EXPLORING ACCESS TO CASH WITHIN
GAMBLING PREMISES IN BRITAIN

Summary:

There is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ solution when it comes to helping individuals wishing to control their
gambling spend. Some may find cash a useful budgeting tool, others prefer to use bank gambling blocks
which are only available for card payments, and some may use a combination of strategies to limit or halt
their gambling expenditure.

As such, it is important that we build the evidence base around the use and ease of access to different
payment mechanisms within gambling contexts. This short paper focuses on the role of cash in gambling.
We first provide a short overview of academic and grey literature on the relationship between cash and
the prevention of gambling harms, and then introduce new analysis which looks at access to cash within
and near to gambling premises in Britain (from February 2018 to August 2020). We find that:

® Four out of five (83%) gambling premises in Britain have an ATM within a two-minute walk: 49%
of gambling premises have an ATM within the same postcode, while a further 34% have one
within a 100m radius.

e From 2018-2020, there was an ATM at approximately one in every ten gambling premises (~1,000
ATMs across ~10,000 gambling premises).

e Prior to the coronavirus pandemic, the rate of decline in the number of ATMs within gambling
premises had been slower than that for ATMs in venues such as bank branches and Post Offices.
Since the pandemic started, however, the rate of decline has been steeper.

e While gambling premises tend to be located in relatively deprived areas, those in the most
deprived areas appear more likely to have an ATM.

e Over half (53%) of ATMs in gambling premises were at bingo venues in August 2020, while 20%
were at amusement arcades, 17% at casinos and 11% at other types of gambling venue.

The relative ease with which consumers can access cash near to — and, to a lesser extent, within —
gambling premises potentially poses questions for various strategies to help people manage their
gambling spend. For example, does this ease of access to cash provide gamblers with a sufficient break
from play? Easy access to cash also may lead to challenges for interventions which allow individuals to
restrict access to their own money, like bank gambling blocks which work only to prevent card payments
on gambling.

Financial services firms should therefore use the transaction data available to them to further understand
whether some customers (in particular, those previously known to spend large amounts at land-based
gambling venues) are withdrawing more cash (or using any other type of emerging payment mechanism
more) since turning on a gambling block on their debit card. Where there is evidence that this happens,
firms may consider proactively offering customers the ability to further control or limit cash withdrawals.
While some banks allow customers to do this if they ask for it, it is not an option that is routinely offered.
Firms might also consider how to better signpost customers to other forms of self-exclusion from
gambling. Further research on the effectiveness of interventions in this area is needed, however, with
payment data from both banks and gambling operators potentially playing an important role.
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1. Introduction

Those looking to control their gambling spend may use a variety of strategies to do so. One
common type of strategy involves using financial mechanisms to stop or reduce access to money
for gambling (Rodda et al, 2018). Despite its use declining in recent years in Britain, cash remains a
key payment method within land-based gambling venues and can have important implications for
gamblers’ strategies to manage their money. As such, this paper brings together existing and new
evidence on the role of cash in reducing gambling harms.

In an analysis of gamblers’ strategies to control or limit gambling behaviours, Rodda et a/ (2018)
identify that one common strategy is ‘financial avoidance’, which is where individuals use financial
mechanisms to prevent or limit their access to money for gambling. This might include asking family
members, friends or support workers to help them control their finances, monitoring their gambling
spend, or removing access to money — for example, by cutting up or destroying cards or avoiding
carrying cash.

As Rodda et al point out, many of these strategies change as technology evolves. Previously, in the
past, some people have resorted to measures such as freezing their bank card in a block of ice and
waiting for it to defrost before being able to place a bet (see, for example, Gamban, no date). More
recently, this has been formalised with the creation of bank card gambling blocks, which enable bank
customers to prevent themselves using their debit card to gamble, with customers commonly facing
a ‘cooling-off period’ of 48-72 hours before being able to gamble again. This kind of ‘positive friction’
has been widely welcomed by gambling treatment professionals and those with lived experience of
harmful gambling (Evans et al, 2020). Indeed, such blocks are now offered by around 10 banks in the
UK (GamCare, no date) — potentially covering over 90% of the UK current account market.!

Despite technological advances in both payment methods and online gambling, more ‘traditional’
aspects of both remain important. Land-based gambling, for example, is still cited as an issue by
nearly half (46%) of those who come to GamCare for support with their gambling (GamCare, 2021b).
Within land-based venues, cash continues to be a key payment method, especially among lower
income households — a group who tend to experience higher risk factors for problem gambling
(Slutske et al, 2019).

As we go on to discuss in section 3 — access to cash has significant implications for those trying to
control their gambling spend. The relationship between gambling premises and cash machines is
also highlighted by the voices of those with lived experience of harmful gambling in their response to
the Department for Culture, Media and Sport’s (DCMS) consultation on the Gambling Act review:

“Betting shops are more prominent in deprived areas. This is where you also find ATM machines
charge a fee for money. It just adds to deprivation.”

“My own experience, especially of large towns & cities (Glasgow, Stratford East London, llIford
Essex, Newcastle, Sheffield, | could name many more) is that High Street bookmakers are
‘clustered’ & purposely situated next door or within 150 metres of a cash machine.” (GamLEARN
and GamFam, 2021)

In this report, we first provide a short overview of policy on payment mechanisms for gambling in
Britain and then review key academic and grey literature on the relationship between cash and the
prevention of gambling harms. We conclude by introducing new analysis which looks at access to

1 Based on analyses from Evans et al, 2020.



cash within and near to gambling premises in Britain. This addresses a research gap around cash
access that has been noted as a limitation of previous studies; for example, a study examining the
impact of banning the use of credit cards for gambling in Britain (Gambling Research Exchange
Ontario, 2020).

To do so, we predominantly use data on ATM locations supplied by LINK (the network to which every
ATM in the UK is connected). Data for four time periods were used, giving ATM locations on the last
working day of: February 2018, February 2019, February 2020 and August 2020. We identify those
ATMs located outside of or within gambling premises based on the first line of their address, using
an additional dataset of the names and locations of gambling premises licences in Britain provided
by the Gambling Commission. We also conducted spatial analyses in which Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) were used to measure the distance between each gambling premises and the nearest
ATM. For more information on the analyses conducted, please see the Appendix. The geographical
focus of the research is on Britain; however, where relevant, we also draw on research from across
the world.

2. What are the current rules on payment methods for gambling in Britain?

The Gambling Commission describes its approach to payment methods as “supportive of innovation,
as long as the way in which it is done is consistent with licensing objectives” (Gambling Commission,
2021a). It says therefore that any new innovations in the way consumers pay should be done in a
way that mitigates or minimises the risk of gambling-related harms.

It therefore requires operators to ensure that customers take a break before they access and use
new funds, due to the risk of overspending if funds are too accessible. In relation to cash
withdrawals, this means that “any ATM is located in a place that requires customers to cease
gambling and leave the gambling product in order to use it.”

When can consumers use cash or cards to pay for gambling activities?

