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About TasCOSS 

TasCOSS is the peak body for the community services sector in Tasmania. Our membership include 

individuals and organisations active in the provision of community services to low income, vulnerable 

and disadvantaged Tasmanians. TasCOSS represents the interests of its members and their clients to 

government, regulators, the media and the public. Through our advocacy and policy development, we 

draw attention to the causes of poverty and disadvantage and promote the adoption of effective 

solutions to address these issues. 

 
TasCOSS welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Gaming Control Act Community Interest Test 

Discussion Paper.  

Please direct any enquiries about this submission to  

 

 

Kym Goodes 

CEO  
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Submission to the Tasmanian Liquor and Gaming Commission on 
the Gaming Control Act Community Interest Test 

TasCOSS is pleased that the Tasmanian Government will be considering the social impact of Electronic 

Gaming Machines (EGMs). We are pleased that the Tasmanian Government will be considering the social 

impact of Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs) and communities will have a decisive voice in 

determining the future location of EGMs.  

Our preference, of course, will always be to prevent the harm caused by gambling in Tasmania by 

reducing access to EGMs in hotels and clubs (refer to our submission to the to the Joint Select 

Committee on Future Gaming Markets1 and to the Community Voice on Pokies Reform submission2 to 

which we contributed). Nevertheless, we see the Community Interest Test (CIT) as a way of ensuring 

that any new or re-licensed machines will not exacerbate this issue. 

 

Issues and concerns 
 
We are, however, aware of some concerns around this legislation and issues that have arisen elsewhere 

in assessing public interest/community benefit assessment. We urge the Tasmanian Government to take 

the following factors into account in developing a regulatory framework. 

 Terminology specifying what constitutes ‘community interest’ or ‘public benefit’ and clear 

weighted assessment criteria need to be developed that gives an equitable voice to community 

concerns. 

In Victoria, where local councils are responsible for representing their communities, local 

governments have said that they find the process complex, frustrating and difficult to deal with. 

The Municipal Association of Victoria commented, the way that ‘community benefit’ is currently 

assessed is flawed, vague, subjective and unfairly provides advantage to an applicant over a 

council or community opposed to an application.3  The Municipal Association goes on the state 

that some councils have chosen not to lodge objections to applications, due to the adversarial 

and expensive nature of the system and the growing evidence that councils are fighting an 

impossible and losing battle.4 

 The process of how, when and by whom decisions are made needs to be clear and transparent.  

In other jurisdictions, the way in which social and economic impacts are assessed has become a 

matter for debate and has sometimes resulted in lengthy court cases. An audit by the Victorian 

                                                        
1 TasCOSS submission to the Joint Select Committee on Future Gaming Markets: See: 
https://issuu.com/tascoss7/docs/submission_to_joint_select_committe 
2Community Voice on Pokies Reform: See: 
http://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/Joint/Submissions/JSC%20FGM/JSC%20FGM%20140%20Community%20Voice%20on%
20Pokies%20Reform.pdf 
3 Municipal Association of Victoria. MAV State Council Meeting Motion, 16 May 2014. 
4 Ibid 
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Auditor General in 2006 recommended that the [the Commission] should work to improve the 

decision making processes it uses to assess social and economic impacts…5 A review of 142 

license application decisions made by the Commission between 2007 and 2014 found that only 

6% were refused. The reviewers concluded, in our opinion this arises from the Commission’s 

tendency to see the economic and financial factors as more readily identifiable than detrimental 

but often poorly quantified social factors, particularly social detriment and disadvantage.6 

 Amendment of the Act should be considered, so that the Community Interest Test applies to ALL 

renewal of licenses post-2023. A workable process should be developed for this to occur. 

Without this important amendment and with the EGM market at near full roll out, the 

Community Interest Test would rarely be applied.  

 The Liquor and Gaming Commission should be adequately resourced to develop and implement 

the regulatory framework, including community consultation/engagement processes and the 

monitoring of licencing compliance where community interest provisos have been made. 

 A clear process for objecting to an application is required, with adequate timeframes and 

resourcing (perhaps with access to some Community Support Levy funds set aside for this 

purpose). It is noted that in NSW and Victoria an industry has sprung up to prepare community 

benefit statements and provide legal support to the industry against community objections.  

 Any application for new licenses should be widely advertised with notices sent directly to 

stakeholders, and the public notified via a notice in the local press, council newsletters and 

community papers. 

