
Consultation: Front Money Cashless Gambling
	Purpose
	This consultation paper invites comment from interested or affected stakeholders on whether it is appropriate for the Department of Internal Affairs (the Department) to amend minimum equipment standards and the game rules for Electronic Gaming Machines with respect to cashless gambling. 
Christchurch Casino Limited (CCL) has made an application which seeks approval for a limited form of account based gambling.  The application is described by CCL as providing “front money” capabilities to gaming machine play.
CCL’s stated primary motivation for this application is to enhance convenience for patrons.  CCL also sees some benefits from the technology with respect to harm prevention, player safety and compliance with anti-money laundering (AML/CFT) legislation.



	Scope of application
	If successful, this form of cashless gambling would be available to all New Zealand casinos.  


	Application description
	Current casino management systems have the facility to provide card-based cashless gambling on gaming machines.  That is, a facility whereby patrons who have money in a casino deposit account (and have therefore been subject to customer due diligence) are able to access that account at gaming machines through the use of a player card.  The facility is not currently approved for operation in New Zealand
Player cards are already widespread throughout New Zealand casinos as a means of accumulating “loyalty points” and accessing casino promotions.  The use of these cards also provides information to casino operators on player behaviour for harm prevention and minimisation and visibility of transactions for AML/CFT purposes.  Casino deposit accounts are currently used by table game players.
CCL has applied for standards and rules to be amended to allow one directional access to deposit accounts through this facility.  The specific proposal is to allow functionality whereby:

· Patrons can download funds from a casino deposit account directly to a gaming machine in which they have inserted the account card;
· The download of money can be done in pre-set increments at a patron’s discretion;

· The credit meter would be credited with the amount downloaded; and
· Any remaining credits or wins would have to be paid out at the gaming machine as currently occurs – that is, credits could not be uploaded to an account.
CCL has argued that this technology would primarily be accessed by “high rollers” who would otherwise be required to carry and feed large numbers of $20 bills into gaming machines to establish the level of credit desired.  While this could be the case, the effect of an amendment would mean that all carded players would be able to download credits to gaming machines directly from player accounts.  




	Context of Analysis
	The application from CCL needs to be assessed with reference to the purposes of the Gambling Act 2003.  One of the purposes of the Act is to prevent and minimise the harm caused by gambling, including problem gambling.  Another purpose is to limit opportunities for crime and dishonesty associated with gambling.  It is these purposes that the Department has identified as being most relevant for the application.
Assessment of Application against Relevant Guidelines

The Department assesses applications for new initiatives against the Operational Policy Harm Prevention, Harm Minimisation and Responsible Gambling Guidelines.
 These guidelines require the Department to take, in the absence of evidence, a precautionary approach in decision-making where there is a reasonable concern that significant and/or widespread harm may occur.  

Context

It is important to analyse identified risks in the context and environment for which approval is sought.  Any form of gambling analysed in isolation would be found to be potentially harmful.

A number of harm prevention and minimisation initiatives and requirements are in place in casinos.  Casino operators have problem gambler identification policies including exclusion procedures, host responsibility programmes, and staff training in harm prevention and minimisation. Casinos must also make information about problem gambling freely available and display signage encouraging responsible gambling.  Casino monitoring systems that have promotional functionality also incorporate voluntary pre-commitment and gaming machines have interruptive player information displays.  If relevant, questions of what constitutes an increase in opportunities for casino gambling are under the jurisdiction of the Gambling Commission.
It is in the context of the current environment that the Department must assess the proposal for change.
Cashless Gambling

The Department issued a position paper on cashless gambling in 2006.  While described as an interim paper, the Department is unaware of any further information or research which would change the analysis in that paper.

Aspects of that paper are relevant to the context in which this application will be assessed.  These will be expanded upon below.  A copy of that paper can be found on the Department’s website.




	Front Money
Considerations
	There are several considerations relevant to cashless gambling technology as outlined in the Department’s position paper and addressed below.  A number of the concerns with respect to cashless gambling are not relevant to this application in that it is an application for one directional player card-based gambling.  

For example, the inability to upload credits from gaming machines into an account means that the proposal does not negate the natural breaks in play or staff interaction that occur from hand pays.  Similarly, as the proposal relies on an account linked to an individual where ID has been confirmed, it does not raise issues of player anonymity that can occur with technologies such as ticket based gambling or create challenges with respect to monitoring for money laundering activity.

The relevant areas identified for consideration are addressed below in turn.
Extended, Intensive and Repetitive Play
Section 180 of the Gambling Act 2003 states that gaming machines in casinos must not accept banknotes with a denomination greater than $20.  The $20 banknote restriction was intended to mitigate to some extent the continuous nature of gambling on gaming machines.

