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The Health and Social Care Alliance Scotland (the ALLIANCE) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Gambling Commission consultation on proposed changes to Licence Conditions and Codes of Practice (LCCP) and Remote Gambling and Software Technical Standards (RTS)[endnoteRef:1].  [1:  https://consult.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/author/autumn_2023_consultation_lccp_rts/consultation/] 


The ALLIANCE Scotland Reducing Gambling Harm programme[endnoteRef:2] works to raise awareness of, and advocate for, a public health approach to tacking gambling harm in Scotland. To support this, it hosts the Scottish Gambling Harm Lived Experience Forum. The Scottish Gambling Harms Lived Experience Forum’s vision is to put the voice of people affected by gambling at the heart of action to reduce those harms.  [2:  https://www.alliance-scotland.org.uk/lived-experience/networks/scotland-reducing-gambling-harm/] 


This response is informed by consultation with the Scottish Lived Experience Forum and partners working to reduce gambling harm in Scotland.

The ALLIANCE advocates taking a public health approach to reducing gambling harm, which means recognising the social determinants of health which are not equally accessible to all people across society, together with appreciating and working to overcome, prevent or minimise the impacts that gambling can have on a person’s health, relationships, and finances, as well as wider impacts on the individual, family, community, and society. A public health approach to reducing gambling harm consists of a coordinated approach including universal, selective, and targeted actions, focusing on prevention, harm reduction and empowering communities[endnoteRef:3].   [3:  www.thelancet.com/journals/lanpub/issue/vol6no1/PIIS2468-2667(20)X0013-2] 




Q1.a. To what extent do you agree with the proposed option A to ban wagering requirements?

Strongly Agree

Please give your reasons, including any evidence, for your answer.

The ALLIANCE advocates for a ban on all forms of gambling-related marketing and advertisement, including the use of wagering, free bets and bonus incentives. 
Wagering requirements encourage players to participate in gambling activities for prolonged periods. They create a sense of urgency to gamble within the timeframe set to qualify for a free bet. This leads to people participating in longer gambling sessions[endnoteRef:4] and increases harm.  [4:  Gambling Commission. (2023). https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/exploring-consumer-journeys-using-gambling-promotional-offers-and-incentives#details ] 

People with lived experience have shared with the ALLIANCE that free bets and bonuses have contributed to their experience of gambling-related harm[endnoteRef:5].  [5:  Scottish Gambling Harm Lived Experience Forum meeting minutes. ] 

Comments on wagering requirements and free bets/bonus gambling incentives from people with lived experience of gambling harm:
· “Some of the incentives when I was gambling was crazy, £100-£200 bonus, but the small print was that I had to spend so much more to withdraw the cash. It’s an unfair system.” – person with lived experience. 
· “Personally don’t think there should be any bonuses” – person with lived experience. 
· “I think it [a ban of wagering requirements] would be a positive step in the right direction, as I’m convinced these promotions are ‘fixed’ to give punters a small return on the initial free bet(s), to entice customers to play more.” – person with lived experience.
· “The worst example that comes to mind is FOBT that say “YOU WON”, when the return is let’s say £10, but you’ve actually wagered £20, and the text “YOU’VE WON” is accompanied by multi-coloured confetti floating down the screen and loud party music.” – person with lived experience. 
It is therefore the ALLIANCE’s position that the only effective way to mitigate the harm caused by wagering is to ban it completely.

To what extent do you agree with the proposed option B to cap wagering requirements? 

Strongly disagree

Please give your reasons for your answer.

The ALLIANCE advocates for a ban on all forms of gambling-related marketing and advertisement, including the use of wagering, free bets and bonus incentives. 
Wagering requirements encourage players to participate in gambling activities for prolonged periods. They create a sense of urgency to gamble within the timeframe set to qualify for a free bet. This leads to people participating in longer gambling sessions[endnoteRef:6] and increases harm.  [6:  Gambling Commission. (2023). https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/exploring-consumer-journeys-using-gambling-promotional-offers-and-incentives#details ] 

People with lived experience have shared with the ALLIANCE that free bets and bonuses have contributed to their experience of gambling-related harm[endnoteRef:7].  [7:  Scottish Gambling Harm Lived Experience Forum meeting minutes.] 

Therefore, the ALLIANCE disagrees with the proposal to only cap wagering requirements and instead calls for them to be banned. Evidence led approaches to reduce and prevent gambling harm must be the driving force behind proposed reforms to gambling regulation and legislation, not the commercial interests of the gambling industry.

If wagering requirements were to be capped, which threshold do you prefer?

