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Introduction 
 
1. Local Government New Zealand  thanks the Commerce Committee for the 

opportunity to make this submission in relation to the Gambling (Gambling 
Harm Reduction) Amendment Bill (the Bill). 

 
2. Local Government New Zealand  makes this submission on behalf of the 

National Council, representing the interests of all local authorities of 
New Zealand. 

 
It is the only organisation that can speak on behalf of local government in 
New Zealand.  This submission was prepared following consultation with 

local authorities.  Where possible their various comments and views have 
been synthesised into this submission.  
 
In addition, some councils will also choose to make individual submissions. 

The Local Government New Zealand  submission in no way derogates from 
these individual submissions. 
 

3. Local Government New Zealand  prepared this submission following: 
• an analysis of the Bill 
• analysis of all feedback from councils   
• analysis of all feedback from Local Government New Zealand’s 

Community Issues Committee. 
 
4. This final submission was endorsed under delegated authority by 

Lawrence Yule, President, National Council. 

 
5. Local Government New Zealand  wishes to be heard by the Commerce 

Committee to clarify the points made by this written submission as 

necessary. 
 

Recommendations 
 
6. Local Government New Zealand  supports the intention of the Bill to 

reduce gambling-related harm. 

 
7. In relation to the functions of local government, the Bill has two broad 

proposals, which are that local authorities should have a greater role in: 
• regulating Class 4 gaming; and 

• distributing the funds derived from Class 4 gaming. 
 

8. We support the proposal to reduce or prohibit the number of venues and 
the proposal to introduce a Class 4 gaming licence period of three years.   

 
9. However, the drafting of the Bill represents poor regulatory process, 

placing unreasonable and potentially conflicting requirements on territorial 

authorities.  We submit that either territorial authorities have meaningful 
regulatory powers or have them removed altogether. 
 

10. While the main intention of the Bill is to address harm from Class 4 

gambling, a number of the proposals focus on the administration of the 
proceeds from this form of gambling.  We do not believe the proposed 
amendments will achieve the purpose of a reduction in harm caused by 

gambling.  
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11. However, we welcome the opportunity to provide some alternative 
considerations and we have therefore made a number of suggestions 

throughout the submission.  
 

Local Government New Zealand  policy principles 
 
12. In developing a view on the provisions in the Bill we have drawn on the 

following high level principles that have been endorsed by the National 
Council of Local Government New Zealand.  We would like the Commerce 

Committee to take these into account when reading this submission. 
 

• Local autonomy and decision-making:  communities should be 

free to make the decisions directly affecting them, and councils 
should have autonomy to respond to community needs. 

 
• Accountability to local communities:  councils should be 

accountable to communities, and not to Government, for the 
decisions they make on the behalf of communities. 

 

• Local difference = local solutions:  avoid one-size-fits-all 
solutions, which are over-engineered to meet all circumstances and 
create unnecessary costs for many councils.  Local diversity reflects 
differing local needs and priorities. 

 
• Equity:  regulatory requirements should be applied fairly and 

equitably across communities and regions.  All councils face 
common costs and have their costs increased by Government, and 

government funding should apply, to some extent, to all councils. 
Systemic, not targeted funding solutions. 

 

• Reduced compliance costs:  legislation and regulation should be 
designed to minimize cost and compliance effort for councils, 
consistent with local autonomy and accountability. More recognition 
needs to be given by Government to the cumulative impacts of 

regulation on the role, functions and funding of local government. 
 
• Cost-sharing for national benefit:  where local activities produce 

benefits at the national level, these benefits should be recognised 
through contributions of national revenues. 

