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RESPONSE TO THE DISCUSSION PAPER: MAXIMISING THE BENEFITS OF THE COMMUNITY 

CONTRIBUTIONS SCHEME. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the discussion paper Maximising the benefits of the 

community contributions scheme. This is an issue that is of particular interest to the Canberra 

Gambling Reform Alliance (CGRA). 

The CGRA is an advocacy group formed by Canberra not-for-profits to seek action on harmful gambling 

products in the ACT. It represents a range of concerned community organisations and individuals 

working towards strong gambling harm regulation, including Anglicare, ACT Council of Social Service, 

ACT Shelter, the Public Health Association, Health Care Consumers of the ACT, Belconnen Community 

Service and Uniting.  

COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR AN OVERHAUL OF THE COMMUNITY CONTRIBUTIONS SCHEME 

There is a strong desire among Canberrans for an overhaul of the community contribution scheme. In 

July 2017, the CGRA commissioned polling by ReachTEL to gauge community support for a range of 

gambling reform propositions. ReachTEL asked 717 voters in the ACT the following question: 

Poker machine venues are required to give 8% of their gambling revenue to community causes. 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 

“Community contributions from poker machine venues should be distributed by an organisation 

that is independent from Clubs.” 

Almost three quarters (74.2%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this proposition.  

Support for an independent body to distribute community contributions was consistent across 

demographic groups. As the polling tables below show, very sizable majorities of respondents in every 

age group and gender category strongly support an independent body to distribute community 

contributions. 

Similarly, support for an independent body to distribute community contributions does not vary 

substantially according to voting intention. There were very large majorities supporting an 

independent body to distribute community contributions among people who intend to vote for the 

Labor Party, the Liberal Party, and the Greens. 
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  Total Female Male 18-34 35-50 51-65 65+ 

Strongly Agree 57.3% 57.3% 57.4% 57.1% 58.9% 59.2% 55.6% 

Agree 16.9% 17.0% 16.8% 14.3% 15.9% 16.1% 18.0% 

Undecided 17.3% 20.3% 14.2% 18.4% 17.8% 17.5% 16.9% 

Disagree 4.9% 2.7% 7.1% 2.0% 3.7% 5.4% 5.3% 

Strongly 

Disagree 
3.6% 2.7% 4.5% 8.2% 3.7% 1.8% 4.1% 

  

  Total Labor Liberal Greens Other Undecided 

Strongly Agree 57.3% 60.0% 59.2% 64.7% 43.5% 46.6% 

Agree 16.9% 14.2% 17.2% 10.6% 26.1% 23.3% 

Undecided 17.3% 17.9% 15.2% 17.6% 15.9% 23.3% 

Disagree 4.9% 4.6% 4.4% 5.9% 7.2% 4.1% 

Strongly Disagree 3.6% 3.3% 4.0% 1.2% 7.2% 2.7% 

 

GENERAL VIEW OF CGRA REGARDING THE CURRENT SCHEME 

Our interest in this issue has resulted in our recent publication of a policy statement that outlines our 

concerns regarding the current scheme, and proposals regarding how to ensure the scheme is fit-for-

purpose and meets the stated objectives of the scheme. 

In forming our view that the current scheme is deeply flawed, we point the reports including but not 

limited to: 

• ACT Auditor Generals Report. (2018). Clubs’ community contributions report no. 5 / 2018 

• Livingstone, C., Francis, L. & Johnson, M. (2017). Benefits and costs associated with licensed 
clubs operating poker machines in the ACT, Australia. Canberra: Foundation for Alcohol 
Research and Education. 

• PWC (2017) Community Contributions Scheme Impact Analysis 
 

The Canberra Gambling Reform Alliance (CGRA) recognises that current community contributions 

are highly valued by those organisations who receive these cash donations and in-kind support. 

CGRA also recognises that this scheme aims to redistribute gambling profits towards activities that 

deliver community benefit. 

While this aim is commendable, CGRA believes that the current scheme is completely inadequate 

and not fit-for purpose. CGRA believes that the failings of the current scheme arise from four 

elements of its design.   

https://www.anglicare.com.au/gcra-policy-statement-on-community-contributions/


 

 

First, as the Auditor-General noted, it is entirely unclear what the community benefits intended to 

arise from the current scheme actually are. The CGRA strongly argues that any scheme must 

prioritise mitigating the harms caused by this form of gambling.  The current allocations made by 

individual clubs do not reflect this.  The current design of the scheme does not reflect the 

Government’s stated commitment to a public health approach. 

 

Second, the administration of the scheme by clubs themselves, including the ability for in-kind 

contributions to count toward the scheme, create a manifest conflict of interest. As research by 

both Dr Charles Livingstone and the ACT Auditor-General have shown, expenditure of community 

contributions is opaque, despite there being little commercial-in-confidence justification for such 

obfuscation. The lack of transparency in the scheme led Dr Livingstone to conclude the scheme 

“appears to be susceptible to some forms of corruption.” 