NA

Please give your reasons, including any evidence, for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE advocates for a ban on all forms of gambling-related marketing and advertisement, including the use of wagering, free bets and bonus incentives. 
Wagering requirements encourage players to participate in gambling activities for prolonged periods. They create a sense of urgency to gamble within the timeframe set to qualify for a free bet. This leads to people participating in longer gambling sessions[endnoteRef:8] and increases harm.  [8:  Gambling Commission. (2023). https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/exploring-consumer-journeys-using-gambling-promotional-offers-and-incentives#details ] 

People with lived experience have shared with the ALLIANCE that free bets and bonuses have contributed to their experience of gambling-related harm[endnoteRef:9].  [9:  Scottish Gambling Harm Lived Experience Forum meeting minutes.] 

Therefore, the ALLIANCE disagrees with the proposal to only cap wagering requirements and instead calls for them to be banned. Evidence led approaches to reduce and prevent gambling harm must be the driving force behind proposed reforms to gambling regulation and legislation, not the commercial interests of the gambling industry.

Do you have any further comments on these proposals? 

The ALLIANCE advocates for a ban on all forms of gambling-related marketing and advertisement, including the use of wagering, free bets and bonus incentives. 
Wagering requirements encourage players to participate in gambling activities for prolonged periods. They create a sense of urgency to gamble within the timeframe set to qualify for a free bet. This leads to people participating in longer gambling sessions[endnoteRef:10] and increases harm.  [10:  Gambling Commission. (2023). https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/exploring-consumer-journeys-using-gambling-promotional-offers-and-incentives#details ] 

People with lived experience have shared with the ALLIANCE that free bets and bonuses have contributed to their experience of gambling-related harm[endnoteRef:11].  [11:  Scottish Gambling Harm Lived Experience Forum meeting minutes.] 

Furthermore, evidence led approaches to reduce and prevent gambling harm must be the driving force behind proposed reforms to gambling regulation and legislation, not the commercial interests of the gambling industry.
To what extent do you agree with the proposal to ban the mixing of more than one type of gambling product within an incentive? 

Strongly agree

Please give your reasons, including any evidence, for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE advocates for a ban on all forms of gambling-related marketing and advertisement, including the use of wagering, free bets and bonus incentives. 
The ALLIANCE also strongly supports a ban on mixing gambling products within incentives. Evidence suggests people are more likely to gamble on a new activity after receiving a direct bonus offer. Therefore, mixing gambling products within incentives can encourage people to take part in new gambling activities they have not participated in previously. This can expose and direct people towards more harmful gambling products and increase the likelihood of individuals experiencing gambling-related harm. 

Do you have any comments about implementation issues, timelines and practicalities?

It is the ALLIANCE’s view that all proposals highlighted above must be co-produced, developed, implemented, and monitored with people with lived experience of gambling harm. 

Effective evaluation and monitoring should ensure proposals around gambling-related incentives are evidence led and targeted to protect individuals being most harmed by gambling. Robust high-quality data and evidence collection is needed to facilitate this, supported by routine and transparent data sharing from the gambling industry and financial institutions. Adequate resourcing (both human and monetary), independent from the gambling industry, must be allocated to facilitate this[endnoteRef:12].  [12:  https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s40429-022-00457-0#:~:text=The%20UK%20Gambling%20Commission%20found,week%20%5B14%E2%80%A2%E2%80%A2%5D] 

It is also crucial that any evaluation framework is embedded within a public health approach to tackling gambling harm. Evaluation and monitoring must not only capture how stake limits reduce gambling harm, but also whether they can effectively prevent it, and how this is experienced at both individual and societal levels. 

The ALLIANCE welcomes the Gambling Commission’s proposals to ban wagering and mixed product incentives, however, these must be considered holistically, particularly in relation to other forms of advertisement and marketing. Gambling incentives must not be allowed, or able, to reach people who do not wish to interact with industry operators. Wagering and mixed product incentives will only be effective if measures are also put in place to limit and regulate the gambling industry’s current harmful wider approach to advertisement and marketing. 

Finally, the ALLIANCE would also like to emphasise that terming these proposals as ‘socially responsible incentives’ is misleading. Any gambling-related incentive which encourages people to bet more money than they can afford, or introduces individuals to a new form of gambling, are not socially responsible; nor do they protect the public interest from gambling-related harm. 


Please provide an estimate, including any evidence, of the direct costs associated with implementing this proposal. 

It is the ALLIANCE’s view that direct costs to the gambling industry should not be considered as a key factor in the implementation of these proposals. Instead, the Gambling Commission should focus on increasing evidence around the social costs associated with the current lack of customer protections and should work to ensure these renewed proposals positively benefit the public and protect them from gambling-related harm.



