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THE JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON FUTURE GAMING MARKETS IN TASMANIA 

MET IN COMMITTEE ROOM 1, PARLIAMENT HOUSE, HOBART ON TUESDAY, 

7 FEBRUARY 2017. 

 

 

Mr JONATHON ROOT, DEPUTY SECRETARY, REVENUE, GAMING AND LICENSING 

DIVISION, AND Mr DAMIEN JARVIS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, RESEARCH AND 

POLICY UNIT, LIQUOR AND GAMING BRANCH, DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND 

FINANCE, WERE CALLED, MADE THE STATUTORY DECLARATION AND WERE 

EXAMINED. 

 

 

CHAIR (Mr Gaffney) - Welcome and thank you for appearing today.  All evidence taken at 

this hearing is protected by parliamentary privilege and I remind you that any comments you 

make outside the hearing may not be afforded that privilege.  The evidence you present is being 

recorded and the Hansard version will be published on the committee website when it becomes 

available.  If there is evidence you would like to give in camera, that can be arranged.   

 

Mr ROOT - Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee today.  The 

Government has commenced a process to determine the future of the gaming market in Tasmania 

post-2023 when the current monopoly arrangements can end.  The Government has sought 

through this committee to undertake a transparent public consultation process in an effort to 

inform the detailed structural policy elements that will underpin the policy framework the 

Treasurer presented to the House in his statement on 17 March last year.  In that statement the 

Treasurer set out a number of principles guiding the Government's policy position to provide a 

starting point for discussion in the community around what the market should look like in 2023 

and to give stakeholders a clear understanding of the Government's approach, providing a context 

within which they could respond to the committee.  While the principles and policies articulated 

by the Treasurer form the framework, there is quite a deal of policy detail this committee can 

assist to inform.  I will go into some of the questions that remain to be discussed. 

 

The gaming industry, as a number of submissions have pointed out, is a mature industry.  

Gaming expenditure has plateaued and there is a considerable amount of competition from other 

products such as sports betting and online wagering.  Casino table gaming and keno form the 

smaller part of gaming expenditure in the state and this is consistent with the experience 

elsewhere in Australia where, in the reverse of some other parts of the world, EGMs are the more 

popular terrestrial gambling choice.  There is growth in some elements of table gaming, primarily 

in the VIP and the so-called high roller segment.  This is very competitive, capital-intensive and 

in the higher-risk part of the market and it has not been a growth area in Tasmania. 

 

With respect to the casinos, the Government said the Federal Group will retain its licences 

and that there would be up to two additional high-roller, non-residential casino licences - one 

offered to Mr Walsh in the first instance for the proposals he has put for a casino at MONA, and 

the second to be in the north of the state should the demand exist.  Mr Walsh has said that his 

casino would be EGM-free, but beyond that the parameters for these casino licences, the types of 

harm-minimisation rules that might apply, and any other constraints such as licence durations and 

so on, are yet to be determined.  The Government has said, however, that the taxation rates and 

licence fees would be reviewed as part of the process. 
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Keno remains a popular product in Tasmania and the Government said that the right to 

operate keno would remain with the Federal Group.  The tax rate, which is low on a national 

comparison, will be reviewed. 

 

The final component is EGMs, which have been the source of the most comment in 

submissions.  The Government's policy position is that the allocation and pricing of the 

entitlements to operate EGMs be determined by a market-based mechanism.  The Government 

has given guidance that it will not create unnecessary uncertainty for the existing LPGL licence 

holders and won't look to make retrospective changes.  Effectively the hotels, clubs and the 

community should be in at least the same position that they are in today. 

 

It is said that the cap on machines, which is currently 3680, with a maximum of 2500 in pubs 

and clubs in total, no more than 30 in any one pub or 40 in any one club, will fall to 3530 at 2023, 

a reduction of 150.  As the committee would know, the Government has already progressed its 

commitments in terms of the community interest test with the relevant legislation being passed 

through the Houses last year. 

 

Within that context, there are a number of important details in the EGM market that remain to 

be determined before a final market mechanism could be designed.  These details frame not just 

how you would go to market and the sort of model you would take, but the sort of price you might 

expect in any market offers. 

 

Those questions are what model of ownership of entitlements you might have.  The current 

model is a single licensee and network operator, but there are other models that have been put 

forward, such as the venue operators themselves holding the entitlements, with perhaps a single 

network operator to do the network monitoring that is required for regulatory and tax purposes.  

These two models seem to be the obvious starting point for discussions. 

 

In terms of the latter model, a series of other questions emerge:  How would entitlements 

move around in the market once the initial allocation has been made?  Would any trading in 

entitlements be subject to taxation?  How would the hurdles for entry of new participants be 

managed?  Obviously existing participants have an advantage in a number of ways in determining 

a price for entitlements.  What would happen to the entitlements that currently exist?  As the 

Government has said, it doesn't want to disrupt unnecessarily what would be the model there.  In 

any trading entitlements, would there be particular assistance for certain groups?  When Victoria 

went down that path, it provided some assistance to clubs, for example.  In Tasmania a number of 

the clubs are doing it tough - RSLs and so on - and a number of those have EGMs.  Would they be 

assisted to maintain those in a future market? 

 

How long would entitlements run for?  Would there be any regional or socio-economic area 

limits?  Would there be any upfront capital investment requirements?  Would taxes be at a flat 

rate or on a sliding scale?  Would there be some bringing forward of the taxation through perhaps 

upfront fees?  Who would be allowed to own entitlements?  Would entitlements be on the basis of 

'use it or lose it'? 

 

The other dimension is, there is a range of harm minimisation measures currently in place.  

Those first-order measures are things like the caps on machines, the dollar bet limits, the cash 

input limits, the spin rate limits, limits on lines in play and so on.  Then there are secondary 

measures such as the Gaming Exclusion Scheme and the Liquor and Gaming Commission's 

Mandatory Code. 
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Mr BACON - When you say dollar bet limits, do you mean the $5? 

 

Mr ROOT - The $5 bet limit.  Essentially, those first-order ones are ones that manage the 

availability and loss rate.  The second ones are about the environment - encouraging breaks in 

play and those sorts of things.  The question in framing the market is, when would any of those 

harm minimisation measures change?  Things like pre-commitment a priority in the post-2023 

world, would the market mechanism then include an opportunity for bidders to propose new harm 

minimisation measures?  Perhaps that would be a criterion in evaluating offers.   

 

There are a large number of factors that remain to be determined in finalising the position on 

how to get the best outcome for the state from the asset, which is the right to operate gaming 

within Tasmania.  Any choices made in the period leading up may well influence the behaviour of 

the operators in positioning themselves for whatever the ultimate outcome is.  I think this 

committee is ideally placed to provide some key input into determining the answers to some of 

these questions.  There are a lot of them but the high level policy environment will inform 

decisions about the lower level detail. 

 

As you alluded to in your introduction, Chair, DHHS are coming to discuss some of the terms 

of reference that are more social policy focused.  Treasury has some involvement in running the 

SEIS and the higher level administration of the CSL.  If the committee has any questions around 

those terms of reference I would be more than happy to take them. 

 

CHAIR - Thanks very much, Jonathon.  When the inquiry was first introduced downstairs 

the Government was focused primarily on the economic situation.  They then came to realise, 

when extra terms of reference were added upstairs, the social impact is also of concern to 

Tasmanians, and the relationship between the two.  I will come back to the full study later on to 

ask for your view. 

 

When people submitted to us, as a committee, we looked at those who wanted to come back 

with their submissions.  The Government did not provide a submission and that was of interest.  

In the last five years, with over 22 committees, the Government not provided a submission on 

only three occasions.  This creates impressions I would like to tease through.  I will read the letter 

we received from the Premier: 

 

Dear Mr Gaffney, 

 

Thank you for your letter inviting the Tasmanian Government to make a 

submission in relation to the inquiry into future gaming markets.   

 

The Government supports the work of the joint select committee including 

providing the committee with an opportunity to comment in an open and 

transparent way.   

 

I note the committee's terms of reference require consideration of the Hodgman 

Liberal Government post-2023 gaming structure or framework.  The 

Government has developed a number of clear policy positions in relation to 

gaming that are outlined in the framework.   
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In light of the requirement in the terms of reference to consider the framework, 

the Government does not intend to provide a submission to the inquiry. 

 

In light of the Government not formally addressing the terms of reference agreed to by the 

Parliament, it would be beneficial to understand the Premier and Government's thoughts of why 

they did not do that.  It has been suggested to me and others this committee is undertaking the 

work of the Government.  Little comment has been put into the terms of reference.  Would you 

like to elaborate for those people who have asked me or made that comment? 

 

Mr ROOT - It is a decision for the Government as to whether or not they make a 

submission.  In his statement to the House, the Treasurer put out a detailed set of guiding 

principles that framed the Government's approach and some policy positions on some of the key 

questions that might come up.  It seems to me within those principles and policy position lies the 

majority of what the Government would most likely have said to the committee in a submission. 

 

Ultimately, it is a matter for the Government.  The Premier has set out the Government's view 

in his letter to you, that it has sought not to be seen to be closing off the debate and to provide a 

sufficiently strong and clear framework of their position.  But understanding that, there is a lot of 

work to be undertaken and there are some years to run prior to 2023.  Seeming to close off any 

parts of the debate early on wouldn't be as productive as having open process, where the whole 

community gets to have a say on all of the issues. 

 

As I said in my opening remarks, there are lot of policy questions and practical detail to be 

determined.  The Government has put forward its position on what it sees as being the key aspects 

of that discussion. 

 

CHAIR - That is good to hear.  The committee wants to know what weight the 

recommendations will hold.  You are not saying to us, 'We want feedback from the community 

via this process'.  If the recommendations come back clearly from this committee about certain 

aspects of what the Government is concerned with, that they will take those on board. 

 

There has been criticism of past inquiries into the gaming industry.  The recommendations 

have not been enacted by a successive government.  I am pleased to hear the Government is 

looking at that. 

 

Could you explain how the guiding principles and policy position were formulated and by 

whom?  I know the Government brought out in March 2016 the guiding principles and their one 

and a half page document about post-2023.  How were those principles formed and who was 

involved in the history, the make up or the conversations toward that?  How did the Government 

arrive at that policy position? 

 

Mr ROOT - The Government determined the principles and policy position in terms of 

Treasury's involvement.  Treasury provided advice to the Government on the issues, options and 

the processes that might be followed.  The principles and the policy position the Government has 

expressed through the Treasurer's statement in the Parliament were principles and policies 

determined by the Government.  Treasury's involvement, as I think the Treasurer said, was to 

provide advice on those issues but, ultimately, it was the Government that determined the 

principles and the policy position they have put out in this statement. 
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CHAIR - As from Treasury's point of view, you had input into those discussions but you are 

not aware of other groups involved in those discussions? 

 

Mr ROOT - We provided advice to the Government to inform their policy to develop a 

process but that is the extent of our involvement in framing the final Government position. 

 

CHAIR - It would be suggested we would need to bring the Government in to ask them 

about who else helped them provide that policy position.  The guiding principles are important.  

We need to understand where they originated.  How did they come about? 

 

Similarly, we need to understand, for example, how did they arrive at a decrease of 150 

EGMs in their post-2023 vision?  How did that occur?  Did you have input into that sort of thing 

or is it purely a government decision? 

 

Mr ROOT - It is not Treasury's practice to disclose the advice it provides to Government, 

either this Government or previous governments.  The Treasurer explained in his policy statement 

the rationale was that he wanted this number of machines at the date of the policy announcement, 

which is the number of 35-30, which is the position he drew off. 

 

CHAIR - It is interesting that in a public inquiry, if we ask a question and it is a government 

decision, I am informed that advice given to you by Government is not a valid reason to not 

answer the question that is put forward to you. 

 

Mr ROOT - The best answer I can give you is that the Treasurer's position was that he 

wanted the cap.  The Government's view was that the cap should be the level it was on the day the 

announcement was made. 

 

CHAIR - In March? 

 

Mr ROOT - On 17 March.  That number is the number of machines that were out in venues 

on that day. 

 

CHAIR - The Government's principles call for the appropriate sharing of returns from 

gaming between industry players and the Government.  Does the Government have a view about 

whether the current level of returns to players are appropriate?  What factors are relevant for an 

assessment of the appropriate level of returns to the industry?  Are there any other factors the 

committee should take into account in determining an appropriate share of returns to government?  

We are interested in the percentages that are currently being used for revenue and how that 

impacts on the Treasury. 

 

Mr ROOT - I can run through the current tax rates on the EGMs on table gaming and keno 

for you.  Casino table games are taxed at 0.88 per cent of annual gross profit, keno at 5.88 per 

cent of annual gross profit, and gaming machines at 25.88 per cent of annual gross profit.  In 

addition to that 25.88 per cent there is the 4 per cent Community Support Levy, which is paid for 

by the profits on gaming machines in hotels and clubs.  That brings that up to almost 30 per cent. 

 

As to the sorts of considerations you might make in determining what an appropriate share is, 

I go back to my opening comments that there are a large number of policy choices you might 

make in the harm-minimisation space, how EGMs are dispersed and so on, that will factor into the 

sorts of taxation levels that you might want, and also decisions about the way the value inherent 
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and the entitlement to operate a machine is captured by the Government.  As I said earlier, you 

could capture that taxation via upfront fees and lower ongoing rates or ongoing rates. 