The $20 statutory limit on gaming machine banknote acceptors also discourages high levels of expenditure by individual gamblers and facilitates breaks in play. The Australian Productivity Commission concluded that prohibiting note acceptors or limiting their use to low denomination notes was a useful harm minimisation measure. It found that a lower cash input limit could act as a brake on high intensity gaming machine play.

The introduction of cashless gambling functionality is not prohibited by the existence of the $20 note restriction; however, it is arguable that its introduction could undermine some of the intended benefits. The ability to download credits directly has the potential to reinforce continuous play through the ability to quickly load credits onto a gaming machine or eliminate the need for a player to leave the machine to access more cash.
It is noted that the inability to upload credits to a player account under this proposal leaves intact the natural breaks in play or staff interaction that occur from hand pays when a player ends a session of play at a machine.  
There is also argument that establishing credits on a gaming machine directly from an account rather than through the physical insertion of banknotes aggravates the potential for dissociative gambling behaviour.  That is, the removal of physical currency from gaming machine gambling may aggravate disconnections with reality.
Countering this is the argument that through players having a pre-defined sum of money on account and pre-defined increments for download to machines that it is less likely players would lose track of spend than through the constant insertion of banknotes into machines. 
Do you consider this proposal would facilitate gambling that is extended, intensive and repetitive?  

Alternatively, do you consider the opposite is more likely or would it be neutral?
If you consider harm could arise from this proposal, do you think it might affect one group more than another (e.g. regular gamblers, recreational gamblers, at risk gamblers)?

Are there any other relevant considerations?

Informed Participation and Host Responsibility
CCL has argued that there are several positive aspects to this proposal. The ability to have pre-defined amounts on deposit helps support informed participation by players.  This ability is a form of pre-commitment and, in conjunction with the voluntary pre-commitment system, is another strand by which players can choose to manage play.

When a player accesses their account at a machine, the amount of funds remaining on deposit is displayed.  This in turn helps a player keep track of their rate of play.
It is also argued that through the lodgment of funds on account and the setting of increments for download there is a new point of interaction with casino staff which can support host responsibility outcomes.  It creates a new visibility of player transactions and allows for direct observations of fluctuations in patron rates of play.
Irrespective of these points of interaction, it is also noted that any player who uses the proposed functionality is engaging in carded play and therefore has his/her play data recorded and available for analysis in accordance with casinos’ host responsibility programmes.
Do you consider this proposal supports the principle of early intervention and casinos host responsibility obligations?

Do you consider any benefits from this proposal might affect one group more than another (e.g. regular gamblers, recreational gamblers, at risk gamblers)?

Are there any other relevant considerations?

Security
CCL has argued that there is a tangible and significant security consideration with this proposal.  One of the purposes of the Gambling Act 2003 is to limit opportunities for crime and dishonesty associated with gambling.
Patrons that intend to wager considerable amounts of money are currently required to carry large sums of cash and load that cash into gaming machines. The absence of privacy means that other patrons are able to see the volume of cash loaded into machines and/or the volume of cash held by a person.  It is considered by CCL that this poses a risk to the personal safety of individuals both inside and outside of casinos.
It is also argued that the use of this facility would enhance the visibility of some transactions and simplify aspects of anti-money laundering monitoring.

Do you consider the security of individuals as stated to be a reasonable concern?

If so, can you identify any means to mitigate this factor?
Are there any other relevant considerations?




	Analysis
	The above section sets out the Department’s assessment of the issues arising from this application.  The Department is required to assess them in accordance with the relevant purposes of the Gambling Act.  In that context, the Department takes, in the absence of evidence, a precautionary approach in decision-making where there is a reasonable concern that significant and/or widespread harm may occur.
Do you consider all relevant considerations have been identified?  If not, please expand.

In the round, do you consider there is a reasonable concern that significant and/or widespread harm may occur?  If so, why?  If not, why not?
Your views on this proposal are appreciated.




� The Guidelines are located on the DIA website at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.dia.govt.nz/pubforms.nsf/URL/GamingOperationalPolicy.pdf/$file/GamingOperationalPolicy.pdf" ��http://www.dia.govt.nz/pubforms.nsf/URL/GamingOperationalPolicy.pdf/$file/GamingOperationalPolicy.pdf�


� The Cashless Gambling –Interim Position Paper is located on the DIA website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/CashlessGamblingPaper/$file/CashlessGamblingPaper.pdf" ��http://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/CashlessGamblingPaper/$file/CashlessGamblingPaper.pdf�





� Responsible Gambling Bill: Proposed Amendments, POL (03) 137, Rev 1 (20 May 2003), p.10.


� Productivity Commission 2010, Gambling, Report no. 50, Canberra, section 11.3.
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