Do you have any evidence or information which might assist the Commission in considering any equalities impacts, within the meaning of section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, in the context of any proposals considered in this section of the consultation?

When considering the impact and unintended consequences on protected characteristics and other community groups, it is important to acknowledge the significant data gaps which currently exist. 

The hidden nature of gambling harm and historically limited independent funding options mean that there are considerable data gaps surrounding the topic. Many protected characteristic groups, such as women, minoritised ethnic communities, disabled people and LGBTQIA+ communities, have limited research into how they are impacted by gambling and gambling harm.  

To fully understand how these communities may be impacted requires the development of a robust evidence base. It is therefore the ALLIANCE’s position that further evidence is needed to inform the Consultation’s Impact Assessment and that investment and resourcing for this should be made a priority and must be independent of the gambling industry. This should include gathering sufficient disaggregated data on each of the protected characteristics, and conducting intersectional analysis.

It is also crucial that the impact of measures is considered beyond the protected characteristic groups, as identified by the Equality Act 2010. There are a number of other communities beyond this who are disproportionately impacted by gambling harm and who therefore should also be considered.

Some of the other community groups who should be reviewed include:
· People affected by substance use.
· People affected by homelessness.
· People living in poverty.
· People affected mental ill-health. 
· People affected by suicide.
· Affected others.

Furthermore, young people are also a key group that must be considered in line with all proposal on wagering, incentives, free bets and bonuses. Research suggests that young people, a group identified as being at a higher risk of experiencing gambling-related harm, are particularly influenced by gambling-related incentives[endnoteRef:13]. Some young people have reported signing up with several betting operators to receive these offers, as they were seen as ‘free money’[endnoteRef:14]. Other young people shared they felt pursued by gambling operators who used insight data to ‘personalise’ offers and make them more appealing to the individual[endnoteRef:15].  [13: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306460318309213?ref=pdf_download&fr= RR-2&rr=847f7a037f71360d ]  [14:  Zaman et al. (2014). https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0747563214003756 ]  [15:  Kristiansen and Trabjerg (2016). https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ijsw.12231 
16 Michael Auer, Niklas Hopfgartner, and Mark D. Griffiths. (2020)
The Effects of Voluntary Deposit Limit-Setting on Long-Term Online Gambling Expenditure.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking. 113-118. http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2019.0202  


 ] 




To what extent do you agree with the proposal that offering facilities to set limits should be a requirement rather than implementation guidance?

Strongly agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE supports measures which provide customisable tools and information to individuals to manage their gambling activity and prevent harm. these should be developed in a co-designed way and informed by lived experience of gambling harm. The ALLIANCE, aligned with Auer et al. 202016  argues for further co-produced, independent research to explore responsible gambling tools, in this instance, limit setting, and their efficacy in reducing gambling harm.
To effectively reduce and mitigate harm, gambling products must be designed with the core aim to prevent, mitigate, and reduce gambling harm. It is at this stage of gambling product design and development that proposals to reduce and mitigate gambling harm have the potential to be most impactful, rather than overly focusing on the role of consumer-led tools. 
The ALLIANCE agrees that improving consistency and transparency for consumers should be a priority for gambling operators. Measures must ensure that consumers who want to make use of customer-led tools can do so easily. Effective evaluation and monitoring mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that these measures result in harm reduction in practice.
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that for access media (such as interactive TV) limits must only be offered to consumers using free text?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE supports the use of a free text box for setting limits based on The Behavioural Insights Team’s findings that this might reduce harm via the selection of lower limits. However, effective evaluation and monitoring mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that harm is reduced in practice.
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that implementation guidance states that operators could provide links to tools or resources to support limit-setting as part of the process?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE supports measures which provide customisable tools and information which empower individuals to effectively manage their gambling activity. To ensure this effectiveness, these measures must be co-designed, implemented, monitored by lived experience of gambling harm. 
However, it is also our position that individuals must not be made responsible for the harm they experience. The use of language such as ‘responsible gambling’ and ‘problem gambling’ stigmatises people harmed by gambling and places the onus of responsibility for addressing harm on the individual, rather than on the powerful industry which perpetuates it. 
Furthermore, to effectively reduce and mitigate harm, gambling products must be designed with the core aim to prevent, mitigate, and reduce gambling harm. It is at this stage of gambling product design and development that proposals to reduce and mitigate gambling harm have the potential to be most impactful, rather than overly focusing on the role of consumer-led tools. 