 

Responses to questions raised in the Discussion Paper 
 

In our responses to the Discussion Paper’s questions, TasCOSS starts from the twin principles that a key 

role of government regulation is protection of a community’s most vulnerable citizens, and that 

communities should be able to exercise a high level of self-determination in shaping their own futures.  

In regard to the first of these, TasCOSS advocates that in considering the development of a community 

interest test and in assessing future applications, the Tasmanian government adopt the stance specified 

by the NSW Government for Class 2 Local Impact Assessments: that applicants must demonstrate not 

just that the proposal will not have negative impacts on the local community in which the venue is 

situated, but that the proposal will have an overall positive impact on the local community in which 

the venue is situated.7  

                                                        
5 Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation. Electronic Gaming Machines: Social and Economic Impacts. Information Sheet, 
updated November 2012. 
6 Livingstone, C and Francis, L. Review of Decisions of the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation: Electronic 
Gaming Machine Applications. Monash University, 2014. 
7 Independent Liquor and Gaming Authority (2012) Class 2: Local Impact Assessment (LIA), New South Wales 
https://www.liquorandgaming.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/gaming-and-wagering/community-action/Class-2-LIA-
Guidelines.pdf  

https://www.liquorandgaming.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/gaming-and-wagering/community-action/Class-2-LIA-Guidelines.pdf
https://www.liquorandgaming.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/gaming-and-wagering/community-action/Class-2-LIA-Guidelines.pdf
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We note that NSW specifies the need to acknowledge the multifaceted quality of communities to 

ensure that impacts on all members are taken into account, and also stipulates that a financial benefit 

to the applicant is not the equivalent of an economic benefit to the local community as a whole.  

Regarding the second principle, TasCOSS agrees strongly with the emphasis by the South Australian 

processes on community - not just stakeholder - engagement from the very beginning of the application 

process.8  We note that NSW also stipulates that proposals should be able to demonstrate that 

community concerns arising out of the consultation process are adequately addressed.9 

1. An applicant will be required to complete a community interest submission to accompany the application. 

What form should this take? 

An applicant’s community interest submission should take the form of a report that not only 

provides prescribed information, but also demonstrates the successful conduct of a what South 

Australia refers to as a ‘social effect inquiry,’ including the preparation of a baseline document; a 

structured 60 day stakeholder engagement period; and a 21-day stakeholder comment period. The  

baseline document should contain the demographic, economic and site-related information 

outlined under questions 8, 11, 12 and 13.  

TasCOSS agrees with the position of the NT and Queensland that a submission should be considered 

a report to the relevant authorities, not the applicant, and that it should be “an objective, 

professional and independent” review of the potential social and economic impact of gaming 

machines on a local community. 

 

2. Should an applicant be required to directly consult with local community organisations in relation to their 
application? If so, are the following community organisations sufficient for consultation: local government; 
local community groups; health care providers; business and industry; and Tasmania Police? 

As part of the stakeholder engagement period, an applicant should hold on-site visits with:  

 Local government  

 State-wide welfare, emergency relief and financial assistance providers  

 Local community help groups such as Neighbourhood Houses  

 Local providers of gambling-related counselling or treatment services 

 Local physical and mental health care providers  

 Local businesses and industry associations and business/industry leaders 

 Relevant cultural groups  

 Local community and residential groups 

 Tasmania Police.  

 

                                                        
8 Independent Gambling Authority (2014) , Gaming Machines – Social Effect Inquiry Process and Principles – Prescription Notice 
2011, South Australia http://iga.sa.gov.au/sites/default/files/uploaded/regulatory/GM-SE-V02_0.pdf  
9 Independent Liquor and Gaming Authority (2012) Op cit.  
https://www.liquorandgaming.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/gaming-and-wagering/community-action/Class-2-LIA-
Guidelines.pdf  

http://iga.sa.gov.au/sites/default/files/uploaded/regulatory/GM-SE-V02_0.pdf
https://www.liquorandgaming.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/gaming-and-wagering/community-action/Class-2-LIA-Guidelines.pdf
https://www.liquorandgaming.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/gaming-and-wagering/community-action/Class-2-LIA-Guidelines.pdf
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Written submissions from these groups should also be solicited. Applicants should also schedule one 

or more public meetings within the local community area. Adequate community engagement at this 

stage could waylay lengthy arbitration further down the line. 

 

3. If an applicant is required to consult, what timeframe do you consider appropriate for consulted parties to 

provide comment? 

All stakeholders should be notified no less than 60 days from the end of the engagement period. 