Land-based gambling .
Remote (online)
Payment method .
gambling
Gaming machines Other gambling
Credit card Prohibited Prohibited* Prohibited
Debit card** Prohibited Allowed Allowed
Cash Allowed Allowed Not directly possible**

Notes: *The Gambling Commission introduced a ban on gambling on credit cards that came into effect in April 2020 —
it applies to all online and offline gambling, with the exception of non-remote lotteries. **Contactless mobile phone
payment systems such as Apple Pay or Android Pay are regarded the same as debit cards. ***While cash cannot be
used directly to pay for online gambling, there are now services which allow customers to use cash offline to purchase
a prepaid card or voucher code that can be redeemed online.

The Gambling Commission also currently imposes a ban on the use of card payments for gaming
machines, as made law by The Gaming Machine (Circumstances of Use) Regulations 2007. The
Government may reverse some or all of this ban in future to enable cashless payments as cash use
declines, though it has also committed to protecting access to cash for the foreseeable future.



https://www.link.co.uk/
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2007/2319/contents/made
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/news/article/gambling-on-credit-cards-to-be-banned-from-april-2020

As of 14" April 2020, gambling on credit cards has been banned in Britain — both for online and land-
based gambling (with the exception of offline lotteries). This move followed research which showed
that a high proportion (22%) of online gamblers using credit cards were classed as problem gamblers
(Gambling Commission, 2020b). E-wallets also fall within the scope of the ban, in that a gambling
operator must be able to prove that any funds from an e-wallet used for gambling did not originate
from a credit card.

3. Why does cash matter in relation to gambling?

First, it should be noted that there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ solution when it comes to helping
individuals control their gambling spend. What works for some people might not work for others.
This is true in relation to payment methods, where some individuals prefer to manage their spending
using cash, while others prefer digital payment methods.

The potential benefits of cash for controlling gambling spend

A survey of land-based gamblers in the UK, conducted on behalf of the Gambling Commission, found
that people were more likely to associate cash with feelings of control over their spending and
cashless payments with less control (2CV, 2021). For example, 89% of those who had a preference
for using cash for gambling felt “in control of [their] spending” using cash and just 24% said it was
“easy to end up spending more money than [they] intended to”. The respective figures for those
who preferred cashless payments, meanwhile, were 74% and 81% when asked about their use of
card and mobile payments, indicating that while many still feel in control of their spending when
using cashless payments, they do acknowledge that it is very easy to spend more than planned.

This perception that cashless payments lead to increasing spending has previously been supported
by consumer psychology literature. Paying with cash involves different internal processes to paying
with non-cash methods (Parke et al, 2016). For example, non-cash payment methods often mean a
more passive payment process, without the need to count out cash or pay attention to how much is
being spent. On the other hand, the physical and tangible nature of cash can reinforce the true value
of the transaction and increase ‘the ‘pain of paying’ (Parke et al, 2016).

With this in mind, some gamblers see cash as a way of limiting their expenditure on gambling,
choosing only to carry a set amount of cash and to leave their payment card at home. Indeed, the
national charity GamCare recommends such a strategy in its advice on money management.

The risks of overspending on card may however be diminishing over time, as consumers get more
used to paying in this way, or as technology evolves to give people better digital ways of keeping
track of their money (Liu & Dewitte, 2021). For example, while previously a consumer may have had
to check their bank balance at an ATM, now they may be able to check it more easily at any time
using a banking app.

The potential risks of cash for controlling gambling spend

There are a number of arguments that easy access to cash can be problematic for those working to
control their gambling behaviour. The first of these relates to the idea that the easier it is for
someone to access money (via cash or other mediums) without taking a break from gambling, the
more likely they are to spend more than they can afford. The second is that the informal and
anonymous nature of cash means that it can make other strategies to self-exclude from gambling
(such as bank gambling blocks) less effective. A third issue meanwhile is that cash may affect
gambling operator’s ability to undertake affordability checks in land-based venues. Below we
describe the literature available on each of these issues in more detail.



A. Availability and accessibility of cash is a risk factor for overspending, particularly for people
experiencing gambling disorder

Easy access to additional funds in gambling premises can be a risk factor for harmful gambling
(Gambling Commission, no date). Players often gamble more money than planned, as they make
impulsive decisions that can override how much they had initially committed to spend (Parke et al,
2016). This means that easy access to ATMs may lead to increased gambling spend, especially for
gaming machines given that card payments are not currently an option for these in Britain.

An Australian study found that ‘problem gamblers’ were more likely to use ATMs located in
gambling premises (60%) compared with ‘regular’ gamblers (25%), ‘recreational’ gamblers (who
gambled less often than weekly) (12.7%) and non-gamblers (5.2%) and were more likely to spend
their withdrawals within the gambling venues (90%) compared to ‘recreational’ gamblers (70%)
(McMiillen et al, 2004). In addition, ‘problem gamblers’ were more likely make larger withdrawals
(60% withdrawing more than $100 on their last occasion) compared to all other gambler groups.
Importantly the most common reason given for using an ATM within a gambling venue was access
(22%), although 19% noted security concerns (worried about carrying the money in their wallet).

Similar findings were obtained in a separate Australian study, which showed that more than half of
‘at-risk gamblers’ (59%) accessed an ATM during a gambling session and of these 9.2% were
‘problem gamblers’ (Stevens, 2017). This compared to only 1% of those who did not access an ATM
being a ‘problem gambler’. The study also found a statistically significant association between
gambling severity and the number of times a gambler accessed an ATM within a gambling session,
with likelihood of problem gambling increasing the more times the gambler accessed an ATM.

Based on a review of the literature, the (Canadian) Responsible Gambling Council concluded that
provision of ATMs inside gambling venues can increase the amount of time and money spent during
a session and can lead to more impulsive gambling, especially for ‘problem gamblers’ (The
Responsible Gambling Council, 2021). Parke et al (2016) therefore highlight that if access to funds
within venues were restricted, people would need to pre-plan their spending or access an ATM
outside of the venue, which could provide a break in play or ‘cooling-off period’ to give people time
to assess their spend. They recommended that meaningful consideration should be given to
restricting access to funds within gambling venues.

Given that using ATMs within gambling venues can be a risk factor for harmful gambling, it is
unsurprising that some evidence has shown removing ATMs from venues can lead to a reduction in
gambling spend. Thomas et al (2013) conducted an evaluation in Victoria, Australia after legislation
was introduced in 2012 which restricted where ATMs could be located. Once introduced, ATMs were
no longer allowed within gambling venues and the authors found that Electronic Gaming Machine
(EGM) revenue in Victoria decreased by 7%. The evaluation also found that higher risk gamblers
spent less time and money on EGMs and reported increased self-control over their spending.

However, other evidence questions the impact of removing ATMs from gambling premises (Parke et
al, 2016; Responsible Gambling Council, 2021). A study conducted in Canada by Harrigan, MaclLaren
and Dixon (2010), for example, interviewed gamblers at two venues, one where the ATM had been
removed from the slots floor; the other where the ATM was not removed. On the first day that the
ATM was removed, under a quarter (24%) of those in that venue reported making unplanned cash
withdrawals. This compared with an unplanned withdrawal rate of 43% among those at the venue
where the ATM had not been removed — a rate almost twice as high. However, after 30 days there
was no significant difference in reports of ATM use and exceeding spending limits between the two



groups?. The authors argued that players may learn to adjust and access cash from elsewhere when
it is made less accessible.