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that limits must be applied at the account level?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE agrees that improving consistency and transparency for consumers should be a priority for gambling operators. Measures must ensure that consumers who want to make use of customer-led tools can do so easily. Effective evaluation and monitoring mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that these measures result in harm reduction in practice.
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that gambling licensees can also continue to offer financial limits at the product or channel level in addition to account level limits?

Neither agree nor disagree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE welcomes measures that ensure that people who want to make use of customer-led tools such as setting financial limits can do so easily, in ways that work for them and with the minimum of friction. 

However, the efficiency of limit-setting practices is not widely researched or evidenced. Therefore, the ALLIANCE, argues for further co-produced, independent research into these measures and their efficacy in reducing gambling harm. 

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that gambling licensees should clearly communicate to customers how product/channel limits work?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE agrees that improving consistency and transparency for consumers should be a priority for gambling operators. This must be facilitated by the use of clear, inclusive language. Effective evaluation and monitoring mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that these measures result in harm reduction in practice.
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that gambling licensees should inform customers about how limits set across simultaneous timeframes work, when a customer chooses to set multiple limits?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
The ALLIANCE agrees that improving consistency and transparency for consumers should be a priority for gambling operators. Measures must ensure that consumers who want to make use of customer-led tools can do so easily. Effective evaluation and monitoring mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that these measures result in harm reduction in practice.
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.


To what extent do you agree with the proposal that the gambling system must offer deposit limits as a minimum?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE welcomes regulation that makes setting a deposit limit compulsory, however, we argue that a holistic suite of overarching, coordinated regulations are needed to prevent people from gambling harm. Player protection measures should work together to reduce harm, and independent research as well as monitoring processes should be funded to provide evidence of harm reduction.

The ALLIANCE agrees that where a customer sets simultaneous time frames, for example a daily deposit limit and a weekly limit, the lowest limit should apply. This should be clearly communicated to customers. 

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that the gambling licensees should continue to have the option to offer spend and/or loss limits, in order to maximise consumer choice?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.

The ALLIANCE agrees that improving consistency and transparency for consumers should be a priority for gambling operators. Measures must ensure that consumers who want to make use of customer-led tools can do so easily. 
A recent study demonstrated that ‘when players were given a short explanation of the maximum loss limit, there was a significant increase in the percentage of players who said the global loss limit was easy to understand’16.  
Effective evaluation and monitoring mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that these measures result in harm reduction in practice.
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that financial limit facilities must be provided via link on the homepage and clearly visible and accessible?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
The ALLIANCE supports the approach that ensuring that consumers who want to actively make use of customer-led pre-commitment tools such as financial limits can do so easily, in ways that work for them and with the minimum of friction. 
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that financial limit facilities must be provided on or via link on deposit pages/screens and clearly visible and accessible?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
The ALLIANCE supports the approach that ensuring that consumers who want to actively make use of customer-led pre-commitment tools such as financial limits can do so easily, in ways that work for them and with the minimum of friction. 
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.
To what extent do you agree with the proposal that links to limit setting facilities from communications should link directly to the facilities unless security settings require an intermediate log in?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
The ALLIANCE supports the approach that ensuring that consumers who want to actively make use of customer-led pre-commitment tools such as financial limits can do so easily, in ways that work for them and with the minimum of friction. 
It is also the ALLIANCE’s position that this measure should not be considered and implemented in isolation, but as part of a holistic suite of wider player protections which reinforce and complement one another.

To what extent do you agree with the proposal that customer-led reductions in limits must be implemented immediately?

Strongly agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
As gambling happens increasingly online, faster responses are required to ensure protecting costumers from potentially harmful activity. Research also shows that limits are more effective for the most gambling-intense players16, for whom immediately implemented limit-setting can be beneficial to avoid harm.
Many people engaged through the ALLIANCE’s consultations highlight ‘speed of play’ as a key concern and contributor to gambling harm. As a result, the ALLIANCE advocates increased options for customer-led reductions in limits and their immediate application.

To what extent do you agree with the proposed implementation guidance that gambling licensees should alert customers when they are approaching their limits?

Neither agree nor disagree	

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
It is the ALLIANCE’s position that further co-produced, independent research to explore responsible gambling tools, in this instance, limit approaching alerts, and their efficacy in reducing gambling harm is needed. This research, developed in a co-designed way, should seek the views of people with lived experience of gambling harm and make recommendations on how to implement their recommendations into policy.


To what extent do you agree with the new requirement for operators to provide activity statements to customers, including information currently required to be made available under RTS 1 – Customer account information?

