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Video Games Consultation Questions

You are invited to comment on any aspect of the consultation document. However, you may find it useful to refer to the questions below, which cover the main points on which we would particularly welcome views. Please be as specific and detailed as possible in your response. 
The consultation will run from 31 July 2008 to 20 November 2008
How to respond 
Consultation responses can be emailed to gamesclassification@culture.gsi.gov.uk or you can send your hard copy to:
VIDEO GAMES CLASSIFICATION

DEPARTMENT FOR CULTURE, MEDIA AND SPORT

2-4 COCKSPUR STREET

LONDON SW1Y 5DH
Option specific questions

The Government seeks answers to particular aspects of the specific options put forward in the consultation document.
Option 1 Hybrid classification system

The BBFC would rate all games that are 12+ or higher, with PEGI continuing to rate all 3+ and 7+ games.

The BBFC logos would appear on the front of all boxes, with the PEGI logos on the back.

This system will work best if BBFC and PEGI come to an agreement on their logos and age classifications so that a more integrated approach can be adopted. The BBFC would extend its statutory powers to cover games from 12+, bringing it into line with the classification system used for DVDs/videos and building on parental awareness and understanding of what those ratings mean.
How to use the form

Type inside the shaded areas which will expand automatically to accommodate your answers
	Q1: What is your overall assessment of whether this option would work and why?

	     


	Q2: What are the key flaws with this option and how could it be adapted to overcome them?

	     


	Q3: What are the key advantages with this option and why?

	     


	Q4: How do you think this system would work for the following key stakeholders:

	(i) the consumer?
     


	(ii) the games industry?
     


	(iii) the retail industry?

     


	Q5: What suggestions do you have to improve the system for any of the key stakeholders?

	     


	Q6: Do you think this system addresses the evidence on potential harms raised by the Byron review and if not why not?

	     


	Q7: How do you think this system will last into the future?

	     


	Q8: Do you think this option would work in the online environment?

	(i) If so, what would be the benefits?

     


	(ii) If not, what would be the problems and do you have any solutions?

     


	Q9: Is there any other information that you think Government should take into account when considering the monetary costs of this option?

	     


	Q10: Do you think having different age classifications on the front and back of the box is a significant problem? If so, do you think the solution offered here is the right one or can you suggest an alternative?

	     


	Q11: Do you think this option would be more or less costly to the games industry and if so what evidence do you have of this?

	     


	Q12: What are the likely implications (including costs) for games producers of having a classification system that does not automatically translate across to some other European countries?

	     


	Q13: It would be helpful to have your views on whether this option would affect games developers based outside Europe, such as those in Japan or US; namely, how this option might affect them and the extent, if any, to which it may affect them.

	     


	Q14: What do you think should be the determining factors or characteristics in deciding whether a game becomes subject to statutory classification at 12+? [see following section]

	     



What are the criteria for deciding on a 12+ game?

Dr Byron recommends that statutory classification should be extended to include games rated 12+ and above.  She arrived at this conclusion through her review of the research on child development, which shows that younger children have less ability to distinguish between fantasy and reality than more mature children. She also found both parents and children were worried and confused about gaming classification, and feels a system from 12+ backed by the law would give parents, children and retailers more confidence in the system, as well as protecting children from potentially harmful material. Children themselves gave evidence about trying to explain to their parents why younger siblings (particularly little brothers) should not play age-inappropriate games.

The review says the definition of what would constitute a 12+ game in law would have to be considered through public consultation but could broadly reflect the existing ratings. Dr Byron’s example is that 12+ could incorporate games with more graphic violence, some nudity in a sexual context and some bad language.

The BBFC 12 classification for DVDs/videos says:

· Mature themes are acceptable but their treatment must be suitable for young teenagers.

· The use of strong language must be infrequent. Racist abuse is of particular concern.

· Nudity is allowed, but in a sexual context must be brief and discreet.

· Sexual activity may be implied. Sex references may reflect what is likely to be familiar to most adolescents but should not go beyond what is suitable for them.

· Violence must not dwell on detail. There should be no emphasis on injuries or blood. Sexual violence may only be implied or briefly and discreetly indicated.

