22 September 2020

Wellington City Council
PO Box 2199
Wellington 6140
New Zealand
RE: Submission on the Gambling Venues Policy

As Executive Director, I write this submission on behalf of College Sport Wellington and its 40 member
secondary schools.
College Sport Wellington is a registered charitable organisation and we are the guardians of sport in
the 40 secondary schools of the Greater Wellington region north to including Otaki. We are the
primary deliverers of sporting competitions and development opportunities to the 27,000 students in
these schools. Last year just under 60% of the students in this region played sport for their school –
the highest of the major metropolitan areas and in part we attribute this to the broad programme
opportunities we provide.
In support of this submission, we know and are regularly identified as national leaders in this sector
and are obviously keen to maintain and where possible grow further our engagement with rangitahi
and the sporting communities of the region. This is evidenced by the School Sport New Zealand census
where we annually compare our performance against the other major metropolitans. The attached
census and supporting analysis shows this and points to the excellent work carried out by College
Sport Wellington and its member schools.
As with all Sports Organisations, the last several months have been a challenging time for College Sport
Wellington. However, through careful financial management and planning, we have managed to reengage our students in physical activity opportunities. With the bulk of winter sports now completed,
we have recrafted the calendar so that our students missed only a fraction of their normal sporting
opportunities. At the same time, we have used this opportunity to look at how we can offer other
participation opportunities that engage even more students. Looking ahead, we’re confident College
Sport Wellington will come out of the current challenges stronger and more focused.
However it is with deep concern we note the proposal to introduce a sinking lid policy for Class 4
gaming in Wellington City. The effect of such a policy on College Sport Wellington and its member
schools, particularly at this time, would be profound and to the detriment of our rangitahi. We
therefore support Option C, that being no change to the current arrangements, relating to machines
and venues in Wellington. The basis for supporting Option C is as follows:
There is no evidence to justify a change from the status quo.


There has been no significant rise in the number of machines and/or venues. We
understand that since 2004, venue numbers have reduced, and that gaming machine
numbers have also reduced by 25% over the last 10 years. The level of gambling and the

problem gambling rate has remained at the same level over that time. New Zealand has
one of the lowest problem gambling rates in the world.
The timing of the proposed changes and the current environment


The community funding model currently used to distribute Class 4 gaming is working well.
However, Covid-19 has had a devastating effect on many sectors including active
recreation and sport because of lockdown impacting the flow of funds and the inability of
Class 4 organisation to hold reserves. This has put at risk many secondary school sport
activities and the consequent value that these activities create for communities.

No viable, sustainable alternative funding sources


Fewer machines mean fewer grants. In the last 12 months funding generated across the
wider region from Class 4 gaming was $61 million of which $16.9 million was returned to
community activity in Wellington city. There are no other sources of funding currently that
would provide a substitute for the amount of Class 4 funding being accessed by the
community.



Community active recreation and sport organisations have traditionally been reliant on
Class 4 gaming, and while this makes these organisations vulnerable this is their reality
where they are using a funding source that is regularly available and accessible in the
absence of other viable funding options. There are organisations in our region who would
become insolvent almost immediately without this funding.



As an organisation we work hard to diversify our income, however corporate dollars are
extremely difficult to access, fundraising activity does not generate a high return, and there
is unlikely to be any Government funding set aside to cover the activities that are currently
funded by Class 4. As we move as a country into a recession, this will make accessing
funding from alternative sources even more difficult.



In the case of College Sport Wellington and its schools, funding received mitigates the
barrier of cost to participation. We work very hard to keep the cost of participation to an
absolute minimum, and as such, run a very lean organisation. Without this funding, and
given the limited corporate dollars available, our alternative is to meet a shortfall through
increased student levies and participation fees. This will create a greater barrier to
participation, particularly for our most disadvantaged rangitahi.

The magnitude of good overlooked


We acknowledge there is a social cost to gambling when this becomes a problem for an
individual impacting family and friends. However, for the sake of balance, the vast social
value created by the funding generated from gambling must also be properly
acknowledged. Children, in particular, are the beneficiaries of the application of these
funds.



It is important to recognise that this funding is not applied to projects or programmes that
are ‘nice extras’. Funding in the vast majority of instances is used to support core costs
incurred within sport and recreation and in many cases to keep the doors open. The
common categories across which funding can be classified are salaries, facility hire costs,
sports equipment, maintenance, events, tournaments and camps, and coaching.

Other considerations:


Class 4 Gaming is well-regulated to provide a financial return to the community for the
benefit of those communities and moves to reduce or remove this opportunity will have
some undesirable consequences over time.



The sinking lid option is proposed to address the harm done by Class 4 gaming. However,
the proposal does not give thought to the harm that may be created as a consequence of
the withdrawal of the community services that are currently funded through Class 4
gaming returns. In the case of active recreation and sport the value to individuals and
communities is well documented.



There will also be some financial consequences for Wellington City Council should a sinking
lid policy be applied. As an example, gaming funding is often accessed to cover costs
associated with facility and ground hire from Wellington City Council. In addition, there will
be expectations on Council to fund activities that were previously funded through gaming
proceeds, in order to at least preserve the status quo in terms of delivery of active
recreation and sport services.



Taking gaming machines out of communities will not reduce problem gambling. As we saw
through Covid-19 lockdown, people who want to gamble will find other ways to do so.
While the extent of online gambling by New Zealanders has yet to be fully researched, it is
obvious from overseas research and anecdotal evidence that online gambling is growing
very quickly. Online gambling options are more harmful as a consequence of being
unsupervised, less regulated, incentivised to encourage more gambling, and using virtual
money rather than cash. And, there is no return to the community.

We thank the Wellington City Council for the opportunity to make a submission on this proposal, and
urge Councillors to consider the wider impacts upon the active recreation and sport sector if a sinking
lid policy is introduced.
Yours Faithfully,

Bryan Dickinson
Executive Director
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Respondent No: 16

Q1. Your name

Aneira Komene

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
It reduces psychological stress factors and it also reduces financial loss for people whom does not have the finances that in
reality doesn't exist. It reduces crime rates e.g Beneficiaries whom gamble can barely survive on the benefit and they
usually turn to a criminal mindset when they need to feed the urge and some degrade themselves so much for a gamble
they lie to themselves and steal and lie to family and friends they burgle they scam they do everything and anything they
can to get money even sell their souls or sell their children off to feed the addiction. It's a very bad addiction gambling and I
would know cos I've been a gambler for 20+years. And I've come across people who do these things even I've done these
things except sell my soul and children off as I don't have any children and wouldn't ever dare Inthe world do it to my own if
ever! This eliminating gambling will end financial crisis for us people whom live here in Wellington, we are barely even
surviving due to fact our country is in a world pandemic.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
As a extreme excessive gambler, I'd like for you to help me by eliminating them here in Wellington as it's only putting
everyone in financial strife and leaving us whom gambler in debt or somehow a situation that puts us in that poverty line
making us struggle even before the struggle got real. Help me help us. Gambling needs to be eradicated from Wellington,
and when I say gambling I'm specifically talking pokies!

Respondent No: 23

Q1. Your name

Cyrus Frear

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
We've got bigger fish to fry at the moment! Dedicating resources to gambling policy is unwise and unnecessary. More
importantly, gambling addiction should be addressed from a deeper level. The behaviour is only the top of the iceberg, and
putting draconian measures in place to minimise exposure to gambling only channels the desire towards other harmful
activities. Finally, people should be free to supply and receive goods and services; option A is simply against the most basic
human right: freedom!
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
The Islamic regime in Iran has banned sale, supply and consumption of alcohol for more than 40 years, and severely
punishes those who drink alcohol in any amount (up to 80 lashes). What do people do? not drink? Wrong! They buy
industrial alcohol or methanol from pharmacies and drink that instead in enclosed areas with fear and stress, and a big
number of them go blind every year due to consuming alcohol that was not made to be drunk!

