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1. Introduction
1.1 The New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services (NZCCSS) has six foundation members: the Anglican Care Network, Baptist Union of New Zealand, Catholic Social Services, Methodist Church of New Zealand, Presbyterian Support New Zealand Inc. and the Salvation Army. NZCCSS works for a just and compassionate society in Aotearoa New Zealand.  We see this as a continuation of the mission of Jesus Christ. In seeking to fulfil this mission, we are committed to giving priority to poor and vulnerable members of our society and to Te Tiriti O Waitangi.
1.2 Nationally, NZCCSS membership consists of multiple social service groups working from almost 640 separate organisational sites, which collectively provide over 1,200 social service programmes throughout New Zealand.  Our members deliver a wide range of services that cover such areas as child and family services, services for older people, food-bank and emergency services, housing, budgeting, disability, addiction support, community development and employment services.  Further details on NZCCSS can be found on our website www.nzccss.org.nz. 
1.3 Contact person for these is comments is: Paul Barber, Policy Advisor, PO Box  12-090, Thorndon, Wellington, Ph (04) 473 2627 or paul.barber@nzccss.org.nz.

2. Summary
2.1 NZCCSS submitted in support of the original Gambling Harm Reduction Bill during 2012. The Bill was passed into law in 2013 after being almost completely re-written and with many changes. One reason given for many of the changes to the Bill was that many of the things proposed in the Bill could be better achieved through regulations under the Gambling Act 2003. NZCCSS has therefore examined the proposals in the light of our concerns raised in our original submissions and the intention of the legislation to reduce gambling harm. 

2.2 There are four areas covered by these proposals:

· increasing the transparency of grant-making decisions; 

· increasing the minimum rate of return to authorised purposes; 

· regulating local distribution of gambling proceeds; and

· changing the Class 4 venue payments system.

NZCCSS makes comments on the first three of these areas, as the fourth covers areas of the sector that we are not familiar with. 

2.3 The summary of the NZCCSS is as follows:

· NZCCSS supports the proposals to increase transparency of grant making decisions.

· NZCCSS supports increasing the minimum rate of return to authorised purposes to as high a level as is feasible as soon as possible, beginning with 43% in year 1. 

· NZCCSS supports regulating the local distribution of gambling proceeds at district level but designing the identification of high-needs communities as an additional criterion within district boundaries.

2.4 In commenting on these proposals NZCCSS emphasises that in isolation from wider strategies to reduce gambling harm these proposals will have limited effect. We particularly identify the need for alternative sources of community grant funding and proactive harm minimisation strategies. 

3. Background- Class 4 gaming machines incur high social costs

3.1 NZCCSS agencies report to us regularly about the impact of gambling on vulnerable people, their families and communities. NZCCSS Vulnerability Report July 2013 includes information showing how precarious the situation is for many people, especially families with young children and young people
. NZCCSS wishes to see pokie machines managed in such a way as to minimise the burden on those families and their communities that gambling inflicts. 
3.2 Class 4 gaming machines (pokie machines) are the most harmful and addictive of the available legal gambling options in this country. The number of pokie machines has been steadily decreasing in this country since the mid-2000s and many communities throughout the country are working hard to further reduce the number. 
3.3 Class 4 gaming machines contribute to most of the “problem gambling” in this country. These machines proliferate in the areas of greatest social need and are taking money away from individuals and families who can least afford it. Not enough is being done by casinos and the gaming industry to demonstrate social responsibility in their practices and current legislation does not give sufficient power to government or local communities to enforce more socially responsible behaviour.

3.4 The overall harm through the social, health and economic costs of the machines are most likely in excess of the benefits enjoyed (entertainment, employment and community grants). While there is no comprehensive assessment of the benefits and costs of gambling in New Zealand, the Australian Productivity Commission estimated in 1999 that in Australia the costs of suicides, relationship breakdowns, bankruptcy, lowered productivity and job loss, depression and anxiety, and crime could exceed benefits from the gambling industry by as much as $1.2 billion
.

3.5 The harm the gambling produces is not equally distributed, and Māori and Pacific people are disproportionately affected, being four to five times more likely to experience gambling problems. 


3.6 Harm from gambling extends beyond the gamblers themselves to include their partners, family, children and wider community. It impacts people’s finances, health, relationships, children, employment and communities. Families may be left without the resources to pay for food, heating, transport, health care and housing. For example, The Salvation Army has reported that around 14% of people who come for their services are involved with gambling and 32% are from families affected by problem gamblers
.


4. Perspective of the most disadvantaged

4.1 In assessing the proposals NZCCSS takes the perspective of the most vulnerable in our community. We ask whether these changes would be creating the circumstances that lead to reduced harm to the wide group of people who are impacted directly and indirectly by gambling harm. Gambling harm is more than simply problem gambling and the impacts of gambling activity are distributed unequally. Class 4 gambling activity has the effect of further entrenching existing inequalities because it is the poorer and more vulnerable families that are impacted most greatly. There is a duty on the State to serve the common good and protect vulnerable people from harm and ensure that those most in need are supported to have the best opportunity to get on in life and achieve greater wellbeing. 

4.2 There are numerous issues relating to the Class 4 gambling industry that are not covered by this consultation but influence the ability of these proposals to be effective. NZCCSS has raised these issues in other submissions on gambling. We note that racing continues to be treated as an “authorised purpose” under the new legislation and this channels more than $10million of funds away from other genuine charitable uses of gambling losses. Other key issues are the lack of alternative sources of community funding and lack of attention to harm minimisation measures. 


