Dear Susan

UC Group, through its U.S. entity, SecureTrading Inc. (“STI”), applauds the commonsense approach of NCLGS in establishing a policy framework for Internet gambling legislation. STI is licensed in Nevada and is included on a list of approved vendors pending issuance of a license in New Jersey. Inconsistent, and sometimes competing, state legislative frameworks is counterproductive, causes additional cost and logistical issues for companies, and does not provide consistent or necessarily the highest level of consumer protection. Following are some points that STI believes should be included in the draft policy framework. The accompanying Appendix 1 contains these same points highlighted in track changes in the actual policy document. These points are listed in the order in which they appear in Appendix 1:

· In order to provide the highest level of consumer protection, there should be a collated cross-border self-exclusion database supported by a uniform program. This would provide broader, stronger and more coordinated assistance where required.

· There should be the ability for states wishing to participate in a cross-border compact to forego levying their own state taxes in lieu of tax being levied, collected and remitted by the licensing jurisdiction, similar to a point of consumption approach.

· To strengthen the above point of consumption approach, something that is being increasingly adopted in the e-Commerce environment, STI promotes use of a net deposit tax to both simplify the overall process and to assist regulators and operators alike to ensure there is tax compliance.

· Cross-border compacts, both interstate and overseas, should be accommodated in the policy framework. Some states may not have the resource or expertise to regulate this industry and may wish to utilize the expertise of another state with the appropriate level of expertise in return for reciprocation of applicable taxes as discussed above. New Jersey and Nevada are examples of states with the appropriate expertise.

· STI strongly supports licensing of payment processors. The accompanying Appendix 2 provides a synopsis of major lawsuits / seizures involving the industry and highlights the involvement of the payments sector in illegal activity. It is further contended that licensing of processors will assist the card companies in readily and expediently differentiating between legal and illegal transactions, and lead to a higher acceptance level for these transactions.

· While STI believes there should be no credit extended to players in the online market, it strongly believes that there should be no attempt to prohibit the use of credit cards. Alternative measure are discussed in Appendix 3. Prohibition is counter-productive to ensuring the most robust system of controls is in place, something with which credit cards and the financial sector can assist. Please refer to Appendix 3 for supporting comments.

· STI supports the restriction of the use of cash deposits unless these are readily linked to a registered player and traceable through the approved system. Anonymous payments solutions should not be considered.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the draft policy framework. Please do not hesitate to contact Chris Thom, Chairman, SecureTrading Inc. (copied) or myself if any clarification is required or if a meeting in person to elaborate upon these issues would assist. 

Again, our congratulations go to NCLGS for this commonsense policy document.

Kind Regards

Rick

Rick Smith
Head of Government Affairs, Policy and Regulation 

UC Group Limited

Global E-Solutions
19th Floor

40 Bank Street

Canary Wharf

London  E14 5NR

United Kingdom 

Tel: +44(0)845 521 7888

Fax: +44 (0)870 458 0599

M: +61 (0)421 358 942 - Australia

M: +44 (0)794 0022362 - UK

www.uc.com