Respondent No: 40

Q1. Your name

Annaliese Johnston

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Sinking lid means that numbers of pokie machines will reduce over time. I believe this is the best option for our community
in Wellington. Gambling harm from pokies disproportionately impacts vulnerable people and communities. According to the
Problem Gambling Foundation, pokies are considered the most harmful form of gambling. They give players unrealistic
impressions of the odds of winning, confuse people about how much money they have lost, and encourage sustained
periods of gambling – often in the hope of recovering losses. They also disproportionately feature in poorer communities
and can exacerbate existing inequality and social harms, including family violence. As a resident of Kelburn I don't see any
pokies in my community and it is unjust that other communities have to bear the burden of them. I believe a sinking lid
policy is the best and least harmful policy for Wellington council to choose. Other councils around the nation have adopted
this policy and it is time Wellington caught up. I also encourage the council to both vote for the sinking lid policy and include
the policies of not allowing relocation of pokies and no mergers, and to ensure that TABs are included in the sinking lid
policy. These elements will ensure a strong harm prevention approach to pokies in Wellington.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
not answered

Respondent No: 44

Q1. Your name

Manu Ward

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
A sinking lid policy would have the effect of reducing the number over time of these harmful machines. This would allow
community groups time to transition to more ethical funding models. It would eventually result in less money lost to
gambling from my suburb in Newtown, ultimately benefitting families and economy of our suburb.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
Please strengthen the proposed sinking lid policy to include bans on relocations and venue mergers (following the example
of Gisborne, among others). It should also explicitly include TAB venues in the same policy. As a resident of Newtown
since 2002, I have had involvement with community development initiatives particularly with social housing tenants at Te
Ara Hou and Newtown Park Flats, through organisations such as Urban Vision, the Newtown Community Centre, and St
Thomas church. One woman I know recently took the courageous step of banning herself from all local gaming venues,
but in moments of weakness was still able to travel to the next suburb to find a venue where she was not known. The
Health Promotion Agency (HPA) report of 2018 states that half (49%) of pokies users (at least monthly) experienced some
harm from their gambling. This indicates that the "small" gambling problem is really concentrated at pokies. The DIA has
estimated that 30% of money lost to pokies are from problem gamblers. Pokies target the most vulnerable to make
fundraising easier. This is an unethical funding model, particularly in a recession, and to portray the resulting community
grants as a net social benefit is disingenuous. I acknowledge that fundraising is hard work. My daughter's kindergarten
regularly holds raffles for specific needs. But none of us would ever dream of deliberately targeting problem gamblers who
will readily hand over cash they cannot afford, just to make it faster and easier to pay for a new sandpit (for example)! Yet
that is exactly the nature of fundraising with pokies machines. I once set up a community playgroup in Berhampore, and out
of principle, only applied for grants from ethical sources, such as COGS, because I could not in good conscience avail of
gambling funds. I am sure that if the real source of the funding was more transparent, many more community groups would
feel this way. Pokies machines are carefully designed for psychological manipulation, to keep a user playing longer and
with the feeling of "almost winning". But the odds of winning is based on a digital algorithm that is not actually equivalent to
an old-style mechanical slot machine. Reportedly 19 of 67 territorial authorities already adopt a sinking lid policy in NZ,
including Auckland, Christchurch, Dunedin, Invercargill, and Porirua. Let us follow their example. For the sake of the most
vulnerable, we must dream of a future where these machines are simply not in our city at all.

Respondent No: 50

Q1. Your name

Joshua Bruce

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Outlined on previous answer. Repeated below. I believe you should implement both option A and option B at the same
time. Reducing the number of machines, reinstating the regulations outlined, changing the boundaries and also
implementing a sinking lid policy. If I had to chose one I would choose option A but believe both together is a stronger
decision. In reality without additional public pressure option A is effectively do nothing. Secondly I believe that the upcoming
bottle recycling deposit scheme provides a huge opportunity for alternative community funds. If all bottles collected via
kerbside recycle were considered donations to a community fund admistered by the community trust, plus any venues /
gambling trusts which committed to giving up their pokie machies over 3 years also got a proportion of the funds to
distribute, plus a phase out grant to venues as they withdrew their machines over the 3 years. Then all parties win and the
community is better off. When those at the bottom suffer we all suffer. When they suffer we pay more for health care,
support services, mental health and addiction counselling, crime, policing, state care if children the list goes on... when they
suffer, we pay. Just sometimes / most the time we don't realise or think it doesn't affect us. Council have an opportunity to
call out the best in people and not just regulate change, but inspire it. We need to consider gaming trusts and business
owners and call on those who really do care about people and their communities as most do to take a proactive and unified
step towards positive change.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
not answered

Respondent No: 56

Q1. Your name

Mino Cleverley

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Pacific Advisory Group (PAG), Wellington City Council

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

hearing time can be arranged)

Q7. What is your preferred option?

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
As a group, PAG unamously wishes to see reduced harm to our communities that problem gambling may facilitate and
sees A as the best option to help achieve this we believe.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
not answered

Respondent No: 58

Q1. Your name

Susannah Lees-Jeffries

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Royal New Zealand Ballet

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
We feel that gaming trusts benefit the community through significant financial support for community, cultural and sporting
organisations. At a time of economic uncertainty it would be well-nigh impossible to replace this support with funding from
other sources. Reducing the number of gaming venues in Wellington will reduce community funding.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
We have prepared a short written submission outlining the Royal New Zealand Ballet's position in more detail and will be
emailing this to policy.submission@wcc.govt.nz.

Respondent No: 73

Q1. Your name

Sai Lealea

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Wellington Fijian Pastors Group

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Submission to the Wellington City Council on the “Gambling Venues Policy” from the Wellington Fijian Pastors Group
Introduction This is a submission by the Wellington Fijian Pastors Group (WFPG) on the proposed Gambling Venues Policy
of the Wellington City Council. The WFPG is comprised of church pastors and elders from the main Fijian churches in
Wellington. They have the interest of their parishioners and members of their families and communities in mind in making
this submission. It is a submission that: • provides a brief background to the policy • outlines the rationale behind the
proposal; • sets out the position they take on the policy; and • concludes with brief remarks. The WFPG also welcomes the
opportunity to appear as a group to present its submission to the City Council if provided. Background: Wellington City
Council is seeking feedback on its proposed gambling venues policy for electronic gaming machines, more commonly
known as ‘pokies’. The Council has powers to determine which TABs, pubs and clubs can host pokie machines. The
current policy limits the number of machines in certain areas, but we would like the policy to include a ‘sinking lid’. That
means no new pokies venues would be able to open in the Wellington area. We think a sinking lid is the best policy to
reduce the number of pokie machines and reduce gambling harm Why is this important? Currently, Wellington City has 633
pokies across 40 venues. In 2019, people in Wellington lost over a staggering $40 million on these machines. Some people
support pokies because the gambling losses are used to fund community groups. But only 40% of the losses are returned
to the community and not always into the community it comes from. Pokies are highly addictive and are the most harmful
form of gambling. It is estimated that 30% of the money lost on pokies comes from people experiencing harm. Pokies
outside casinos make up almost 50% of the people who seek help about their gambling. Pokie machines in Wellington are
clustered in the most deprived neighbourhoods in the city where people can least afford to lose significant amounts of
money. What needs to happen? We are asking the Wellington City Council to implement a sinking lid policy. That will mean
the Council will refuse new consents to any TAB, pub or club that applies to host pokies. This will reduce, over time, the
number of pokie machines in Wellington City. We know that Wellington City Council can do the right thing and listen to the
people in their community. The council can make the changes to respond to the harm pokies are causing. Conclusion The
WFPG fervently believes that a sinking lid policy is the best option for Wellington and its residents going forward as it
provides a gradual path to reducing the number of machines and venues while considering other avenues of fundraising.

Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
As a group, we would like to see research undertaken on the negative impact of gambling on vulnerable groups and
communities, such as Pasifika peoples in Wellington City. As well, the better appraisal of the growing availability of online
gambling should be made a priority and where feasible, regulation of gambling activities should be made a responsibility of
Territorial Local Authorities (TLAs) instead of central government, where regulatory or mitigating responses can often be
delayed and Not necessarily "fit for purpose" thereby reducing its effectiveness.

Respondent No: 79

Q1. Your name

Etienne Wain

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
We need to decrease the number of pokies in Wellington. They prey on those of lower incomes and those with gambling
addictions (often there is a large overlap between the two groups) and as such have no place in a fair and just society. Any
good they do in the community through providing funding to community groups is outweighed by the negative impacts
pokies have on individuals and families. A sinking lid is superior to the other options because it guarantees an eventual
decrease in the number of pokey machines in Wellington, hopefully eventually to zero.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
Ideally we'd be implementing a sinking lid AND decreasing the maximum number of machines for existing license holders at
the same time, just to get rid of them faster. Actually, to this end my preferred option would be to get rid of them wholesale
right now and end their hold over people in Wellington.

Respondent No: 83

Q1. Your name

Pene Hippolite

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number

Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Maori Basketball NZ Inc

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Support for local business, support for the local communities as the money is put back into the local community. Evidence
tells us that the problem gambling rate is low, approx 0.1% and this has not changed over the last 10 years even though
gaming machine numbers have been reduced by 25%. The funding given out $61 million to the Wellington region over
2017 and 2018 has enhanced the lives on thousands of Wellingtonians and these funds will be reduced if we go to option A
or B. Restrictive caps or sinking lid encourage people to go online and gamble, this means there is no supervision of
gambling and can be done via credit cards, it does not generate grant funding or any taxation income and provides no
support for local businesses. It is difficult if not impossible to get local sponsorship to cover the loss of grant funding. Only
option C allows for small growth, where both A and B reduce growth and therefore funding. There is no evidence to change
the status quo, individuals would not go out and spend the money elsewhere as adults go out have dinner and may play a
little, it is seen as entertainment. Prohibition has never worked, people will just find other ways to gamble and sports, arts
etc. will find it very hard to continue to provide positive and rewarding activities for the community.

Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
Maori Basketball NZ Inc Background: Māori Basketball NZ run the largest Basketball tournament in NZ, in 2020 we had
240 teams attend from all regions of NZ and Australia, this equates to approx 5000 people attending this tournament,
including special olympic athletes- we are the only mainstream Basketball tournament that have special olympics
participants attend. Maori Basketball was established to provide an opportunity for: 1. An indigenous Maori National
Basketball tournament for all Maori and their whanau (both Maori and Non Maori) to participate in. 2. To improve the
physical fitness and wellbeing of families. 3. To provide a platform to change the norms of the New Zealand Basketball
community and broader community to become more aligned to Te Ao Maori. 4. Create activities for Urban Maori to take
part in Te Ao Maori. 5. To grow an international indigenous basketball calendar. 6. To grow Te Reo. 7. To build and align
our kapa haka program for all to attend and present at. What we do know is that to build stronger, iwi, hapu and whanau
connections, grow Te Reo and a sense of belonging within their communities: sports, physical activity and kapa haka have
a huge impact. This tournament brings together those 3 key activities and allows Maori and non Maori to understand who
they are and be proud of this. It is a powerful learning from the tournament. All communities, particularly Maori, that
participate in sport and recreation develop strong social bonds, are safer places and the people who live in them are
generally healthier and happier than places where physical activity isn’t a priority. Our iwi train all year for this tournament
and for many it is the highlight of the year. in 2020 our tournament was highlighted on both National and Maori television,
highlighting the uniqueness of the tournament and the emphasis on Te Ao Maori. Breakdown of Ages/Teams 2019 2020
Kōtiro 59 66 Tama 82 97 Wāhine 18 18 Tāne 23 35 Open Mixed 14 14 Pākeke - Masters 45+ 4 8 Special Olympics 2 2 202
240 This tournament showcases Maori in a positive light and continues to grow each year. The tournament brings together
whanau, hapu and iwi to display their talents both on and off the court. We have a kapa haka evening that all teams /iwi
must perform at. Added to that a key of the tournament is to grow Te Reo and we are seeing evidence of this each year as
more Te Reo is being spoken and our prize giving was in Te Reo Maori, along with some of our games that were live
streamed. The cost to run this tournament each year and subsequent Maori Basketball events is in excess of $300,000.00,
we would not be able to run this event and keep the entry fee at a reasonable price to allow all of our iwi to attend (many
come from lower socioeconomic areas and would miss out) without the help of grant funding. We work hard to keep our
entry fee to a level that all can afford and all costs down, we have looked for sponsorship to help cover costs, but this is
either non existent or typically very hard to get. Funding is used to cover venue hire, provide our key referees with
accomodation, cover staffing, first aid, medals, live streaming, resources for Te Reo Maori and the development of an App.
We do not want any iwi, tamariki or kaumatua to miss out and evidence suggests that this tournament continues to grow
with more Maori and non Maori (allowed to play in Open mixed grade only) attending each year. Many of our participants
will not get to a Basketball NZ National Championship, this it there national championships. It means Mum, Dad, grand dad
and the children can all be at the event to support each other and can all be playing, refereeing, score benching or
supporting. An example of this was a grandfather who came to the event for the first time in 2020 and was able to watch
his 14 children play at one place and time. Another is the young urban Maori boy who had a troubled life, knew he had
Maori ancestry but did not know what this meant, he attended the tournament in 2019 and learnt about what being a young
Maori meant, was surrounded by positive experiences and subsequently has put his life back on track. He would not have
been able to attend without the grant funding support in his community and the funding support given to run the event. We
have a huge number of these success stories and are happy to share them with you. The quality of basketball on display is
also improving at a relative rate to our participation levels, as evidenced by a high number of NBL, former NBL players as
well as Age grade and National Age Grade representatives distributed throughout our competition. Last year was the first
year we added live streaming capabilities, we could not have done this without grant funding, and as such we only did it on
1 court, we had over 70k unique views across our tournament, which was a vastly higher number than we expected. We
also used funding to debut tournament mobile administration app that helped the families of our participants identify easily,
where the games were and when they were scheduled, as well as the results were in real time. The funding we receive
from grant funding is critical for this tournament to continue, without it we would have to limit numbers, and iwi to be able to
attend, at worst not run the tournament. Pene Hippolite General Manager, Māori Basketball Pene@maoribasketball.org.nz

Respondent No: 84

Q1. Your name

Tanya Piejus

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

New Zealand Community Trust (NZCT)

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
See submission document sent separately.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
See submission document sent separately.