· Dangerous techniques (e.g. combat, hanging, suicide and self-harming) should not dwell on imitable detail or appear pain or harm free. Easily accessible weapons should not be glamorised.
· Sustained moderate threat and menace are permitted. Occasional gory moments only.

· Any misuse of drugs must be infrequent and should not be glamorized or instructional.

These are refined still further when the BBFC classifies video games because of the likelihood of greater offence emerging through interactivity, including the different ways gamers may play games.

The PEGI 12+ classification can include:

· Violence of a slightly more graphic nature than 3+ and 7+, if it is towards fantasy characters (any violence towards human looking characters or recognizable animals should still be non-graphic).

· Nudity of a slightly more graphic nature than 3+ and 7+ (but still must not show genitalia).


· Some words amounting to sexual innuendo (but not in a form that is considered ‘bad language’).

· Mild bad language, which falls short of sexual expletives.

· Obvious innuendo of sexual activity even though the couple cannot be seen or clearly seen.

Option 2 – Enhanced BBFC system

The BBFC would act as the statutory classifications body for all video games, applying its ratings from U to 18. It would retain its power to refuse to classify games it feels are potentially harmful based on its public consultations.

	Q15: What is your overall assessment of whether this option would work and why?

	     


	Q16: What are the key flaws with this option and how could it be adapted to overcome them?

	     


	Q17: What are the key advantages with this option and why?

	     


	Q18: How do you think this system would work for the following key stakeholders:

	(i) the consumer?
     


	(ii) the games industry?

     


	(iii) the retail industry?

     


	Q19: What suggestions do you have to improve the system for any of the key stakeholders?

	     


	Q20: Do you think this system addresses the evidence on potential harms raised by the Byron review and if not why not?

	     


	Q21: How do you think this system will last into the future?

	     


	Q22: Do you think this option would work in the online environment?

	(i) If so, what would be the benefits?

     


	(ii) If not, what would be the problems and do you have any solutions?

     


	Q23: Is there any other information that you think Government should take into account when considering the monetary costs of this option?

	     


	Q24: Do you think this option would be more or less costly to the games industry than both the current system and the hybrid system and if so what evidence do you have of this?

	     


	Q25: Which of the following options do you think would work best in the online environment and why?

	(i) BBFC symbols recognised as part of PEGI Online; or

     


	(ii) BBFC.online (separate from the PEGI system)

     


	Q26: What are the likely implications (including costs) for games producers of having a classification system that does not automatically translate across to some other European countries?

	     


	Q27: This option could be complicated by differences across Europe if games are purchased elsewhere.  We are interested to know whether there is evidence that might support or disprove this. (Please refer to Paragraph 2.16)

	     


	Q28: We would be interested in evidence to demonstrate whether this option creates additional burdens to online games developers and whether this could be confusing to parents. (Please refer to Paragraph 2.25)

	     


	Q29: It would be helpful to have your views on whether this option would affect games developers based outside Europe, such as those in Japan or US; namely, how this option might affect them and the extent, if any, to which it may affect them.

	     



Option 3 – Enhanced PEGI system

A UK-based organisation (possibly the Video Standards Council) would be the designated statutory classification body for video games, applying the PEGI ratings. The VSC (or other UK body chosen) would need to sign up to this new role and any legislative changes required. All video games would be rated using the PEGI system and there would be no role for the BBFC in classifying video games.

	Q30: What is your overall assessment of whether this option would work and why?

	     


	Q31: What are the key flaws with this option and how could it be adapted to overcome them?

	     


	Q32: What are the key advantages with this option and why?

	     


	Q33: How do you think this system would work for the following key stakeholders:

	(i) the consumer?

     


	(ii) the games industry?

     


	(iii) the retail industry?

     


	Q34: What suggestions do you have to improve the system for any of the key stakeholders?

	     


	Q35: Do you think this system addresses the evidence on potential harms raised by the Byron review and if not why not?

	     


	Q36: How do you think this system will last into the future?

	     


	Q37: Do you think this option would work in the online environment?

	(i) If so, what would be the benefits?

     


	(ii) If not, what would be the problems and do you have any solutions?

