GAMBLING
LIVES

Question 1: Do you support in principle the proposal to merge the three existing taxes for
remote gambling?

Gambling with Lives is a charity that was started in 2018 by families bereaved by gambling-
related suicide. We support bereaved families, raise awareness of gambling harms and suicide,
and advocate for change to prevent future deaths.

We oppose the creation of a single harmonised tax for remote gambling because it would
remove a vital mechanism for recognising and responding to the different levels of harm
associated with different gambling products.

At present, three separate tax regimes apply:
¢ Remote Gaming Duty (RGD) at 21% - applying to online slots and casino games
e General Betting Duty (GBD) at 15% — applying to fixed-odds betting including on sports
¢ Pool Betting Duty (PBD) at 15%

The current structure reflects the reality that some gambling products are significantly more
harmful than others, though does not capture the extent of the difference in harm rates. Online
and land-based slots, for instance, are fast-paced, high-intensity products associated with
increased risk of harm. They are the product group most frequently linked to gambling-related
suicides among the bereaved families we support. Research and clinical evidence consistently
show that online casino games, including slots, carry a higher incidence of harm compared to
sports betting or pool betting. The Gambling Survey for Great Britain (2024) found online slots
were associated with a “problem gambling” rate six times higher than other products, and even
after accounting for other factors, gambling on casino games - either at a casino or online, or
gambling on fruit/slot games in person or online — show the strongest associations with serious
harm.

In 2019, the UK government rightly increased RGD from 15% to 21% as some reflection of these
harms, following the £2 stake limit on fixed-odds betting terminals (FOBTs). That decision de-
harmonised the tax system to allow for a differentiated approach that recognises the greater
risk of harm in online gaming. To now reverse this would be both incoherent and damaging.

The proposed harmonisation under RBGD would erase the capacity to use taxation to
discourage the promotion and consumption of higher-risk products. In effect, it would send a
signal that all remote gambling carries equalrisk, when in fact the opposite is true.

It could also enable and incentivise cross-selling: operators offering both betting and gaming
would face no tax disadvantage for steering customers towards high-margin, high-harm gaming
products like slots.

Instead of simplifying tax for operators’ convenience, government policy should be using tax
policy to protect public health. Gambling taxation should be explicitly structured to discourage
harmful forms of consumption, much as alcohol and tobacco duties are calibrated by product
strength and health impact.
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Question 2: Do you think the proposal to introduce RBGD would have any unintended
consequences? Please explain your answer.

Yes. The introduction of a harmonised Remote Betting and Gaming Duty (RBGD) could have
serious unintended consequences, both for public health and for the sustainability of the tax
base itself:

It would incentivise harmful consumption

Operators currently offering both betting and gaming face different tax rates on these products
(15% vs. 21%). Harmonising the tax rate would remove the financial disincentive for cross-
selling customers from less-lucrative products, including horse racing, toward more profitable
products such as online slots, which are associated with a “problem gambling” rate six times
higher than other products.

It undermines the potential to tax harmful gambling at higher rates

A harmonised system closes off the opportunity to use taxation to drive product-level
behavioural change. There is strong and growing support for increasing tax on the most harmful
forms of gambling:

e |n 2024, the Social Market Foundation proposed doubling RGD to 42%, which could
raise £900 million for the Treasury.

e Alsoin 2024, the IPPR Commission on Health and Prosperity recommended raising RGD
to 50% and GBD to 30%, raising £2.9 billion in 2025/26, rising to £3.4 billion by the end
of the Parliament.

Many gambling operators pay little or no corporation tax due to offshore structures, making
gambling duties the main form of tax they contribute. In fact, online gambling in the UK is
currently taxed at a lower rate than in many other jurisdictions, including the US state of
Delaware — often cited as a tax haven —where it is taxed at over 50%.

Tax should therefore reflect the true social and fiscal costs of harm caused by gambling, which
currently fall on the NHS, criminal justice system, housing and welfare services and the wider
community, in particular bereaved families.

It fails to recognise short supply chains and the high profitability of online gaming
Online gaming operators typically face lower operational costs than land-based betting
operators. This means the same tax rate would impose a heavier burden on lower-margin
betting firms than on casino operators, making the system both unfair and distortionary.

It could increase the risk of further marketing and harm

Harmonisation removes the ability to dampen consumption through targeted taxation. While it
might be argued that higher taxes would be passed to the consumer via reduced RTP or less
favourable odds, this is speculation. What is potentially more likely is that operators would be
forced to reduce marketing spend — especially inducements targeted at high-value gamblers,
who make up the vast majority of gambling industry revenue. This would have a very positive
effect on public health, as marketing is a known key driver of harmful consumption.

It risks making harm-reducing regulation harder in future

Harmonising the tax system now could commit the government into a framework that does not
match its wider gambling policy aims. If regulatory reforms continue to differentiate products by
risk — for example, through stake limits, design standards, or affordability checks —then the tax
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system should mirror and support this direction. Fiscal and regulatory differentiation should go
hand in hand.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we urge the government not to proceed with tax harmonisation. Instead, it
should retain and significantly strengthen the current differentiated tax structure, using taxation
as a lever to reduce harmful consumption, not to legitimise or entrench it.

The UK has an opportunity to lead with a health-driven, evidence-based approach to gambling
taxation. Harmonisation would squander that opportunity — and risk causing further harm.
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