Respondent No: 88

Q1. Your name

Lili Tuioti

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Salvation Army Newtown Worship and Community Centre

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
It begins to reduce the number of pokie machines in the Wellington region as the gambling venues policy will prevent any
new venue licences from being issued and prohibits relocation of pokie machines. The reduction in pokie machines over
time will diminish the harm that problem gambling currently has on individuals, their families and the community at large.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
not answered

Respondent No: 92

Q1. Your name

Marlene Levine

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Wellington Jewish Community Centre

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Gambling in local venues has at least some level of supervision. Online gambling has no supervision, and I see there is
more and more in the way of easily accessible online gambling opportunity. Gambling in local venues provides tax income
and charitable donations. Online gambling does not. The Wellington Jewish Community Centre is a charitable trust. I am
the chair of the WJCC Board of Directors. We have been the beneficiaries of grants from The Lion Foundation. I
understand that their grants come from gaming machines at local venues, so we benefit from this. We benefit in a huge
way, providing facilities for community members that we would never have without The Lion Foundation's help. The help
we received from The Lion Foundation most recently allowed us to undertake the first stage of a long-term development
project for our existing community facilities at 80 Webb St in Wellington. This project was long overdue, and includes fixing
a leaking roof and removing asbestos. We depended on a grant from the Community Facilities Fund for most of the work,
but there were some unforeseen items that were not budgeted for. We used the generous grant from the Lion Foundation
to undertake 3 items: 1) get a new front door compatible with the upgrade of our security system, 2) insulate the parts of the
roof we fixed, and 3) pay extra scaffolding hire that was incurred because of the COVID-19 lockdown. We could not have
done this without the help of the Lion Foundation.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
not answered

Respondent No: 94

Q1. Your name

Danny Muthumala

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Sri Lanka Association of New Zealand (SLANZ) Inc

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Option C provides continuous revenue to Lion Foundation to offer community grants to charitable organisations and other
voluntary organisations in NZ. SLANZ is a Wellington based organisation serving the Sri Lankan Community since 2004.
The Lion Foundation has funded $2,000 to SLANZ every year for the past 10 years to pay off Tawa Community Centre and
Linden Social Centre hall hire (owned by Wellington City Council). SLANZ cannot survive or continue with planned
activities each year if funding is not available. Any alternative funding is not possible under the current economic situation in
the country. If the gaming funding is reduced or suspended, SLANZ will not be able to serve the Community in Wellington.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
SLANZ activities are heavily dependant on grants donors such as The Lion Foundation, Pub Charity, Hutt Mana charitable
trust, Trust House, Pelorus Trust, WCC, PCC, Sargood Bequest and NZ Lottery Grants. SLANZ is a non profit, charitable
organisation serving the Sri Lankan Community in Wellington since 2004. If SLANZ cannot obtain grants from The Lion
Foundation to pay off monthly rental fees to Wellington City Council for the hire of Tawa Community Centre and Linden
Social Centre for conducting Sri Lankan Cultural workshop classes for children and young adults, the activities will come to
a halt as SLANZ cannot afford to pay monthly rental fee to Wellington City Council for the venue hire. There are two
beneficiaries from grants received by Lion Foundation. They are SLANZ and WCC. All the money received from the Lion
Foundation is paid back to WCC. Therefore I urge the WCC Councillors to reconsider their decision to continue with option
C above for the benefit of the community. Thank you.

Respondent No: 96

Q1. Your name

Lisa Jones

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Wellington Hockey

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Wellington City Council Gambling Venues Policy P O Box 2199 WELLINGTON 6140 1st October 2020 RE: WELLINGTON
CITY COUNCIL GAMBLING VENUES POLICY -WELLINGTON HOCKEY SUBMISSION INTRODUCTION Thank you for
giving Wellington Hockey the opportunity to provide feedback on the above policy. This submission is on behalf of
Wellington Hockey and our affiliated clubs and outlines our views on the proposed changes to the Gambling Venues Policy.
The preferred position of the Hockey Community is Option C – No changes to the current arrangements relating to gaming
machines and venues in Wellington. BACKGROUND Wellington Hockey is based at the National Hockey Stadium in
Berhampore where we have three Hockey turfs that are the hub of our community. We provide Hockey opportunities to
more than 4,000 Hockey players, 49 clubs, colleges and schools in the Wellington Region. Our clubs that are based in the
Wellington City Council area are as follows: Island Bay Hockey Club Wellington Indians Sports Club Brooklyn Geckos
Northern United Hockey Club Harbour City United Hockey Club Karori Hockey Club Karori Junior Hockey Club Tawa
Titans Hockey Club Tawa Junior Hockey Club Victoria University Hockey Club Wellington Hockey prides itself on its vision
and mission which are: Vision: Inspiring a lifelong love of Hockey Mission: Making great Hockey happen Our strategy
statement is as follows: WHA is a trusted, reliable community partner. We are here to support our community. Benefits of
Class 4 gaming to the Hockey Community The community funding model currently used to distribute Class 4 gaming is
working well. The money we receive goes directly back to our community to ensure that our members can continue to
enjoy the sport they love at a reasonable cost. If the Wellington City Council introduce a sinking lid policy to gaming
machines, the amount of money our community can access will diminish over time. This will have a negative impact on
what we as a Regional Sports Organisation can offer our community as well as what our clubs can offer their members.
Currently some of the areas Class 4 gaming is helping the Hockey Community are: • Support for our power bills – we pay
approx. $60,000 per year in electricity with the majority going on floodlights. • Community programmes – funding we
receive enables us to go into schools and introduce children to Hockey and provide Have a Go opportunities for many. •
Contributing towards salaries, wages – we simply would not exist without the support received in this area. • Helping with
the costs of our representative teams travelling to tournaments – without this support there would be many children who
would not be able to participate. • Facilities – many upgrades to our facilities would not be possible without funding support.
Many of our clubs apply for Class 4 gaming to help towards their training and game fee costs. This money is passed on to
Wellington Hockey to help cover the cost of the lease fees charged by Wellington City Council for the hire of the National
Hockey Stadium. This cost in 2020 was $110,000. Any reduction in Class 4 gaming proceeds will have two significant
outcomes: • Cost will become a barrier to participation which will result in a decline in people being able to enjoy our sport •
The ability for Wellington Hockey and its clubs to be able to continue to pay for its facilities will be put under extreme
pressure SUMMARY Whilst we acknowledge that the impact of problem gambling can be significant in the community, we
also believe that the social benefits of sport and the people that we can impact cannot be underestimated. We see on a
daily basis the importance of sport to people’s health and wellbeing, and want to be able to keep providing this to our
community without any more financial pressure than we already experience. CONCLUSION Wellington Hockey requests
that the Wellington City Council retains the status quo – Option C on the Gambling Venues Policy. The impact that Class 4
gaming money can make on the Sport and Recreation sector, therefore on the health of Wellington’s population cannot be
put at risk by choosing any other option. Our submission is available on our website (www.wellingtonhockey.org.nz) and
shared with our members. Kind regards Lisa Jones CEO, Wellington Hockey With support from Hutt United Hockey Club
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
not answered

Respondent No: 102

Q1. Your name

Drew James

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Creative Capital Arts Trust

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
To ensure that charitable organisations, providing essential community services, such as cultural and social wellbeing,
education, sports and health are able to continue their delivery with the support of Gaming Trusts There is currently no
discussion around viable alternative funding in a very challenging economic environment The current Covid-19
environment puts enormous strain on our services to deliver in an uncertain and challenging environment
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
Yes. This will be emailed separately to Jim Lewis to accompany the submission.

Respondent No: 104

Q1. Your name

Terry Shubkin

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Young Enterprise

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

hearing time can be arranged)

Q7. What is your preferred option?

