Alcohol and Drugs also noted its preference for the 
Scottish Government’s approach, especially on the need for retrospective 
powers. 

Bookmakers were strongly opposed to the Scottish Government’s proposals.  
The ABB focussed its response on the phrasing of the Smith Commission’s 
report: “the wording of the Smith Commission committed to giving the Scottish 
Parliament the ability to prevent the proliferation of FOBTs. The industry 
believes that gaming machine proliferation is not an issue as betting shops 
can only sustainably open where there is demand for their services and 84% 
of shops are located in commercial centres. The specific use of the term 
‘prevent’ also suggests that there is not yet what could be considered a 
proliferation of gaming machines at B2 category. Therefore there is no 
requirement for any powers to be implemented retrospectively or the 
alternation of existing licenses.” 

William Hill stated that the Scottish Government proposals, particularly the 
power to conduct retrospective review, “are not justified by the evidence.” 
William Hill went on to state that: “There is no major social problem created by 
betting shops and no evidence of any significant local authority activity in this 
area driven either by public complaints or own initiative visits.”  Similarly, 
Ladbrokes stated that the retrospective proposal “is a disproportionate and 



LGR/S4/15/25/1 
ANNEXE A 

 7  

 

unfair mechanism, targeted at responsible businesses who have already 
satisfied both the local authority’s and Gambling Commission’s procedures to 
operate in a chosen area.” 

Gala Coral focussed on the potential impact of the proposal on the economic 
viability of betting shops and its employees.  The larger bookmakers, and 
Odds and Evens noted opposition to the Scottish Government proposals to 
extend the powers to all gaming machines. 

Paddy Power again raised possible legal issues.  In terms of the Scottish 
Government’s retrospective proposals, Paddy Power indicated that these 
were potentially a breach of their rights under the ECHR and Human Rights 
Act, as previous cases had confirmed that existing licenses “are property 
rights attracting the protection of Article 1 of Protocol 1.”  

The Law Society of Scotland referred to the same case as Paddy Power 
and noted that: “We believe that the test here for the lawfulness of 
interference with a premises licence granted under the Gambling act 2005 
would be one of proportionality.  In order to establish a fair basis for a 
limitation of a licence there would have to be evidence that a policy of 
restriction or deprivation of licences is proportionate and that there is no “less 
restrictive” alternative available.” 

The Campaign for Fairer Gambling however stated that the Scottish 
Government position would enable the Smith Commission recommendations 
to be “properly implemented.”  It also notes that in its view “The Scottish 
Government is right to pre-empt any change in machine categorisation and 
provision in describing FOBTs as ‘machines where the cost per play can 
exceed £10 or more’, as this pre-empts future changes enacted by 
Westminster to stakes and prizes.” 

Casinos were also opposed to the Scottish Government proposals, given they 
would potentially cover FOBTs in casinos (and other gaming machines).  The 
National Casino Forum noted that “To our knowledge there has never been 
an issue or media interest regarding B2s in casinos. The level of monitoring 
and control (including much more widespread use of casino loyalty cards and 
membership) is significantly higher than can be achieved in high street 
bookmakers.” Others, including NB Leisure, Mega Leisure, G1 Group and 
County Amusements, made points around the potential adverse impact of 
the Scottish Government proposals on their business, especially around 
widening scope to include other types of machine and the retrospective nature 
of the proposals. 
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Question 3: Which of these approaches do you prefer, and why?  
 

The detail of respondents’ views on this question is set out in the summaries 
of the two questions above.   

However, broadly, local government organisations and individuals/others were 
supportive of the Scottish Government’s position (although some called for 
the powers to be extended further).  But, bookmakers and other gambling 
organisations were in favour of the UK Government’s position (although some 
would prefer no change to the current system). 
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Question 4: Are there any changes in this area of law you would like to 
see which are not covered by either proposal, and why?  
and 

Question 5: Please make any further comment you feel is relevant to 
Committee’s inquiry into FOBTs. 