 
 

Comments 
 
THE GAMBLING ACT AND LOCAL AUTHORITY RESPONSIBILITIES 

 
13. The purpose of the Gambling Act 2003 (S3) (the Act) is to: 

• control the growth of gambling 

• prevent and minimise the harm caused by gambling, including 
problem gambling 

• authorise some gambling and prevent the rest 
• facilitate responsible gambling 

• ensure the integrity and fairness of games 
• limit opportunities for crime or dishonesty associated with gambling 
• ensure that money from gambling benefits the community 

• facilitate community involvement in decisions about the provision of 
gambling. 
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14. Territorial authorities have statutory roles under the Act in relation to 
Class 4 gaming (‘pokies’) which require each council to adopt a Class 4 

venue policy, review this on a three-yearly basis, and administer consents 
under this policy. 
 

15. Territorial authorities also have a role in determining the location of 

stand-alone TAB venues under the Racing Act 2003, but have no other 
direct role in the regulation of other types of gambling.   
 

16. The intention of gaming venue policies is to contribute to fulfilling the 

purposes of the Act.  A territorial authority must adopt a policy specifying 
whether Class 4 venues may be established, if so where, and it can specify 
restrictions on the number of machines.  The process of developing a 

policy requires community input and assessment of the social impacts of 
gambling within a local context.  It involves consideration of a wide range 
of factors including the proximity of gambling venues to one another and 
to sensitive locations such as schools, the cumulative effects of gambling 

in the district, and the primary activity of any venue.  Councils and their 
communities contribute significant time, energy, resources and funding 
into the development of these policies.  

 
17. The sole mechanism for implementing the territorial authority’s policy is 

the venue consent process.  Councils are responsible for assessing 
applications for venue consents according to their policy, and then 

determining whether to decline to grant consent or approve – with or 
without specifying the maximum number of machines that may be 
operated at the venue. 
 

18. The Class 4 venues policy is a rather weak regulatory tool.  While councils 
and their communities can consider a range of issues in developing their 
policy and in deciding whether to grant a consent, the consent itself can 

only have conditions relating to the location of the venue and machine 
numbers.  Councils also do not appear to have the ability to consider the 
distribution of funding from Class 4 gaming when developing their policies. 
 

19. Local Government New Zealand  has previously argued that, to fulfil the 
Act’s purpose and the public’s faith in the process, that councils have the 
tools and the ability to implement the policies developed in consultation 

with their communities. 
 

INTENTION OF THE BILL 

 

20. The amendments proposed in the Bill will significantly change the way 
local authorities interact with the Class 4 gaming sector.  They will 
increase a council’s power for regulating Class 4 venues, and require 
councils to appoint community committees to distribute funds raised in 

their areas.  The amendments also redefine what a council is required to 
consider when developing a Class 4 Venue policy. 
 

21. The explanatory note for the Bill states that it seeks to overcome the 
“inequities of harm” caused by electronic gaming machines.  It proposes to 
make five substantial changes to the Gambling Act 2003.  These are: 
i. add “evidence of harm” and “public sentiment” as major criteria to 

be applied when developing a Class 4 gambling venue policy; 



 

LGNZ Submission to the Commerce Committee Gambling (Gambling Harm Reduction) Amendment Bill 
Our ref: SC05-01 
Page 4 of 14 

ii. requiring that at least 80% of the funds raised by Class 4 gaming 
machines go back to the community from which they were raised, 

down to the lowest electoral level (e.g. ward, community board, 
etc); 

iii. shift (phase out) the distribution of gaming machine profits from 
gaming trusts and corporate societies, within a year’s time, to 

funding committees convened by a territorial authority;  
iv. remove ‘racing’ and ‘racing stake money’ as an authorised purpose 

for the distribution of gaming machine profits; and 
v. add a condition to venue licences that machines must require 

player tracking devices and pre-commit cards. 
 
22. We have not provided comment on the last two changes.  

 
23. The following sections explore the impacts of the first three proposals on 

local government, focusing primarily on local government’s regulatory 
functions, and the proposed changes to the distribution of Class 4 gaming 

proceeds.  It takes into account the principles described in paragraph 7, as 
well as the current reform of local government, particularly the possible 
change to local government’s purpose and the inquiry to be undertaken by 

the Productivity Commission into the regulatory functions undertaken by 
local and central government. 