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
The strength of t option C is that it provides certain continuity to the current funding streams for charities and community
groups link Young Enterprise, the significant risk of a sinking lid policy is that the number of venues/machines could be
reduced very quickly as a result of things like Covid-19 (lockdowns resulting in venues going out of business),
moderate/large earthquake damaging buildings, etc.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
A

PDF

version

of

this

submission

can

be

downloaded

from

the

following

link:

https://www.dropbox.com/s/wenl0yd8z5yjz1k/Letter%20in%20response%20to%20Gambling%20Venues%20Policy.pdf?
dl=0 Submission on Gambling Venues Policy Recommendation It is our strong recommendation to the Council to vote in
favor of Option C: No change to the existing policy, or another change we haven’t considered. Overview New Zealand is
facing a substantial problem with our economy in the wake of Covid-19, and youth sit at the heart of both the immediate
and long-term solution. The future of work was a hot topic prior to the impacts of the pandemic being felt, but now more
than ever preparing and empowering our rangatahi to be successful in an ever-changing workforce is essential for the longterm prosperity of New Zealand. All key decision makers and organisations across Aotearoa have a responsibility to
support the growth and development of work-ready skills in our youth for the benefit of all New Zealanders. Empowering
our rangatahi to be innovative, business savvy, collaborative, and resilient, inspiring them to take risks, be leaders and be
curious. It is now crucial to develop a workforce who knows how to pivot, be agile, can understand business and markets
(national and global) and is able to identify opportunities. With a focus on the future leaders as well who are able and skilled
job creators, mentors and entrepreneurial minded. The role of YES Our vision is to grow a more prosperous New Zealand
through enterprise. At its heart, YES is about developing leaders, changemakers and disruptors. YES is part of the solution
to the problem New Zealand is facing. Empowering our rangatahi with the skills, confidence, experience, and networks they
need to thrive in business and in life will support the continued growth of a sustainable economy. Young Enterprise Trust is
proud to have been working with secondary school students and teachers in Aotearoa for almost 40 years, supporting and
inspiring the next generation of employees, leaders, and entrepreneurs. We are a national organisation employing 37 staff,
with 14 of those based in our Wellington City HQ office. In 2020 over 4000 year 12 and 13 students from 200 schools took
part in the flagship programme, The Lion Foundation Young Enterprise Scheme (YES). YES is an experiential programme

where students set up and run a real business, with real products or services created by them and real end of year profit
and loss. YES is supplemented with a range of feeder programmes and extreme experiences. Outside of YES, Young
Enterprise also provides free teaching resources to New Zealand teachers as well as free in person facilitated experiences
such as the BP Business Challenge and Growing NZ Innovation Challenge. Our recommendation on the Gambling Venues
Policy We whole heartedly believe in the current climate, that the benefit to community, local organisations and educational
opportunities that gaming machines provide by feeding money back into the community far outweighs the low level of
problem gambling in the Wellington region. We believe this is not the appropriate time to make changes to the Gambling
Venues Policy, and recommend to the Council to vote in favor of Option C: No change to the existing policy, or another
change we haven’t considered. In this letter we will go over some of our background and, the effects that changes to the
gambling venues policy would make to how we operate as an organisation. We will elaborate on this letter at an oral
submission at a later date: • Where our money currently comes from, how we spend it and, how a reduction in funding
would affect us and our students • Funding challenges in the current environment • The outcomes we deliver Where our
money currently comes from, how we spend it and, how a reduction in funding would affect us and our students Young
Enterprise is a for-purpose charitable trust supporting the growth of New Zealand’s future generation of workers, leaders,
and entrepreneurs. As a charitable trust we are reliant on funding from Government, private organisations, individuals, and
charitable trusts such as The Lion Foundation. The Lion Foundation has been a supporter of Young Enterprise Trust since
2001. Their funding currently makes up 16% of our annual income, this contributes greatly to our ability to make our
programme equally accessible to as many New Zealand students as possible. For one student to participate in the Young
Enterprise Scheme the cost for them is $35, this gives them access to everything they will need from the start of the year
long programme to the end, including in class support from our regional staff. Given we are a national charity with our head
office in Wellington City, any reduction to our funding from The Lion Foundation as a result of reduced gaming funds being
created in the Wellington region will not just impact our approximately 400 Wellington based students but our 4000+
students right across Aotearoa. At Young Enterprise Trust we have worked hard for many years to ensure our revenue
streams are as secure and sustainable as possible. As a result our portfolio is very balanced with approximately one-third
of our revenue being from corporate sponsorship, one-third from central government (cross department collaborations) and
one-third from The Lion Foundation, other grants, donations and student fees. In practice it costs Young Enterprise Trust
$400 per student who participates in the programme, so in 2020 the programme cost $1,600,000 to run and only $140,000
of that was covered by student fees. At this stage any drop in funding will result in one of two things. 1. We will be forced to
cut parts of our programme, resulting in us delivering a less transformative experience for our students, and to less
students, or 2. We will be forced to raise the cost for students to participate in or programme making it significantly less
accessible. Even a 10% drop in funding would require us to more than double the fee a student would have to pay to
participate in our programme. We already know that in the lower socio-economic areas of Aotearoa some student already
struggle to pay the $35 fee, increasing this would limit even further the ability for some students to benefit from this
valuable learning and personal growth experience. Funding challenges in the current environment COVID-19 has already
had an impact on how we operate now and will have to operate in the future. We have already received a drop in financial
support from two organisations as a result of the pandemic, as well as one of our sponsors withdrawing their sponsorship
entirely for the 2021 financial year. We also realise that this is just the start, and there will almost certainly be a further
reduction in our sponsorship/funding revenue as the true impacts of the economic climate are felt. As a charity we are
constantly on the lookout for new funding opportunities to improve our programmes for the betterment of our students.
Funding conversations we had been having prior to COVID-19 as well as new opportunities have become increasingly
more difficult to get across the line, and we know we are not the only not for profit organisation facing these same
challenges. The Lion Foundation provides us with a much-needed financial contribution towards the overall operation of
our organisation – they support the ‘non-shiny’ things that allow us to function behind the scenes, things that others won’t
sponsor or fund. The outcomes we deliver Over the past 40 years YES really has created well-equipped and driven young
businesspeople, and we have the numbers to prove that they have gone on to make a positive contribution to New
Zealand. For a small, lean charity we offer many opportunities for rangatahi across New Zealand and always have plenty
going on. Most people know of our flagship programme The Lion Foundation Young Enterprise Scheme (YES) where
senior secondary students set up and run their own business, but what a lot of people don’t know is the depth and breadth
of what we do, over the past few years: • 29,724 students took part in our flagship programme, YES between 2010-2019 •
10,392 YES resources have been dowloaded in the past 12 months • Since 2015 2,104 Pasifika students have
participated in YES, 476 of those are registered this year • Since 2015 3,332 Māori students have participated in YES, 752

of those are registered this year • 85% of alumni would recommend YES to current students • 69% of alumni say that YES
positively influenced their decision-making process post-secondary school • 86% of alumni did tertiary study, of which 67%
studied business Summary and our recommendation We are lucky enough to see firsthand the positive community
outcomes achieved from Gaming Trust funding, we can also confirm that the loss or reduction of this funding would be
catastrophic for Charities like ourselves. Although our revenue portfolio is balanced, seeking and securing new revenue
streams takes many hours of work, negotiation and attempts and is often still unsuccessful – this is and will continue to be
the case even more so with the economic effects of the pandemic still to be felt – although we never stop trying. It is our
strong recommendation to the Council to vote in favor of Option C: No change to the existing policy, or another change we
haven’t considered. Submitted by: This letter has been prepared and submitted by Young Enterprise Trust, a registered
charity in New Zealand since 1986 (charities registration number CC21103). Any questions can be directed to: Terry
Shubkin Chief executive officer Email: terry.shubkin@youngenterprise.org.nz Phone: 021 611 312 Ngā mihi mahana, Terry
Shubkin