Glasgow City Council produced a range of recommendations, drawn from its 
cross-party Sounding Board, including that regulation of gambling should be 
approached from a public health perspective; use of FOBTs should require a 
secure membership card and that the Scottish Government should strengthen 
planning laws, putting betting shops in a new planning class, to limit further 
“clustering”. Dundee City Council suggested that Licensing Boards should 
be given powers on over-provisions similar to those on alcohol licensing. A 
number of local government submissions called for the Scottish Government 
to act to reduce the impact of gambling generally, and not just focus on 
FOBTs.  Highland Licensing Board suggested additional powers for boards to 
refuse applications for new betting premises if it would exceed “the number 
which the board considers is appropriate for that locality,” including if that 
number is zero. 

The Campaign for Fairer Gambling addressed wider issues in detail.  It 
called for a reduction in maximum stakes to £2, which would “significantly 
reduce the harm and crime that is caused by FOBTs.” It highlighted a number 
of statistics on crime and antisocial behaviour that it linked to FOBTs, and 
included criticism of the ABB’s Code of Conduct for responsible gambling, 
referred to elsewhere in this summary as being “of low to very low potential 
efficacy.”  Hippodrome Casino agreed that it is “essential to reduce the 
maximum stake on these machines in bookmakers to £2.” Quaker Action on 
Alcohol and Drugs also called for stakes to be lowered to £2. 

Submissions from the gambling industry were generally not in favour of 
additional reforms, with many citing recent regulatory changes.  The ABB 
summed this view up, stating that: “We feel that existing licensing legalisation, 
coupled with the responsible statutory and voluntary measures implemented 
by the industry, are addressing the issues that the Smith Commission 
outlined. We are keen to continue to work with policy makers to utilise 
technology and existing powers to develop these measures without 
unnecessarily putting additional pressures on operators that will result in job 
losses and the closure of premises on high streets across the country.” 

The Gambling Commission gave its overall view of the possible impact of 
removing of B2 machines: “Should the policy intention be one of providing 
greater protection to problem gamblers it is unlikely to be as effective as it 
may at first appear. [..] while we know stake size can be a factor in gambling 
related harm, reduced access to higher stake machines would have a 
significant impact on normal leisure gamblers (and the revenue from them) 
while leaving many problem gamblers who stake at lower levels relatively 
untouched. The possible benefits for problem and at-risk gamblers are 
uncertain because reducing access to B2 machines might not take full 
account of the likely response of gamblers. Problem gamblers typically 
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gamble in a number of different ways. Some might curb excessive 
expenditure. Others are likely to find other outlets for higher-stake gambling, 
simply displacing the problem. And for those moving to lower stakes there is 
likely to be a consequent increase in the amount of time spent gambling, with 
the associated risk of enhancing its potentially addictive effect.” 

Responses to Question 5 were more limited, and tended to re-state points 
made earlier in submissions.  A number of local authorities echoed comments 
made by Glasgow City Council elsewhere on the need to treat gambling as a 
public health issue, not as a leisure activity or entertainment. 

Bookmakers provided more background and context to the issue, including 
detailed statistics on machine use etc, and further information on responsible 
gambling and betting shops role in local communities.   
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

Fixed Odds Betting Terminals 

Online questionnaire results 

Introduction 

In addition to its standard call for written evidence on FOBTs, the Committee also 
issued an online questionnaire, in order to gauge wider public opinion on the issue.  
As this is a self-selecting questionnaire, the results should not be treated as a 
representative survey of those who use FOBTs, nor of the population in general. 

With those caveats in mind, the remainder of this paper presents all of the results of 
the questionnaire.   

These results are presented “as is” – no further analysis or selection has been done 
at this point.  The Committee is invited to consider what further work, if any, it wishes 
to be done with the results. 

There were 31 responses.  Not all respondents answered all questions. 

Allan Campbell 

SPICe Research 

05 November 2015 

 

Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish 
Parliament committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or respond 
to specific questions or areas of interest to committees and are not intended to offer 
comprehensive coverage of a subject area. 