After stakeholder consultation is complete, stakeholders should have 21 days to respond to a draft. 

Once the application is submitted and advertised, the public should have 21 days to comment on 

the applicant’s submission. 

Community groups and individuals with few resources need to be given sufficient time to consult 

more widely, state their objections and put together a case. 

4. Would the Commission conducting open hearing/forums in the community be an effective way for the 

community to participate in the process? Are there advantages/ disadvantages with this? 

Open hearings/forums are an excellent way for the Commission to hear the opinions of community 

members who may not feel comfortable submitting a written comment or attending consultations 

organised by the applicant.  

These should be organised, at the discretion of the Commission, when an application is deemed to 

be of sufficient public interest to warrant this level of consultation. Again, this might divert further 

controversy later in the process. 

 

5. To maximise community participation, other than the introduction of open hearings and open community 

forums, are there other ways for the Commission to inform itself of the community’s position? 

Other ways for the Commission to inform itself of the community’s position could include small 

consultations with local community groups and surveys of local residents.  

 

6. Is the LGA the most appropriate definition of area to use for the purposes of a submission? If not what 

alternatives would be suitable? 

The LGA is often too large to be the most appropriate definition of area for the purposes of a 

submission; the ABS State Suburb (SSC) is a more appropriate level. Where information is not 

available at the SSC level, then it should be provided at the ABS SA2 level. We note that Queensland, 

for instance, specifies a Local Community Area as usually consisting of a number of discrete SA1s 

(SSC), SA2s or a combination of these areas.10  

The Municipal Association of Victoria states that,  

                                                        
10 Commissioner for Liquor and Gaming 2013, Guidelines – Gaming Community Impact Statement, Queensland Government  

https://publications.qld.gov.au/storage/f/2014-06-16T04%3A39%3A50.678Z/gaming-guideline-gaming-community-impact-
statement.pdf  

https://publications.qld.gov.au/storage/f/2014-06-16T04%3A39%3A50.678Z/gaming-guideline-gaming-community-impact-statement.pdf
https://publications.qld.gov.au/storage/f/2014-06-16T04%3A39%3A50.678Z/gaming-guideline-gaming-community-impact-statement.pdf
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The Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation (VCGLR) should be required to 

consider the localised data, impacts and community views associated with a particular 

application not merely examining municipality-wide or suburb-wide data. A critical determining 

factor for approval should recognise the impact on localised disadvantaged pockets (commonly 

associated with public housing areas) surrounding a venue. A municipality-wide and suburb-wide 

analysis can often disguise or understate the real impacts on a local area.11 

TasCOSS suggests some discretion in the area of data collection as localised data may not be 

available or may be statistically flawed due to small sample size. 

 

7. Should more than one LGA be taken into consideration for the determination of a premises within two 

kilometres of other LGAs? 

More than one State Surburb/SA2 should be taken into consideration for the determination of a 

premises within two kilometres of another SSC/SA2.  

 
8. What demographic statistics could/should be included as relevant matters under the Tasmanian community 

interest model? 

All of the demographic statistics listed in the discussion paper— current and projected population, 

age distribution, gender distribution, average income/income distribution (individual and 

household), labour force/unemployment levels, education, SEIFA scores (including IRSAD, IRSD, IER 

and IEO) Aboriginality, country of birth, employment, and housing data (tenure type, landlord type 

and costs)— should be included in the baseline document. Also included should be: 

 Centrelink statistics on pension/income support levels  

 Crime statistics 

 Household types 

 Comparison of gaming machine expenditure with local household income. 

 

9. Do you consider that the SEIFA score by itself is an adequate summary of the demographics of an area?  

SEIFA scores, while valuable synopses, are not in themselves adequate summaries of area 

demographics – see comments above. 

 

10. Should business and industry information be a ‘relevant matter’ to be considered as part of a Tasmanian 

community interest submission? 

Yes, local business and industry information should certainly be considered as relevant to a 

community interest submission.  

 

                                                        
11 Municipal Association of Victoria 2014, MAV State Council Meeting: Re-dressing the burden : electronic gaming machine 
applications and system reform, point 3. . https://www.monash.vic.gov.au/files/assets/public/about-us/council/council-
meetings/2016-23-february/7.3-attachment4-council-meeting-27january2016.pdf 

https://www.monash.vic.gov.au/files/assets/public/about-us/council/council-meetings/2016-23-february/7.3-attachment4-council-meeting-27january2016.pdf
https://www.monash.vic.gov.au/files/assets/public/about-us/council/council-meetings/2016-23-february/7.3-attachment4-council-meeting-27january2016.pdf
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11. Key businesses for consideration could include gaming venues and businesses associated with hospitality, 

what other types of businesses would likely be affected by the introduction of EGMs in a particular area? 