Respondent No: 107

Q1. Your name

Paul Barber

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
I strongly support the Council’s preferred option, Option A to implement a sinking lid policy that allows no new venues or
machines in Wellington. It is heartening to see the information provided by the council that shows how the number of
gaming venues and machines has been declining over recent years. Implementing a clear sinking lid policy will help
preserve these gains and ensure that the number of these machines continues to decline.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
I would like to emphasise that a true sinking lid policy should also apply to TAB venues (p.5 paragraph 5.1) and not allow
any transfers or relocations of machines or mergers of licenses. This is contrary to what is stated on p.4 of the Statement of
Proposal document that says “provide for relocation of Class4 venue licenses in certain circumstances”. The current policy
of a cap on venue numbers is not sufficient to achieve genuine progress in reducing the number of machines and the
associated gambling harm. The cap proposed under Option 2 of 660 is actually higher than the number of machines that
currently exist (633) so it is not actually even a genuine cap. Option 2 would not achieve the Council’s legal role “to
manage the risk of gambling harm to the extent this can reasonably be done” (p.4). Implementing the sinking lid policy will
not have an immediate large impact of associated community funding sourced through gambling trusts. This will allow time
for other sources of funding to be sought by community groups and Wellington City Council that do not involve inflicting the
level of harm that Class 4 gambling does on people in our city.

Respondent No: 108

Q1. Your name

Brad Olsen

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

Wellington City Youth Council

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Noting that harms of gambling, and the amount of money that is used on these activities that cannot therefore be spent by
households, Youth Council views it as desirable to reduce the potential for gambling to occur by adopting a sinking lid
policy on Class 4 gambling machines. This sinking lid policy will stop any additional gambling machines from operation and
will over time see the number of gambling machines fall.
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
As there is no option to upload a document, I will email Youth Council's full written submission to Jim Lewis. We would ask
that this document is considered as our submission.

Respondent No: 110

Q1. Your name

Niall Miller

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number
Q4. You are making this submission:

on behalf of an organisation.

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

TAB New Zealand

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option C: Other (including no change to the existing policy, or
another option we haven’t listed). Please tell us what this is:

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
Please refer to the attached
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
Please refer to the attached

Respondent No: 113

Q1. Your name

Fuailelagi Samoa Saleupolu Heger

Q2. Your email or postal address
Q3. Your phone number

not answered

Q4. You are making this submission:

as an individual

Q5. What is the name of your organisation

not answered

Q6. Would you like to make an oral submission to

Yes (Please ensure you provide your phone number so that an oral

the Councillors?

Q7. What is your preferred option?

hearing time can be arranged)

Option A: Implement a sinking lid

Q8. What strengths does your preferred option have over the other options?
not answered
Q9. Is there any other information you want to include in your submission?
I would like the Council to include TAB venues, no relocations, and no mergers as part of the sinking lid policy.

WELLINGTON CITY COUNCIL CLASS 4 GAMBLING AND BOARD
VENUE POLICY 2020

Pesio Ah-Honi
National Director Pacific Services
Email: pesio.ah-honi@mapumaia.nz
Ph: 04 979 8326

This Mapu Maia submission was drafted by Mapu Maia. Although it contains some content included
in the PGF Group submission (which Mapu Maia endorses), some sections specifically focus on the
policy’s impact on Pasifika peoples in Wellington City.
1

Contents
Executive Summary...................................................................................................................... 3
Class 4 Gambling in New Zealand and Wellington ......................................................................... 4
Pacific Hubs and Pokie Hubs in Wellington City ............................................................................. 4
Gambling in Wellington City ......................................................................................................... 5
Social cost of gambling ................................................................................................................. 5
Sinking Lid Policies ....................................................................................................................... 6
Mapu Maia’s recommendations on gambling policy...................................................................... 6
Appendices .................................................................................................................................. 7
Appendix 1. Measure of gambling-related harm ............................................................... 7
Appendix 2. Clients assisted by primary gambling mode ................................................... 8
Appendix 3. Gambling expenditure statistics ..................................................................... 9
Appendix 4. Deprivation of gambling venue locations for Wellington City ..................... 10

2

Executive Summary
Mapu Maia is a Pacific problem gambling service dedicated to promoting and protecting the public
health of all Pasifika peoples living in New Zealand. Mapu Maia advocates for better policies which
will reduce gambling harm in the community and enable the resilience and health of Pasifika.
The best Class 4 gambling venue policy for Wellington City Council to adopt is a comprehensive
sinking lid policy, with no relocations, no venue mergers, and no new venues permitted. EGMs or
‘pokies’ that are in pubs, clubs and TABs are the most harmful form of gambling in New Zealand
(Appendix 2), and although PGF Group advocates for sinking lid policies, we believe even this policy
does not go far enough to minimise harm from gambling in our communities.
Gambling machine numbers in Wellington City are reducing but only in numbers, from 676 to 633
over the last five years. We continue to have 50% of pokies in our most deprived communities; 3060% of the money being lost on pokies by problem gamblers, and a national spend that has been
trending upward since 2014.
While these factors remain, harm will continue. It is important to note that the extent of harm
cannot be measured by presentations to treatment services alone, because evidence shows that
most people do not present to services for help, and every person with a gambling problem affects
approximately six other people. In addition to this, research supports that Pasifika people, who make
up 8.1% of the New Zealand population, are more likely to live in areas with higher deprivation and
greater opportunities to gamble, aggravating factors which contribute to gambling and potential
gambling-related harm.26
Measuring gambling harm is often referred to as the tip of the iceberg because each person with a
gambling problem affects six other people.1 Pasifika people are more than twice as likely to
experience harm than those identifying as European/Other.25
The extent of gambling harm in Aotearoa is often misrepresented in council hearings when it is said
problem gambling is limited to 0.2% of the population. The Ministry of Health’s Strategy to Prevent
and Minimise Gambling Harm 2019/2020 to 2021/2022, estimates 252,000 people are being
harmed, which is the population of Hamilton, our fourth largest city. An effective policy at a council
level is critical and importantly, it is an area over which Council can exercise its authority.
Funding communities based on a model that relies on our lowest income households putting money
they cannot afford to lose into pokie machines is unethical and inequitable; disproportionately
impacting Maori and Pacific peoples who generally live in the areas where the majority of these
machines are situated.
Our submission is evidence based and founded on what is known about gambling harm across
Aotearoa. It is time for councils and the government to take a closer look at the relationship
between harmful gambling, social disparity and a funding model that enables it.

3

Class 4 Gambling in New Zealand and Wellington
Expenditure on the four major sectors of gambling in New Zealand in the 2018/19 financial year was
$2.4 billion, continuing a trend of increases since 2009/10 (Appendix 3). Class 4 gambling accounted
for 38.46% of the 2018/19 spend with $924 million, a figure which has also risen each year since
2013/14 (the 2017/18 Class 4 component was $895 million).
Almost half (48.3%) of the gamblers who sought professional help in 2017/18 cited non-casino
pokies as their primary mode of gambling (Appendix 2). Over $939 million was lost on pokies in the
2019 calendar year2 or $2,57 million a day. A conservative estimate is 40% of pokie losses are
incurred by those with a gambling problem.3 EGMs are also disproportionately located in the
poorest areas. There are five times as many pokies in the most deprived areas of New Zealand as the
least deprived areas.4 The deprivation levels of Wellington City’s gambling venue locations are
included as Appendix 4.