The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh, EH99 1SP www.scottish.parliament.uk 
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Experience of playing FOBTs 

1. How often do you play FOBTs?  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Every day   16.67% 4 

2 More than once per week   29.17% 7 

3 Once per week   8.33% 2 

4 Less than once per week  4.17% 1 

5 Very occasionally   41.67% 10 

 

answered 24 

skipped 7 
 

2. How much do you typically spend per session on a Fixed-Odds Betting Terminals?  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Less than £10   27.27% 6 

2 £10 - £20   27.27% 6 

3 £20 - £30  4.55% 1 

4 £30 - £40    0.00% 0 

5 £40 - £50    0.00% 0 

6 £50 - £100    0.00% 0 

7 More than £100   40.91% 9 

 

answered 22 

skipped 9 
 

3. How much do you typically spend per "play", or "spin", on a Fixed-Odds Betting 
Terminals?  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Less than £10   63.64% 14 

2 £10 - £20    0.00% 0 

3 £20 - £30  4.55% 1 

4 £30 - £40   13.64% 3 

5 £40 - £50   13.64% 3 

6 £50 - £100  4.55% 1 

7 More than £100    0.00% 0 

 

answered 22 

skipped 9 
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4. Have you ever "self-excluded" or limited your spend on fixed-odds betting 
terminals?  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Yes   36.36% 8 

2 No   63.64% 14 

 

answered 22 

skipped 9 
 

5. Please add any other comments that you wish to make on your experience of 
playing fixed-odds betting terminals.  

1 Gambling industry professional for over ten years. Not enough is being done, the 
gambling commission are an entity that tend to only deal with regional managers. I 
would like to see enforcement officers, in a similar style to LHO's but for gambling. 
I'd happily volunteer to do that job. 

2 I know of people who are addicted to these and are transfixed by the sounds, 
flashing lights and such like. From some contacts in the gaming industry, they say 
these are where the profits are as people get 'hooked' . I really think the laws on 
gambling are too lax. 

3 The worst harm I have suffered has come from using my debit card on FOBTs. 
When my daily cash withdrawal limit from ATM has been exceeded, I can go into 
any bookmakers and use my debit card on a FOBT without any limits. This has 
often resulted in me losing control and spending everything in my account.  
 
In my 10 years of gambling on FOBTs, I have noticed that the game that causes 
the most problems for people in terms of addiction is Roulette. 

4 These are a cancer on the high street. They make me feel sick but I can't stop 
playing them. My kids are not eating and we are going to lose our home. 

5 Speaking from personal experience, they can be extremely addictive and 
destructive. I have lost thousands of pounds in a matter of hours. They absolutely 
should be seriously curbed - not only in betting shops, but online too. 

6 A bit of fun only with either a £1 or £2 coin

7 I became addicted to these and I've lost thousands, I self excluded from all the 
shops in my area , this didn't work they still let me in. I am now with gam care and 
looking to see a hypnotherapist 

8 A thoroughly enjoyable leisure activity. A view shared by many of my friends. 

9 These machines are extremely addictive and I find it incredible they are allowed on 
our high street sadly I find it difficult to control my urges they have cone close to 
ruining my life on several occasions 

10 Due to some expensive treatment (there's nothing available on the NHS unless 
you live in London) I'm fortunately free of this evil now but this is what I used to 
spend 

11 Just get rid of the things Id rather be dead given the financial hole Im in now 

12 I find them fun to play whilst in the betting shop and I also play on line slots and 
roulette as well as playing in Casinos 

13 Really fun 

14 They should reduce how much you can put in a machine at once. Rather than 
being max £100 it should be reduced to £50. 
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5. Please add any other comments that you wish to make on your experience of 
playing fixed-odds betting terminals.  

  
answered 14 

skipped 17 
 
Experience of working in a place that has fixed-odds betting terminals 
 

6. If you have worked in an establishment that featured fixed-odds betting terminals, 
what was the type of business?  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 High Street Bookmaker   66.67% 6 

2 Casino   22.22% 2 

3 Other (please specify):   11.11% 1 

 

answered 9 

skipped 22 

Other (please specify): (1) 

1 Both of the above. Also worked in bingo halls offering awp 
machines. 

 

 

7. What was your experience of working with fixed-odds betting terminals?  

1 The FOBTs are an extremely dangerous form of gambling. From my observation 
one of the most damaging aspects is that many of the games regularly give the 
bettor the impression that they have a much greater chance of winning that they 
actually do. For example, a slot game will give 2 out of 3 of the bonus symbols with 
regularity whilst all 3 rarely appear. I've seen for myself the frustration of these 
bettors who, blinded by their addiction, fail to see this for what it is and genuinely 
think they are close to winning the jackpot. One of the most damaging things is 
seeing the bookmakers target young men who come in on a Saturday afternoon to 
bet a football coupon. These people typically live with their parents and are working 
or at university/college. They therefore have a reasonable amount of disposable 
income which very often ends up in the machines. 