 

To give you a purely technical example, if you were to ask what is the appropriate tax rate to 

apply to gaming machine entitlements in a purely theoretical environment where the only thing 

you were interested in was capturing an appropriate share of the revenue, you might say that you 

would look at the industry.  You would say this is a heavily-regulated industry with low 

competition, it is an industry where there are barriers to entry, and the best taxation model might 

be to look at what a fair return on an investment in a pretty safe low-risk environment might be 

and then use your tax to take away any excess profits that in a normal competitive environment 

the active competition would take away. 

 

In this sort of environment, as I said at the start, there are a number of other trade-offs that 

might say, 'Well, we want to frame a return that is in part a return in greater harm minimisation', 

for example.  We might say we want to take a greater share for the player.  The return to player on 

EGMs, for example, is 85 per cent.  That is the statutory return but the reality is that out in the 

market it is usually higher than that.  The last figure I saw was around 90 per cent, something of 

that order.  That is not an unusual return in the national context and in all likelihood that sort of 

rate is fair in the current market, but as to determining the cut-up, I think the Government has said 

it does not want to change the game too much for any of the participants in the market.  Those are 

the sorts of considerations you would want to take into account.   

 

CHAIR - With those percentages you gave earlier, you obviously would compare what we 

use here in Tasmania with what is accepted.  I notice in the Government's terms of reference they 

are quite happy for the committee to have a look at other legislations and jurisdictions so, 

comparatively, how do the percentages weigh up against other states and territories? 

 

Mr ROOT - It is a very difficult question to answer simply because the sorts of policy issues 

I discussed earlier play into the different models that exist in the different markets.  There are 

different models for the way the entitlements are disbursed.  As you know, we have a single 

monopoly operator, but in other jurisdictions the venues have entitlements.  There are various 

durations of the licences, various upfront amounts that have been obtained by various 

governments for certain entitlements.  The tax rates vary and in a number of jurisdictions they are 

on sliding scales, so venues that perhaps have lower turnovers might get a different rate to very 

lucrative venues that have high turnovers.   

 

We could provide a table to the committee comparing the taxation in various jurisdictions but 

it does vary.  For example, in casinos in New South Wales there is a base rate of 16.4 per cent on 

the gross revenue from table games and EGMs up to $700 million, and from $700 million to 

$824 million it increases progressively by 1 percentage point over 21 revenue bands, and then a 

top rate of 38.91 per cent applies to revenue over $824 million.  In Queensland, it is 20 per cent of 

monthly gross revenue on table games and keno for Gold Coast and Brisbane casinos, 10 per cent 

for table games and keno in Townsville and Cairns, and 30 per cent of the monthly gross revenue 

on gaming machines for Gold Coast and Brisbane casinos and 20 per cent gross revenue on 

gaming machines for Townsville and Cairns casinos.  In New South Wales, the exclusivity 

arrangement brought $100 million for a 12-year extension.  Queensland has a licence fee of 

$220 000 per quarter, and so on across all the jurisdictions.  New South Wales does a tax 

comparison.  I am not sure if ours is the same. 

 

CHAIR - Did you say Tasmania was 18 per cent?   
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Mr ROOT - It is 25.88 per cent for EGMs, 0.88 per cent for table games and 5.88 per cent 

for keno.  With table games, the return to player is a fair bit higher than EGMs and is determined 

by the nature of the game.  Poker or blackjack has a different return to player than baccarat just 

because of the mathematics of how the game is played. 

 

CHAIR - If we look at EGMs, I think from memory Townsville, Cairns, Alice Springs and 

Darwin have similar numbers of machines to Tasmania.  What is the government view of sliding 

scale taxes from EGMs?  Are you interested in exploring further a sliding scale post 2023?  It is 

alright to hear that is what is being used in other places, but I am interested to know what is 

Treasury's view on that?  Or is there a better outcome for Tasmanians if you used sliding scales? 

 

Mr ROOT - The option for a sliding scale - just to go back one step - there was a sort of 

quasi sliding scale in the early life of the deed, but it is now a flat rate for EGMs, which makes 

sense if you have a single licensee and a single operator.  In an environment where, for example, 

the entitlements were able to be purchased by venue operators there are arguments that would 

support a sliding scale.  It depends a little bit, if you come back to the same point, on what the 

broad policy outcomes are. 

 

To give you an example, if you had perhaps two venues with 10 EGMs and each of those 

EMGs in one venue was not quite as popular, or was in an area that did not have as many people 

who played EGMs, it might be turning over $50 per machine per day in terms of gross profit.  The 

second venue - let's say it is $300 a day in terms of gross profit with a flat rate of 30 per cent - you 

might have one venue that would walk away at the end of the year with somewhere in the order of 

$120 000 or $130 000, and GST and things like that would come off it.  The other one might be 

walking away with $700 000 for 10 EGMs. 

 

You might say the best outcome for Tasmania would be that the EGM assets are in the places 

where they make the most money, in which case you would say tough luck for this venue that is 

not making much; they should sell their entitlements.  You might on the other hand say well, the 

venue such as RSLs, which are doing it tough, they might not be pulling as much, but it is an 

important part of their business and you want to protect those.  Or you might say the social policy 

outcome is not that we want all of the EGMs in the areas where people gamble the most, because 

they might be lower socio-economic areas, those sorts of factors.  So you might want a sliding 

scale to ensure that the entitlements are viable, wherever they are in the state, and to deliver other 

sorts of outcomes.  There are a number of reasons why you might have a sliding scale, and they 

do make sense, but more in the environment where you have a greater number of entitlement 

holders. 

 

CHAIR - If you go back to your statistics regarding the current level of return to players I 

said are appropriate, you said something like 85 per cent.  How does that compare nationally?  Is 

that in that document as well?  

 

Mr ROOT - No. 

 

CHAIR - Are you able to take that on notice?  Likewise this document, you can either table 

at the end or take it on notice to provide us with that document.  That would be helpful. 
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Mr ROOT - I would say generally the returns to player are in that order.  I know in WA, I 

think it is 90 per cent.  Our return to player certainly is not out of kilter but we will get you some 

data. 

 

CHAIR - You did mention the public interest test in relation to suitability of venue and I 

suppose the Gaming Commission will talk to us further about that? 

 

Mr ROOT - We could certainly give you an update on where that is. 

 

Mr JARVIS - The community interest test, where we are at, is that the bill passed both 

Houses of Parliament and received royal assent on 6 December.  At that time the Government 

requested that the commission undertake the public consultation process to inform the 

consideration of the community interest matters that would form part of that test.  On 13 January 

this year the commissioner released the discussion paper for public comment.  The paper raised a 

number of matters and questions for consideration and comment by stakeholders.  The issues for 

consideration included such things as stakeholder engagement, definition of the area that 

information should be provided for, types of community interest matters that could be prescribed 

including the local community area profile, site profiles and the social and economic impacts of 

EGMs being installed on the proposed premises.  The time frame for the determination of matters 

and preparation of regulations is as follows.  The submissions close on 27 February.  The 

commission is hoping to report to the Government in April 2017, with the likelihood of 

regulations commencing some time hopefully in June. 

 

CHAIR - I know Sarah has some questions on the public interest but mine is specific - still 

on the EGM in light of that information.  What is the Government's view about the decision to 

license EGMs at current venues?  Those venues that do not have EGMs today should be subject to 

a public interest test in relation to the suitability to house EGMs and it is not retrospective.  Why 

have they made the decision not to assess whether EGMs should be retained in a community that 

might be experiencing a change of economic status or whatever?  Why are they not going back to 

revisit those?  For any new EGMs there is a community interest test.  I am asking, why has the 

Government made the decision not to re-investigate those communities that may now have 

changing social economic circumstances or changing neighbourhoods so that every five years 

when they put in for their new licence they are not subject to the same community interest test? 

 

Mr JARVIS - The Treasurer at the time made it clear that they did not want to disturb the 

current industry investment in those venues and the machines that existed there, but made it very 

clear that they wanted this new policy to apply point forward to those machines coming into new 

venues or those existing venues with a licensed premises gaming licence that were going to 

introduce gaming machines for the first time or had not had gaming machines in that venue for a 

specific period of time.  I think the Treasurer made it quite clear that, because of the investment 

the industry had put into these venues that currently existed with EGMs to that date, they did not 

want to go back and retrospectively impact on those. 

 

CHAIR - If there is a venue that wants to get rid of its EGMs, divest itself, and I know that 

has happened on occasions that from the social impact side of things and from the revenue returns 

to those venues obviously they want to get out of it, what does the Government intend to do?  

Does that just go back into the pool? 

 

Mr JARVIS - There is an existing cap there.  Basically, if a venue were to cancel its licence 

and remove the gaming machines from there, that just means that the level of gaming machines 
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out there under that cap would lessen.  It would make more gaming machines available to be put 

into other premises. 

 

CHAIR - On 17 March last year when the Treasurer made his decision and said, 'We are now 

going to take 150 gaming machines out of the cap', my understanding from some information we 

were provided with just before Christmas is that there were only 120 gaming machines, but that is 

neither here nor there.  If people want to divest themselves or get rid of their gaming machines, 

does that mean that number of 150 could increase to get more gaming machines out of the 

community?  That is what the Treasurer said, that there are 150 not being used, we will cut back 

there, and it is not going to impact on anybody.  If a venue wants to get rid of 10, does that mean 

that will go back into the pool, or will the Government continue to decrease the number of EGMs 

available? 

 

Mr JARVIS - No, they will go back into the pool.  The Government made it clear that the 

cap would be reduced to the level which existed at that time. 

 

CHAIR - The Government asked us to look at other jurisdictions regarding EGMs and it has 

put that Western Australia does not have gaming machines in clubs and pubs.  It is just in the 

casinos.  If the Government is willing to listen to the committee - and I am not certain where we 

are going to with this but we have had people comment through their submissions - that for the 

future of Tasmania there should not be poker machines in pubs and clubs because they are 

impacting adversely on communities, what would be the Government's position on that scenario? 

 

Mr ROOT - The Treasurer in his statement did say that the Government's policy position 

was that EGMs would be maintained in pubs and clubs.  Were the committee to recommend that 

they be removed, I guess that would be a matter for the Government to make the decision on that.  

Their policy position I think at this stage is quite clear.  I do have the figures on the return to 

players.  The ACT has a minimum of 87 per cent.  New South Wales is 85 per cent.  The Northern 

Territory is 85 in clubs and hotels, and 88 in casinos.  Queensland is 85 to 92 in clubs and hotels.  

I am not sure how they manage that range.  Casinos, 85.  In South Australia, 87.5.  Tasmania is 

85, as you know.  Victoria is 85, although there is a power for the commission to determine a 

higher fixed percentage in venues, and in Victorian casinos it is 87.  In WA it is 90.  A New 

Zealand number, for comparison, is 87 in casinos and 78 to 92 for clubs and hotels. 

 

CHAIR - Are you comfortable to table that now or put it on notice?  That would be helpful. 

 

Mr ROOT - Yes.  I may try to get you a clean copy as there are some notes on this. 

 

CHAIR - That's good.  The notes would be handy.  We have a few other questions in this 

line of questioning and then I will open it up to other members.  Does the Government have a 

view as to the suitability of the EGMs currently deployed in Tasmania, with particular reference 

to the type and intensity of the gaming experience?  We have had questions about the types of 

machines available and where they are located.  Recently, as we would all be aware, there have 

been a couple of communities saying, 'We have more gaming machines in this area and we 

shouldn't have because we struggle.'  It is a low socio-economic area and yet there seems to be a 

prevalence of gaming machines.  I was just wondering -  

 

Mr ROOT - In answer to the second part of your question, the Government has taken steps 

to address that issue through the introduction of the community interest test.  The commission will 

have the power to say no to a licence if it does not think that it is in the community interest to do 
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so.  EGMs can only be put into a venue that has a licensed premises gaming licence.  It is the 

commission that approves those LGPL applications. 

 

Previously, it was difficult for the commission to knock back an application purely on the 

basis of the location of the venue.  The matters that the commission could take into account were 

fairly narrow.  I think that matter should be addressed through the community interest test.  To the 

first part of your question, could you remind me, Chair, what that was? 

 

CHAIR - Particular reference to the type of machine. 

 

Mr ROOT - The type, yes.  The gaming machines that are used in Tasmania are a pretty 

standard type of gaming machine used in Australia.  They are managed by a national standard.  

All of the machines meet the national standard for the gaming machine type.  There is a 

Tasmanian addendum to that national standard to take into account the particular characteristics of 

games that we require in Tasmania but other than that, they are accredited machines.  There is an 

independent testing process through what are called accredited testing facilities that test all of the 

machine games to ensure that they provide the correct return to player and that they meet all of 

the harm-minimisation requirements that the various jurisdictions have. 

 

The issue of the type - there is an opinion I have heard that the Western Australian machines 

are somewhat different.  They have come from a different historical source.  The 

Casino Commission early on wanted machines that were not the reel type machines we have, with 

the spinning wheels, and consequently they have more of a drop-ball type display.  As to the way 

they work, they are very similar.  They are driven by a mathematical algorithm that determines an 

appropriate volatility to give the return to player required under the act.  There isn't a lot out there 

in different EGM machines and we are pretty standard.  They are all tested, accredited and meet a 

national standard. 