B. Cash as a ‘workaround’ to card-based controls

Once activated, bank gambling blocks should stop the account holder using their bank card to
gamble; they can, however, still withdraw cash from an ATM to gamble. The same is true of the
Gambling Commission’s credit card ban: while gamblers can no longer pay for gambling with a credit
card, they may be able to withdraw money as cash and use this for the purposes of gambling. This
has been raised as an issue by those with lived experience of gambling harms:

“[Bank gambling blocks have] been a great move and unsurprisingly the traditional high street
banks have generally followed suit. However, with all providers | can however still take out lots of
cash from an ATM daily. I’'ve asked all my financial service providers to reduce my ATM limit and
they all said it’s not possible. If I'm able to increase my ATM limit with a quick phone call, surely
the technology is in place to also reduce my withdrawal limit?” (MMHPI, 2022)

For these reasons, gambling treatment and support organisations commonly recommend that
people self-exclude from gambling in multiple different ways: using bank gambling blocks,
technological blocks to block access to gambling websites (such as Gamban), and operator-based
self-exclusion schemes (such as MOSES and GamStop) (see, for example, Gamban, no date).

A survey of gambling block users by one bank found that around 15 per cent of users had gambled in
another way, despite having their block enabled (Evans et al, 2020). It was unclear though whether
these were people who had hoped to stop gambling entirely or not, and whether it was cash (or
another payment method) that was being used as a workaround. A separate small-scale survey in
the same report found that 15 of 22 gambling block users said they would be likely to “set a limit on
the amount of cash [they] can take out from an ATM” if offered by their bank to help them control
their gambling.? As a proportion, this was higher than among those who had never used a gambling
block, suggesting that those seeking to control their gambling through self-exclusion may see greater
value in setting a limit on cash withdrawals for themselves.

Despite this, in our previous research on bank gambling blocks, we found that some people viewed
cash as less of an issue when compared with the ease of gambling via card (Evans et al, 2020). One
participant, for example, said:

“l could go to an ATM and go other places, but it’s [a gambling block on a bank card] still, it’s
putting up a barrier, it’s putting up a massive block, like | can’t just sit on my bed and gamble on a
laptop, | can’t sit in my room on my phone, | can’t be on my electronic device, I've physically got
to go somewhere and that is, that’s putting something in place, putting like a barrier to gambling

up.”
Analysis of a sample of customers of UK challenger bank Monzo who were ‘above-average gamblers’
and had activated Monzo’s gambling block feature found small but statistically non-significant®
increases in ATM withdrawal patterns in the week immediately following block activation (The
Behavioural Insights Team, 2021). Further investigation may be required to understand whether

2 The participants were specifically asked to estimate how often in the previous 30 days they had gambled,
how much they had spent gambling, whether they set expenditure limits and kept them, and whether they
had ever used the ATMs inside the slots facility.

3 This was, it should be noted, lower than the level of support for options such as receiving a regular reminder
from the bank about how much they had spent on gambling (19/22) and talking to someone at the bank who
specialises in reducing gambling harms (18/22).

4 Based on significance testing that we conducted independently.



different patterns are observed over longer time-periods or based on whether the customer
predominantly gambled online or at land-based venues prior to enabling the block. It is possible also
that the customers of an app-based bank such as Monzo are not representative of the wider
population of UK land-based gamblers. Bank transaction data of course reveals little about what an
individual chooses to spend cash on — highlighting the value of triangulating between different data
sources (banks, gambling operators and self-report) when conducting research in this area.

The use of cash as a potential workaround was also explored in research for the Gambling
Commission following its ban on the use of credit cards for gambling, with mixed results obtained
(Gambling Commission, 2021b). No spikes in ATM activity were reported by one bank following the
credit card ban; however, the ban’s introduction in April 2022 during a period of national
coronavirus lockdown may have affected results. Qualitative interviews with gamblers meanwhile
did find some evidence of individuals withdrawing cash from credit cards to then use for the
purposes of gambling.

C. Limited ability to enforce affordability checks

GamFam and GamLEARN’s response to the consultation on the Gambling Act Review also highlights
issues around how to enforce affordability checks in land-based venues (2021):

“There was a strong theme of concern that gambling in land-based venues was not monitored at
all, so that people are allowed to bet and lose considerable amounts of money and this is not
picked up in any way. Any oversight and actions require the vigilance and commitment of
individual bookmakers, who still do not have a view of a gambler’s overall spending or whether
they can afford it.

This total lack of oversight and integration with online gambling monitoring and measures
presents a major risk for land-based venues to become a serious loophole for allowing people
with gambling disorder to gamble. Therefore, there was widespread support for a range of
safeguards which included allowing only cashless betting and/or the introduction of some form of
gambling ID card to allow a whole range of affordability checks and monitoring of visits and
spend.”

Here, the argument is that digital payment methods (or the use of ID) make it easier to obtain a
‘single customer view’ of an individual’s gambling spend — meaning that it is easier for gambling
operators to step-in to offer support or restrict access for those engaged in risky gambling
behaviours. An example of this comes from New South Wales in Australia where the government has
proposed a shift to cashless gambling and the introduction of a mandatory ‘Oyster card’-style
payment card for gambling (McGuire, 2021). This has largely been welcomed by gambling
researchers; however, they caution that much depends on how such a system is designed, saying
that if an easy ‘workaround’ such as cash still exists then it risks ‘undermining’ any harm
minimisation measures (Gainsbury, 2021).

In the UK, there appears to be some support for a cashless system (for example, via an app) which
enables players to keep track of their own gambling and potentially which allows gambling operators
to step in where they can see evidence of possible harm. A survey of land-based gamblers found that
two-thirds (67%) of moderate or problem gamblers were open to the idea of paying for gambling
through a cashless payment method — with 29% being happy for this information to be shared with
gambling companies (2CV, 2021). When including non-problem and low-risk gamblers, these figures
fall to 55% and 22% respectively.® Regardless of levels of support for the idea, as Beckett et al (2020)

5 The researchers note that there is a “high overlap between age and problem gambling” in their dataset, with
younger respondents and problem gamblers being more supportive of cashless payments and data-sharing.



point out, gambling venue staff are likely to need enhanced skill-based training if they are being
expected to approach and offer support to those identified as experiencing harm from gambling.

4. The relationship between ATMs and gambling premises in Britain

In this section, we present new analysis of
data supplied by LINK on ATMs in Britain.
We find that there were at least 1,105
ATMs based within or at gambling
premises in Britain at the end of February

Fig. 1 — Number and percentage of ATMs located
in/at gambling premises, Feb 2018 — Aug 2020

BN

2018, representing 1.7% of the 65,360 No. of ATMs
ATMs in the country at the time (as shown mr/ea;;gsir:blmg LEo L 0] £8e
in Figure 1). The number of ATMs within P
gambling premises fell to 1,078 by No. of ATMs
February 2019, 1,023 by February 2020 overall 65360 60,697 ' 58,042 53,515
and 856 by August 2020. However,
because ATMs more generally were also % of all ATMs
decreasing in number over this period, the in/at gambling  1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 1.6%
percentage of all ATMs that were based premises
within gambling premises remained largely No. of
unchanged. Over this period, there was gambling 11,069 10,783 10,098 -
one ATM (at a gambling venue) for premises
approximately every 10 gambling Gambling
premises. We also find that throughout premises per
this period at least 95% of the ATMs that ATM within 10.0 10.0 9.9 -
were based at gambling premises were gambling

premises

located inside the premises, rather than
outside on the street.