2 Good machines, good money makers, but very easy for vulnerable people to 
become addicted to them. The recent player protection measures are a good idea, 
but fall short in my opinion. 

3 I have not worked with them - just know people who have. 

4 They bring out aggression from people that are normally mild mannered. I have 
seen grown men cry because of them and then still keep putting notes in. 

5 Casino staff were encouraged to let high staking players lose as much as possible. 
I was told that the restrictions that applied to betting shops didn't apply to casinos 
so I should ignore large losses by customers. 

6 Working long hours , as never be such if you will be attacked any moment , as 
crime of violence, drug deals, dodgy goods sold & money laundering FOBTS ? 
Many single staffed are informed not to report crime , as would affect revenue , as 
dark nights approach & late opening hours. Many single staffed cut corners 4 own 
safety & allow underage to gamble , as many get abusive if asked 4 ID? 

 

  answered 6 
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7. What was your experience of working with fixed-odds betting terminals?  

skipped 25 
 
Changes to the regulation of fixed-odds betting terminals 
 
 

8. Would you like to see changes to the way fixed-odds betting terminals are regulated 
in your community?  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Yes   86.67% 26 

2 No   13.33% 4 

 

answered 30 

skipped 1 
 

9. What are your views on these specific changes to the regulation of fixed-odds 
betting terminals?  

  Agree Disagree Not sure 
Response 

Total 

There should be a restriction on where the 
machines can be played 

93.3% 
(28) 

6.7% 
(2) 

0.0% 
(0) 30 

There should be a restriction on the number 
of machines available in any one location 

86.7% 
(26) 

13.3% 
(4) 

0.0% 
(0) 30 

Any changes should apply to existing 
machines, as well as new ones 

90.0% 
(27) 

10.0% 
(3) 

0.0% 
(0) 30 

 

answered 30 

skipped 1 

Please add any other comments or suggested changes (20) 

1 Whilst I am of the opinion that people should have the freedom of choice to use 
these machines I think that a lot has to be done. Firstly I would say that FOBTs are 
an example of what is called a Skinner Box. They exert a form of behavioural 
conditioning on their operants. From watching people play these, whilst at the 
same time watching people bet horses, greyhounds and football I can safely say 
that they are completely different forms of gambling. FOBTs seem to encourage 
addiction to a much greater extent. I would therefore argue that there is a need for 
separating the premises on which sports betting and casino betting occur. 

2 Gambling enforcement officers, working for the local authority, rather than 
gambling commission officers who are rarely seen. 

3 There are four bookmakers on my street. They all prominently feature FOBTs. 
This oversaturation of betting shops draws lowers the tone of the area 
considerably and results in the pavements being obstructed by smokers in their 
doorways. They also act as a conduit for antisocial behaviour with patrons 
shouting, swearing and dropping cigarette ends in the street. I would favour the 
complete removal of FOBTs from betting shops. 

4 These terminals should be banned. They offer nothing positive to the community 
and are only a means of generating profit for bookmakers. 
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9. What are your views on these specific changes to the regulation of fixed-odds 
betting terminals?  

  Agree Disagree Not sure 
Response 

Total 

5 I am aware that on our local area 2-3 of the same betting shops are on the street - 
I understand this is because they can only have a certain number per shop. I think 
the law should be tightened up generally on opening hours, limit per spin and 
payouts. 

6 The maximum stake needs reducing inline with other gaming machines to £2.00 
 
Debit card use should be prohibited 
 
Roulette should be excluded from the game content 

7 There needs to be a much lower stake so that lives stop being ruined. 

8 The limits are dangerously high on FOBTs. They encourage high-rish gambling. 
The maximum spend per 'spin' should be around the £2-£3 mark, not £100. 