 

CHAIR - We notice for an area there is enough and there is a community interest test to not 

put any more EGMs into a certain area.  Has the Government or Treasury thought about the 

impact of incentivising pubs and clubs to take machines out of those areas?  If we know there is a 

large number in an area that possibly shouldn't be there, is there any way around it?  Pubs and 

clubs need to hold onto the venue but they might be willing to give up some of those licences if 

there was an incentive to take away the number of machines currently available in that community 

and would be better placed elsewhere?  Has the Government or Treasury looked at how that might 

work or how that might evolve? 

 

Mr ROOT - No, we haven't. 

 

CHAIR - Would it be something you would consider? 

 

Mr ROOT - It is certainly something that could feed into framing the 2023 market.  I believe 

there is a decrease in the number of games out there, as the Treasurer said.  Where those might 

come from, it is difficult to say.  The current number, I think, is 120, but I expect it will bounce 

around within that cap of 2500 between now and 2023 when the new levels will come into play.  

There may be an opportunity to have some method of incentivising them to come from some 

areas over others, but no thought has been put to that. 
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CHAIR - The Government has called for a market mechanism to be applied for the future 

allocation of EGM licences in clubs and pubs.  Does the Government intend the same tender to 

apply to EGMs in casinos?  If not, by what process can licensed casinos be granted it? 

 

Mr ROOT - The market mechanism proposed by the Government has been proposed for the 

EGMs for pubs and clubs.  The current allocation for pubs and clubs under the deed is 2500.  I 

expect that would continue and would leave the allocations as they are for casinos on the basis of 

the principles articulated to date.   

 

Mr JARVIS - The proposed policy position, as put forward in the Hodgman Liberal 

Government post-2023 gaming structural framework, was the rights to conduct keno in Tasmania, 

to conduct gaming in the existing two casinos, including EGMs and table gaming.  They are to 

remain with the Federal Group, subject to standard probity and regularly performance 

arrangements, satisfactory negotiations regarding term as well as taxation and licence fee 

arrangements. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Do you have any research or studies into the economic impact of gaming 

within Tasmania and the contribution it has for the Tasmanian economy? 

 

Mr ROOT - I can give you a brief overview.  The social and economic impact studies look 

at the economic impact.  The economic impact is realised through: taxation the state collects 

through employment in the industry; indirect employment to the suppliers and so on; the attractant 

force in the tourism industry; the capital investment made in venues and so on.   

 

The latest SEIS says that in 2013 there were approximately 4061 people employed in the 

gambling industry.  The majority of those are in gaming casinos and race wagering, so there is a 

component in that area.  That economic modelling was used to show the contribution of gambling 

to the Tasmanian economy was of the order of 1.1 per cent in real GDP and 1.2 per cent - 

6 per cent in employment.  That analysis looked at what would be the impact if that gaming spend 

went offshore and was taken out of the Tasmanian environment. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Do you have any regional breakdowns to look at the economic 

contribution outside of greater Hobart? 

 

Mr ROOT - No. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - The Chair was earlier talking about the WA model where EGMs are 

confined to casinos.  Have you done any modelling to see, if that were the case in Tasmania, the 

economic impact in terms of jobs and loss of revenue in other areas outside the casinos and the 

impact that would have? 

 

Mr ROOT - We haven't, no.  I suspect you would see it as a component of those figures the 

SEIS brought through.  The casinos employ a large component of the 4000-odd, but the pub and 

club environment is very employment intensive as well.  Most of the venues do more than just 

gambling.  They have bottle shops, bars and accommodation facilities and various things like that.  

It would be a reasonable amount of work to unpick that, but it could be done. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - In terms of the proposal we have before us from the Government, we 

have the existing regulatory framework.  If we look at, for EGMs, the model of having a single 
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operator versus alternate models - from a regulatory perspective, what the pros and cons of having 

the two different models? 

 

Mr ROOT - The single operator model is the simplest from a regulatory perspective.  You 

have a single licensee responsible for ensuring compliance with all regulatory requirements.  If 

you have problems with particular games, if you need to collect information for tax analysis and 

so on, it is very straightforward.  The venues themselves don't have to worry too much about all of 

the regulatory requirements of the licensee, other than those requirements they have within the 

venue under the mandatory code and so on. 

 

Were we to move to a model where venues themselves operated the licences and were 

responsible for all of the licensee responsibilities that currently fall upon the Federal Group, there 

would be additional overhead for venues and also for the regulators, because the number of 

people you are regulating expands considerably, and the scope of what you are regulating for 

expands as well. 

 

The model that we might have would, I expect, have one network operator or a small number 

of network operators.  It would be a very difficult model to manage if every single venue had their 

own network. 

 

In the case of individual venues, it does become more complex to regulate.  Disciplinary 

matters and things like that would become more difficult.  We have, for example, difficulties with 

a particular type of machine that might be out in venues from time to time.  It is very simple with 

a single operator to have those issues resolved and pulled in.  If the commission wants to take 

disciplinary action they have one set of facts to prove and one licensee to discipline.  In the case 

of multiple venues - you might have the same machines in multiple venues - you might have a 

number of disciplinary actions going on at once. 

 

There are complexities in the more diverse model that you need to weigh against the 

advantages and there are costs as well.  In the current environment under the deed, the costs of 

running the network, our quarantine from the venues - the licensee bears all of that cost - and 

obviously those costs will flow through the venues as well as the regulatory overhead in that 

second model. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Can you compare and contrast the EGM operating model in Tasmania to 

other states and do you have any assessment of the advances or disadvantages of what we have 

now? 

 

Mr ROOT - Yes, broadly we have.  As I alluded to earlier, it is difficult because you are not 

really comparing apples with apples in many cases.  Certainly the single operator model is very 

simple to emulate by comparison with other jurisdictions, but other jurisdictions have venue 

operator licensee models that work effectively.  I think both models are possible. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Could you talk about the contribution that gaming makes - and I know 

you touched before on the state budget - because there have been different assertions about the 

contribution from varying parties? 

 

Mr ROOT - The total state budget is about $5.5 billion in total revenue.  The contribution of 

gaming and wagering generally to that is about $100 million and the gaming activities we are 

talking about here today total around $55 million when you pull in all of the different sources of 
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revenue.  In total we are looking at about 1 per cent of the total state budget; $55 million is not an 

insignificant amount of money but in terms of the total size of the state Budget it is smaller 

portion of it. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Quickly going back to employment in pubs and clubs, once an electronic 

gaming machine is in situ it doesn't require any staffing at all, as far as I can see.  Can you explain 

how it might contribute to employment? 

 

Mr ROOT - I don't think it is fair to say that it requires no staffing.  There is required to be 

special employees on duty in venues.  Mr Jarvis might go over that a little more. 

 

Mr JARVIS - Anyone dealing with specific prescribed duties with regard to gambling in a 

venue must be a special employee and with the introduction of recent harm-minimisation 

measures - I say 'recent' as in maybe a couple of years ago now - you have to have senior special 

employees with certain skill sets to be at the venue at all times.  Although the gaming machines 

can operate, you need special employees there to undertake a number of prescribed duties. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do they undertake any other roles in that pub, club or hotel? 

 

Mr JARVIS - I couldn't say but I suspect they would undertake multiple roles. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - So they would be the person behind the bar who simply has a licence to be 

able to intervene, if required, if there is a problem gambler or a problem with gambling. 

 

Mr JARVIS - Or issue keno tickets and those types of things. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - So there is no specific employee in any pub, club or hotel who just looks 

after a gaming machine to your knowledge, because I have not been able to find any and I have 

looked. 

 

In the ministerial statement it was indicated that 3530 machines would be the cap and that 

will be the policy.  There are now 3560, so how would you reduce those 30 machines?  Would 

you use the public interest test to remove 30 machines or how do you believe that will be 

undertaken? 

 

Mr ROOT - I think that is one of the open questions that we have in the model that the 

committee might be able to provide some input into.  There are a number of ways you could do it.  

It depends upon what the ultimate model is as to how the option set might look.  For example, if 

you went to a single operator model an option might be that just as part of the tender the 

entitlement they get is just to that number of machines and they are left to work it out through the 

commercial arrangements.  Alternatively, you may say you are going to have a certain number of 

machines through entitlements that are available for existing venues and then you will have a 

certain number that might go to market more broadly and that number will be net of whatever 

number is out there above the cap at the time the market happens.  There is a range of choices 

about how you might implement that model and it will depend in some sense what the 

environment looks like in 2023.  Obviously if the number of machines out there is 3530 then there 

will not be such an issue. 

 

CHAIR - We might correct the numbers there.  I think the numbers are 3680 down to 3530. 
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Ms DAWKINS - Is that with TT? 

 

CHAIR - TT does not count. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - I was reading one of the patents from a poker machine and this is what the 

patent application said: 

 

A significant technical challenge is to improve the operation of the gaming 

apparatus by making them yield a negative return on investment in the long run 

via a high quality and/or frequency of player apparatus interactions, and yet 

random and volatile enough to make players feel that they can get lucky and 

win in the short run. 

 

That to me does not seem to be set to anything other than extracting money from players and 

we know that the machines are in the low socioeconomic areas because people who live in those 

areas do not have the same kind of educational quality or standards and simply do not understand 

that that is what those machines are programmed to do.  Do you think this is fair for a community 

that is struggling with an ageing population and a higher demographic of people on benefits?  Is 

this the community we want Tasmania to be and should the Government not intervene to ensure 

that those people are not preyed upon by the operators of these machines? 

 

Mr ROOT - The issue of people's understanding effectively the return to player is one that I 

think has come through in a number of submissions.  Certainly the Liquor and Gaming Branch 

has taken steps to assist to educate people through the player information that is required to be put 

into venues.  When DHHS appear before you they will tell you they have been doing a lot of 

work, particularly through the Know your Odds program that has been funded through the CSL to 

address that deficit in understanding that many people say is out there about what it actually 

means to have that return to player of 85 per cent. 

 

What you alluded in terms of that description is around the way gaming machine designers 

return that return to player and the volatility is about the rate at which that return comes through 

and the size of the jackpots and so on.  If you think about it, at one extreme of volatility every 

dollar you put in would return 85 cents and at another extreme you might have $850 000 returned 

every time there is a million dollars put through.  As evidenced by what you said, the machine 

designers are looking for something that gives the player the feeling of enjoyment in playing the 

game.  One responsible EGM gambler's feelings of enjoyment and anticipation and so on is 

unfortunately for a problem gambler different in sensation. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do you think it is odd that there has not been one submission from 

anybody who has said, 'I made some money gambling on EGMs.  I paid off my mortgage and sent 

my kids to uni.  We had a fantastic family holiday.'?  There is not one submission by an individual 

to say they did well. 

 

Mr ROOT - I really could not speculate on why that was. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - Looking at problem gambling rates in Tasmania, how do we compare 

with the other states and territories? 

 

Mr ROOT - We do, we are fairly comparable.  Our rate of 0.5 compares fairly well with the 

national average, which I think is about 0.6.  We are fairly comparable.  My recollection of the 
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last SEIS and inter-jurisdictional comparisons is we are fairly comparable across the range of 

categories we use.  DHHS will correct me when they are here.  There is nothing that sticks out to 

me. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - Is that a breakdown from gambling machines and horse racing?  Is it 

broken down into different areas or is it an overall figure? 

 

CHAIR - Perhaps that might be a worthwhile question to ask the next group.  DHHS might 

have it, but if not you can take it on notice.  Is that all right with you, Jonathon?  We can ask the 

next group and if they cannot answer it, could you can take it on notice? 

 

Mr ROOT - Yes, we can provide you with those figures. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - How often are the machines tested to make sure they are complying 

with the payout rate? 

 

Mr ROOT - They are tested prior to their installation and then they are monitored 

throughout their life.  Because the machines are connected to a network they can be constantly 

monitored.  If a machine over its life looks like it is not returning action can be taken. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Jonathon, you touched on the Victorian model where assistance was given 

to pubs and clubs, particularly RSL clubs.  Most of us would be aware that we have some 

struggling RSL sub-branch clubs around our state.  Have you done any modelling to see if there 

was a buy back or some sort of program in place that would assist in that?  Have you done any 

modelling on what it might cost to do that and where the money would come from?  Would it 

come from the community support levy? 

 

Mr ROOT - We haven't done any modelling on the sort of arrangements you might put in 

place.  In Victoria they had what they called a pre-auction club offer where they hypothecated 

some of the licences and they were offered to clubs.  I think in that situation there was a fixed 

price only available to the existing clubs.  That allowed the clubs to get into the market without 

having to compete with the larger venues. 

 

There was some criticism of the process by the Victorian Auditor-General, but I think by and 

large it had the effect of allowing some of these small clubs to get in.  The process here, were we 

to do something like that, would be most likely similar to Victoria.  You would have a price fix 

through the market that you might want for an entitlement and it would depend on how the clubs 

went in uptake of that.   

 

We do not have a large number of clubs with EGMs in Tasmania.  I think there are only 

seven.  They only have a small number of machines, I think the average is about 18.  As you say, I 

see this more with my Commissioner for Licensing cap on, but clubs struggle for volunteers and 

they struggle financially.  It would be a concern that in any process these small clubs might not be 

able to compete if the entitlements are of high value.  

 

Ms RATTRAY - What about a buyback scheme?  What sort of compensation do you expect 

would have to be given to a venue to buy back a machine licence?  What are we talking about? 

 

Mr ROOT - We will not know for sure until some sort of -  
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Ms RATTRAY - Would it go on the years left on the contract? 

