
JUSTICE & PEACE COMMITTEE - NOTES FOR APRIL 

Apologies to anyone who did not know: as the officeholders were all 
unable to attend, the April  meeting was held over. 

CONCERNS: 

• March 7: Climate Action Rally starting at noon, 
Parliament House Lawns. I will be joining the Greypower 
XR group in Wellington Court beforehand with my wheelie 
walker, to “march” to the venue. All who are of the relevant 
age and/or possess walking aids are welcome to join our 
cavalcade! I have been attending planning meetings of the 
Tasmanian Climate Coalition for this event, wearing an ARRCC hat, 
with the endorsement of that group. 

• I would like to propose that we try again, before the 
election, to muster an Interfaith vigil and  march from St 
David’s to Senator Duniam’s office - you will recall that 
COVID restrictions prevented this during the period of the 
ARRCC Climate Action focus. I look forward to 
suggestions concerning feasibility, date etc. 

• Donations: online consultations between Peter, me and RM 
Treasurer Rick Tipping have resulted in a decision to provide $250 
to the Pax Christi funding appeal, and $500to Aunty Jean’s 
organisation, which will be noted as coming from our RM, as per 
MfWfB decision. Rick pointed out that we can apply for funding from 
other Quaker funding sources, should we need other monies for 
other causes. 

• Informative websites, recommended: World Beyond War. Wage 
Peace. Jewish Voice for Peace. Conversations at the Crossroads 
(not too late to join the series) 

• Apologies for not sending through the details about the Raising 
Peace online conference, which was excellent last year. I hope you 
saw the invitation Wies from NSW RM sent on 15/4. 

• A request: do we agree that it would be appropriate to send a card 
of condolences to the Grant family, with thanks for Linley’s tireless 
work for WILPF, in which many of our members have been active? If 



so, could somebody please action this, as Jo and I are unable to get 
about at the moment? Please let me know: a) if you feel this is 
inappropriate, b )if you are able to put this idea into action by buying 
a card, writing a message on our behalf, and posting it - which would 
involve finding an address, though  it could be sent c/o Harriet Binet. 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
You will remember that Sally drafted a letter outlining our objections to the 
‘technology-based’ approach to gambling harm minimisation that has 
been proposed. Sally received a response from Jenny Cranston, Chair of 
the Tasmanian Liquor and Gaming Commission, inviting a submission to 
its Inquiry by Thursday, May 5. 
To sum up this letter of invitation: 

• It is heavily focussed on the costs and benefits of these technologies 
(facial  recognition and player card identification), and any related 
issues. 

• However, there is a fourth head under which our objection can be 
lodged: “...to what extent will the proposed features and processes 
assist players to minimise the risk of experiencing harm from 
gambling?” 

• Sally has prepared a response, which I confidently expect us to be 
glad to endorse as coming from the committee. See below.   

The Tasmanian Quaker Peace and Justice Committee 
PO Box 388, North Hobart, 7005 

Facial recognition and player card gaming technologies to minimise 
gambling harm 

Jenny Cranston 
Chair 
Tasmanian Liquor and Gaming Commission 

Dear Jenny Cranston, 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the concept of facial 
recognition and player card gaming technologies as tools to minimise 
gambling harm. 

The Quaker Peace and Justice Committee does not believe that these 
measures will minimise gambling harm to any extent unless they are part 
of a suite of additional reforms 



By themselves, they may provide some support to the few gamblers who 
wish to reform. Unfortunately we know from the Social and Economic 
Impact Study of Gambling in Tasmania that this is only likely to be up to 
10% of problem gamblers. Others will simply avoid these technologies. 

1. Benefits, costs and/or issues in implementing facial recognition 
technology. 

2. For players. Players who wish to exclude themselves may find that 
the use of this technology will discourage them from being tempted 
to access the pokies; and should they try to attempt to enter a venue, 
they will be actively excluded.  However, it is unlikely that many 
problem gamblers will opt in. 

3. For venues. In adopting this technology, venues may gain some 
credibility as a responsible gaming venue. It would also enable 
venues not to accept responsibility for players’ losses as it would 
place the responsibility on to the problem gambler to opt in. Venues 
would have to determine where they locate the technology and they 
would need to train their staff to determine how to remove someone 
who has been recognised as being excluded. 

1. Player card gaming technology 
2. For players. This technology would allow any gambler who chose to 

participate to resist getting carried away with impulse gambling as 
they can pre-set their limits. This could be helpful to the gambler 
who knows that they might get over-excited and spend far more than 
intended. However if this is an opt-in technology, it is likely to be 
resisted by problem gamblers.  But as a mandatory technology, it 
raises privacy issues although it is more likely to be a useful tool 
provided that appropriate support is given to helping establish the 
commitments on the card, such as amount of money available for 
gambling and requiring breaks during gambling sessions. 

3. For venues: Again this sort of technology gives venues the excuse 
not to have to take responsibility for the gamblers’ losses and it may 
give them some credibility in the eyes of the general public as 
regarding their care for problem gamblers. Staff would need to be 
trained to support clients in establishing their cards. It would take 
skill to determine appropriate commitment levels both as regards 
money gambled and length of sessions. 



1. The most effective pre-commitment feature/features:The most 
effective pre-commitment features in reducing gambling harm would 
not come from a card, which would place the onus on the gambler, 
but on the technologies that would place the onus on the venue. 
Measures could include maximum bet limits, reduced spin speeds, 
reduced maximum jackpots; prohibiting losses disguised as wins; 
prohibiting near misses; and enforcing regular machine shutdowns to 
provide breaks in use. 

2. To what extent will the proposed features and processes assist 
players to minimise the risk of experiencing harm from gambling.  
Unless they are introduced as part of a number of other reforms, and 
use of the card is mandatory, supported by a responsible set up, only 
gamblers who have recognised that they have a problem and are 
motivated to impose limits on themselves, would be likely to benefit.  
In order to minimise losses, additional reforms geared to minimise 
the punters’ loss of the electronic gaming machines would be a 
necessary complement such as maximum bet limits, reduced spin 
speeds, reduced maximum jackpots; prohibiting losses disguised as 
wins; prohibiting near misses; and enforcing regular machine 
shutdowns to provide breaks in use.  Reducing the number of hours 
that venues are open would also support minimising gambling harm. 

3. Other considerations: If the Commission is serious about harm 
minimisation, it needs to acknowledge that the gaming profits come 
from peoples’ losses, and that those losses often have devastating 
consequences on the gambler, their family and community. The 
Commission needs to accept that the profits from Electronic Gaming 
Machines must be restricted in order to minimise the losses 
experienced by the players. It is not enough to place the onus on the 
problem gamblers if they are to be continually tempted by the high 
availability of poker machines with their highly seductive, highly 
addictive technologies that are designed to mesmerise their players. 