 
INCREASED REGULATORY ROLE 

 
24. Currently councils can adopt a policy which caps the number of Class 4 

gaming machines, but not the number of venues.  This cap has no active 
effect on existing machine numbers, relying on ‘natural attrition’ to lower 

the number of machines, with the cap preventing additional growth or 
replacement of machines removed by another venue.  Venue licences are 
granted in perpetuity. 

 
25. Clauses 7 and 8 of the Bill increase local government’s responsibilities by 

enabling territorial authorities to adopt a Class 4 venue policy that 
prohibits or reduces the numbers of venues in a district or area.  

 
26. If a territorial authority included a provision in their gambling policy to 

prohibit or reduce the number of existing venues (including those that 

were in operation when the Act came into force), then all existing Class 4 
venues will be given one year from the date the policy comes into force 
before their licences expire and they will be required to apply for a new 
licence under the new policy criteria. Subsequent licences will be granted 

for a maximum of three years. 
 
27. These provisions have the effect of subjecting all current venues to a 

further consent process – getting around the current ‘perpetual’ consent 

issue – and thus enabling an active reduction in venue numbers.  
A reduction in venue numbers may have a de facto result of reducing 
machine numbers. 

 
28. The Bill is unclear whether a venue can apply for consent before the 

one year expiry of its licence.  If it can, then there is a chance of a 
‘consent race’ among venues.  

 
29. The Bill is also unclear regarding the implementation of reducing venue 

numbers.  Clause 8(2.c) states that the policy condition lowering the 

number of permitted venues can be applied to existing venues, and 
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venues that operated on the day the Act came into force.  However, the 
application of other parts of the Bill suggests that the reduction will occur 

when venues are required to apply for consent once their venue licence 
expires after one year.  Does the reference in clause 8(2.c) apply as an 
immediate reduction or is there some other intention?  

 

30. Councils currently have no ability to revoke a venue licence; only the 
Department of Internal Affairs has this ability.  A lowering of venue 
numbers with immediate effect would be legally difficult to implement via 
a council gaming policy. 

 
31. The Bill is not clear on how a policy to actively reduce the number of 

venues can be applied fairly and consistently.  This needs to be addressed. 

 
32. There is also the potential for the unintended consequence of this 

approach to significantly reduce the amount of funding available for 
community groups (this issue is discussed further below). 

 
33. In terms of increasing local government’s regulatory powers, the Bill only 

proposes that a council has greater control over the number of venues.  

A further option that should be considered relates to the hours of 
operation.  The availability of Class 4 gaming in an area is a function of 
the total available machine-hours, not just the number of venues or 
machines. 

 
34. A council has no influence on how many hours per day a Class 4 gaming 

venue is open.  This may help explain why, while the number of venues in 
New Zealand has gradually declined in recent years, the revenues from 

gambling machines have been stable and the number of problem gamblers 
associated with Class 4 gaming has increased. 

 

35. Clause 67(1.k) of the Act requires that a Class 4 gaming venue should 
only be granted a licence if the Secretary of Internal Affairs is satisfied 
that “the Class 4 venue is not used mainly for operating gaming 
machines”.  Clause 101(4.f) of the Act allows a territorial authority, in 

adopting a Class 4 venue policy, to have regard to “what the primary 
activity at any venue should be”.  Anecdotally, it appears that Class 4 
gambling is the primary activity in most venues during daylight hours. 

 
36. Creating the power for a territorial authority to regulate hours of operation 

would be consistent with the Act. 
 

POLICY THAT IS IMPLEMENTABLE 

 
37. The amendments put forward in this Bill will have a significant impact on 

the capacity of local government. 

 
38. As venue licences are currently granted in perpetuity, licence applications 

only have to be considered for new venues or for venues wanting to 

relocate or vary their number of machines.  This means that the 
administration of Class 4 venue licences is not necessarily a large 
workload for councils.  However, if all existing venues have to reapply for 
their licences after 12 months, and all subsequent licences have to be 

reviewed every three years, this could represent a significant and ongoing 
increase in workload for council.  If a territorial authority were to use the 
increased powers proposed in this Bill to actively reduce the number of 
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Class 4 gaming venues in a district or area, this could have a significant 
impact on for example a council’s licensing and compliance area. 