 

Mr ROOT - Currently all of the machines are owned by the licensed operator.  We do not 

anticipate there will be any buyback requirement.  Our understanding is the leases will come to an 

end.  As the licensed operator knows that their licence is up in 2023, I think it wouldn't be prudent 

for them to have any machines with outstanding lease payments due to them.   

 

In terms of what a licence is worth, it does depend a bit on the rules and parameters you put 

around them.  I have a figure here from the Victorian process - in terms of the club entitlement, 

the average price per entitlement was $42 014.  It is hard to say whether that number would 

translate into this environment because it is a different sort of environment. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - You could not expect to get $42 000 compensation for a machine in 

Tasmania.  You do not have the same number of people accessing the machines, so there is not 

the opportunity to make as much money from the machine.  Is that what you are saying? 

 

Mr ROOT - In terms of compensation, we would not anticipate there would be any 

compensation due when the licence agreement has come to an end.  In a new market environment, 

were you to have an environment where the entitlements are owned by individual venues, the 

model tends to be there is some sort of trading scheme that allows entitlements to move between 

venues.  Where jurisdictions want to bring the cap down, what they tend to do is simply take 

machine entitlements out as they are traded. 

 

It is not a particularly good outcome if you put in place an arrangement where all the 

entitlements are dispersed out and then nothing ever changes because you cannot get new players 

in the market.  There will not be innovation and so on.  Having said that, in the gaming 

environment - the products are regulated because of the risk of harm, and you do not want to 

encourage competition that might lead to activities that exacerbate harm. 

 

It is not something for which you want too much competition.  In terms of getting the best 

outcome, you do want a market where entitlements can move about.  Rather than compensation 

for those entitlements, the tendency is to simply have a market and extract entitlements as the 

entitlements move around in the market. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Is it possible to have full details of - you shared with the committee earlier 

the quantum of the community support levy.  Can we have a complete breakdown of where that 

money is expended through all services it provides support for? 

 

Mr ROOT - The DHHS could provide you with a complete breakdown.  Our involvement is 

at a slightly higher level, which I do not think would answer your question.  We ensure the 

expenditure is according to that 50:25:25 split required.  In our management of the expenditure 

we do not go down to the level of which grant went to which area and so on.  DHHS could tell 

you that, I would think. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - You do not have any role in making sure that money is expended to where 

that split is? 

 

Mr ROOT - We do.  The process is that we make an estimate of the revenue that would 

come through the CSL.  We provide that to the agencies responsible for managing expenditures, 

so DHHS and Sport and Recreation.  Then they will put through a budget to us.  We will check to 
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make sure that budget is in accordance with those statutorily required expenditure splits and then 

that budget is signed off by the Treasurer. 

 

Mr JARVIS - That's right.  The commission will look at the budgets and recommend them to 

Treasury if it believes they fall within the right break-up of 25, 25 and 50 per cent.   

 

Ms RATTRAY - I will ask that question at a later time because I think it would be useful for 

the Tasmanian community to understand where that money is allocated and expended. 

 

Mr JARVIS - At a higher level we can provide that in the budget we receive goes to such 

levels as the gambling support program run by DHHS, the money is sent to community Sport and 

Recreation which goes to their grant process and money that is retained within Treasury for 

payments towards the SEIS, and the management of the Tasmanian Gambling Exclusion Scheme.  

Once the money disbursed to DHHS or DPAC for specific individual grants that information is 

held by them. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - It would still be useful to have those high-level figures, if that is possible. 

 

Mr JARVIS - Yes, that's fine.  They are in the annual report. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - I understand that but I've got a bit of paperwork in front of me at the 

minute and it would be really good if we could have that.   

 

Mr JARVIS - I only have these very high-level ones at the moment, but they could be 

provided to you. 

 

CHAIR - On the community support levy, why is it only applied to EGMs in pubs and clubs?  

Why doesn't it apply to the ones in the casinos? 

 

Mr ROOT - That was an outcome of the negotiation of the current deed. 

 

Mr JARVIS - I believe it was pre-existing before that but was at a level of 2 per cent.   

 

CHAIR - Is 4 per cent a big enough percentage when we are looking at the impacts of 

gambling?  With more information from the SEIS studies about impacts on communities, is that 

enough money?  I am not saying it is not being used effectively, but is there enough money to be 

used effectively within the communities that are struggling?  What input does Treasury have into 

those discussions with the next agreement coming up regarding the covenant and the deed?  What 

are some of the issues you would be raising or wondering about the financial point of view? 

 

Mr ROOT - I think that falls within the broader question of what the ultimate tax rates will 

look like.  In some respects the 4 per cent is part of the tax rate but it is a part that is hypothecated 

for a particular purpose.  Ultimately, any other costs that emerge from the harms that may come 

from gambling are met by the Government through the health system.  It is a difficult question to 

say precisely because it depends on what it is you want to hypothecate those funds for.  Under the 

current model those funds are generally fully expended.  In the past, as you probably know 

through previous PAC processes, there have been times when it has not been fully expended.  On 

one logic you might say it is enough but it really does depend on what it is you want to 

specifically take a component of that taxation for versus what goes into general revenue to pay for 

all the services government provides. 
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CHAIR - Now that we have the information from the last three impact studies, when it goes 

back to the drawing board and you are negotiating whether it is a single operator or more than one 

operator, does Treasury take on notice the information provided by the impact studies and the 

Government then has to weigh up what we need out of that and says, 'We need to put more funds 

or whatever into here, Treasury we want you to do an assessment of the impact that would have.'?  

I am trying to understand because there has been criticism that in the past some of the 

recommendations from the economic and social impact studies have not been acted upon.  It does 

not make sense to me to have a report which was legislated for to guide government and Treasury 

would have to be able to respond to those impact studies.  I think it is in April or August that that 

impact study is finalised.  Does Treasury then sit back and have a look at those impacts and ask 

how it would impact on Treasury and the budget if we were to instigate some of the 

recommendations that have been put forward in the impact study?  What is the relationship 

between the impact study, the Government and the Treasury in providing a way forward for 

Tasmania? 

 

Mr ROOT - The social and economic impact studies do not tend to make recommendations 

about specific policy changes that might be made by government.  They are studies that attempt to 

provide information that can go into that sort of process.  Under the act the responsibility broadly 

falls upon the Liquor and Gaming Commission that has a function of providing advice to the 

Government on those sorts of matters.  The recommendations that came out of an analysis of the 

first SEIS led to things like a mandatory code, ministerial direction of bet limits and spin rates and 

cash inputs and so on.  There were a number of recommendations implemented.  The subsequent 

studies have led to fewer policy outcomes I think primarily because the frequency of them is such 

that it has been difficult to implement the recommendations, see them bedded down, make an 

evaluation of their effectiveness and then move on to recommend further policy outcomes for 

actions that might be taken.  I think the TLGC and even perhaps the previous chair, Mr Holt's, 

submissions raised this matter.  In the broad, the SEIS is a very important and quite rigorous data 

set that leads into making recommendations to government about what steps might be taken to 

address any issues that come up and I think it is fair to say a large number of reforms have come 

out of that process. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - To go back to EGMs and the licence terms because obviously the 

licenses are wrapping up in 2023 as we are discussing, going forward whether there is market 

mechanism or not, what are the issues around trying to set a licence [inaudible] or if they go to 

market are they set in perpetuity?  Can you talk about the mechanisms for that, particularly in a 

declining market? 

 

Mr ROOT - The current situation is that a premises licence runs for five years and the 

duration of the network operator licence is 20 years.  The issues depend a bit on which lens you 

look through.  From the regulator's perspective and the Government's perspective shorter terms 

give more flexibility for addressing any changes in the market or implementing any particular 

policies that you might have.  The commission might say that shorter terms have a tendency to 

keep the licensee honest.  From the licensee's perspective obviously the longer the duration of the 

licence the greater certainty they have in terms of their business and seeking finance and so on, 

although you would generally think that the longer the duration and the greater value of the 

licence as a result, the greater the cost of that licence might be.  The community can get a fair 

return on that.  Those are the sorts of issues.  There are generally licence terms around the place.  

There are some in perpetuity.  There are some that are shorter.  Victoria, I think, has a 10-year 



PUBLIC 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON FUTURE GAMING MARKETS, HOBART 7/2/2017 

(ROOT/JARVIS)  19 

licence.  It does vary a little bit.  If you were to truly leave it to the market, you would look at 

what people would pay for various durations and make a decision from there. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - You mentioned Victoria, but do you actually have the data that you can 

provide on the different jurisdictions? 

 

Mr ROOT - Yes, we do have that. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - If you could take it on notice. 

 

Mr ROOT - We could table that rather than me reading through it.  

 

Ms RATTRAY - That would be very interesting, Chair.  I was interested in the response. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - I just want to clarify, the question that I asked was around the ministerial 

statement indicating that the Government's policy cap would be 3530, which was stated in 

Parliament.  My question was one that I have asked the Treasurer before, because in the ensuing 

weeks, 30 more licensed machines were put into the community in EGMs.  I just wanted to make 

sure Hansard understood that is the correct number that is taken from Treasury today.  I do think it 

is a really good figure to indicate how that community interest test could be applied.  Thank you. 
 

CHAIR - The last question is to do with the casino and keno operations in the matter of the 

Government's policy position or structural framework position post-2023.  It talks about the rights 

to conduct keno in Tasmania and to conduct gaming in the existing two casinos, including EGMs 

remaining with the Federal Group.  We have spoken about the MONA proposal and how there 

will be no EGMs, but there may be licence if the need is created for someone else to operate in the 

north of the state.  Obviously, the licensing and gaming arrangements with EGMs would not be 

with Federal then if another group came in.  Is that your understanding? 
 

Mr ROOT - My understanding is that with the rights that the Federal Group has in casinos 

currently and to operate keno, within the casinos they have keno, EGMs and table gaming. 
 

CHAIR - Yes. 
 

Mr ROOT - All of those rights are to remain but there will be additional rights to operate a 

table gaming casino that, I guess depending on what the market demand is, may have other 

gaming products in it.  However, the Government's statement is that the EGM rights would stay 

with Federal in the casinos.  Mr Walsh has said that he is not interested in EGMs.  He may be 

interested in having keno in his casino. 
 

It seems to me from the Government's statement that keno is not a product that is amenable to 

having lots of different operators.  It is essentially a lottery that relies on a network pool, so it does 

make sense to limit the number of providers there.  Certainly for the number of table games, there 

is not a particular constraint on those.  It is more market-driven.  Mr Walsh, I think, mentioned a 

number of 12.  We don't know what a proposal might look like for a casino in the north.  The only 

constraint really, as I see it, is it is high-roller and non-residential. 
 

CHAIR - Just on that, it says the rights to conduct gaming and keno are in the existing two 

casinos - state and Federal.  My question is, if another casino came to the north, those gaming 

rights and EGM rights would not state Federal, they would be up to the new - whichever group 

might want to set up.  
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Mr ROOT - Yes.  That wouldn't be in the existing casinos.  They might have their own table 

gaming licences.  They would most likely simply licence keno from Federal but yes, they would 

have their own individual rights. 
 

Ms COURTNEY - We have talked a lot about the SEIS and the results from that and 

previous ones.  Do you have any opinion on how that process could be improved?  Are there any 

drawbacks or positives of that approach?  When looking into the future, is that the most 

appropriate mechanism to assess it? 
 

Mr ROOT - It is a very thorough study.  It is a study that gives us some longitudinal insight 

into what is happening.  It is not a perfect study, however, these sorts of studies are very 

expensive to run.  The last SEIS, I think we spent over $1 million on running that.  The 

prevalence component of it is useful.  I would say we haven't seen a lot of variation either 

longitudinally or interjurisdictionally in that information.  One of the strengths of the SEIS has 

been that there have been components of the study devoted to particular areas of interest.  In the 

last study, some effort was put into understanding how the mandatory code was tracking and the 

Liquor and Gaming Commission is reviewing the mandatory code this year and that information 

is very useful input into that process.  Previously, there was a component of the study that looked 

into gaming and criminal sentencing, so the flexibility of the study is useful.  As we mentioned 

earlier, the frequency is a question.  It is always a trade-off between what you can effectively do 

in response, the cost and whether that money would be better spent either in doing more rigorous 

studies less frequently or spend on some other component of the CSL - it does come out of the 

CSL.  It is a very important data source.  In terms of the sort of data that is available nationally, it 

compares very well, but there are shortcomings.  There is only so much you can do within that 

study framework. 
 

Ms RATTRAY - Is there a perfect model? 
 

Mr ROOT - I don't think there is a perfect model.  Talking to my peers in other jurisdictions, 

gaming research is a constant topic of conversation. 
 

CHAIR - The Government has made it clear that the licensing arrangements for table gaming 

is to stay with Federal but are quite happy for the pubs and clubs to go out to a market tender.  

How do we know that is the best deal for Tasmania?  How has the Government come up with the 

conclusion that that is to remain with Federal?  Why aren't we putting that out to the market, as 

we are comfortable to do with pubs and clubs? 
 