In examining other businesses that might be affected by the introduction of EGMs, TasCOSS 

advocates a place-based rather than category-based approach. In other words, rather than 

specifying which businesses should and should not be included in an assessment, an application 

should look at how a premise is likely to interact with businesses located in its catchment area.  

 

12. Is a two kilometre radius around a premises an appropriate measurement to identify those entities which 

may be most affected? 

Yes, this is appropriate. 

 

13. What site profile data do you consider appropriate for inclusion in the Tasmanian community interest 

submission? 

The site profile data listed in the discussion paper appears appropriate. We note that Queensland 

also requires a management plan for any child care facilities at the site: qualifications of care 

providers, hours of operation and facilities offered.  

14. What information should applicants be required to provide in relation to the possible social impacts that the 

installation of EGMs at a venue will have? 

Beyond the simple provision of data, the report should include explicit analysis and discussion of 

social impact-related information. This should include:  

 A map of the area showing gaming-sensitive sites in the area, including but not limited to: 

o Gambling help service providers 

o Emergency relief providers 

o Pawnbrokers or credit providers 

o Health care facilities, including mental health facilities  

o Schools 

o Child care centres 

o Sporting venues 

o Aged care facilities 

o Welfare services 

o Religious sites 

 

 An assessment of the projected impact of the application on gambling problems in the 

community. This should be based on information on: 

o Current prevalence of gambling problems in the local community 

o Current accessibility of gaming machines in the local community 

 Number of operational machines 

 Number of sites  

 Machine density 

 Site density 
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 Expenditure on gaming machines in the local community area 

o A 12 month forecast of the application’s projected gaming revenue as an absolute 

figure and as a per capita figure in relation to local population, and the latter as a 

proportion of local household income  

o Demand for help services 

o Indicators of financial or emotional stress.  

 Low discretionary income 

 High levels of welfare benefits and allowances 

 High unemployment 

 Low educational attainment 

 High housing costs 

 Low levels of home ownership 

 High levels of public housing 

 High demand on welfare or emergency relief providers 

 High levels of single parenting 

 High levels of crime 

 High levels of disadvantage 

 Assessment of the impact of the introduction of EGMs on community activities and 

social interaction, both on- and off-site 

 An assessment of the attitude of the community towards the application, drawing on 

the information collected in the stakeholder and community consultations 

 Information on harm minimisation measures, as outlined in the discussion paper. 

  

15. Are the proposed social impact requirements sufficient for the Commission to determine the proposed 

impact or are there perhaps too many requirements? 

We do not consider the requirements outlined to be too extensive or too onerous, as demonstrated 

by their use in other jurisdictions. An unwillingness to engage in this basic research and consultation 

would call into question the genuine nature of an applicant’s commitment to community welfare.  

 

16. What information should applicants be required to provide, if any, in relation to the possible economic 

impacts that the installation of EGMs will have at a venue? 

The assessment of economic impacts proposed by the discussion paper appears appropriate, 

including the two-kilometre radius. 

 

17. Are the proposed economic impact requirements sufficient for the Commission to determine the proposed 

impact, or are there too many requirements or should they not be included at all? 

The proposed economic impact requirements are not considered excessive.  

 

Other relevant issues 
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Application of the community interest test 

Once the application is lodged and the Commission has sought out any additional community input 

deemed necessary, it should be up to the Commission to take into account: 

 The adequacy of the submission against a set of clear criteria 

 The extent to which the applicant has engaged with local community 

stakeholders in respect of the proposal 

 The extent to which the risks identified by the submission and by community stakeholders can 

be managed 

 The extent to which the net beneficial impacts likely to accrue to a community offset the net 

detrimental impacts likely to be experienced by local community stakeholders (weighted 

according to assessment criteria) 

 The extent to which the level of gaming activity in the local community area, by reference either 

to net gambling revenue or to the numbers of local machines, would be disproportionate to the 

level of gaming activity for the State. 

 
Publication of submissions 

It is not clear if the Commission intends to publish on the Liquor and Gaming Branch website only the 

applicant’s community interest submission, or all submissions made in relation to the applicant’s 

submission. If the latter, provision should be made for names/addresses of those making submissions to 

be withheld on request.  

 