Agree	

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
The Behavioural Insights Team’s Gambling Policy & Research Unit found that seeing any activity statement resulted in improved recall of the amount bet in previous rounds, lower amounts bet, and lower average stakes. 
Therefore, it is the ALLIANCE’s position that activity statements can reduce gambling harm and we therefore support their implementation. Effective evaluation and monitoring mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that these measures result in harm reduction in practice.

To what extent do you agree with the new requirement for this information to be provided every six months for accounts with activity within a rolling 12 month period?

Neither agree nor disagree	

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
It is the ALLIANCE’s position that further co-produced, independent research to explore responsible gambling tools, in this instance, the frequency of activity statements, and their efficacy in reducing gambling harm is needed. This research, developed in a co-designed way, should seek the views of people with lived experience of gambling harm and make recommendations on how to implement their recommendations into policy. 

To what extent do you agree with the new requirement for operators to provide facilities for customers to set the frequency of reminders?

Neither agree nor disagree	

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
It is the ALLIANCE’s position that further co-produced, independent research to explore responsible gambling tools, in this instance, the ability of customers to set the frequency of their activity statements, and their efficacy in reducing gambling harm is needed. This research, developed in a co-designed way, should seek the views of people with lived experience of gambling harm and make recommendations on how to implement their recommendations into policy.   

To what extent do you agree with the new implementation guidance that operators should also provide activity statements to prompt a review of limits at additional appropriate points in the customer journey?

Neither agree nor disagree	

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
It is the ALLIANCE’s position that further co-produced, independent research to explore responsible gambling tools, and their efficacy in reducing gambling harm is needed. This research, developed in a co-designed way, should seek the views of people with lived experience of gambling harm and make recommendations on how to implement their recommendations into policy.     

To what extent do you agree with the new implementation guidance that operators should consider ways to share activity statements with customers in order to maximise engagement?

Neither agree nor disagree	

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
It is the ALLIANCE’s position that determining how activity statements are engaged with should be evidence-led and co produced with people with lived experience of gambling harm. 

To what extent do you agree with the new implementation guidance that operators should monitor engagement and interaction with activity statements to inform good design and best practice?

Agree

Please give your reasons for your answer below.
It is the ALLIANCE’s position that any proposed measures should be led by the overarching aim to prevent and mitigate gambling harm. Therefore, effective evaluation and monitoring mechanism must be implemented to collect data on how people are harmed, how this can be addressed and what is effective in reducing harm. 

Do you have examples or evidence of situations where the architecture and design of gambling facilities creates an imbalance in the gambling licensees’ favour and drives consumer behaviour which may not be in their best interests?

Many people engaged through the ALLIANCE’s consultations highlight ‘speed of play’ as a key concern and contributor to gambling harm. People with lived experience also informed us that several design features of online gambling are problematic, including offers of free spins, ‘losses disguised as wins’ and highlighting ‘near misses’. As a result of this the ALLIANCE advocates increased options for customer-led reductions in limits and their immediate application. 



About the ALLIANCE

The Health and Social Care Alliance Scotland (the ALLIANCE) is the national third sector intermediary for health and social care, bringing together a diverse range of people and organisations who share our vision, which is a Scotland where everyone has a strong voice and enjoys their right to live well with dignity and respect.

We are a strategic partner of the Scottish Government and have close working relationships with many NHS Boards, academic institutions and key organisations spanning health, social care, housing and digital technology.  

Our purpose is to improve the wellbeing of people and communities across Scotland. We bring together the expertise of people with lived experience, the third sector, and organisations across health and social care to inform policy, practice and service delivery. Together our voice is stronger and we use it to make meaningful change at the local and national level.

The ALLIANCE has a strong and diverse membership of over 3,300 organisations and individuals. Our broad range of programmes and activities deliver support, research and policy development, digital innovation and knowledge sharing. We manage funding and spotlight innovative projects; working with our members and partners to ensure lived experience and third sector expertise is listened to and acted upon by informing national policy and campaigns, and putting people at the centre of designing support and services. 

We aim to:
 
· Ensure disabled people, people with long term conditions and unpaid carers voices, expertise and rights drive policy and sit at the heart of design, delivery and improvement of support and services.
· Support transformational change that works with individual and community assets, helping people to live well, supporting human rights, self management, co-production and independent living.
· Champion and support the third sector as a vital strategic and delivery partner, and foster cross-sector understanding and partnership.

Contact
Georgina Charlton, Programme Manager – Special Projects
E: georgina.charlton@alliance-scotland.org.uk

Lucy Mulvagh, Director of Policy, Research and Impact
E: lucy.mulvagh@alliance-scotland.org.uk 

T: 0141 404 0231
W: http://www.alliance-scotland.org.uk/
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