 

Third, CGRA believe that the rate at which the community contributions scheme is levied must be 

considered alongside the effective EGM tax rate and that, collectively, these are far too low.  

According to the latest statistics available from the Queensland Government Statistician's Office and 

the Australian Bureau of Statistics,1 the effective poker-machine tax rate in 2015-16 was just 19.6% 

in the ACT. Every other jurisdiction in Australia has higher effective gambling machine tax rates. 

The national average effective taxation rate is 30.6%. We urge the government to ensure that tax 

rates are raised significantly, to at least this national average, and preferably to the Victorian rate of 

41.2%. 

 

Fourth, CGRA believes that the current framing of this scheme as ‘community contributions’ rather 

than a gambling harm levy creates a false understanding of the role of the scheme and sees the 

majority of these funds allocated to activities that are in line with gambling operators interests 

rather than where funds are most needed. Reframing these funds as a gambling harm levy is 

consistent with the accepted public health approach of expecting mitigation of harms caused by 

selling products such as tobacco and alcohol.   

 

CGRA believes the obligation to contribute 8% of profits from an activity known to be harmful is 

modest, particularly given that at least 40% of these profits are derived from gamblers who are 

experiencing significant harm from this activity.2 This obligation still enables venues to direct the 

other 92% of profits in a manner that its members and directors see fit. CGRA believes that the 

distribution of these profits should also come with an obligation to prioritise activities that reduce 

the harms caused by gambling and be distributed in a manner that is transparent and accountable 

                                                           
1 http://www.qgso.qld.gov.au/products/reports/aus-gambling-stats/  and 

http://www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/5506.0Main%20Features52015-
16?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=5506.0&issue=2015-16&num=&view=  
2 Productivity Commission 2010, Gambling, Report no. 50, Canberra.  



 

 

back to the community. The distribution of funds collected from the scheme must be managed 

separately from the organisations who are profiting from gambling activity.  

 

Given the track record of clubs around the allocation of funds from the community contributions 

scheme, and the potential approval of poker machines being located in the Casino, there is the need 

to radically overhaul the scheme’s design and operation.  

 

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE DISCUSSION PAPER 

Q1. Is the current purpose of the community contributions scheme still relevant, or should it be 
redefined? What should the focus of the scheme be? 

CGRA believes that the current purpose of the scheme which is “contributing to or supporting 
the development of the community” or “raising the standard of living of the community or part 
of the community” is far too broad and undefined. 

CGRA believes that a core purpose of the scheme should be to prevent and mitigate the harms 
of gambling harm, given we know at least 40% of profits raised through this activity are derived 
by people who are experiencing gambling harm.3 

GGRA believes that there should be specific allocation of the funds around a range of criteria, 
including a proportion of funds be directed towards prevention strategies, including public 
health responses, education and research; recovery services and addressing the negative 
impacts of harm including financial harm and support towards organisations and projects that 
strengthen communities, build community capacity and support social and emotional wellbeing. 
The stated purpose of the scheme should support these areas of work. 

 

Q2. Should contributions to the ‘community’ under the scheme be limited to the ACT or an area 
in proximity to a club, or should the scheme support community projects outside the ACT? 

The definition of community should be clear that activities are intended to support work within 
the ACT, and should support local based, grass roots activity where-ever possible. It should not 
be linked to club activity, as the 92% of other profits derived from this activity can be utilised for 
this purpose. 

Q4. Should a cap be placed on the proportion or amount of in-kind contributions that clubs can 
claim? 

The CGRA suggests that in-kind contributions are not in fact community contributions. When 
clubs allow members to access facilities that members already own by virtue of their membership, 
this does not constitute a “contribution” to the community. Instead, it constitutes clubs simply 
fulfilling the functions for which they are established, and providing a service which they would be 
able to provide in the absence of gaming machines. For that reason, we urge that in-kind 
contributions no longer be counted towards community contributions.  

We also suggest that clubs have significant capacity to place more gambling revenue in an 
independent fund than they already do. ACT gambling venues are the lowest taxed providers of 
gambling machines in the country. They have a substantial capacity to contribute more to 

                                                           
3 Ibid 



 

 

ameliorating the harm that they cause. If clubs do not have this capacity, it suggests that they are 
being poorly run compared with their interstate counterparts.  

CGRA believes that as the profits are derived from real losses (40% of which we know cause 
gambling harm), all the contributions should be made through actual financial contributions. This 
does not preclude clubs from making additional in-kind contributions which given their role as 
not-for-profit community organisations we would hope to see continue. The relatively high 
proportion of in-kind contributions currently claimed (28% in 2016-2017) does not seem in 
keeping with the intent of transferring a level of the profits derived from poker machine gambling. 

Do current community contributions categories, and the proportion of contribution to these 
categories, reflect community need? 

CGRA strongly submits that the current community contributions and the proportion of 
contributions that are being made to different categories DOES NOT reflect community need. The 
significant proportion that goes to sport and recreational activity does not appropriately 
emphasis mitigating harms that are done by this activity.  