Mr ROOT - The Treasurer set out his rationale in his statement to the House.  As I 

understood it, Federal has built up substantial assets in its casinos in Tasmania.  It has invested 

heavily in those assets.  It has been a good corporate citizen, a very responsible licensee in terms 

of regulations.  The Government felt there wasn't a public interest in simply either leaving the 

Federal Group with stranded assets or potentially entering into a market process where you have a 

very large incumbent with some cost investment advantage over any company coming in.  I think 

that was the thinking in the Treasurer's mind and that is certainly how he articulated it in his 

statement.  If you go back to the debates in 2003, there were similar arguments made that if you 

have a responsible operator who has been in the market for a long time and has substantial 

investments, there is a community interest in supporting operations that have invested to that 

level. 
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CHAIR - Federal does have a good reputation within our state so that is not the issue here, 

but we have had submissions saying that the deal for Tasmania is not as good as it looks, and we 

will be hearing from those.  These are probably questions we can ask them or the Treasurer later.   
 

Mr ROOT - The casino market is a very competitive market.  There is a lot of growth but it 

is mainly at the VIP, high-roller end.  The investment required to capture that sort of market is 

quite high.  It is questionable in my mind as to whether there is a big market for the Federal-style 

casino.  For a David Walsh-style proposal, you can see that he is targeting the VIP market and the 

high rollers.  He has a unique product, which is very important in tackling that market.  That is 

what they want.  If you look at something like Barangaroo, it is a very unique product.  It is an 

integrated resort facility, it is not just a casino.  That's the sort of thing that's going in.  Broadly, I 

think where the market exists is where the new opportunities for casino licences are being opened 

up. 
 

CHAIR - Jonathon and Damien, thank you very much for your appearance today and the 

information you have provided.  I appreciate the work you have done for this hearing. 

 

 

THE WITNESSES WITHDREW.
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Ms INGRID GANLEY, DIRECTOR, DISABILITY AND COMMUNITY SERVICES, 

Mr BEN FOWLER, SENIOR PROGRAM OFFICER, GAMBLING SUPPORT OFFICER, 

AND Ms MARYANNE LEWIS, MANAGER, COMMUNITY SERVICES, DEPARTMENT 

OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, WERE CALLED, MADE THE STATUTORY 

DECLARATION AND WERE EXAMINED. 

 

 

CHAIR - Welcome.  All evidence taken today has parliamentary privilege, but any 

comments you make outside may not.  The evidence you present is being recorded and the 

Hansard version will be published on the committee website when it becomes available.  If there 

is evidence that you would like in camera, that can be arranged.   

 

Ms GANLEY - I will provide an overview of the Gambling Support Program that sits within 

our department.  Some of the information I am about to provide I am sure the committee is aware 

of, but I thought it was useful if we all had the same understanding of our area. 

 

Under the Gaming Control Act 1993 there is a distribution schedule of the community 

support levy.  Under that distribution of the community support levy, the Department of Health 

and Human Services receives a component to deliver our obligations under that.  We receive a 

50 per cent component around support services, research, community education and other health 

services.  With that component we undertake the gamblers' help service, community education, 

research and the gambling support program operations.  We also receive the 25 per cent 

component for charitable organisations and through that component we run our community 

support levy program. 

 

The Gambling Support Program delivers the government's public health response to 

gambling and is guided by our strategic framework, which has three focus areas.  One on 

providing services, one on reducing harm and one on building capacity.  We look at a population 

approach and we focus on harm minimisation and harm prevention, and we undertake and are 

informed by research in these areas.   

 

We have relationships with other parts of the gambling sector in the Tasmanian Liquor and 

Gaming Commission who have oversight of the Gambling Support Program community support 

levy expenditure.  We report to them on a quarterly basis how we are expending those funds.  

Also, with the Liquor and Gaming Branch around the social and economic impact studies of 

gambling in Tasmania, and the Tasmanian Gambling Education Scheme in particular. 

 

In terms of the remit of the Gambling Support Program we look at the continuum of 

gambling where there is no problem identified and gambling is entertainment, hobby, social 

activity.  It then moves into moderate to severe problem gamblers, and these can be seen as where 

it has an impact on the individual in terms of chasing losses, guilt, arguments, concealment of 

gambling, so there are definitions of problem gambling.   

 

The definition of problem gambling is based around the impact of gambling rather than the 

frequency or expenditure.  There is a Problem Gambling Severity Index and harms are not limited 

to only the problem gamblers.  Individuals can move up and down the continuum and experience 

harm at any point and it also has an impact on families, friends, colleagues and communities. 

 

You have probably also looked at the SEIS, the gambling prevalence in Tasmania is reflected 

in that study.  We have tabled a list of the prevalence of problem gamblers from that study, being: 
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0.5 per cent moderate-risk gamblers; 1.8 per cent combined-problem and moderate-risk; 

2.4 per cent; low-risk gamblers, 3.9 per cent; non-problem gamblers, 54.9 per cent; and non-

gamblers, 38.8 per cent. 

 

In terms of gambling forms, gamblers help clients that come to those services and self-

identify their primary gambling activity.  We have a split across the years, but I will read the 

2015-16 data.  In-person clients, clients that turned up to a gamblers help service, 80 per cent 

indicated EGMs as their primary gambling activity, and 20 per cent is for other.  In terms of 

clients that phoned in, there is a gamblers help phone line, 71.5 per cent indicated EGMs. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Do we have any numbers that go with percentages? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Yes.  In terms of the gambling support functions support services, these are 

funded from the 50 per cent of the gambling support levy component.  They reflect gamblers' help 

services, which are available to anyone affected by gambling and are an integrated suite of 

support services.  This includes in-person, telephone services and online support. 

 

In terms of the support services, the gamblers help in-person service, which is available 

during business hours, is provided through Anglicare Tasmania.  It provides individual, family 

and group counselling, advice, information, referrals, administers a self-exclusion scheme, local 

community education and community development. 

 

The gamblers help telephone is a 24-hour service.  It is through Eastern Health Turning Point 

and is a telephone-based counselling service, and also provides advice, information and referrals.  

There is also a 24-hour online Gamblers Help Online through the same service provider, which 

provides online counselling by live chat or email, online self-assessment and self-help tools, and 

advice, information and referrals. 

 

The other function is community education, which is also funded from the 50 per cent 

component around harm prevention and harm minimisation.  That is informed by research and 

also post-campaign evaluations.  Through that component, we undertake a range of initiatives 

including traditional media campaigns, digital and social media campaigns, community 

engagement, resources for schools and GPs and venue posters as required under that mandatory 

code. 

 

I am sure the committee has seen examples of our Know Your Odds campaign, Get Back to 

the Real Game campaign, Friends campaign - which involve television commercials, flyers and 

online advertising.  We have technology now going to social media sites and onto mobile smart-

phones and things like that. 

 

The other function is in relation to research.  Again, that is funded from the 50 per cent 

component.  That component funds the social, economic and impact study of gambling in 

Tasmania.  We also access research from other government resources, like the Productivity 

Commission in other states and territories, other academic research that occurs internationally, 

and Australian Gambling Research Institutes.  We also commission our own research for specific 

gaps.  In recent times that has been around sports betting, and we are doing some work on 

international students. 
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From the 25 per cent component we have the Charitable Organisations Grants Program.  That 

is a program for equitable mechanism for distributing funds to community-based organisations 

and it is targeted towards vulnerable groups and communities. 

 

The applications for those grants are not required to address gambling or gambling issues but 

there are criteria for the grants program and recommendations of who and what is funded is 

undertaken through an advisory group on a merit-based assessment.  It has Government, 

community and industry representation. 

 

Finally, I wanted to make a comment about the Neighbourhood House program because that 

is funded under the community support levy and has had its own, I suppose, reviews.  The 

Neighbourhood House program is partially funded from the community support levy - $1.5 

million per annum.  The Neighbourhood Houses are located in lower socio-economic areas, which 

mirrors the highest gambling rates and per capita losses, and not-for-profit community 

organisations that provide safe, inclusive venues for lower socio-economic communities most at 

risk of experiencing gambling issues.  We see them as sitting firmly within our remit. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Thank you for coming in.  What amazing work your departments do.  It is 

incredibly difficult to work on this in Australia.  All we have to do is turn on a television, fire up 

your iPad or you might start using your phone, but somebody somewhere is trying to get you to 

gamble.  I think this is going to be an ongoing and deeper problem as people become more 

connected to technology, but let us start here. 

 

Back in 1993, Greg Farrell from the Federal Group said to a Legislative Council inquiry into 

future poker machine use in Tasmania: 

 

The two casinos are located in areas that require a conscious decision to travel 

by car or public transport to that destination, whereas machines in hotels and 

clubs will be easily accessed by a large number of people in the suburbs, some 

of whom cannot afford to gamble. 

 

Do you think that was an accurate statement then and do you think it remains accurate today? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Putting gaming machines in pubs and clubs has certainly made them more 

accessible because it has taken them out of centralised locations and into the communities.  Our 

observation is that the lower socioeconomic communities have quite high use of those machines. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Can we try to unpack that just a little?  Some of our submissions have 

indicated they are in those suburbs because the people who live there like this form of gambling.  

That is one way to look at it.  Another way to look at it might be that people from low SES 

communities don't have the same capacity for education, for example.  They don't have the same 

sort of world view so they are not able to make the same kind of decisions about how they spend 

their money as others may.  For example, we know the operant conditioning techniques that are 

programmed into electronic gaming machines very specifically trying to disguise losses as wins.  

Somebody who might have a different level of acuity might be able to determine straightaway, 

'This is a trick, I'm not winning', but others may not.  It is very difficult to talk about this without 

denigrating people and that is not what I want to do, but I want to be able to talk about why, 

specifically, people in low SES areas are more attracted to this form of gambling.  Prior to this 

they would go to a casino and that would be a night out or a fortnightly trip, or go somewhere else 
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and not gamble at all, but they are there now and we can see it has been an issue.  How do we talk 

about where the poker machines are located in our communities? 

 

Ms GANLEY - I'm not sure if we have the right information to answer that question, mainly 

because our program has come about because of the inaction of the legislation and the 

development of gambling support for individuals taking up those activities.  That being said, we 

have looked at exactly those sorts of issues and that is where our Know Your Odds campaign 

specifically came from, which was to inform the player how the machines work and about the 

house edge and all those things.  As to location and placement, I don't think we can specifically 

answer that. 

 

Mr FOWLER - The generalised answer is that there is a range of factors that contribute to 

gambling as a problem in the community that some of those lower socioeconomic areas may be 

more vulnerable to.  There are things such as a lack of other options, a lack of entertainment 

options that don't have EGMs, for example, a lack of transport options - it may be difficult for 

someone to travel to the casino.  Some of the social isolation factors can add in there as well.  

There is a range of things that potentially people in lower socioeconomic communities may be 

more vulnerable to. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - It certainly seems that way, which is why it seems clear that is why they 

are placed there.  What levers can the Government pull then to protect the more vulnerable in our 

community from operant conditioning poker machines?  There seems to be two things we can do.  

We can either put more money into departments such as yours and more money into gambling 

help or we can reduce the number of machines in those suburbs.  That seems to me to be the only 

two things we can do to protect those vulnerable people.  Yet since the inquiry has been 

established more poker machines have gone into vulnerable communities - 30 into Glenorchy, for 

example, which is one of the highest losses out of all the areas in Tasmania.  If we are not going 

to stop there, how can we support your department more to be able to offer viable choices to 

people in those low SES communities? 

 

Ms GANLEY - That question is broader than just our gambling support program.  It 

branches into a range of services the Department of Health and Human Services funds across the 

board.  When we look at our strategic planning, part of rolling out the community support levy 

grants program is how we can support those grassroots organisations to develop alternative 

activities that get community members engaged.  That is why we work particularly closely with 

the Community Houses and a range of programs they offer.  It is also about them reaching out to 

community members and providing those alternative venues and activities for people to be 

engaged in. 

 

I think our response will be around how we fund and support our community sector to deliver 

a range of activities and alternatives for people.  As has been pointed out, the whole why and how 

people gamble is quite complicated and can stretch into whole other parts and domains of an 

individual's life.  The other side is that we continue to work on our education programs and work 

in step with our other colleagues around how we promote our advertising campaigns that provide 

easy-to-understand, accessible information on the impact of gambling. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Yes, which might stop somebody going from being a casual gambler to a 

problem gambler.  Once somebody is already self-identified as a problem gambler, what levers 

can you pull to try and help them out of that?  As you have said, they slide up and down the 

continuum - they identify it as having a serious impact on their life one moment when there are 



PUBLIC 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON FUTURE GAMING MARKETS, HOBART 7/2/2017 

(GANLEY/FOWLER/LEWIS)  26 

other things that are affecting their life, and then at another time they might be able to manage it 

to the capacity of just being a casual gambler.  How do you then step in and stop them going back 

to it being a problem? 

 

Ms GANLEY - That really is how we sort of work with our gambler help services and the 

counselling and support we offer.  The main issue there is it is voluntary and self-presenting. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Some of the information we have is that people are really embarrassed to 

self-identify as somebody with a gambling problem, so for the people who do come forward often 

there might be an intervention in place from a family or friend, or perhaps even the place that they 

gamble might push them forward to self-identify.  We understand there is still a hidden amount of 

people below that who have not been targeted by any of the programs that are currently running 

because they just feel too humiliated to do so.  If that is the case, do you think the mandatory pre-

commitment and the dollar bet limits and some of those other more significant harm-minimisation 

measures might be appropriate? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Yes, they might be appropriate in terms of how it would manage that. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do you have any dialogue between other government departments on how 

that might be implemented? 

 

Mr FOWLER - We meet with the Liquor and Gaming Branch regularly and the Tasmanian 

Liquor and Gaming Commission.  We do not necessarily have conversations around how to 

implement those parts of regulation, because regulation is very much the domain of the 

Department of Treasury and Finance, but they are discussions that are had from time to time.  We 

are not in a position to be either advocating or not advocating for those people. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Who do you think might be in the best position to advocate for those for 

mandatory precommitment, let us say? 