 
39. Councils’ gambling policies have to be reviewed every three years and a 

number of councils are currently reviewing their gambling policies.  
The Bill is silent on the impact the amendments to reduce or prohibit the 

number of venues will have on existing gambling venue policies.  The Bill 
will need to be amended to state explicitly that existing policies will 
continue to have effect until such a time as they are revoked or replaced. 

 

40. We have previously raised our concern about the frequency (and cost) of 
the policy review cycle, with territorial authorities generally supporting a 
longer review period.  This would lower the cost to ratepayers, decrease 

pressure on council resources, and be more aligned with other relevant 
review processes which have longer review periods.  
 

41. A longer review period also would be consistent with central government’s 

own publicly expressed desire for improved efficiency and effectiveness at 
the local government level.  It is inconsistent for central government 
(assuming that this Bill has the support of the Government) on one hand 

to criticise local government for increased costs yet on the other to impose 
(once again) further functions and cost on local government without 
providing the resources to deliver those functions.  This constant lack of 
connected thinking between central government’s criticism of local 

government’s performance whilst at the same time layering on cost after 
cost on local government must be addressed. 
 

42. It is noteworthy that, while councils can charge fees for consents, the Act 

does not provide for the recovery of the costs of developing, consulting 
on, and reviewing policy.  It is therefore the council, or more specifically 
their ratepayers, which fund the costs of the gambling policy. 

 
43. We were most concerned in 2003 when the Act was introduced assigning 

roles and powers to local government without providing councils with the 
resources or ability to charge for the implementation of the new 

requirements.  The amendments to the Act, as proposed in this Bill, again 
raise the issue of cost recovery – who pays for unfunded mandates? 

 

EVIDENCE OF HARM 

 
44. Clause 8 of the Bill proposes that territorial authorities take into account 

“evidence of harm from gambling” and “public sentiment about the extent 

and location of gambling venues” when adopting a Class 4 venue policy.  
 

45. This is additional to the current requirement in Clause 101(2) of the Act, 
which requires that “in adopting a policy, the territorial authority must 

have regard to the social impact of gambling within the territorial authority 
district”. 

 

46. The requirement to include “evidence of harm” as a Class 4 gaming venue 
policy criteria does not address how such evidence is to be gathered or 
treated.  How much ‘harm’ is significant enough to affect policy 
development?  Is one person suffering harm, such as a problem gambler, 

sufficient to change the direction of policy?  
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47. The requirement to have regard to “public sentiment about the extent of 
opportunities for gambling” raises similar concerns.  How is ‘public 

sentiment’ to be measured?  Also, how is this to be considered differently 
to views expressed through the current consultation process?  

 
48. Depending on how councils have interpreted “the social impact of 

gambling” in the past, and how the new criteria of “evidence of harm” and 
“public sentiment” are interpreted in the future, this could increase the 
research requirements and associated costs to councils. 

 

49. Government already collects substantial funding from Class 4 gambling in 
the form of the problem gambling levy.  We have made previous 
submissions to government requesting that a portion of the levy (either 

through distribution or increase) be made available for distribution to local 
authorities to assist them to effectively implement their legislative 
obligations. 

 

50. Councils continue to be concerned about the challenge of obtaining robust 
and quantitative data to undertake social impact assessments when 
developing their gambling policies.  We again recommend that a portion of 

the problem gambling levy is used to support councils to develop robust 
Class 4 gambling policies based on good information and social impact 
assessment. 

 

51. Alternatively, the Ministry of Health could be instructed to provide relevant 
information to territorial authorities to inform their gambling venue 
policies.  Clause 317 of the Act requires the government to produce “an 
integrated problem gambling strategy focused on public health”, funded 

out of the Problem Gambling Levy.  This strategy must include 
“independent scientific research associated with gambling”.  The Act is 
silent on whether this research can be used to assist territorial authorities 

with the social impact research they are required to undertake to inform 
their gaming policies.  