An unintended consequence of the current scheme appears to be shifting responsibility for sports 
based facilities from government to gamblers (with clubs being the distributers of these funds). 
The community should not be forced to rely on people experiencing gambling harm to fund 
community-based sport, which is a valued and important activity. 

As demonstrated in Livingston et al’s report, there are also concerns about how funds expended 
in this category, with funds seemingly being used to support elite sport rather than community 
based, grass roots sports activities. 

CGRA proposes that there are mandated minimum contributions into specific areas of work, to 
mitigate the harm caused by gambling in the ACT. Specifically CGRA recommends that: 

• 30% of funds should be targeted towards prevention strategies (including public health 

responses, education and research),  

• 30% towards recovery services and addressing the negative impacts of harm including 

financial harm and wider community harms (welfare responses such as emergency relief 

etc),  

• 40% towards supporting organisations and projects that are strengthening communities, 

building community capital and supporting social and emotional wellbeing, including 

education institutions and sport and recreational activities. 

Q6. Is there a better way for the scheme to target identified need? For example, the 
Minister or an independent body could determine priority areas each year that would 
benefit from increased funding, as currently applies to women’s sport contributions. 

CGRA recommends that the scheme be completely redesigned to ensure that identified need 
is targeted. We propose that this overhaul includes the following changes: 

• Requiring gambling operators to transfer funds raised through the levy to Government 

rather than make independent decisions around the allocations (noting that operators are 

welcome to make decisions around the allocation of in-kind services and funds above the 

mandated 8%); 

• Transferring the oversight of decision-making processes for the allocation of funds targeted 

towards prevention and recovery services be given to ACT Health, given their expertise in 



 

 

the provision of prevention and recovery services (60% of the allocation). We recommend 

that independent governance and contracting arrangements are put in place to ensure 

appropriate and transparent allocation of funds and the engagement of experts for activities 

such as specific counselling; and 

• Establishing or empowering a stand-alone entity with governance arrangements, 

independent of Government and Industry, to be responsible for the management of the 

distribution process for the 40% of funds to be allocated to projects with strengthening 

communities, building community capital and supporting social and emotional wellbeing. 

 

As outlined above, CGRA is supportive of mandated minimum contributions in particular categories. 

Q7. What strategies could be considered to encourage a more even distribution of funding 
across the community (i.e. community engagement)? 

An independent body operating within the allocation framework outlined above could 
allocate funds according to the regional breakdown of poker machine losses. That is, 
organisations operating in the region in which the loss in incurred would be the beneficiary 
of the funds. Access to the funds should be via a grant program that is open four times a 
year. The administering body could offer assistance to community organisations with 
limited administrative and grant writing capacity to facilitate their applications for funds. 
 

Q8. Does the wide scope of the contributions permitted under the scheme deliver an 
appropriate level of benefit to the community? 

The current design of the scheme means that clubs have absolute discretion around the 
distribution of funds, and do not need any form of transparency around the process. There 
is no evidence of how benefit to the community is determined by individual clubs and the 
high proportion of funds delivered to sport and recreation suggest that contributions align 
more closely to clubs interests and core business, rather than to need of the community. 

The very low level of funding being directed to areas where there has been identified need 
(for example problem gambling and women’s sport), even when there is extra incentive to 
do so demonstrates the failure of the current scheme to deliver benefits relevant to the 
community but outside the scope of the club's narrow perception of community need. 
 

Q9. Do the current categories defined within the scheme sufficiently address the needs of the 
community? 

No. As outlined above, CGRA suggests a significant overhaul of how funds are distributed. 

Q10. Should more weight be placed on contributions made to mitigate gambling harm? 

Yes. CGRA believes that the majority of funds should be directed to activities that either prevent 

gambling harm or mitigate the harms. This is explored above. 

 

 

 



 

 

CONCLUSION 

As demonstrated in the polling undertaken by CGRA last year, the community has clear views on 

that there is the need for significant reform of how community contributions derived from poker 

machine profits are distributed and expect governments to deliver on these expectations.  

The investigations of the Auditor General, PWC and Fare provide significant evidence of the flaws of 

the current scheme. It is imperative that the Government acts to redesign the scheme in a way that 

is fit-for-purpose and ensures that the emphasis is on preventing gambling harm where possible, 

and mitigates harm via more targeted use of community contributions. CGRA is keen to continue to 

be involved in ongoing discussion as the Government refines their proposals. 

 

 

  

 

Jeremy Halcrow         Rebecca Vassarotti 

Co-Chair - Canberra Gambling Reform Alliance     Co-Chair - Canberra Gambling Reform Alliance  

CEO - Anglicare NSW South, NSW West & ACT    Principal - Rebecca Vassarotti Consulting  

 

*Livingstone, C., Francis, L. & Johnson, M. (2017). Benefits and costs associated with licensed clubs operating poker machines in the ACT, 

Australia. Canberra: Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education 