 

Mr FOWLER - It is likely to be a Treasury issue, to be fair.  It is an issue on which the 

various regulators meet on a regular basis.  You would need to probably follow up on some 

questions with Treasury around that.  It is a nationwide conversation in that regulated space.  It is 

not necessarily the space that we work in. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - We have seen already this morning that there is some siloing going on 

here, and we understand why.  That is how government departments work.  If four out of five 

Tasmanians want to see a reduction or in fact an elimination of poker machines from clubs and 

pubs, I guess they need an idea of how that could happen.  Who needs to be lobbied?  What kind 

of information can be gathered in order to make some steps towards that?  This inquiry is a part of 

that.  If you would be able to give us some information, that would be fantastic.  As far as the 

alliance is concerned, 41 organisations and local governments have signed up to an alliance.  Do 

you have much communication with that alliance? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Not as the alliance.  I would say as the individual organisations, yes, but not 

as a group, no. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - LGAT, for example, I notice that some local government organisations 

have signed up to that alliance now, which is heartwarming for people who are concerned about 
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poker machines and poker machine reform.  Have you presented to LGAT?  Do you have much 

communication with them as a body? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Not specifically about the Gambling Support Program, more on a case-by-

case basis around community support levy grants and when they are advocating for that, or in 

discussions in support of organisations around that. 

 

CHAIR - Just on that, I think you guys hold the money in DHHS for the gambling?  Could 

you provide us with a list at some stage of what organisations receive and the effectiveness of the 

grants commission?  I think that would help us understand what breadth of funding you utilise.  

The other question leading on from that, with the increase of gambling and problem gamblers 

within our community that you have observed, or you have highlighted through your submission, 

has your budget for that been reflected from Treasury?  Is your budget maintained and can you do 

as much as you could five years ago?  There is always a request for more funding, but anything 

that you can provide along those lines would be helpful for us.   

 

You have outlined an exhaustive lot of programs and we just want to know who is accessing 

those.  When you find a hotspot like Glenorchy, or whatever, how do you target that area to try to 

have a more intense relationship with trying to support people in that area? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Yes. 

 

CHAIR - If you could provide that to us later on that would be really handy. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - I have a couple more questions.  It was seen from a Productivity 

Commission report from 2010 that gambling in pubs and clubs was a stronger prediction of 

problem gambling than EGM gambling in casinos.  An explanation that was given was that 

alcohol use was a factor in pubs and clubs in a way that it wasn't in casinos.  Is this something that 

you have any experience of or that you could comment on? 

 

Ms GANLEY - I don't think we could comment on that, because we don't really collect any 

information about that. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - If someone presented as a problem gambler would questions be asked 

around their alcohol use as well? 

 

Ms GANLEY - That is probably more a question into how the gambling support services 

actually deliver that service.  I would say no.  In terms of data collection we don't ask for that 

level of detail. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Would that be because you don't feel that you need that level of detail or 

you don't want somebody who is already in a vulnerable position, and has presented with an issue, 

you don't want to put them in a position where they might withdraw? 

 

Ms GANLEY - I think the reporting we are requesting is more who is accessing and what are 

they accessing it for, and what is the length of time using the service?  We don't go into the details 

of the individual cases where that would come from. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - In your opening you talked about some of the definitions around problem 

gambling.  Are they national definitions? 
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Mr FOWLER - They are and I can table this later on if you like.  This is the definition 

through the Canadian-developed Problem Gambling Severity Index, which has been used since 

the early 2000s as the international standard for identifying problem gambling severity.  It is a 

nine-item list that looks at the impacts of gambling on people's lives, rather than frequency or the 

amount of gambling.  Any score on that scale starts to move you from the non-problem gambling 

towards low risk, moderate or problem gambling. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Do you collect or have available comparable data from other 

jurisdictions in Australia? 

 

Mr FOWLER - It was published in 2013.  I can provide that as well.  Would you like me to 

go through it? 

 

Ms COURTNEY - No, if you are to table it.  It is just handy to be able to have a look at 

other different jurisdictions.  Also, I cannot remember whether it was in the introduction or in 

your discussion talking about the people who present either for support through the phone or 

physically, the percentage of people who self-identity as having an issue generated from EGMs.  

When you are looking at the way you promote the services, you talked about online content and 

TV ads and obviously posters in venues are a big one, is the content of that marketing material 

generally targeted towards EGMs because that is where effectively the revenue is generated from 

that supports this, compared to the emerging forms of gambling such as online gambling and 

sports gambling?  I know you said that you do it through social media but is the actual content 

appropriate to target other areas of potential gambling and growing areas of gambling, not just the 

EGMs side. 

 

Ms GANLEY - I would say the generic awareness campaigns that we run through the media 

are targeting general gambling with a focus on EGMs, certainly the Know Your Odds campaign.  

But in the last two years we have moved across into a targeted sports betting campaign based on 

some research that we did that identified the increasing online sports betting, so that social media 

use is very much targeting the sports betting occurring particularly around football and cricket at 

times.  You might want to add a bit more. 

 

Mr FOWLER - The sports betting campaign for example was targeted towards appearing on 

devices which people would use to make their sports bets or check results.  That means tablets 

and mobile phones, Facebook advertising as well.  That sports betting campaign was not targeted 

necessarily towards people that were classified as problem gamblers in their sports betting but 

people who were somewhere on that scale.  Not all of the campaigns that we provide are targeted 

towards people who are at the very end of the problem gambling severity index, it is around trying 

to both minimise harm and prevent harm so it is trying to ward some of those problems off before 

they begin as well.  That is the target of the sports betting.  It was around getting people to 

reconsider their sports betting and whether that was something that was starting to become a 

problem. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Things like sports betting and EGMs we can generate data on because a 

lot of those areas, the ones that I guess are online and on site in Australia are regulated.  In terms 

of online gaming that is domiciled away from Australia that we have no jurisdiction over and no 

knowledge about, it is very difficult to know, I would imagine, the volume of people participating 

in that and therefore the issues around problem gambling.  Is that something where you are 

thinking about targeting information or targeting an approach?  I am interested in the percentage 
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of EGM-identified problem gamblers that are presenting and whether or not that is representative 

of the spectrum of potential problem gamblers out there on other forms of gambling that, because 

of lack of information, may not be presenting or may not be targeted. 

 

Ms GANLEY - That is certainly where we look to what is occurring in the research more 

generally in Australia and internationally.  Certainly we are targeting a cohort group.  We are 

looking at cohort groups at the moment so rather than a particular form where commissions and 

research look particularly at international students because we are looking at their use of online 

gambling in particular, but that will tell us a wealth of information.  I suppose we are always 

looking at what other jurisdictions do, what the data is telling us and how we can create awareness 

and education campaigns that are current and meet different groups of individuals. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - A question in regard to the different types of EGMs, it has been suggested 

that Western Australia has a different type of machine and potentially not as addictive.  I am not 

sure if that is the correct terminology.  When you get your information from the people who ring 

in or come in face to face, is there any information gathered about the type of machines that 

people feel compelled to use?  Is that something that you could do a three-month study on asking 

whether it is a particular type of machine? 

 

Ms GANLEY - We certainly don't collect that information at the moment.  Yes, you could in 

any survey design ask a range of questions.  We don't have anything to do with the actual 

machines.  Our work is really more in the support services and such. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - But if people are telling you on your online surveys and face to face that 

EGMs are the main issue - 71 per cent - then obviously the next question is, what type of machine 

is it?  Is there a particular vein?  Western Australia does something different - Western Australia 

does a lot of things differently.  In this case, it appears that what they are doing is different to the 

eastern states of the country.  Would it be possible to ask that question?   

 

Ms GANLEY - It would be possible is the answer, but because we do not directly deal with 

the individual gamblers, we contract out the service provisions so they either going through 

Anglicare, the Eastern Turning Point or through other organisations, so it's really more about - 

 

Ms RATTRAY - But the department lets out the contracts and the department sets the 

parameters of the contract that is awarded to any given company or organisation.  It wouldn't be 

that hard to ask, 'Do you mind telling us what type of machine or is there one that you keep 

gravitating towards or is it just the one that you put all your money into and you think that some 

time you are going to get a return?'  That, in my mind, is a reasonable question but I will ponder 

on it further.   

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - It is about the question I asked the previous group.  Do you know how 

problem gambling rates in Tasmania compare with other states? 

 

Mr FOWLER - We have some information around that from the previous study.  In New 

South Wales, a study in 2012 found a problem gambling rate of 0.8 per cent; Queensland, 

0.48 per cent; Victoria, 0.7 per cent; South Australia, 0.6 per cent; ACT, 0.5 per cent and the 

Northern Territory, 0.64 per cent. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - What is Tasmania? 
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Mr FOWLER - It's 0.5 per cent. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - Thank you for that.  You were saying earlier that you give $1.5 million 

to Neighbourhood Houses through the CSL - and it is a great, worthy cause, there is no doubt 

about that - but are there any other problem gambling areas that are missing out money because 

that money is going to Neighbourhood Houses whereas it probably should be funded through the 

government agency, the Department of Health and Human Services or something, instead of 

through the CSL program?  Do you think it should be funded through that way and are there any 

other programs missing out that could use that money for gambling help? 

 

Ms GANLEY - We are confident that the way the Neighbourhood House program is funded 

fits within all the parameters of how we fund.  The CSL component is only 24 per cent of the 

whole Neighbourhood House overall budget. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - It is $1.5 million? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Yes, which is 24 per cent of the whole amount so there is quite a large 

amount of other funding that comes in from government to the Neighbourhood House program.  

We are confident that it fits within the requirements of us to fund organisations.  As with 

anything, there are always opportunities and that is why we look at our community support grants 

every year and provide the grants when different organisations apply.  We do keep an eagle-eye 

on how we allocate the budget and where we get the best outcomes for clients. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - You don't believe that $1.5 million could be used in other programs? 

 

Ms GANLEY - It is a decision that it is sitting within our program so we think it is 

appropriate where it is. 

 

CHAIR - How do you evaluate the grants' effectiveness?  The positive thing about 

Neighbourhood Houses is that they provide a community support network within communities 

and they follow up on these relationships.  We understand the important work they do.  How do 

you evaluate the effectiveness of the money you send out?  What is the process? 

 

Mr FOWLER - The grant process involves a standard set of reporting that all organisations 

are asked to complete once they have completed their grant.  The CSL grants program tends to be 

for relatively smaller amounts of money.  This year's grants are up to $15 000 plus GST, so the 

reporting is appropriate for the level of funding they are provided.  It is not a 30-page volume on 

where each cent went; it is, 'Have the outcomes been met?  Provide us with a breakdown of costs 

of where the funding was spent and an undertaking the activities you proposed were undertaken'. 

 

CHAIR - One of things we hear back from people who have put in grant applications 

seemingly all the time is that they have a good program up and running and it needs some 

longevity to get success and be maintained in communities, but they have to go back and it is 

'Maybe we'll get it, maybe we won't', and there is a lack of staff.  Do you send out your grants 

saying it is a five-year grant, say, or is it just a 12-month grant process?  I think that would be a 

pain.   

 

Ms GANLEY - It is just a 12-month grant process with its primary focus on additional 

activities or one-off events, so it is couched as one-off supplementation grants.  That is usually to 

either pilot a program or buy pieces of equipment for a community.  It is not seen as a service 
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delivery recurrent grant program and part of that is us working on developing our guidelines and 

working with organisations.  Sometimes they want to test an idea and that is an appropriate use of 

the CSL, but if the idea needs ongoing funding we say they need to reapply or look for an 

alternate source because we are really about one-off investments in community areas. 

 

CHAIR - But the $1.5 million, for example, for Neighbourhood Houses, is recurrent funding. 

 

Ms GANLEY - It is an agreement for four years. 

 

CHAIR - Do you have any information about the changing nature of gambling and the 

demographics within, say, communities or age groups?  Is problem gambling for 50-plus retirees 

coming down?  You mentioned that online gaming is going to be an issue that perhaps is 

incidental to this.  Do you have any information regarding the trends?  From the last SEIS and the 

last time this contract was signed in 2003 there have been changes, so do you have any 

information you can provide to the committee about what you are experiencing through either 

grant applications or community groups you support?  

 

Mr FOWLER - I will preface that by saying the CSL program isn't necessarily for 

gambling-related programs.  We would look at the data in the SEIS around age and community 

demographics.  The research we commissioned through the University of Tasmania into sports 

betting found a very specific demographic segment that participates and enjoys sports betting, 

which is young professional men, usually in full-time work, who have access to smartphones and 

technology that allows them to bet out of their pocket basically.  That is an example of research 

that then informed the campaign we ran, which was to target those devices and that particular 

demographic - men in that age range - and also the times those advertisements appeared on 

smartphones and tablets - Friday nights, Saturdays and Sundays.  There was some geographic 

targeting on those days so if people were travelling past a pub or Bellerive Oval there was a 

change they may get an advertisement around sports betting and whether they should reconsider it 

is part of that campaign. 

 

CHAIR - Thank you for that, because I think that is interesting and something we are going 

to have to deal with as a community, the takeaway from that.  Those young men are going to 

become older men and the trend will continue, I think.  There has been a tremendous growth in 

the Men's Sheds.  They provide a place for men to meet, and women on some occasions, and 

develop relationships.  Are you guys financially supportive of Men's Sheds and are there any 

programs to assist guys in Men's Sheds who may have gambling issues?  What is the relationship 

there? 