4.3 Lack of alternative sources of funding: The adverse effects on communities of any loss of pokie funding are compounded because there are few other government or philanthropic alternatives. Using gaming machines to fund community projects is a highly socially inefficient process – taking a large amount of money out of communities, causing harm to communities through problem gambling and then only partially redistributing the lost money through community grants. 


4.4 NZCCSS recommends the government investigate the feasibility of a taxpayer-funded community grants scheme that would be funded to substitute for any lost community grant funding through reduced numbers of pokie machines &/or gaming societies. Such a fund would be a highly socially efficient source of community benefit that would be completely without the costs of operating and regulating gaming societies as well as avoiding the health and social costs of gambling harm. 

4.5 Harm minimisation: Similarly, these proposals do not address the harm minimisation measures that need to accompany regulations around distribution of proceeds, such as compulsory pre-commitment cards. Ultimately the Government harm minimisation strategy must aim to have a sector that includes organisations running Class 4 activities that are run with maximum responsibility towards clients and communities and are not driven by cost-cutting (e.g. minimal and poorly trained staffing) or revenue maximisation (e.g. through inflated operating costs such as executive & board salaries, fees & expenses). 
5. Transparency in Grant Making 


5.1 NZCCSS agrees with the proposals to increase transparency in reporting grants. The proposals on page 14 of the consultation document to publish on websites the geographic location, type of organisation, purpose of grant, where the funding is used, as well the amount sought and actually granted are all important public information.

5.2 The Lotteries Commission must be considered as a comparable body for assessing the appropriate level of transparency and accountability distribution of gambling proceeds, as well setting a benchmark for the proportion of gambling proceeds that can be distributed to the community if it is run independently and solely in the public interest. There is no evidence in the consultation documents that such a comparison has been made. NZCCSS has not done an analysis to compare the efficiency of Lotteries distribution mechanisms compared with gaming societies, but we recommend this be done and made publically available. 

5.3 It is also important that the information be widely accessible in other forums and be in a comparable format, to ensure that the activities of gaming societies can be adequately monitored by government and the wider community. 

5.4 We recommend that the DIA consider publishing the information from all gaming societies on its website as well or on another suitable neutral public information space.

5.5 Instead of publishing grant information in newspapers, it may be worth considering requiring gaming societies to disclose the information above in their annual reports. 

6. Increasing the proportion of proceeds returned to authorised purposes

6.1 NZCCSS strongly supports increasing the proportion of proceeds returned to authorised purposes by as much as possible, as soon as possible. It is clear from current practice in gaming societies that they will tend to seek to comply with the minimum legal requirement and that any change to increase the amount distributed will have to be driven by regulation. 

6.2 The maximum amount to be distributed should be set as high as possible, as this is the central purpose of the Act and the associated regulations. In the Gambling Harm Amendment Bill from 2012 a target of 80% was originally proposed, on the basis of 20% of proceeds meeting venue operating costs, and the rest going to back to the community where the money is taken from. Such a proportion clearly assumes that the government levy ceases, meaning the government no longer funding harm minimisation out of gambling losses but out of wider tax revenue. This should provide an incentive to government to reduce Class 4 gambling harm more proactively.

6.3 NZCCSS supports using the 80% threshold as a target, if the government’s 25% levy is deducted, then a target of 55% return to the community should be implemented over a 10 year period, beginning with an immediate increase to 43% in Year 1 and then increments of 1-2% per year thereafter. 

6.4 Risk of lost funding to communities should be actively mitigated by the government establishing a substitute community grants scheme. This could be done by re-vamping and enlarging the existing COGS scheme or establishing a national community funding commission along the lines of the Lotteries Commission. 

7. Proportion of funds returned to the communities that generated them

7.1 The central problem identified by NZCCSS member agencies is that low income, high deprivation communities are not receiving grant funding investment in proportion to the amount of gaming proceeds being taken out of them. The policy response needs to be designed to address that issue effectively. 

7.2 The problem being addressed by local distribution is that the communities most harmed by gambling losses should be the communities that most benefit from distribution of gambling proceeds. This could be achieved by the Government identifying the “priority areas” for gaming proceeds and requiring those applying for grants to identify how their grants will benefit particular communities

7.3 Some national organisations may be receiving funding for national services that benefit local communities and may indeed be targeted towards those communities but this information is not captured by current (extremely minimal) grant information. The feasibility of better capturing such information through the grant application and grants administration process should be further investigated. 

7.4 The definition of “local” should be kept at district level, which would seem to be an acceptable compromise between being too large or too small. But there is still the issue that deprived communities within districts may still miss out on funding to less deprived communities that tend to have more capacity or capability to produce successful funding applications. It may therefore be necessary to require gaming societies to identify the “priority” areas within their communities in making their grant decisions.  

7.5 Rather than regulating a specific percentage distribution it may be more useful to require gaming societies to report on the communities that are benefiting from their grants and how these match with the communities where the proceeds are being raised from. The DIA should also report on the overall efficiency of the gaming societies in returning grants to deprived and disadvantaged communities within districts. A distribution range of between 60 – 80% might be considered a “target” range or perhaps target ranges could be set a district level. This would need to be aligned with other objectives around ensuring funding is distributed to vulnerable communities (priority areas). 
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