     


	Q38: Is there any other information that you think Government should take into account when considering the monetary costs of this option?

	     


	Q39: Who do you think would be the right body to take on the role of statutory classifier of video games and why?

	     


	Q40: Do you think the body given in answer to Q39 would be able to set up the systems required to carry out this statutory function and why? But if not, why not?

	     


	Q41: Do you think this option would be more or less costly to the games industry than both the current system and the hybrid system and if so what evidence do you have of this?

	     


	Q42: Do you think the BBFC should continue to rate all content (games and video) of discs which contain film or video content not integral to the game and why? [please refer to footnote 5 in answering this question]

	     


	Q43: Do you think PEGI should rate the game content, while the BBFC rates the film/video content and why?

	(i) If so, should both symbols be on the box?

     


	(ii) In the event of different age ratings, should only the higher symbol prevail?

     


	Q44: It would be helpful to have your views on whether this option would affect games developers based outside Europe, such as those in Japan or US; namely, how this option might affect them and the extent, if any, to which it may affect them. (Please refer to Paragraph 2.36)

	     



Option 4 – Voluntary Code of Practice

There would be no changes made to the legislation so the BBFC and PEGI would continue to classify games as they currently do. The Government would ask retailers and suppliers to sign up to a voluntary Code of Practice to secure adherence to the classification system when selling or supplying video games to children aged 12 or above, even though a statutory offence would not be committed if they broke the code. This Code of Practice would focus on classification and consumer protection and would follow the guidelines outlined in the review. If tougher measures were called for, this could be backed up with statutory legislation calling on the industry to consult and agree on a Code of Practice, breach of which could then be taken into consideration during a prosecution.

	Q45: What is your overall assessment of whether this option would work and why?

	     


	Q46: What are the key flaws with this option and how could it be adapted to overcome them?

	     


	Q47: What are the key advantages with this option and why?

	     


	Q48: How do you think this system would work for the following key stakeholders:

	(i) the consumer?
     


	(ii) the games industry?

     


	(iii) the retail industry?

     


	Q49: What suggestions do you have to improve the system for any of the key stakeholders?

	     


	Q50: Do you think this system is sufficient to reflect the evidence on potential harms raised by the Byron review and if not why not?

	     


	Q51: How do you think this system will last into the future?

	     


	Q52: Do you think this option would work in the online environment?

	(i) If so, what would be the benefits?

     


	(ii) If not, what would be the problems and do you have any solutions?

     


	Q53: Is there any other information that you think Government should take into account when considering the monetary costs of this option?

	     


	Q54: Do you think industry would sign up to such a code?

	     


	Q55: Would this incur any additional costs to industry (games or retail) and can you provide evidence of this?

	     


	Q56: Do you think that this would work in practice on the ground?

	     


	Q57: It would be helpful to have your views on whether this option would affect games developers based outside Europe, such as those in Japan or US; namely, how this option might affect them and the extent, if any, to which it may affect them.

	     



Criteria for consultation

This consultation follows the Cabinet Office Code of Practice on Consultation. In particular, we aim to:

· consult widely throughout the process, allowing a minimum of 12 weeks for written consultation at least once during the development of the policy;
· be clear about what our proposals are, who may be affected, what questions we want to ask and the timescale for responses;
· ensure that our consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible;
· ensure that we provide feedback regarding the responses received and how the consultation process influenced the development of the policy;
· monitor our effectiveness at consultation including through the use of a designated consultation co-ordinator; and ensure our consultation follows better regulation best practice, including carrying out a Regulatory Impact Assessment if appropriate.

The full text of the code of practice is available at: www.berr.gov.uk/files/file44364.pdf

Confidentiality of information

Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal information, may be published or disclosed in accordance with the access to information regimes (these are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the Data Protection Act 1998 (DPA) and the Environmental Information Regulations 2004).

If you want the information that you provide to be treated as confidential, please be aware that, under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities must comply and which deals, among other things, with obligations of confidence. In view of this, it would be helpful if you could explain to us why you regard the information you have provided as confidential. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the Department.
The Department will process your personal data in accordance with the DPA and in most circumstances this will mean that your personal data will not be disclosed to third parties.
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