 

Ms GANLEY - No, Men's Sheds are funded through the Department of the Premier and 

Cabinet, but I believe they have applied for CSL grants.  Those groups have applied for grants, 

but we do not have a formal relationship with that program. 

 

Mr FOWLER - We have had a number of applications and have funded a number of Men's 

Sheds in recent years not necessarily programs but mostly equipment purchases.  There have been 

some Men's Sheds that have been successful through the CSL grants program. 

 

CHAIR - Do you know if there are relationships developing between Neighbourhood Houses 

and Men's Sheds that are specifically targeting things like alcoholism and gambling? 
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Mr FOWLER - We know that some Neighbourhood Houses work very closely with some 

Men's Sheds.  We are not part of that relationship specifically, but certainly Men's Sheds and 

Neighbourhood Houses both provide opportunities for people to come forward with some of those 

issues that they may not otherwise come forward with, and perhaps reduce that stigma and shame 

and provide an opportunity to seek treatment. 

 

CHAIR - Over the last five years, how many grants would you have requested or submitted 

regarding gambling per se?  Say a group wants to look at gambling within their community - five, 

20, none? 

 

Ms GANLEY - We will probably have to take that on notice. 

 

CHAIR - I would be interested to know. 

 

Mr FOWLER - It is relatively low because we specifically say that those CSL grants are 

community grants rather than gambling grants.  Having said that, because they are coming from 

the gambling support program, applicants tend to include gambling as one of the factors they are 

addressing as part of their program. 

 

CHAIR - I think for the committee it would be helpful to understand some of that, so if you 

could provide that for us, that would be great.   

 

Ms DAWKINS - Can I just check my figures with yours?  We have an estimate of 2000 

problem gamblers and 15 000 low-risk problem gamblers.  Is that roughly the same as yours?   

 

Mr FOWLER - We might have to take that on notice.  We tend to take the percentages 

rather than the raw numbers. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Okay.  What is your percentage of low-risk ones? 

 

Mr FOWLER - I will refer to the SEIS.  For 2013, safe and low-risk gamblers were 3.9 per 

cent of the adult population. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - For the over 4 per cent of people who need to see a counsellor, how many 

times can they see that person?  Can they see them endlessly until they no longer have an issue 

with gambling or no longer want to gamble at all?  Is there a point where the counsellor would 

say, 'We think it is manageable now,' and they can go back to their normal social activity without 

that being a risk? 

 

Ms GANLEY - We cannot answer that in that we would leave it up to the individual and the 

support organisation.  We do not specify anything in our contracting, we just ask that a 

counselling support program is provided.  Certainly there is no limit, as I understand it, on how 

often a person can have contact.  It can be for a period, then go away and come back.  That is why 

we have offered face-to-face, online and phone contact, and people can use all three if they want. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do those organisations have KPIs to show that they have been able to have 

a positive impact and alleviate that particular issue? 
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Ms GANLEY - In terms of those sorts of outcomes, it is probably not that explicit.  It is 

more about numbers of cases that have been seen and types of issues that they are dealing with, 

because we don't do follow-up and we don't request follow-up in terms of that outcome. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - So we should look at the individual organisations and ask them if they can 

give us those figures rather than you? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Yes. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Fantastic, thank you.  How do you specifically help people who are in low 

SES areas who might not have the same sort of literacy and numeracy levels of education with 

your programs?  You need a certain level of literacy to be able to understand the Know your Odds 

program, for example.  Have you considered other ways of being able to approach that? 

 

Mr FOWLER - Yes, we do.  We are very aware that health literacy levels vary greatly in the 

community.  Some of the materials we have provided to lower SE communities has tended to be 

more visual rather than text based.  It provides information in a very clear and unambiguous way 

through language that is relatively plain English language, rather than trying to provide a 

comprehensive outlook of what gambling is and how you can seek support.  It is around providing 

relatively straightforward messages so that people can seek that support when they feel they have 

an issue they need to address. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Would that be some of the printed material that is available in the venues I 

may have seen? 

 

Mr FOWLER - Yes, certainly that is a factor when we are considering the design of our 

venue posters.  It is a factor in the design of some postcards we have done in a couple of lower SE 

communities and they have been more visual than text to try to provide that simple pathway to 

treatment. 

 

Ms GANLEY - We try to use local images as well.  You can use other people's campaigns 

and stock photos, but for our postcards and things like that we made a conscious decision to use 

local scenes. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - And local stories as well? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Yes. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Have you seen the film Kerching!?  It is something we watched as part of 

our preparation.  Some of the most powerful messages that came through those films were the 

individuals who had recovered from their gambling addiction.  Is that something that you have 

considered? 

 

Ms GANLEY - In terms of video-type stories? 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Yes, personal stories from the area. 

 

Ms GANLEY - We are certainly exploring our Facebook page, the Faces of Hobart.  Similar 

to the Humans of New York thing, we are looking at a Facebook presence where those sorts of 

stories can be told. 
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Ms LEWIS - One of the other activities in the Community Education Strategy this year is 

working with the Migrant Resource Centre and Aboriginal groups about what sorts of strategies 

would work better for those groups and developing materials that will reach those populations. 

 

CHAIR - What sort of input do you have into the fourth socioeconomic impact study as a 

group?  Do you have to present, or are you helping and assisting?  I just want to understand the 

relationship between you.  It has gone out to tender and I think they are reporting by August, or 

some time around there.  I just want to know what input do you have into that process and how is 

that undertaken? 

 

Ms GANLEY - we're involved in the tender process and then we participate in terms of 

providing information and access to all our data. 

 

CHAIR - That tender has been put out now? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Yes. 

 

CHAIR - What happens now with that process?  Is it exactly the same guidelines and terms 

of reference as for the first three studies?  What are the differences that we should be aware of 

from that tender process from the previous ones? 

 

Ms LEWIS - My understanding is that it will contain the same continuity of measures 

relating to prevalence, but there are some of the more targeted things.  The previous one included 

some more specific items that won't be carried forward and we will participate in ensuring the 

quality of the report before it is released. 

 

CHAIR - It mentions in the guiding principles to the Hodgman Government about harm 

minimisation and that term is often used.  How do you see that as part of your role in the 

department allocating funds to groups about having that as a priority?  Does that feature in the 

department's area of concern?  When you are allocating funds to different groups, is that a high 

priority within selecting grants or funding different organisations? 

 

Ms GANLEY - It certainly would be in terms of the support services we provide in terms of 

our gamblers help programs and our education strategies and things like that where we look at 

harm minimisation.  Our community sector grants are a bit more open in that we have our 

guidelines but it is more about activities that are of benefit to that local community and we do not 

focus as much on gambling per se.  We see that as building local capacity and more in that space 

and alternatives rather than using harm minimisation.  That is definitely a key factor in all our 

support services and education campaigns. 

 

CHAIR - You mentioned doing research earlier on as part of the deal.  Is that just for local 

issues or is your research about dealing with the problems of modern gambling and how best to 

cater for that?  There is a changing undercurrent of people accessing time and, as Andrea said 

before, transport that sort of thing and online.  What research do you use or where do you get your 

information from to help guide where you put your money? 

 

Mr FOWLER - The key volumes are the Productivity Commission reports and the SEIS 

which provide us with hard data around what is happening in Tasmania and nationally.  We also 

access a range of different research bodies.  For example, the Victorian Responsible Gambling 
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Foundation has an extensive research resource and team and provide a wealth of really useful, 

helpful information.  The Australian Government through the Australian Institute of Family 

Studies has a gambling centre and there are gambling institutes in a range of universities.  

Monash, Central Queensland University, University of New England and Melbourne all have 

gambling research institutes so we have access to all those papers and information.  We also 

maintain a network with our interstate colleagues and peers and attend the National Association of 

Gambling Studies conference, for example, where papers are presented and industry and 

gambling trends are discussed.  Some of those areas that require more research and may 

precipitate a change in direction in terms of gambling prevention policy might come forward.  We 

have a range of things that we access plus we also have a research budget that we can access to 

look at specific issues relating to the gambling experience of Tasmanians. 

 

CHAIR - If you go to the conference and there is some valuable information there, when you 

come back to Tasmania how do you disseminate that to the groups you think it should go to?  Is 

that part of that process?  Sometimes people go to conferences, get a lot of individual information, 

come back and it sits here.  How do you disseminate that through your organisations? 

 

Ms GANLEY - It would probably primarily be through our strategic plan that we do for 

gambling support so it is informed.  We consult with the sector but then we use that research to 

build the plan and then test - are these focus areas the ones we want to focus on over this next 

period of time?  We do not have a formal information exchange but we have regular meetings 

with the key providers of the services we fund and share our research. 

 

Mr FOWLER - They also attend some of these conferences as well.  It comes up through 

that contract management phase where we talk about what is happening in the sector and what 

may be coming forward. 

 

CHAIR - We have received a lot of submissions from individuals highlighting their special 

circumstances, whether it is their own addiction, that of their spouse or their family or friends.  Is 

there any studies or any work that you can highlight for us about the impact that has on the 

younger generation?  I am interested to see if there are any links between problem gamblers and 

their children as they go down that same path.  I think it would help us understand, if we have a 

percentage of Tasmanians who have an issue with gambling, what impact that has on future 

generations.  If you could look at any of your resources through the Victorian study, that would be 

very helpful. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do you know any winners?  Have you ever met anybody who has made 

money out of gambling on poker machines that might have benefited their family or community, 

paid off their mortgage, had a holiday? 

 

Ms GANLEY - Not as an individual, no. 

 

CHAIR - Is there anything we should have asked you and we haven't?   

 

Ms GANLEY - No, I think you have asked questions and got us to explore our program.  We 

have a list of information we will gather and provide so you have a full understanding of the data 

and the programs we have.  As you would be aware, our program is funded directly.  There is a 

formula and we are funded directly through the formula set out in the act.  That is up for comment 

and negotiation. 
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CHAIR - Just for your information, most of the groups we have today and tomorrow are 

based on the economics of the situation.  Next week, on Tuesday and Wednesday, we are hearing 

a lot more from groups whose focus is more primarily on social issues.  I am sure your department 

will be listening to that because they will be those groups you have mentioned that you support.  

Thank you very much for your presentation.  It was very valuable and we appreciate the time that 

has gone into giving us those answers. 

 

 

THE WITNESSES WITHDREW. 

 



PUBLIC 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON FUTURE GAMING MARKETS, HOBART 7/2/2017 

(CRANSTON/BARRY/BRAZENDALE)  37 

Ms JENNY CRANSTON, CHAIR, AND Mr STUART BARRY, COMMISSION MEMBER, 

TASMANIAN LIQUOR AND GAMING COMMISSION, AND Mr MARK BRAZENDALE, 

MANAGER COMPLIANCE, LIQUOR AND GAMING BRANCH, DEPARTMENT OF 

TREASURY AND FINANCE, WERE CALLED, MADE THE STATUTORY DECLARATION 

AND WERE EXAMINED. 

 

CHAIR - Welcome.  All evidence taken at this hearing is protected by Parliamentary 

privilege.  Any comments you make outside the hearing may not be afforded such privilege.  A 

copy of the information for witnesses is available, but I think you are all familiar with the process.  

The evidence you present is being recorded and the Hansard version will be posted on the 

committee website when it becomes available.  If there is evidence you would like to give in 

camera, that could be arranged.   

 

Ms CRANSTON - I am Chair of the Tasmanian Liquor and Gaming Commission.  I was 

appointed in April last year, so I am fairly new to the role.  Stuart Barry is a fellow commissioner.  

He has spent a couple of terms on the commission.  Mark Brazendale is from the Liquor and 

Gaming branch of Treasury. 

 

We noticed this morning there were some more technical and detailed questions about some 

matters, particularly the sort of machine specifications we probably could not answer, so Mark 

will assist us all with that. 

 

CHAIR - You said six years.  Is a term three years? 

 

Mr BARRY - A full term is four years. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - As you are aware, the Tasmanian Liquor and Gaming Commission is an 

independent statutory body responsible for the regulation of gaming and wagering in Tasmania 

under the Gaming Control Act 1993.  The statutory functions of the committee are prescribed in 

the legislation.  I gave you, Chair, for the committee's purposes, a small briefing prior.  The 

functions are listed there:  to regulate and control gaming and wagering; to ensure it is conducted 

honestly and free from criminal influence and exploitation; to investigate and make policy 

recommendations to the minister to research and investigate matters relating to the control of 

gambling; to review any complaints relating to the conduct of - maybe I will not read them in 

detail.   

 

The focus of our submission is to foster responsible gambling and minimise the harm from 

problem gambling.  There is also a power that sits under those functions, which says we can do all 

things necessary or convenient to be done in connection of the performance of the functions.  It 

leads some people to think that the commission has this extremely unfettered power.  It is not 

unfettered and the commission under the direction of the minister, in this case the Treasurer, and 

in the performance of its functions.  That excludes any matters relating to the granting, the 

cancellation, the suspension or the refusing of a license.  This is the domain of the commission, 

alone.  I say that so that in administering the legislation we operate within a policy framework 

directed by Government, and that is a major stakeholder for the commission. 