 
52. The statutory requirement to focus research on public health means there 

is a paucity of research to assist a council’s policy development.  
This includes lack of information about the net economic impacts of 
Class 4 gambling; the distribution of benefits to the community on both a 

geographic and activity basis; or the effectiveness of the regulatory 
framework. 

 
53. Given that the government is concerned about the costs that ratepayers 

must bear for the provision of local government services, and its inquiry 
into local government’s regulatory performance, it seems self-evident that 
the local government information requirements should be collected as part 
of the national gambling research strategy. 

 
LOCAL DISTRIBUTION OF CLASS 4 GAMING PROCEEDS TO REDUCE HARM 

 

54. The Act currently requires that corporate societies (‘pokie trusts’) conduct 
Class 4 gambling, and distribute a proportion of the Class 4 gaming 
proceeds.  This includes the requirement that the costs of conducting 
Class 4 gaming is minimised and the returns to the community are 

maximised.  The regulations under the Act stipulate that this means a 
minimum of 37.12% of the trusts’ gross proceeds are to go to the 
community.  
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55. While the Act requires the proceeds to go to an “authorised purpose”, it 
does not provide a definition for this (other than to state “charitable 

purpose” and a “non-commercial purpose that is beneficial to the whole or 
a section of the community”).  Therefore, the proceeds could be 
distributed at a single site such as a club or help fund nationwide 
activities. 

 
56. To achieve greater clarity on appropriate “authorised purposes” for Class 4 

gambling proceeds, it may be appropriate to amend the Act so that 
Class 4 gambling reflects the same purposes as required of lotteries 

(S277).  This will also provide more consistency within the Act itself about 
the appropriate uses for the proceeds of gambling.  This may require an 
exception to allow venues such as RSAs to continue to return benefits to 

their own members.  
 

57. Clauses 6 and 9 of the Bill propose that existing Corporate Societies 
distribute at least 80% of their proceeds at the smallest electoral level in 

the territorial authority from which they originated.  Where they exist, this 
could mean at the ward, community board, or local board subdivision 
level.  It is noted that in Clause 6 it states “80% of all funds derived from 

gambling under the licence”; and in Clause 9 “at least 80% of such net 
proceeds”.  This requires clarification. 

 
58. Each ‘pokie trust’ would be required to comply with this from the date 

their Class 4 Operators Licence was renewed (the Bill proposes that it then 
must re-apply every three years). 

 
59. However, in Clause 10, the Bill provides for territorial authorities to take 

over the distribution of grants within 12 months of the Bill becoming law. 
This timing issue needs to be clarified, providing for adequate transition. 

 

60. A question that does not appear to have been considered is ‘what is the 
catchment of the venue’.  In smaller communities it is quite possible that a 
person visits venues across a town, possibly across different electoral 
areas.  The ‘community of interest’ is therefore much wider and the 

smallest electoral level may be less helpful in determining the catchment. 
 

61. The Bill is not clear about the 20% of proceeds not allocated back to the 

local area from which it originated. 
 

62. The proposals in the Bill may also result in unintended consequences. 
While the Bill’s amendments may help prevent a flow of funds from high 

vulnerability areas to more well-off communities, it may also prevent a 
flow of funding from areas which can better afford the loss to those with 
higher needs. 

 

63. Paradoxically, if a council introduces a policy reducing the number of 
machines in a high needs area, this would also reduce the amount of 
funding available for proceeds within that area. 

 
64. If a council reduces the number of venues in an area, gamblers may 

choose to travel outside their local area, which also creates a ‘leakage’. 
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65. The apportioning of 80% local and 20% ‘other’ distribution appears to be 
arbitrary, without clear evidence of how this will reduce gambling-related 

harm.  It is unclear whether other proposals have been considered, such 
as a greater proportion of proceeds being used for gambling addiction 
treatment purposes or increased funding for research purposes; both 
cases would indicate that a national distribution may be more appropriate. 