Pacific Hubs and Pokie Hubs in Wellington City
Wellington City is home to 8,928 Pasifika people, with high concentrations in certain areas. Two
notable geographical areas are the (Southern) Strathmore-Berhamphore corridor and the (Northern)
Johnsonville-Tawa region.27 Both areas have a prominent Pasifika presence. In conjunction with this,
both geographical areas can be identified as pokie “hubs”, as they take up a relatively-high
proportion of Wellington City’s current pokie machines.

The Strathmore-Berhamphore corridor is home to 2,940 Pasifika people, around 33.5% of
Wellington City’s Pasifika population. Of this community, 1,839 Pasifika people (62.5%) live in
medium-high deprivation (NZDep decile 8).28
There are 11 Class 4 venues and 172 pokie machines in Strathmore-Berhamphore corridor
(Strathmore, Miramar, Kilbirnie, Rongotai, Newtown and Island Bay). That is 27% of the Territorial
Local Authority’s (TLAs) total machines, the second largest cluster outside of the CBD.

Both Johnsonville and Tawa collectively hold 1,986 Pasifika people, just over 22% of Wellington
City’s Pasifika population.29
There are 8 Class 4 venues and 113 pokie machines between Johnsonville and Tawa, 17.8% of the
TLA’s total machines and the third largest cluster outside of the CBD.
Both hubs combine to make 45% of Wellington City’s pokie machines. When adding these two hubs
with the CBD hub (Te Aro, Lambton, Pipitea) of 261 pokie machines, it amounts to 546 pokies
machines, 86% of the TLA’s total. There are no other significant clusters making up the remaining
14%, meaning there are three pokie hubs in the Wellington City region, two of which are Pasifikadense areas.

Mapu Maia submits that Pacific communities are not at fault for ‘living in the wrong geographical
area’, but that Class 4 pokie machines are spread inequitably which in turn place Pasifika at risk of
socioeconomic harm. Mapu Maia submit that a comprehensive sinking lid policy can go some way to
address these harms.
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Gambling in Wellington City
Based on Census 2018 population data, and gambling statistics from the Department of Internal
Affairs (DIA), Wellington City has:
• 40 gambling venues hosting 633 EGMs – a machine for every 258 adults in the City.
• 20 of the 40 gambling venues are sited in areas classed as having medium-high levels of
deprivation (Health index 7-8). A breakdown of the progression of Class 4 gambling venue
locations versus deprivation is included as Appendix 4.
• $40.72 million lost to pokies in 2019; $111,500 a day; each EGM making an average of $64,300
during this period.
• Between Johnsonville and Tawa alone, $8,625,732.81 was lost to pokies in 2019; each machine
making an average of $76,333 during this period. Note, this is higher than that of the TLA
average.

Social cost of gambling
Harmful gambling and children
Children suffer greatly as a result of harmful gambling. They can regularly miss out on basic
essentials if a parent has gambled away household money and there is a far greater risk the children
of problem gamblers will inherit the same issue themselves.10 One in five Pacific youth recorded that
they worry about the level of gambling in their homes, with one in nine experiencing at least one
household problem.26

Family problems and violence
The Ministry of Health and Auckland University of Technology have recently released research
highlighting the links between problem gambling and family violence. Fifty per cent of participants
(people seeking help from problem gambling services) claimed to be victims of family violence, and
44% of participants claimed to be perpetrators of family violence, in the past year.11 People living in
areas of high social deprivation were 4.5 times as likely to experience gambling-related arguments or
money problems related to gambling. As mentioned in this submission, Pasifika are overrepresented in highly deprived communities, thus making the establishment of pokie machines in
Pacific-dense areas a concern.25

5

Sinking lid policies
Mapu Maia submits that a comprehensive sinking lid, with no relocations or club mergers permitted,
is the best policy to control the growth of gambling and minimise harm. A comprehensive sinking lid
policy will ensure that Pasifika, among other at-risk groups will be protected in that there can be no
expansion of Class 4 establishments, only gradual decline. This type of policy ensures pokies that
currently exist cannot move to another venue.
Twenty three of the 67 TLAs around New Zealand have already introduced sinking lid policies. This is
partly driven by strong public opinion about harm and partly TLAs’ concern to promote community
wellbeing. This is consistent with the purpose of the Gambling Act 2003 and section 4 where the
definition of gambling harm includes harm to society at large.
A sinking lid policy is compromised where machine relocation is permitted and/or venues and clubs
are permitted to merge. Allowing EGMs to be moved around an area means the machine numbers
stay the same. Allowing mergers also enables the maintenance of existing numbers and risks
creating ‘pokie hubs’. Research supports the argument that increased numbers of EGMs leads to
increased problem gambling prevalence.9
Mapu Maia advocates for the health of all Pasifika living in Wellington City irrespective of whether
they reside in its three identified pokie hubs. We support a comprehensive sinking lid policy with
prohibition of venue relocation/mergers so no harm is simply shifted from one community to
another.

Mapu Maia recommendations on gambling policy
Mapu Maia recommends the policy should include the following two provisions:
• No relocations: If a venue with EGMs is forced to close or voluntarily closes, the council will not
permit the EGMs to be relocated to any venue within the council area.
• No club mergers: There will be no club mergers under any circumstances.
• A ban on any new venues: No permit will be given to operate any new venue or club in the
council area if that venue proposes having EGMs, including TAB venues.
Mapu Maia recommends these provisions:
1. Restrictions on venue and machine consents:
(i) The Council will not grant consent for the establishment of any additional Class 4 venues or
additional gaming machines under this policy.
(ii) Venue relocation is prohibited. A gambling venue consent is for one venue (one premises) and
is not transferable to another venue. The consent is given to a venue at a given address, not to a
person or business. To remove doubt, if a corporate society proposes to change to a new venue,
a new consent is required under s 98 (c) of the Gambling Act 2003 and clause (i) of this policy
applies.
(iii) Club mergers are prohibited. Once a venue or club ceases to operate, the machine numbers will
not be allocated to any new or existing venue or club.
(iv) Council will not provide consent under Sections 95(1)(f) or 96(1)(e) of the Gambling Act 2003 to
any application by corporate societies with Class 4 licences seeking Ministerial discretion to
increase the number of gaming machines permitted at a venue.
Mapu Maia recommends that the Wellington City Council include Best Practice Guidelines with the
policy and encourages council to undertake a duty of care in monitoring venues.
6