 

We are mindful of a range of other stakeholders impacted by our decisions and they are very 

diverse.  They include the users of the product, if you like, the people who gamble, and that is 

arranged from recreational through to problem gamblers, the owners and operators of venues and 
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machines, the people from the various care, welfare and health sectors - and they deal most 

closely with the people impacted with problem gambling issues. 

 

Our other stakeholder is the Tasmanian community more broadly.  As an example of that, we 

are in the middle of a process designed to garner feedback on a public interest test, the elements 

that would make up a public interest test, in relation to new licenses in new hotels and clubs.  That 

has been discussed somewhat this morning.  That is an example where the process we are running 

is the Government's intention to give voice to community views about the location of those 

EGMs.  In the task before you, our stakeholders views are not homogenous and there is always a 

settling on a balance. 

 

We focused, as I said, our submission around our function under the act - the Harm 

Minimisation Measures - and your terms of reference which asks you, 'to review Harm 

Minimisation Measures and their effectiveness'.  We focused there because we believe the process 

of this Joint Select Committee provides a significant opportunity to address this issue, which is 

clearly of significance and importance to a large number of Tasmanians. 

 

One of the functions of the commission is to foster responsible gambling and minimise the 

harm from problem gambling.  The introduction of the Responsible Gambling Mandatory Code of 

Practice 2013 has been important in aiming to address issues of harm minimisation. 

 

That process, the development of the code, arose out of the findings of the 2008 SEIS.  As a 

result of that SEIS, the commissioner at the time - Stuart and I were not there - put a number of 

options to Government around possible harm minimisation measures.  From those, at the direction 

of the Treasurer, the mandatory code was introduced after a long period of negotiation and 

consultation across a fair period of time. 

 

As I understand, there was a bit of a flurry at the time from industry around the mandatory 

code's introduction.  I think the SEIS has tended to support this view.  It has made some major 

contributions and these would be: keeping note acceptors in ATMs out of hotels and clubs; 

limiting the number of lines on machines; limiting access to funds through controls on EFTPOS 

and ATM withdrawals; and some controls on advertising to ensure it is socially responsible. 

 

The mandatory code was developed following the Productivity Commission inquiry report of 

2010.  The recommendations of that Productivity Commission also influenced the shape of the 

mandatory code.  In our submission to you we return again to the findings and recommendations 

of the Productivity Commission report.  We believe that provides the most substantive piece of 

research that has occurred in Australia.  Certainly Productivity Commission processes are well 

resourced, well researched, with highly credentialed research capability and I guess the fact that 

productivity commissions are established under legislation that makes them independent from 

particular stakeholders' views.  Our submission goes back to that landmark work in Australia 

around gambling.  We hope that its work, as we commended to you, can inform your processes as 

well. 

 

We think this process, the establishment of the joint select committee does provide what 

many people have called a once-in-a-lifetime, once-in-a-generation opportunity to have a fresh 

look at how gambling is conducted in Tasmania.  That is not without its challenges, which no 

doubt you have already appreciated just as citizens of this great state.  We commend the work of 

the Productivity Commission to you, as outlined in our report.  
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CHAIR - When are you supposed to finish the work? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - September. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - In your submission you say that in Tasmania we have one of the tighter 

harm minimisation regimes in Australia.  Could you elaborate on that statement?  You talked 

about the mandatory code of conduct and some of the parameters around that in your opening 

statement, but I am interested to hear a bit more detail about us compared to other places and the 

fact that, at the moment, we do have one of the tighter harm minimisation regimes. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - We can certainly unpack that for you in a table, but the mandatory code is 

situated in 10 areas on which the commission has made statements and then made rules relating to 

the operation of EGMs in particular.  We're really talking about that, aren't we?  When you look at 

the collective of all of those things, in some areas Tasmania is more - I don't know whether the 

word is 'lenient'.  Tasmania has not such strict requirements as some states, but in others it is more 

stringent.  I guess the totality is that in the 10 areas that make up the mandatory code our 

provisions tend to be tighter.  We could break that down for you if you would like. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - It would be quite interesting because harm minimisation comes into 

some of the terms of reference and we are also looking at other jurisdictions in understanding 

what comparisons are. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - I think that is probably not a statement that would be disputed, that it is 

amongst the tightest in Australia. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Even on a question on notice, to provide a bit more background to 

compare and contrast would be really useful to the committee.  Also, in your submission you 

suggest that you support for EGMs the market-based mechanism for allocation but seem to have 

concerns around individual or small groups of operators.  Could you tell me about what you see 

are the risks with regard to that and how you formed that view? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - At a general level, in any situation, country, state or society that has a 

monopoly provider there is some disquiet about that and its anti-competitive nature, I guess.  The 

Government has decided to look at possible other ways of doing that throughout a tender process 

and that's a good thing.  If we look at it purely from self-interest on behalf of the commission, it 

has been easier to deal with one provider of the gaming machines.  I think Mark would agree that 

Network Gaming has been a good corporate citizen and has done the right thing.  When breaches 

occur or there are problems in the network, we get a systematic, consistent response.  That is one 

aspect of that.   

 

We have issues in terms of some of the code issues from individual venues, which tends to 

suggest that perhaps it is harder, particularly for small venues, to deal with the regulatory 

environment and the requirements that we place on them.  It might be harder simply through lack 

of knowledge or maybe it is a resource issue for them.  I am not sure but from time to time those 

issues come up where breaches occur in the way in which machines or the way in which the code 

is implemented.  We think that it is not an entirely individual operation, and licensing of the 

machines in individual venues is not without some difficulties in terms of compliance.  I guess we 

would be worried if it led to any sort of competitive behaviour amongst venues then in relation to 

enticing people in to gamble more.  The code does not allow certain things under inducements 

that can occur.  I don't know, there could be some behaviours that you might not think were 
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appropriate in the gaming space if it became very competitive between individuals, which has not 

tended to occur at the moment in the gambling area.  Philosophically, perhaps a tender process 

might deliver an outcome that is at least more transparent and more open.  If the tender process 

arrives at a single provider then at least there has been an open process that is on the table, so that 

is probably a good thing.  We support the tender process.  I think the outcome of that has some 

problems if individual venues were all vying for the gaming machines to be licensed to them and 

owned and operated by them. 

 

Mr BARRY - I think compliance is a burden on all businesses.  Under a single-operator or 

not-many-operator model the compliance can be professionalised.  You have enough resources to 

have a dedicated team to make sure you understand the rules and also to deal with organisations 

like the commission and get a common understanding about how things should be implemented.  

Rules are not necessarily black and white in terms of how they should be implemented on the 

ground.  If we were dealing with 200 venues, all with their own different interpretations and need 

to consult, it would be a higher-cost model and probably a lower-outcome model as well, so it 

wouldn't necessarily be in anyone's best interest if we were too fragmented. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - I want to turn your mind to one of the terms of reference that refers to 

taxation because that is obviously something that is up for consideration.  Do you have any views 

about the level of taxation for gaming machines and what factors need to be considered when 

looking at what an appropriate tax regime might be in the future? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - I really think that is not a question for the commission.  The setting of 

taxation rates is the purview of government and I think we need to leave it there. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - That is fine.  In your submission you point out the somewhat 

ineffectiveness of state-based legislation when it comes to some forms of internet-based gaming 

and gambling.  Do you see any ways or mechanisms given these challenges and difficulties, 

which I think many people would acknowledge?  Are there steps that can be taken, in your mind, 

that could help either regulate or manage that area and that we have the power to implement?  

Providing a balanced approach for different gaming, basically. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - It is a borderless activity that we are talking about so this falls under the 

Commonwealth legislation.  I suppose there is a role that the state Government could play in 

lobbying the federal government.  How successful that would be, I don't know.  I know at an 

officer level around Australia there are groups of people who meet.  In fact the regulators meet as 

well only periodically, probably once a year.  This issue was discussed certainly amongst the 

regulators at the one meeting only that I have been at.  It is a bit despairing because each 

jurisdiction is saying it is a commonwealth government responsibility, as it is.  Their issue around 

it is probably that it is not a priority at any particular time.  For them, it is also the difficulty of 

putting in place effective legislation that can be policed, and the drain on the resources of 

Australian Federal Police, and so on, to manage that.  In one sense we can say it is a 

Commonwealth government problem and try to pressure them, but it is a difficult space for them 

as well.  That might be partly why they are reluctant to go too deeply into file.  Governments can 

lobby and in time it will become a necessity.   

 

Other forms of gambling will be replaced more and more by internet online gambling, which 

at the moment seems to be centred around sports betting.  That is apparently related mostly to 

certain cohorts, young professional males, for instance, but I think that might become more and 

more of an issue.  It will be then the pressure might be applied and you might look at it.  At the 



PUBLIC 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON FUTURE GAMING MARKETS, HOBART 7/2/2017 

(CRANSTON/BARRY/BRAZENDALE)  41 

moment, unless I am missing something, at a state level it is difficult to do an activity that 

involves a state base. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - My next question also relates to tax, so you might not want to, or be in a 

position to, comment.  I am interested in the different tax regimes around keno versus other types 

of gaming.  Do you have an opinion on the differences and whether that is justified? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - Again, I think a lot of that is historical.  I don't know why the different 

rates are there.  That is best directed to the Deputy Secretary for State Revenue.  I don't know 

whether he answered it, but that is a question for Treasury. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - In your submission, you talk about harm minimisation and your second 

point, 'Demand Reduction'.  I am interested in whether you have an opinion about whether less 

hours of operation for venues would address encouraging people not to gamble, delay gambling or 

gamble less.  As the commission, you would see a number of requests for extension of licensing 

hours and the like, do you have a view on that? 

 

Mr BARRY - If you look at it from a harm minimisation point of view, there are two things 

problem gamblers have in common.  One is the amount they gamble per spin, and the other is the 

amount of time they spend at the machine.  One of the proxy measures to try to reduce the amount 

of time at the machine is about hours of operation.  It is one of the tools in the kit that can 

potentially be used to create the need for the gambler to leave the machine, and particularly a 

problem gambler. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - If venues weren't available for access at particular hours you would wonder 

whether they would go to online gambling or see it as having no opportunity on the day. 

 

Mr BARRY - Generalising, it is a separate group of gamblers - the ones who are online 

versus the ones who like to sit at the machines.  The EGM players tend to be an older age group.  

Most studies show, at the moment anyway, if they have an issue they are less likely to go home 

and do something online. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - So that would support shorter venue opening hours.  If they are not going 

to go online and don't have a venue to go to, they may well say, 'I will go and have a cup of 

coffee,' instead of - 

 

Mr BARRY - That is right.  The proxy is this break of play - either the venue not being open 

or they are forced to take breaks away from the machine.  Often that will snap problem gamblers 

out of their attachment to the machine.  One of the proxies that was brought in as part of the 

mandatory code was no service of food and alcohol at the machines after 6.00 p.m.  The purpose 

behind that was that if the gambler had to get up and go to the counter and order, that in itself is a 

break in play.  You are creating reasons to just step aside, perhaps have a bit of a think about 

whether you are still happy being at the venue and happy with how much you have lost.  It is just 

another proxy to break that link to the machine. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - I myself have questioned a venue much as a casino opening at 6.00 a.m. 

and wondered if it would be anybody other than a problem gambler at 6.00 a.m. sitting in front of 

a machine.  I suppose it is the understanding of the way in which people work and live these days.  

That does not necessarily mean that person is still there at 2.00 p.m. that night. 
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Ms RATTRAY - That might be the end of their shift. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - That's exactly right.  It is never clear-cut, this issue, and they are the sorts 

of examples that are given as to why you would have a 6.00 a.m. opening. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Just in relation to the current spin rate, and I do not know if this is best 

directed to Mark who is the expert on this - 

 

Ms CRANSTON - Let's see. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - You have given in your submission a table where it talks about maximum 

bet per spin and spin rate, and then you have given three scenarios.  Can you tell me if they are all 

in operation in Tasmania or is there -  

 

Ms CRANSTON - No.  The first scenario is the $5 maximum bet per spin.  The machines in 

Tasmania are configured at a three-second spin rate.  This is just then a mathematical exercise.  I 

do not think any of us are claiming to be mathematicians, but that means the maximum number of 

spins per hour.  That is maximum, remember; that is somebody doing three spins.  People 

presumably take a breath or look around or do anything, but there is a maximum spin rate of 1200 

per hour.  That is then just multiplying the five by the 1200, so that is the amount that is spent.   

 

Then the next is we assumed we had done a 90 per cent theoretical loss per hour.  We have 

then used a $5 bet spin and looked at six seconds, but we could have done four or any number, so 

you would have got a range of different results.  Our intention was to show you the sort of impact 

that two measures put together - for instance the maximum bet per spin and the spin rate - by the 

time you get to a $1 bet and six seconds, there is a vast difference in the amount of potential 

losses over that time. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - So it is a significant reduction even if it is an estimation of what is 

proposed. 

 

Mr BARRY - That is an illustration about potentially the majority of players who do not 

have a problem gambling, so recreational gamblers, and the stats show that the majority of those, 

90 per cent roughly, do not bet more than $1 a spin.  You would not imagine someone who is 

happy to play pokies without an issue, just a recreational gambler, would have a problem with the 

six seconds per push.  It is a way to potentially still keep all the attraction and enjoyment for a 

recreational gambler, but really very significantly limit the amount of trouble a problem gambler 

could get themselves into. 

 

Mr BACON - You said it really is a targeted way to affect problem gamblers without 

capturing them? 

 

Mr BARRY - