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About Hospitality New Zealand: 

 

1. Hospitality New Zealand (Hospitality NZ) is a member-led, not-for-profit 
organisation representing approximately 3,000 businesses, including cafés, 
restaurants, bars, nightclubs, commercial accommodation, country hotels and off-
licences. 
 

2. At present, 709 of our members operate Non-Casino (Class 4) Gaming Machines 
nationally. 

 
3. Hospitality NZ has a 115-year history of advocating on behalf of the hospitality and 

tourism sector and is currently led by Chief Executive Vicki Lee.  
 
4. We have a team of 8 Regional Managers around the country, a National Office in 

Wellington and we have our own in-house Solicitor, in Wellington. Hospitality NZ 
specialises in employment and alcohol licensing matters, as well as advising on the 
entire range of hospitality-related statutes and legislation – including the Gambling 
Act 2003, and Harm Minimisation.  

 
5. The Hospitality NZ Wellington-based team and the team of Regional Managers 

provide guidance and assistance to members to ensure they are educated about and 
adhere to the legal requirements that apply to their businesses. Our team is 
available 24/7 to members needing assistance, advice and guidance, and we have 
over 130 written resources available to members. 

 
6. We work closely with Councils, authorities, and other industry-related agencies, and 

can assist with developing useful, usable, and practical tools, resources, education, 
policies, signs, and collateral.  

 
7. We also develop and provide short training courses, under our Training Academy 

umbrella, which includes our current up-dated Gambling Harm Minimisation 
Training for Gaming Venues which we are in the process of finalising to roll-out 
across the country. 

 
8. This submission relates to the consultation document “Strategy to Prevent and 

Minimise Gambling Harm 2019/20 to 2021/22”. 
 

9. We would welcome the opportunity to work further with the Ministry on this 
strategy, and in particular any policy regarding relocation of gaming machines. 

 
10. Hospitality New Zealand, while independent from, is a member of the Gaming 

Machine Association of New Zealand. We support their submission and reference 
parts of it in this submission. 
 

11. Enquiries relating to this submission should be referred to Nadine Mehlhopt, 
Advocacy and Policy Manager, at nadine@hospitality.org.nz or 0274 305 071. 

mailto:nadine@hospitality.org.nz


 
Executive Summary: 

 
 

12. Hospitality NZ generally supports the intent of the Gambling Harm Strategy. As 
responsible hosts our members take seriously the issue of problem gambling and 
their responsibilities in this area. The vast majority of gaming machine players do so 
within their means for entertainment and enjoyment and without any problems.  
Those who have a problem with gambling need to be helped, and need access to 
effective intervention and rehabilitation programs. 
 

13. As previously noted, Hospitality NZ is a member of the Gaming Machine Association 
of New Zealand (GMANZ) and we support the points made in their submission. As 
such, we will not reiterate every point, but will address further some points that are 
of particular relevance to our members. 

 
14. Technology - Hospitality NZ submits that some of the budget be specifically 

allocated to fund new technology (ie: Facial Recognition software development / 
implementation) tools which would assist with problem gambling and exclusion 
order identification and enforcement 

 
15. Problem Gambling Levy - We support the levy being set using the 30% expenditure 

/ 70% presentations weighting. We support the GMANZ comments on this item and 
in particular that ‘this weighting better reflects the wide definition of harm in the 
Gambling Act 2003 and does not see operators penalised for making proactive 
referrals to the treatment providers’ 

 
16. The Budget and Levy – Hospitality NZ has concerns that, while it is proposed to 

keep the overall budget the same ($55.339m) as 2016/17 to 2018/19, there was an 
underspend of $5m by the Ministry, meaning that the actual spend for 2016/17 to 
2018/19 was $50.339m. The Ministry proposes to not only retain the budget of 
$55.339m that, therefore, cannot be fully justified but to also further keep the 
underspent $5m as an additional fund for some further initiatives – however, this 
means that in reality, the Ministry is proposing a budget of around $10m more than 
what was required for the previous period, while presentations are decreasing, and 
with no real justification provided as to why an additional $10m more than the last 
period is needed or exactly what it proposes to spend it on. 

 
17. Relocation of Gaming Machines - Hospitality NZ supports the ability for relocation 

of gaming machines, as well as incentives for relocation. However, there are 
significant barriers to this and we address this item more fully below. 

 
18. Online Gambling - Hospitality NZ finds it astonishing that the Ministry of Health has 

not yet, to our knowledge, undertaken thorough, extensive research into online 
gambling, and has not included this issue or gambling sector within this strategy.  It 
is merely mentioned as something that is “proposed” as a research priority. We 
submit that this item needs to become an actual, real, research action immediately. 

 



Technology: 
 

19. Our members support the use of technology, such as facial recognition, for the 
purposes of problem gambling and exclusion order identification and enforcement. 
As we have already stated, our members take their responsibilities seriously and an 
electronic facial recognition system would greatly assist with the correct, and 
timely, identification of – as well as intervention for – those with exclusion orders, 
particularly when they make changes to their appearance, and also in situations 
where a gaming venue is busy, has a change of staff, or has new staff, or changes 
ownership.  
 

20. Facial recognition and other technology could assist with identifying not only 
problem gamblers, but those who have indicated that they either require, or would 
like, some assistance and/or intervention before it becomes a problem, or harmful. 
 

21. We submit that the Ministry should allocate an appropriate portion of the levy to 
fund the development (if needed) and implementation of facial recognition software 
into Gaming Venues, and that this is made a priority for the Ministry and 
Department of Internal Affairs (DIA). 

 
22. The Ministry should, as part of its strategy, be properly investigating other 

technology that may be available to assist with reducing problem gambling, 
reducing risks of problem gambling, and assisting with treatment and rehabilitation 
support of those that suffer harm from gambling. 
 

23. We support and reiterate the GMANZ position that, despite the extensive funding 
from the Problem Gambling Levy, it is unacceptable we still do not have: 

 
 A national database of excluded persons; 
 An electronic multi-venue exclusion order system (and that the current 

system is still mainly paper-based); 
 Any funding support for gaming societies and treatment providers that wish 

to use new technology, such as facial recognition. 
 

24. We support the submissions proposed by GMANZ to resolve the above items, as set 
out in GMANZ submission.  
 

Problem Gambling Levy Weighting: 
 
25. Hospitality NZ supports the problem gambling levy for the 2019/20 and 2021/22 

period be set at 30% expenditure and 70% presentations. 
 

26. We submit that this is the correct setting because, as the consultation document 
sets out on pg 58 “a very high weighting on presentations might mean that ‘diligent 
host responsibility in detecting problem gambling and encouraging the seeking of 
assistance is punished not rewarded’ (Gambling Commission New Zealand 2009).” 
 



27. The consultation document also shows, at table 20, that for non-casino gaming 
machines, while the expenditure is increasing, the number of presentations is 
decreasing and is at its lowest since 2005/6. Across all four sectors, the number of 
presentations is at its lowest since 2007/8. 

 
28. We understand from the consultation meetings, and the consultation document, 

that there appears to be a preference for the weighting to be set at 10% 
expenditure / 90% presentations. Given that the definition of harm is broad, it 
would seem sensible to instead have a higher weighing on expenditure which is 
increasing, with a ‘lower’ weighting on presentations which are decreasing. 

 
29. Presentation data captures a very small proportion of acute problem gamblers. The 

consultation document sets out on page 57 “Presentations represent only a small 
subset of gambling harm, and one that tends to be at the acute end of the 
continuum. Those who seek help represent only a small proportion of those who 
experience harm. There can be no assurance that gambling sectors are associated 
with harm across the continuum of harm in precisely the same proportions as they 
are associated with presentations to intervention services.” And;  
“The proportion of presentations to intervention services attributable to a particular 
gambling sector is not necessarily an appropriate indicator for determining the 
share that sector should bear of public health, research and evaluation costs.” 

 
30. It is our view that, as all gamblers are captured by the expenditure data and that the 

funding is also being invested into developing and providing education, initiatives, 
training, and other strategies aimed at early intervention and problem gambling 
prevention, the 30/70 split would be better aligned with this. 

 
31. We reiterate and support the GMANZ comments that “Adopting a weighting that has 

a higher expenditure ratio means the bulk of the people who will benefit from the 
strategy will be the same people who are meeting the cost of the strategy.  This is 
appropriate.” 

 
32. Hospitality NZ further submits that the online gambling sector needs to be included 

in the problem gambling levy, and be required to contribute an appropriate share. 
 

Relocation of Gaming Machines: 
 

33. Hospitality NZ has long been an advocate for the ability to relocate gaming 
machine licences, and we continue to support this stance. Our preference would be 
to allow relocation, without restrictions. 
 

34. Hospitality NZ, through our Regional Managers, make submissions to Councils on 
their Gambling Venue Policies as the opportunities arise, and in almost every one 
over the last several years, we have submitted that Council policies should include 
the ability to relocate. 

 
35. Unfortunately, few Councils include a relocation clause. For some that do, 

relocation is only permitted should there be a genuine reason (e.g earthquake, or 



building repairs) that the business can no longer operate in its existing venue. 
Venues need to apply to Council to relocate, and must either maintain or reduce the 
number of gaming machines. (See for example Thames Coromandel District Council 
Gambling Venue Policy and Board Venue Policy). 

 
36. In Rotorua Lakes District Council Class IV Gambling Policy and Board Venue Policy, 

relocation of gaming machines is not permitted for the relocation of an existing 
venue from a location outside the Central Business District to another location 
outside the Central Business District. 

 
37. It should be noted that Councils have no jurisdiction to regulate the number of TAB 

gambling facilities, or number of Lotto gambling facilities. 
 

Barriers to Relocation 
 

38. The most obvious barrier to relocation is local Council policies. As we have noted 
above, few include relocation clauses and those that do either have impractical 
restrictions in the ability to relocate, or do not allow for relocation for reasons other 
than the inability to operate in the existing venue, or only allow relocation into 
Central Business Districts – with no consideration of the deprivation ratings. 
 

39. Council policies can also contain additional barriers – including in some the 
requirement to apply to the Council for consent to relocate. This adds additional 
levels of cost, and bureaucracy to the process, with no guaranteed outcome of 
relocation. Council policies with “sinking lid” clauses are possibly also another 
barrier to relocation. 

 
40.  Another significant barrier to relocation is the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 

and the alcohol-licensing process for venues, as well as Local Alcohol Policies. 
While the alcohol-licensing process is too long to specify in detail within this 
submission, the basic overview of some of the barriers include, but are not limited 
to: 

 
 A new licensed premises must be built, fitted out, and have all relevant 

consents signed off by Council before an alcohol licence can be issued. A 
change in ownership follows a similar process. This means that gaming 
machine space would have to be planned for, designed, and included in the 
fit-out first, but without guarantee that either the alcohol licence will be 
issued, or that machines could / would be approved to be relocated. 

 All alcohol licence applications and renewals must be publically advertised, 
and are subject to expensive, and often drawn-out, court hearings should 
even one person raise an objection. We have seen new, as well as long-
standing alcohol licences being objected to, under the guise of a ‘licensee 
suitability issue’ when it’s really for no reason other than the venue have, or 
are planning to have, gaming machines, and without specific evidence of 
harm from that particular venue. 

 As the alternative to that, or when that argument doesn’t succeed, 
objections to alcohol-licenced tavern venues who also have gaming 



machines are being objected to on the grounds that not enough of the total 
revenue comes from alcohol. 