As Figure 2 shows, ATMs in gambling
premises had actually been declining in
number at a slower pace than ATMs in

Notes: analysis of LINK data, for ATMs within Great Britain. ATM data
obtained for the final working day of each month. ATMs included
whether internal or external, free-to-use or pay-to-use. Data on number
of gambling premises comes from the Gambling Commission’s ‘Industry
statistics’ (November 2020), covering March of each year.

banks and post offices prior to the coronavirus pandemic, but quicker than those in supermarkets.

By the second half of 2020, however, those in gambling premises had experienced the biggest
percentage decrease relative to their 2018 number (while the pace in decline of ATMs at banks
slowed). Relative to their February 2018 level, ATMs at gambling premises decreased by 7 per cent
by February 2020° and by 23 per cent as of August 2020, compared with 10 and 12 per cent
decreases respectively in the number at banks. This is likely to reflect the effect of differing
lockdown restrictions on different sectors of the economy. The relatively slow pace of change prior
to the pandemic, however, suggests that ATMs at gambling premises may have been more
commercially viable than those at other venues, which in turn suggests that those using gambling
venues were particularly likely to be more regular users of cash.

They therefore say that it is hard to determine which of these two factors (age or problem gambling) is driving
this preference.
6 The total number of gambling premises fell by 9% between Mar-18 — Mar-20 (Gambling Commission, 2020).



Fig. 2 — Prior to the pandemic, ATMs at gambling premises were declining slower than those in banks / POs.
In 2020, however, this pattern reversed and we started to see a rapid decline.
Number of ATMs at different types of venue, indexed so that their Feb 2018 value equals 100
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Fig. 3 — ATMs in gambling premises are in more deprived areas on average
Mean deprivation decile of area (LSOA) where ATMs / premises are located (1=most deprived, 10 = least)

. M.ean. Standard
ATM/Premises type dezn:\é;:lon deviation Frequency
ATMs 3.9 2.7 53,515
Free ATMs 4.0 2.7 40,543
Surcharging ATMs 3.5 2.6 12,972
ATMs in gambling premises 2.4 2.1 856
ATMs in bingo venues 2.1 1.8 450
ATMs in casinos 3.3 2.2 148
ATMs in amusement arcades 1.9 1.9 170
ATM s in other types of gambling venue (e.g. betting shop) 2.8 2.7 91
ATMs in supermarkets 4.4 2.8 12,999
ATMs in banks 3.6 2.5 14,205
ATMs in post offices 3.8 2.7 2,555
Gambling premises 3.3 2.5 10,730
Adult Gaming Centre 2.8 23 1,537
Betting shop 3.4 2.5 8,099
Bingo 2.5 2.0 637
Casino 3.3 2.5 197
Family Entertainment Centre (e.g. amusement arcades) 2.8 2.6 232

Notes: deprivation decile based on the lower-layer super output area (LSOA) where the ATM/premises is located. Great Britain only. Please note that
deprivation indices are calculated differently in England, Scotland and Wales — we have calculated deciles within each country.



It may also reflect the types of gambling venue that ATMs are most commonly found in. We find, for
example, that as of August 2020, 53% of ATMs in gambling premises were at bingo venues, 20% at
amusement arcades, 17% at casinos and 11% at other types of gambling venue (including betting
shops). Data from the Gambling Commission suggests that the number of adult gaming centres,
bingo venues and casinos has remained more stable than for betting shops (which fell by 10%
between March 2018 and March 2020) (Gambling Commission, 2020a).

We also find that ATMs located at gambling premises were slightly less likely than average to be pay-
to-use (PTU). While overall in Britain, 24% of ATMs at the end of August 2020 were PTU, this falls to
20% among those based at gambling premises.

As shown in Figure 3, we find that ATMs located at gambling premises are on average in more
deprived areas than ATMs in other types of venue, but also when compared with the location of
gambling premises themselves. In other words, while gambling premises tend to be located in
relatively deprived areas, it is the ones in the most deprived areas that appear more likely to have an
ATM. This association may partially be explained by greater reliance on cash in general in areas of
greater deprivation. In contrast, ATMs in supermarkets, banks and post offices are in significantly
less deprived areas on average.

5. Distance from gambling premises to the nearest ATM

While ATMs located within gambling premises are likely to have the lowest level of ‘friction’ involved
in withdrawing cash for those gambling, people could also have easy access to cash outside of the
venue. To test this, we use data on the location of gambling premises (as of November 2020)
combined with ATM location data to estimate the distance (as the crow flies) between gambling
premises and the nearest ATM. This is based on measuring the distance from postcode to postcode,
so it is not exact; however, it gives an indication as to the broad range of distances that people may
have to travel.

As shown in Figure 4, nearly half of gambling premises (49% or 5,230 of 10,730) have an ATM within
the same postcode — with postcodes on average covering about 15 premises. Without precise
coordinates we are unable to estimate the distance between the gambling premises and ATM,
though it is presumed in most cases to be very small. A further 16% of all gambling premises are
located in a postcode within 50m of the nearest ATM’s postcode, while a further 18% are within 50-
100m. This means that the vast majority of gambling premises are likely to have an ATM within easy
walking distance for most people.

Fig. 4 — Most gambling premises are within walking distance of the nearest ATM
Percentage of gambling premises where the nearest ATM is within a given radius (in metres)

49%

Same postcode  Less than 50m 50 - 100m 100 - 200m 200 - 300m 300m plus

Notes: distance measured ‘as the crow flies’ from the centre of the postcode where the gambling premises is located to the centre of
the postcode where the ATM is located. Actual distance may be higher or lower. ‘Same postcode’ means that both full postcodes
match one another.
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From an access to cash perspective more generally, it is also interesting to understand how often an
ATM inside a gambling venue is the only option for withdrawing cash in a given area. Analysis of the
ATM data suggests that this is actually quite rare. For August 2020, just 33 ATMs located inside a
gambling premises were more than 250m (a 4-5 minute walk) from the next nearest ATM. This falls
to just 11 ATMs when we look at those with no alternative within 500m. Additionally, it should be
noted that some of these may have nearby access to cash via another method, such as a Post Office
or bank branch, or via ‘cashback’ withdrawn from retailer tills.

6. Conclusions

Relatively few ATMs are based at gambling premises.

The study leads to several conclusions — the first of which is that, especially following the first wave
of the coronavirus pandemic, relatively few gambling premises were home to an ATM. Throughout

our study period, there was just one ATM per every 10 or so gambling premises and only 1.6% of all
ATMs were based at a gambling premises as of August 2020.

Current licensing conditions mean that ATMs should be located in a place that requires customers to
cease gambling and leave the gambling product in order to use it. While this is positive, it remains
unclear whether those gambling venues that have ATMs in or nearby truly offer customers a
sufficient break from their gambling.

It is interesting to note that ATMs were more commonly associated with bingo venues, amusement
arcades and casinos than with betting shops; and that a relationship with deprivation also appears to
exist. It is likely that the latter can partially be explained by likely higher demand for cash among
those living in more deprived areas, as implied by studies such as the Access to Cash Review (2019).

It is unlikely that gambling operators are installing ATMs in response to interventions such as bank
card gambling blocks.

A positive finding from the study is that it appears unlikely that gambling operators have deliberately
been installing ATMs in an attempt to circumvent strategies that people may be using to manage
their gambling — such as bank gambling blocks. The first banks to introduce such a block were Monzo
and Starling in the summer of 2018, with other, larger banks following. As our ATM data covers the
period from February 2018 to August 2020, any reaction from gambling operators to introduce
ATMs in their premises would have been detected; but we see no evidence of this occurring.

This may partly reflect previous acknowledgement from the gambling industry in Britain that
removing ATMs from gambling venues is considered ‘responsible’. In 2013, the Association of British
Bookmakers (ABB) appeared to be drawing up a responsible gambling code which would include the
measure that “no ATMs should be located within betting shops operated by members” (Bridge,
2013). In response to this, some gambling operators such as Ladbrokes, William Hill and Paddy
Power said they did not have cash machines inside of shops and had no plans to install them.
However, there is no mention of this currently on the ABB’s website under its responsible gambling
policies.

In most cases, there is usually a cash machine close to the gambling venue anyway.

There may be little need for gambling operators to install cash machines because the places where
their premises are located are often very close to the nearest ATM. Nearly half (49%) of gambling
premises have an ATM within the same postcode and a further third (34%) have one within a 100m
radius. This means that if someone wishes to use cash as means to circumvent a bank card gambling
block then it is practically impossible to stop them entirely.
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The onus should therefore be on financial services firms to proactively offer controls or limits on
cash withdrawals for those customers who might benefit from them and to signpost customers to
other forms of self-exclusion from gambling. To monitor this, it seems important that firms use the
transaction data available to them to further understand whether some customers — in particular,
those who previously spent high amounts of money at land-based gambling premises — are
withdrawing more cash (or using any other type of emerging payment mechanism more — as
discussed below) since turning on a gambling block on their debit card.

Other payment methods are increasingly important.

There are more than 170 different payment methods for online gambling (Swanton et al, 2019) and
there is likely to be increased innovation in payments within land-based venues as well. Our previous
study looking at access to cash in the UK, for example, found that in 2019-20 more than one in ten
(12% of) places where cash was withdrawn from retailer tills in the form of cashback were gambling
venues (Tischer et al, 2020). The Government’s Gambling Act review is also considering relaxing
certain rules surrounding cashless payments in gambling venues (to allow the industry to keep up
with how payments have progressed over time).

This proliferation of payment mechanisms has implications for bank card gambling blocks. In
particular, there are risks posed by faster payments direct to gambling operators (which are not
subject to a merchant category code that allows the bank to identify it as gambling (Monzo Bank,
2021)), e-wallets, and pre-paid cards (GamcCare, 2021a). Cryptocurrencies and payment by mobile
phone account or ‘app store’ credit also pose significant challenges that will require further research
and intervention (Gamban, 2021; Philander et al, 2021). Gainsbury and Blaszyznski (2017), for
example, highlight the range of ways that cryptocurrencies and blockchain technology could
‘revolutionise’ online gambling, including giving gamblers the ability to “operate outside of
regulatory jurisdictions”.

Are gambling operators taking sufficient action where there is evidence of potential harm?

We do not know from this research whether staff in land-based gambling venues are taking the right
steps where there is evidence of financial difficulty or a desire to self-exclude (for example, if a card
payment is declined). The Gambling Commission states in its guidance for operators that ‘declined
payments’ are one possible trigger for the operator to initiate an interaction with the customer to
understand the risk of harm that they may face (Gambling Commission, 2019). It expects the
operator to take action where necessary, including ‘refusing service or ending the business
relationship’.

Additionally, the existence of workarounds such as cash —and increasingly via a range of new digital
ways of paying — highlights the importance of gambling operators conducting better affordability
checks for gamblers, sharing data across operators via a ‘single customer view’. Such checks, which
the UK Government appears keen to introduce in its review of the Gambling Act (Barber, 2021),
would ensure a last layer of protection from harm for those who find workarounds to self-exclusion
tools or who are not aware that such tools exist.

Further research: account and transaction data

To-date the majority of research on the relationship between different payment mechanisms, such
as cash, and gambling have been based on survey data or interviews with gamblers, rather than data
on their actual behaviour. Both gambling operators and the financial services industry have a wealth
of account and transaction data that would allow us to better answer questions about the impact —
for people’s finances, at least — of different interventions, such as the removal of ATMs or what
happens when a gambling premises closes. Muggleton et al’s (2021) research using Lloyds Bank data
to understand the association between gambling spend and a range of negative financial and health
outcomes shows the possibilities of such data, while Inkster et al (2019) have described the value of
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such data for research on mental health. Skatova (2020) has also explored the potential of linking
financial data to longitudinal research studies containing standardised measures of health and
wellbeing in participants over time. Such approaches would shed further light on the impacts of
different interventions to reduce the harm from gambling, complementing the growing body of
evidence provided by those with lived experience of harmful gambling.

Reference List

2CV (2021) ‘Gambling & Finance. Exploring
cashless and other payment methods’. UK:
Gambling Commission.

Access to Cash Review (2019) ‘The Access to
Cash Review — final report’.

Barber, B. (2021) ‘Gambling minister describes

need for 'proportionate’ affordability checks’.
[online news article], 8 Dec 2021. Racing Post.

Bridge, S. (2013) ‘Bookies split on cash
machines in betting shops while trade
association argues they should be banned’.
[online news article], 6 Jul 2013.
ThislsMoney.co.uk

Evans, J., Collard, C., & Fitch, C. (2020) ‘A
blueprint for bank card gambling blockers’.
Bristol: Personal Finance Research Centre,
University of Bristol.

Gainsbury, S. & Blaszyznski, A. (2017). ‘How
blockchain and cryptocurrency technology
could revolutionize online gambling’. Gaming
Law Review, 21(7), pp.482-492

Gainsbury, S. (2021) Discussion at virtual
seminar on: ‘Cashless payments in gambling
venues: What do we know and what do we
need to know?’. 31 Mar 2021.

Gamban (n.d.) 12 practical tips for problem
gamblers’.

Gamban (n.d.) ‘Is Self-Excluding from online
Gambling the right choice for me?’.

Gamban (2021) ‘Gambling block loopholes’.
Presentation to Gamcare’s Gambling Related
Financial Harm workshop on 24 Mar 2021.

Gambling Commission (n.d.) ‘Gambling &
Finance. Exploring cashless and other
payment methods’. [Powerpoint presentation

13

from 2CV research available to download
here.]

Gambling Commission (2019). ‘Customer
interaction — formal guidance for premises
based operators’.

Gambling Commission, (2020a). ‘Gambling
Industry Statistics: April 2015 to March 2020°.

Gambling Commission (2020b) ‘Gambling on
credit cards to be banned from April 2020’.

Gambling Commission (2021) [private
communication upon sharing of the data].

Gambling Commission (2021a) ‘Cashless
payment technologies in gambling premises’.

Gambling Commission (2021b) ‘Prohibition of
gambling on credit cards. Bypassing the ban
through other behaviours’.

Gambling Research Exchange Ontario (GREO)
(2020) ‘The role of credit cards in gambling’.
Birmingham, UK: Gambling Commission.

GamcCare (n.d.) ‘Money management’.

GamcCare (2021a) ‘Gambling Related Financial
Harm (GRFH). Workshop #1 — Gambling block
loopholes (24 Mar 2021). Summary of key
insights and proposed actions for all sectors to
consider’.

GamcCare (2021b) ‘Gambling Act Review
response 2021’.

GamLEARN & GamFam (2021)
‘#WeAreTheEvidenceToo. The views and
evidence of people with lived experience of
gambling harms.’

Harrigan, K., MacLaren, V., & Dixon, M. (2010)
‘Effectiveness of a Brief Educational
Intervention and ATM-removal in Reducing

Erroneous Cognitions and Over-Expenditure
during Slot Machine Play in Problem and Non-



https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/consumer-views-on-cashless-payments-in-land-based-gambling
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/consumer-views-on-cashless-payments-in-land-based-gambling
https://www.accesstocash.org.uk/
https://www.accesstocash.org.uk/
https://www.racingpost.com/news/latest/gambling-minister-describes-need-for-proportionate-affordability-checks/526107
https://www.racingpost.com/news/latest/gambling-minister-describes-need-for-proportionate-affordability-checks/526107
https://www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/article-2357362/Bookies-split-cash-machines-betting-shops-trade-association-argues-banned.html#ixzz2YbYdjCXG
https://www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/article-2357362/Bookies-split-cash-machines-betting-shops-trade-association-argues-banned.html#ixzz2YbYdjCXG
https://www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/article-2357362/Bookies-split-cash-machines-betting-shops-trade-association-argues-banned.html#ixzz2YbYdjCXG
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/media-library/sites/geography/pfrc/A%20Blueprint%20for%20Bank%20Card%20Gambling%20Blockers%20-%20Report.pdf
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/media-library/sites/geography/pfrc/A%20Blueprint%20for%20Bank%20Card%20Gambling%20Blockers%20-%20Report.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/319945691_HOW_BLOCKCHAIN_AND_CRYPTOCURRENCY_TECHNOLOGY_COULD_REVOLUTIONIZE_ONLINE_GAMBLING
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/319945691_HOW_BLOCKCHAIN_AND_CRYPTOCURRENCY_TECHNOLOGY_COULD_REVOLUTIONIZE_ONLINE_GAMBLING
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/319945691_HOW_BLOCKCHAIN_AND_CRYPTOCURRENCY_TECHNOLOGY_COULD_REVOLUTIONIZE_ONLINE_GAMBLING
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2pul8p6L6s8&ab_channel=KahlilPhilander
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2pul8p6L6s8&ab_channel=KahlilPhilander
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2pul8p6L6s8&ab_channel=KahlilPhilander
https://gamban.com/blog/practical-tips-for-problem-gamblers
https://gamban.com/blog/practical-tips-for-problem-gamblers
https://gamban.com/blog/gambling-self-exclusions-can-be-effective
https://gamban.com/blog/gambling-self-exclusions-can-be-effective
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/for-gambling-businesses/Compliance/General-compliance/Social-responsibility/Cashless-payment-technologies.aspx
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/PDF/Customer-Interaction-Formal-Guidance-Non-Remote-July-2019.pdf
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/PDF/Customer-Interaction-Formal-Guidance-Non-Remote-July-2019.pdf
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/PDF/Customer-Interaction-Formal-Guidance-Non-Remote-July-2019.pdf
https://assets.ctfassets.net/j16ev64qyf6l/7wgmPLdViatyOi3nEdHMxK/d1ddab9075febbd3f7aa3078eff3ec57/Industry_Stats_November_2020__Static_.pdf
https://assets.ctfassets.net/j16ev64qyf6l/7wgmPLdViatyOi3nEdHMxK/d1ddab9075febbd3f7aa3078eff3ec57/Industry_Stats_November_2020__Static_.pdf
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/news/article/gambling-on-credit-cards-to-be-banned-from-april-2020
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/news/article/gambling-on-credit-cards-to-be-banned-from-april-2020
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/licensees-and-businesses/guide/cashless-payment-technologies-in-gambling-premises
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/licensees-and-businesses/guide/cashless-payment-technologies-in-gambling-premises
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/report/prohibition-of-gambling-on-credit-cards/prohibition-of-gambling-on-credit-cards-bypassing-the-ban-through-other
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/report/prohibition-of-gambling-on-credit-cards/prohibition-of-gambling-on-credit-cards-bypassing-the-ban-through-other
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/report/prohibition-of-gambling-on-credit-cards/prohibition-of-gambling-on-credit-cards-bypassing-the-ban-through-other
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/files/GREO_04_2020_CreditCardRER.pdf#:~:text=The%20Role%20of%20Credit%20Cards%20in%20Gambling%20GREO,may%20accumulate%20faster%20for%20quick-turnaround%2C%20large-volume%20gambling%20formats
https://www.gamcare.org.uk/self-help/money-management/#banks
https://mcusercontent.com/623938242e2014c5df9fd3f45/files/e55bcd3e-a42f-02ef-72c7-c063c57a7c57/Gamcare_Gambling_Financial_Harm_loopholes_worshop.pdf?goal=0_309c133f59-82658c2c83-544495458
https://mcusercontent.com/623938242e2014c5df9fd3f45/files/e55bcd3e-a42f-02ef-72c7-c063c57a7c57/Gamcare_Gambling_Financial_Harm_loopholes_worshop.pdf?goal=0_309c133f59-82658c2c83-544495458
https://mcusercontent.com/623938242e2014c5df9fd3f45/files/e55bcd3e-a42f-02ef-72c7-c063c57a7c57/Gamcare_Gambling_Financial_Harm_loopholes_worshop.pdf?goal=0_309c133f59-82658c2c83-544495458
https://mcusercontent.com/623938242e2014c5df9fd3f45/files/e55bcd3e-a42f-02ef-72c7-c063c57a7c57/Gamcare_Gambling_Financial_Harm_loopholes_worshop.pdf?goal=0_309c133f59-82658c2c83-544495458
https://mcusercontent.com/623938242e2014c5df9fd3f45/files/e55bcd3e-a42f-02ef-72c7-c063c57a7c57/Gamcare_Gambling_Financial_Harm_loopholes_worshop.pdf?goal=0_309c133f59-82658c2c83-544495458
https://d1ygf46rsya1tb.cloudfront.net/prod/uploads/2021/03/GamCare-Gambling-Act-Review-Response-Final-Web.pdf
https://d1ygf46rsya1tb.cloudfront.net/prod/uploads/2021/03/GamCare-Gambling-Act-Review-Response-Final-Web.pdf
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/fa3ceca7-44fc-43c9-835a-7c36295b4ebf/%23WeAretheEvidenceToo%20FINAL-0002.pdf
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/fa3ceca7-44fc-43c9-835a-7c36295b4ebf/%23WeAretheEvidenceToo%20FINAL-0002.pdf
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/fa3ceca7-44fc-43c9-835a-7c36295b4ebf/%23WeAretheEvidenceToo%20FINAL-0002.pdf
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/files/Harrigan%20et%20al(2010)Effectiveness_of_a_brief_educational_intervention.pdf
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/files/Harrigan%20et%20al(2010)Effectiveness_of_a_brief_educational_intervention.pdf
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/files/Harrigan%20et%20al(2010)Effectiveness_of_a_brief_educational_intervention.pdf
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/files/Harrigan%20et%20al(2010)Effectiveness_of_a_brief_educational_intervention.pdf

Problem Gamblers’. Report to the Ontario
Problem Gambling Research Centre.