9 U should have to be a member to play these just like u do in a casino, money 
laundering is a big problem 

10 These should all be banned. 
On ground this activity is misleading and damaging to people on low incomes. 
 
This should be banned but also horse and dog racing too on grounds of animal 
abuse and the contravention of animal rights. 
 
Betting/gambling is an elitist activity and destroys lives of 'lower classes'. 
 
End it all. 

11 The current controls in betting shops are adequate however the same controls 
must be implemented in casinos as well. 

12 These amount and frequency should be brought in line with other gaming 
machines ie 2 pound a spin 

13 The maximum stake needs to be reduced first and foremost, a membership card 
system would help too 

14 JUST GET RID OF THEM 

15 If people want to play the machines that is up to them and not parliament. I can 
play for lots more money online so ban them if you want and I'll just play 
elsewhere 

16 They are safe and great fun. Already heavily regulated. I dint see any need to 
apply new regulations to them. It's a personal choice if folk choose to play them. 
The tabloid headlines are ridiculous about the amount spent are clearly 
manipulated to serve a particular political agenda. The daily record campaign is 
just awful. They've lost all credibility since last summer. 

17 i would recommend a return to much stricter control of these and similar machines, 
far too many lives have been blighted by the near free for all of the betting 
industry, our high streets, tv's and on line lives are constantly invaded by these 
companies. 

18 Stakes are far too high. I have a friend who lost thousands of pounds on these 
machines. There seems to be no system in place to stop this happening. Putting 
the onus on shop staff to stop it is not fair. What will a wee chat from the staff in 
the bookies do to help? Stakes need to be lowered. I suggest £2. 

19 Put the age of gambling up to 25 years old. At the moment lots of young people 
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9. What are your views on these specific changes to the regulation of fixed-odds 
betting terminals?  

  Agree Disagree Not sure 
Response 

Total 

are lousing thire income. 

20 Maximum £2 stake fobts , minimum 2 staff , security staff on entrance , locking 
device on fobts to force them to show ID.

 

 
Information on respondents 
 
 

10. Please confirm your age group  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 18-24   6.67% 2 

2 25-34   26.67% 8 

3 35-44   36.67% 11 

4 45-54   13.33% 4 

5 55-64   13.33% 4 

6 65-74  3.33% 1 

7 75-84    0.00% 0 

8 85 or older    0.00% 0 

 

answered 30 

skipped 1 
 

11. Please confirm your gender  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Male   82.76% 24 

2 Female   17.24% 5 

 

answered 29 

skipped 2 
 

12. Please confirm the first part of your postcode, e.g. EH99, or G12  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 25 

1 ml4 

2 G67 
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12. Please confirm the first part of your postcode, e.g. EH99, or G12  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

3 Ml3 

4 G42 

5 KY3 

6 G77 

7 CB1 

8 PR4 

9 EH9 

10 DG12 

11 EH7 

12 Wn7 

13 EH26 

14 SW12 

15 Ne27 

16 G2 6gh 

17 Fk9 

18 ex4 

19 DD10 

20 G2 

21 Eh4 

22 ab25 

23 EH16 

24 EH6 

25 M20 
 

  
answered 25 

skipped 6 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

25th Meeting, 2015 (Session 4), Wednesday, 11 November 2015 
 

Inquiry into fixed odds betting terminals (FOBTs) 
 

Round-table discussion issues 

9. Members may wish to pursue the following issues during the round-table 
discussion— 

 Are FOBTs the “crack cocaine of gambling” or harmless 
entertainment? 

 If FOBTs do offer a higher risk for problem gambling and addiction, 
would limiting existing and/or future numbers meaningfully address 
this?   

 Should numbers be limited in betting shops only or all premises 
which are licenced to make B2 machines available? 

 Would the dual regulation of licensed betting premises by both the 
Scottish and UK parliaments cause confusion and duplication? 

 How meaningful would the reduction of the numbers of any type of 
gaming machines be given the scope for online betting? 

 Are there any other measures available to the Scottish Government 
to address any perceived proliferation of FOBTs? 

 Is there anything else which is relevant to this debate? 
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