 
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT’S NEW ROLE AS ‘POKIE TRUST’ 

 

66. Clause 10 of the Bill refers to the transfer of the role of distributing 
proceeds from corporate societies to local authorities.  The Bill proposes 
that territorial authorities establish committees to distribute the proceeds 

raised from Class 4 gaming in their areas.  The majority of members of 
such a committee are “to live or be active in the local district” (it is not 
clear whether this means the lowest electoral level) and are not a 
councillor, community board member or local board member. 

 
67. It is unclear from the Bill whether the gambling proceeds can be used to 

cover the costs to councils (as is currently available to the trusts) for 

operating the committees or whether it will mean additional costs to 
councils. 
 

68. It is also not clear whether the committees are to decide for which 

purposes the proceeds are to be used.  The Bill is silent about clarifying 
authorised purposes for funding. 

 
69. The implication of this amendment is that it creates conflicting roles for 

councils.  The Bill continues the role of a council as regulator of Class 4 
gambling and requires the council to be involved in the distribution of the 
proceeds of that gambling. 

 
70. The Bill’s Explanatory Note states that the Bill “requires existing pokie 

trusts and corporate societies to hand over their roles in conducting 
gambling and distributing its proceeds to committees of the territorial 

authority where a venue is located”.  This implies ownership and 
management of the ‘pokie’ machines, which is currently undertaken by the 
Corporate Societies (the venues directly operate the machines).  

This raises the question of whether territorial authorities would be 
expected to purchase gaming machines from the corporate societies. 
 

71. Clause 10 in the Bill does not give territorial authorities responsibility for 

“conducting gambling”; only for the distribution of the proceeds. 
 

72. If local government is not expected to own and manage machines, it is not 
clear whether corporate societies would continue in this role; and whether 

they would continue to be compensated for the cost of purchasing and 
maintaining machines.  
 

73. Currently the Act allows the owner of each Class 4 venue to choose which 
corporate society operates its gaming machines, which affects the 
authorised purpose for which the proceeds will be distributed. 
 

74. Greater alignment with a community’s preferences for the distribution of 
gambling proceeds may be possible if the territorial authority were able to 
choose which corporate society or societies were able to operate venues in 

their districts. 
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75. Alternatively, a council could establish a corporate society for their district 

(perhaps through a council-controlled organisation). 
 

76. It is perhaps more appropriate for the operation of Class 4 gaming venues 
to be assigned to a national statutory authority, as is the case for TAB 

outlets which are controlled by the New Zealand Racing Board.  
 

77. It is recommended that the model for state lotteries is considered more 
closely.  The New Zealand Lotteries Commission runs state lotteries and 

the New Zealand Grants Board distributes the proceeds from the state 
lottery.  Decisions about grant applications are undertaken by lottery 
distribution committees with its members drawn from the community. 

There are currently 23 such committees (three statutory bodies, nine 
specialist committees; one national community committee and 11 regional 
committees.  The proceeds distributed nationwide from lotteries grants in 
2011 was about $187 million and ‘pokie trusts’ allocated about $249 

million nationwide in the same year. 
 

78. It is unclear what benefits there are in territorial authorities creating 

different or even similar structures at a local level. 
 

Conclusion 
 
79. Aside from increased abilities for territorial authorities to reduce gambling 

opportunities, overall the Bill offers little that will actively reduce gambling 
harm.  

 
80. The government did not provide territorial authorities with a specific role 

in minimising gambling harm under the Act.  However, the intention of the 

Act, as with the Bill, is that a council’s gambling policy, supported by 
sound social impact assessment, significantly contributes to the objective 
of preventing and minimising gambling related harm.  

 

81. The policy-making requirements already imposed on local government by 
the Act are burdensome.  Councils must review their Class 4 venue 
policies every three years, using the Special Consultative Procedure and 

meet conditions for the matters taken into account. 
 

82. There is only weak evidence that Class 4 gambling policies have a 
significant effect on either community harm or benefit. 

 
83. The Bill proposes changes that will have a significant impact on local 

government with little consideration, of whether the changes to its role are 
appropriate, nor indication of how local government will be supported to 

implement these changes. 
 

84. The Bill also creates a potential conflict for local government as it 

introduces the dual requirement of regulator and distributor of funds; from 
the same activity. 

 
85. Local Government New Zealand  is therefore generally not supportive of 

the changes proposed. 
 

86. However, we do support the Bill’s intent to reduce the harm generated 

from Class 4 gambling and have therefore included a number of 
recommendations.   
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Recommendations 
 

87. While we cannot support the proposals as they stand in this Bill due to the 
unacceptable impact on local government, if government intends for its 
policy-making and regulatory framework to contribute to the intent of the 
Act, it may wish to consider the following suggestions.  

 
88. The first is focused on increasing the efficacy of local government’s 

involvement in Class 4 gambling.  A number of councils have commented 

that, if local government is expected to have an ongoing regulatory 
function in Class 4 gambling, it requires the necessary regulatory powers 
to do so.  This could include the transfer of some of the current regulatory 
powers from the Minister and Secretary of Internal Affairs to territorial 

authorities, allowing councils to include the ability to regulate certain 
matters in their gambling venue policies (currently prescribed in clause 
313 of the Act).  Effective regulatory powers would include the ability to: 

• reduce or prohibit the number of Class 4 venues in an area 
• prescribe requirements for the design, layout and furnishing of a 

Class 4 venue 
• control the hours of operation of a venue 

• declare a venue as suitable or unsuitable to be a Class 4 venue. 
 
89. This approach continues to ensure communities have a say in the 

availability of Class 4 gaming in their area.  It expands a council’s powers 

and may make it more worthwhile to undertake the three year policy 
review required by the Act.  An appropriately drafted policy on gambling 
venues has the potential to provide a level of mitigation in relation to 

community harm.  In terms of existing roles, this option may provide 
better alignment with council’s regulatory functions in building inspection, 
liquor licensing and planning, than it would for the Department of Internal 
Affairs.  However, it will require appropriate resources (funding and 

information). 
 
90. Some councils have expressed the view that an alternative option in terms 

of the regulatory framework is to remove the requirements for territorial 
authorities to have a Gambling Venue Policy (similar to prior to the 
2003 Gambling Act when local government did not have a regulatory role). 
This option would make the Minister and Secretary of Internal Affairs 

wholly responsible for minimising harm in the gambling sector.  This would 
include making decisions on the number of machines, number and 
allocation of venues, and their hours of operation.  This option aims to 
reduce the burden on local government.  It also removes the potential 

conflict between a council’s role as regulator and funding distributor 
(as proposed by the Bill).  However, it may reduce the opportunity for the 
community to have input into the regulation of gambling and this is of 

concern to local government. 
 
91. The Bill’s proposals create a conflict between a council’s role as regulator 

and a new proposed role as funding distributor.  Apart from improving the 

current system to reduce the risk of inappropriate use of Class 4 gambling 
proceeds (which has not been considered in the Bill), a number of councils 
have considered different approaches to the distribution of Class 4 

gambling proceeds.  
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92. One is that of a national approach by which government could look at 
making the New Zealand Lotteries Commission responsible for this form of 

public gambling, and make the New Zealand Grants Board responsible for 
the distribution of the proceeds.  This approach may result in greater 
consistency within the Act, including the appropriate use of gambling 
proceeds for community purposes.  It will require greater resourcing for 

the Department of Internal Affairs.  However, councils have commented 
that a national authority may not have the local knowledge of community 
needs and aspirations.  Therefore, if a model such as the New Zealand 
Lotteries Commission is considered, additional local representation will 

need to be appointed to regional committees and be involved in the 
distribution of funds in their area.  Councils have commented that if a 
national model is not considered, funding for councils to distribute 

proceeds from Class 4 gambling is provided. 
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