Inkster, B., Loo, P., Mateen, B., & Stevenson,
A. (2019) ‘Improving insights into health care
with data linkage to financial technology’. The
Lancet Digital Health, Comment, 1(3), E110-
112.

Liu, Y. & Dewitte, S. (2021) ‘A replication study
of the credit card effect on spending behavior
and an extension to mobile payments.’
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
60.

McGuire, A. (2021) ‘What are gambling cards
and how would they stop money laundering
in the ‘pokies capital’ of Australia?’. [online
news article], 10 Feb 2021. Sydney: The
Sydney Morning Herald.

McMillen, J., Marshall, D., & Murphy, L. (2004)
‘The use of ATMs in ACT gaming venues: an
empirical study’. Canberra: Centre for
Gambling Research, Australian National
University.

Money and Mental Health Policy Institute
(2022) ‘Living with gambling addiction: What
can the financial services industry do to help?’

Monzo Bank (2021) ‘Sign the open letter: Ask
the government to make sure everyone can
access a gambling block’.

Muggleton, N., Parpart, P., Newall, P., Leake,
D., Gathergood, J., & Stewart, N. (2021) ‘The
association between gambling and financial,
social and health outcomes in big financial
data’. Nature Human Behaviour, 5, pp.319-
326.

Parke, J., Parke, A., & Blaszczynski (2016). ‘Key
Issues in Product-Based Harm Minimisation:
Examining theory, evidence and policy issues
relevant in Great Britain’.

Philander, K., Fiedler, I, & Scholten, O. (2021)
‘Gambling, cryptocurrencies, and blockchains:
A look ahead’. Seminar on 24 Mar 2021,
hosted by the University of Sydney.

Rodda, S., Hing, N., Hodgins, D., Cheetham, A,,
Dickins, M., & Lubman, D. (2018) ‘Behaviour

14

change strategies for problem gambling: an
analysis of online posts’. International
Gambling Studies, 18(3).

Skatova, A., Shiells, K., & Boyd, A. (2019)
‘Attitudes towards transactional data
donation and linkage in a longitudinal
population study: evidence from the Avon
Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children’.
Wellcome Open Research, 4, p.192

Slutske, W., Piasecki, T., Deutsch, A., Statham,
D., & Martin, N. (2019) ‘Potential Causal
Influence of Neighborhood Disadvantage on
Disordered Gambling: Evidence From a
Multilevel Discordant Twin Design.” Clinical
Psychological Science, 7(3).

Stevens, M. (2017). ‘2015 Northern Territory
Gambling Prevalence and Wellbeing Survey
Report’. Casuarina, Australia.

Swanton, T., Gainsbury, S., Blaszyznski, A.,
(2019) ‘The role of financial institutions in
gambling’. International Gambling Studies,
19(3), pp.377-398.

The Behavioural Insights Team (2021)
‘Gambling behaviour: what can bank
transaction data tell us? A feasibility study.
Part 1: Analysis of Monzo customer data’.

The Responsible Gambling Council (2021).
‘Responsible Gaming Features for ATMs and
Accessing Money at Gaming Venues: An
Impact Evaluation of Suppression Features on
Automated Teller Machines (ATMs) in Gaming
Venues’. Submitted to Trust Networks Inc.

Tischer, D., Evans, J., Cross, K., Scott, R., &
Oxley, 1. (2020) ‘Where to withdraw? Mapping
access to cash across the UK’. University of
Bristol, Financial Conduct Authority, Payment
Systems Regulator.

Thomas, A., Pfeifer, J., Moore, S., Meyer,

D., Yap, L. & Armstrong, A. (2013). ‘Evaluation
of the removal of ATMs from gaming venues
in Victoria, Australia’. Brain and Psychological
Sciences Research Centre, Swinburne
University of Technology.