 The criteria assessing the primary purpose / business of a venue is assessed 
significantly differently under the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012, and 
the Gambling Act 2003. In fact, the December 2017 issue of Gambits said “It 
is important to note that the requirements around the use of venues are 
different in the Gambling Act (2003) and the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 
(2012). A venue may not meet the requirements for its alcohol licence but 
still comply with the Gambling Act.” 

 Local Alcohol Policies can contain clauses which limit the location of new 
venues, and those location clauses are not necessarily aligned to 
deprivation ratings. 

 
Please note that Hospitality NZ would be happy to provide in full the alcohol-
licensing process barriers to the Ministry, should that be required. 
 

41. Another barrier to relocation is that there currently is no incentive, value, or other 
compensatory measure to the existing licence holder to relocate.  
 

42. We have heard from some venue operators who are, or have been, struggling to 
maintain a profitable alcohol-licensed premises, and are not able to find a buyer for 
the entire business, that they may be willing to close the business – if the ability to 
sell the gaming licence was implemented in legislation. This would allow that 
business owner to recoup, at least some of, their capital expenditure and outlay.  

 
43. Further barriers to relocation is the continuous advocacy from some groups, 

including the Ministry-funded Problem Gambling Foundation, against relocation 
policies during Council Gambling Venue Policy consultation.  

 
Incentives for Relocation: 

 
44. As previously set out, Hospitality NZ supports the ability to relocate gaming 

machine licences. 
 

45. Our position is that the relocation of gaming machine licences should firstly be 
without any restrictions, including without restrictions applying to only relocating 
from areas of high or higher deprivation to low or lower deprivation areas.  

 
46. Our position is that gaming licences should be able to be sold at market rates like 

many other business assets, rather than merely transferred. 
 

47. Our reasoning for this is due to the current limitations on the types of venues that 
can host gaming machines, and the ‘primary activity’ regulations. The Ministry also 
has mandates within the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012, and in our view, 
cannot look at the issue of gaming machine relocation within the silo of the 
Gambling Act 2003 alone. 

 



48. As we have set out above in point 40, some venue operators indicated that if the 
ability to sell their gaming machine licence was implemented, they may have been 
willing to do so and close the existing alcohol-licensed business as they would have 
had at least some return on their outlay. 

 
49. In those circumstances, and in high deprivation areas, while that may not 

necessarily mean less machines in a particular deprivation area, it would mean 
fewer alcohol-licensed venues.  

 
50. Hospitality NZ submits that the Ministry should seriously investigate and consider 

the Associations suggestions as set out above. Hospitality NZ would be more than 
happy, willing, and able to work with the Ministry and other agencies to develop the 
appropriate plans, policies, regulations, and legislation as necessary to enable this. 

 
51.  Hospitality NZ further advises that we would be more than happy to work with the 

Ministry and other agencies to assist in developing any plans, policies, regulations, 
and legislation as necessary to enable any type of ability for relocation of gaming 
machine licences and possible incentives for gaming machine operators to relocate. 

 

Other Comments: 
 

52. Online gambling, and gaming with embedded gambling, has the potential to be a 
significant factor in problem gambling – particularly as unlike physical gaming 
machines located in venues, online gambling can be undertaken from anywhere, at 
any time, and credit cards can be used for this type of gambling. 

 
53. We submit that the Ministry needs to prioritise the investigation of, research into, 

and regulation of online gambling providers.  
 

Conclusion: 
 

54. We thank the Ministry for the opportunity to provide input into the Strategy to 
Prevent and Minimise Gambling Harm 2019/20 to 2021/22. 

 
55. We reiterate that Hospitality NZ has a significant number of members who operate 

gaming machines, and as such, Hospitality NZ and its members have the 
experience, knowledge, and capacity to work with the Ministry to assist in 
developing reasonable and practical policies, plans, legislation, training, collateral, 
education, and other initiatives for gaming machine operators. 

 
56. We would be happy to discuss any parts of this submission in more detail.  

 
 
 
 