Appendices
Appendix 1. Measure of gambling-related harm
Central Queensland University and Auckland University of Technology. (2017). Measuring the Burden
of Gambling Harm in New Zealand. Wellington: Ministry of Health.
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Appendix 2. Clients assisted by primary gambling mode
Ministry of Health Manatū Hauora. (2019). Clients assisted by primary problem gambling mode [Excel
spreadsheet]. Retrieved from www.health.govt.nz/our-work/mental-health-andaddictions/gambling/service-user-data/intervention-client-data#ppgm
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Appendix 3. Gambling expenditure statistics
Department of Internal Affairs Te Tari Taiwhenua. (2020). 2011-2019 Gambling Expenditure Statistics
[XLSX]. Retrieved from www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/wpg_URL/Resource-material-InformationWe-Provide-Gambling-Expenditure-Statistics
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Appendix 4. Deprivation of gambling venue locations for Wellington City
Te Tari Taiwhenua | Department of Internal Affairs. (2020). GMP quarterly dashboard (as at June
2020) [Excel file]. Retrieved from www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/wpg_URL/Resource-materialInformation-We-Provide-Gaming-Machine-Proceeds-(GMP)-Data
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From: Ross Jamieson
Sent: 24 September 2020 14:26
To: BUS: Policy Submission <policy.submission@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Jamie Collier
Subject: Submission to the WCC : Gambling Venues Policy 2020
Dear Sir / Madam,
I am writing to provide our submission to the WCC concerning the Gambling
Venues Policy 2020.
As Chair of the Toitu Poneke Community & Sports Centre Incorporated
(“thehub”), based at Kilbirnie Park, I represent our Management, Staff & Board
in registering our strong support for Option C (being the status quo).
Since our official opening in 2017, thehub has made a significant and positive
impact on the people of the Eastern Suburbs and greater Wellington. I am
proud to attach our Overview Document (Past, Present & Future 20172020) which not only includes example images of the diverse range of
community events we host, but also demonstrates our staggering 763%
increase in community bookings. Our stated vision, purpose and values
focus on improving the social and physical health of our community, along with
their mental wellbeing. This is in line with WCC’s own health policies and
initiatives. If it had not been for the disruption of Covid19, thehub was well on
target to growing our 2019 community and club use by further 30% again.
Whilst thehub welcomed a WCC annual plan contribution of $750k towards our
construction costs in 2016-2017, the total expenditure was delivered on budget
at $2.5m. The balance of $1.75m was made up of member Club contributions
($250k), Lottery Grants Board ($500k) and Class 4 gaming funding
($1m). Class 4 funding contributed towards 40% of our total build
costs. After 4 years of dedicated fund raising by our volunteer members, we
are in no doubt that without the impact of Class 4 funding, we simply would not
have thehub - and all the community good it delivers each day.
Whilst we are currently investigating a formal booking system to support our
operations, our management estimate that thehub welcomes on
average 1,500 - 2,000 people a week through our social, meeting
and physical training rooms. This ranges from people involved in Rugby, Darts,
Netball, Softball, Swimming, Diving, Karate, Yoga, Child Care, First Aid
Courses, Fencing, Family Celebrations, Funerals, Church Groups, along with
many other community gatherings and events. Our membership and visitors
represent all walks of Wellington life, we are diverse, welcome multiple
cultures, socio groups, all genders and ages ranging from 4 - 95 years. We
boast 1,800 members associated with our foundation clubs, with this
number increasing as we attract and welcome new groups to thehub. Some of
these are established groups moving to our venue, whilst others are new groups
that are forming simply BECAUSE thehub was available and affordable. In 2019
we were awarded a WCC Accessibility Award in recognition of our engagement
with our community.

Since its opening, thehub has never called on the WCC for operational support
or funding.
For the year ended 31 March 2020, it cost us $340k to operate
thehub, including maintenance, wages for our 1.75 staff, building lease and
other multiple OPEX costs. The building is valued at over $7m, with our
landlord, Poneke Rugby Club, covering the rates, insurance and depreciation
costs. Our 1.75 staff spend 75% of their time welcoming and managing club
and community groups to our venue. The balance of their time is devoted to
operational matters and administration.
Our $340k of costs are covered by :
*
*
*
*
*

Membership Fee’s
Venue Hire Fee’s
Food & Beverage Profits
Sponsorship & Other Income
Class 4 Funding

7%
34%
4%
8%
47% ($160k)

As you can see, the Class 4 funding is absolutely vital to our operational
viability and our biggest source of revenue. Whilst over time we might be able
to squeeze a few more % points out of venue hire and membership fee’s, this
would come with the risk of our venue becoming unaffordable to club and
community groups. Corporate sponsorship is exceptionally hard, and time
consuming, to attract, and no longer comes in large figures. As an example, our
biggest and highest profile club, Poneke Rugby Club, worked exceptionally hard
in 2020 to sell their front of jersey key logo mark, for both their top teams,
earning only $5,000 per annum from that.
If, the WCC moves to reduce the amount of Class 4 funding available to thehub,
I am in no doubt that we will become unviable. We would not be able to replace
that income, so would need to balance our books by either :
*
*
*
*

seeking WCC OPEX funding (year on year)
reducing our staff by 50%
closing during weekdays and/or reducing operational hours
cancelling community health and recreation programmes we operate

Whilst this would a massive blow to our operation (potentially the end of it), and
undermining the successful foundations our waged staff and hundreds of
volunteers have built, it would also be directly at odds with the WCC’s own
health and wellbeing mandates and initiatives.
I would also add that at this time our hospitality venues require support, not
the threat of diminishing business. My observation is that these venues provide
safe and supported environments, whilst the distributing Trusts (we work with
NZCT, One Foundation, Four Winds, Air Rescue and Lion Foundation primarily)
operate to strict and well governed compliance procedures.
I encourage the WCC Councillors to vote for Option C (status quo) and allow
organistions like ours to continue to deliver healthy social and recreational
opportunities to the people of Wellington.

I would be willing to, and would appreciate, the opportunity to make an oral
submission to the WCC at the appropriate time.
Thank you for your consideration and I would be pleased to respond to any
questions you might have.
Yours sincerely,
Ross Jamieson
Chairman
thehub
Toitu Poneke
Kilbirnie Park, Wellington
W: www.toituponeke.com

Past, Present and Future 2017–2020

Purpose
To support, strengthen, promote and
advocate for sport, active recreation
and community groups for children
and adults, and to maximise the
facilities, the partnerships and the
opportunities thehub provides.

Values

A
C
T
I
V
E

All are welcome
Community is at our heart
Teamwork is essential
Integrity in all that we do
Vibrant environment

thehub May 2017–April 2019: A Comparison

thehub saw a 763% total
increase in usage over the
last 12 months – specifically
an increase of over 300% in
Tier 1 usage and an astounding
over 3,000% increase in Tier 2
usage. This equates to an
average of over 100 hours
of ‘wider community use’
per week and growing.

8000
Hours of Use

A strong, dynamic, sustainable and
inclusive hub, meeting the needs of
its stakeholders and the community
it serves.

763%
6000

• Capital Swim Club
• Wellington Diving
Club
• Wellington South
Fencing Club

Tier 2: Community Groups (a sample)

2000

• Man Up Kilbirnie
• Gaelic Football &
Hurling Club
• NZ Rugby
Foundation
• Kenworthy Dojo
• Whanau Manaaki
Kindergartens
Association
• Yoga with Penina
• NZ Elite
Underwater
Hockey
• Wellington Indian
Sports Club
• Kilbirnie Karate

Tier 1

Tier 2

May 2017–April 2018

20%
If we assume a modest
20% increase in Tier 1
usage over the next year,
and a further modest 25%
increase in Tier 2 usage
over the same time frame,
we can see that growth
will only continue.

• Poneke Rugby
Seniors & Juniors
• PK Softball and
Capital Slowpitch
• Wellington Darts
Association

4000

0
Total
May 2018–April 2019

thehub May 2017–April 2020: Projection

8000
Hours of Use

Vision

Tier 1: Our Foundation Clubs

6000
4000
2000
0
Tier 1
May 2017–April 2018

Tier 2

Total

May 2018–April 2019

May 2019–April 2020

Excellence is our aim

For more information or bookings, please contact:
Jamie Collier, General Manager Email: toituhub@gmail.com Call: 027 435 4137

Full venue, price and booking information: toituponeke.com
Address: thehub, 49 Kilbirnie Crescent, Kilbirnie, Wellington

•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

Sport NZ
St Johns First Aid
Coaching Courses
Sport Wellington
Capital City
Scottish Country
Dance Club
Work & Income,
Wellington Service
Centre
Ethiopian
Community Centre
Hurricanes
All Blacks
Black Ferns