https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/files/Harrigan%20et%20al(2010)Effectiveness_of_a_brief_educational_intervention.pdf
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/landig/article/PIIS2589-7500(19)30061-5/fulltext
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/landig/article/PIIS2589-7500(19)30061-5/fulltext
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0969698921000382?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0969698921000382?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0969698921000382?via%3Dihub
https://www.smh.com.au/national/nsw/what-are-gambling-cards-and-how-would-they-stop-money-laundering-in-the-pokies-capital-of-australia-20210209-p570s8.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/nsw/what-are-gambling-cards-and-how-would-they-stop-money-laundering-in-the-pokies-capital-of-australia-20210209-p570s8.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/nsw/what-are-gambling-cards-and-how-would-they-stop-money-laundering-in-the-pokies-capital-of-australia-20210209-p570s8.html
https://www.gamblingandracing.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/745061/The-use-of-ATMs-in-ACT-Gaming-Venues.pdf
https://www.gamblingandracing.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/745061/The-use-of-ATMs-in-ACT-Gaming-Venues.pdf
https://www.moneyandmentalhealth.org/financial-services-gambling-addiction/
https://www.moneyandmentalhealth.org/financial-services-gambling-addiction/
https://monzo.com/blog/support-gambling-self-exclusion
https://monzo.com/blog/support-gambling-self-exclusion
https://monzo.com/blog/support-gambling-self-exclusion
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-020-01045-w
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-020-01045-w
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-020-01045-w
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-020-01045-w
https://www.begambleaware.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/pbhm-final-report-december-2016.pdf
https://www.begambleaware.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/pbhm-final-report-december-2016.pdf
https://www.begambleaware.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/pbhm-final-report-december-2016.pdf
https://www.begambleaware.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/pbhm-final-report-december-2016.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=I8v8zjxCJwk&ab_channel=KahlilPhilanderKahlilPhilander
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=I8v8zjxCJwk&ab_channel=KahlilPhilanderKahlilPhilander
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14459795.2018.1432670?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14459795.2018.1432670?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14459795.2018.1432670?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/4-192/v1
https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/4-192/v1
https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/4-192/v1
https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/4-192/v1
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2167702618812700
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2167702618812700
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2167702618812700
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2167702618812700
https://industry.nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/424135/nt-2015-gambling-prevalence-and-wellbeing-survey.pdf
https://industry.nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/424135/nt-2015-gambling-prevalence-and-wellbeing-survey.pdf
https://industry.nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/424135/nt-2015-gambling-prevalence-and-wellbeing-survey.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14459795.2019.1575450?journalCode=rigs20
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14459795.2019.1575450?journalCode=rigs20
https://www.begambleaware.org/sites/default/files/2021-07/Patterns_of_Play-BIT_Monzo_report%2C_final_version_%28June_4th%2C_2021%29.pdf
https://www.begambleaware.org/sites/default/files/2021-07/Patterns_of_Play-BIT_Monzo_report%2C_final_version_%28June_4th%2C_2021%29.pdf
https://www.begambleaware.org/sites/default/files/2021-07/Patterns_of_Play-BIT_Monzo_report%2C_final_version_%28June_4th%2C_2021%29.pdf
https://www.responsiblegambling.org/wp-content/uploads/TN-ATM-RG-Final-Report-Booklet-1-clean-004.pdf
https://www.responsiblegambling.org/wp-content/uploads/TN-ATM-RG-Final-Report-Booklet-1-clean-004.pdf
https://www.responsiblegambling.org/wp-content/uploads/TN-ATM-RG-Final-Report-Booklet-1-clean-004.pdf
https://www.responsiblegambling.org/wp-content/uploads/TN-ATM-RG-Final-Report-Booklet-1-clean-004.pdf
https://www.responsiblegambling.org/wp-content/uploads/TN-ATM-RG-Final-Report-Booklet-1-clean-004.pdf
https://www.bristol.ac.uk/media-library/sites/geography/pfrc/Where%20to%20withdraw%20-%20mapping%20access%20to%20cash%20across%20the%20UK.pdf
https://www.bristol.ac.uk/media-library/sites/geography/pfrc/Where%20to%20withdraw%20-%20mapping%20access%20to%20cash%20across%20the%20UK.pdf
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/45007675/Evaluation_of_the_removal_of_ATMs_from_g20160423-31025-1g0g3gk.pdf?1461396603=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEvaluation_of_the_removal_of_ATMs_from_g.pdf&Expires=1621526494&Signature=IVsGNbii49BsR7JCDrimxgstly3Tlo7FTDn01NCY4M5YoLGKh~5EZhWFeDfAJxMUHUdgRSlAfqkVCaJXyKdJyAfP3UVGLH5NVJReAtNp2kRNXoWgeJfW4~03YExX6yS6sx-L4dt8tCQ-CDBVTA~3SBpYOE5N~y32O7VQ8vUjyRJ96Fv6IT-W7o6eqAzA-cN3sMQpBB~p0gzHfsKe4BFq3MG~LZKY9lSb8IhAeHNnXJRoWEj~VQrQx886i9BPNHhqxQB0cUJPPn3HmG8k4dilTNLRHpJpOVP~cvkVEf37n2F2c2s9GXgekTDPmiavY84ipO4~5Vi72oka-MWniqr7XQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/45007675/Evaluation_of_the_removal_of_ATMs_from_g20160423-31025-1g0g3gk.pdf?1461396603=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEvaluation_of_the_removal_of_ATMs_from_g.pdf&Expires=1621526494&Signature=IVsGNbii49BsR7JCDrimxgstly3Tlo7FTDn01NCY4M5YoLGKh~5EZhWFeDfAJxMUHUdgRSlAfqkVCaJXyKdJyAfP3UVGLH5NVJReAtNp2kRNXoWgeJfW4~03YExX6yS6sx-L4dt8tCQ-CDBVTA~3SBpYOE5N~y32O7VQ8vUjyRJ96Fv6IT-W7o6eqAzA-cN3sMQpBB~p0gzHfsKe4BFq3MG~LZKY9lSb8IhAeHNnXJRoWEj~VQrQx886i9BPNHhqxQB0cUJPPn3HmG8k4dilTNLRHpJpOVP~cvkVEf37n2F2c2s9GXgekTDPmiavY84ipO4~5Vi72oka-MWniqr7XQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/45007675/Evaluation_of_the_removal_of_ATMs_from_g20160423-31025-1g0g3gk.pdf?1461396603=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEvaluation_of_the_removal_of_ATMs_from_g.pdf&Expires=1621526494&Signature=IVsGNbii49BsR7JCDrimxgstly3Tlo7FTDn01NCY4M5YoLGKh~5EZhWFeDfAJxMUHUdgRSlAfqkVCaJXyKdJyAfP3UVGLH5NVJReAtNp2kRNXoWgeJfW4~03YExX6yS6sx-L4dt8tCQ-CDBVTA~3SBpYOE5N~y32O7VQ8vUjyRJ96Fv6IT-W7o6eqAzA-cN3sMQpBB~p0gzHfsKe4BFq3MG~LZKY9lSb8IhAeHNnXJRoWEj~VQrQx886i9BPNHhqxQB0cUJPPn3HmG8k4dilTNLRHpJpOVP~cvkVEf37n2F2c2s9GXgekTDPmiavY84ipO4~5Vi72oka-MWniqr7XQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA

Appendix
ATM data

Data on the location of ATMs within the UK was supplied by LINK for four time periods, each based
on the final working day of that month: February 2018, February 2019, February 2020, and August
2020. The data is submitted to LINK by its members, and LINK relies on them to provide accurate
information. While LINK takes steps to verify the information and ensure it is accurate, it cannot
guarantee it is 100% accurate.

To be comparable with the gambling premises dataset — and the jurisdiction of the Gambling
Commission — ATMs outside of Britain were removed, e.g. those in Northern Ireland and the Isle of
Man.

Gambling premises data

Data on the location of gambling premises was provided to the research team by the Gambling
Commission, as part of a national register of premises licences for gambling that it maintains. This
dataset is provided to the Gambling Commission by local licensing authorities, which are usually the
local authority where the premises are located. The Gambling Commission (2021) cautions that
“whilst we make every effort to assure the data, it may contain errors, duplications or there may be
omissions.”

The research team cleaned the gambling premises data and removed duplicates as far as possible.
Duplicates were first identified on the basis of perfect matches (based on address, postcode and
activity type); and then near-duplicates (for example, where different spellings had been used for
the same premises).

It should be noted that some premises within the dataset are those where a licence was being
applied for at the time the dataset was created. These mainly appear to be existing premises re-
applying for a licence; however, some may be entirely new applications.

Analysis

Statistical analysis and data preparation was conducted in R. The datasets were matched to other
geographical data based on their postcode, using the National Statistics Postcode Lookup file (for
May 2020). This included data on deprivation rank within each constituent country of Britain:
England, Scotland and Wales. Areas were then assigned to deciles based on their deprivation rank
within their country. This means that the most deprived decile of areas within Wales is treated the
same as the most deprived decile within England and Scotland. While more complicated analyses
can be used to control for possible differences in deprivation levels between countries (i.e. does
‘most deprived decile’ actually mean the same thing in each of the countries?), this approach was
deemed suitable for the purposes of this analysis.

Distances between gambling premises and the nearest ATM, and between ATMs and the nearest
alternative, were calculated using QGIS, a spatial analytics programme.

ATMs were identified as being based at a gambling venue (or supermarket, bank or Post Office) on
the basis of the first line of the address (the premises) at which they were located. This process was
largely automated, using R to identify words commonly used in the first line of addresses within the
gambling premises dataset from the Gambling Commission and then pulling out ATMs in LINK’s
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dataset which featured these words. For example, the word ‘bingo’ is common and therefore all
ATMs at premises with ‘bingo’ in the first line of the address were identified. Similar processes were
conducted using lists of supermarkets (ranging from major brands to convenience store chains) and
banks.

Data copyright notices
Contains National Statistics data © Crown copyright and database right 2021

Contains public sector information licensed under the Open Government Licence v3.0
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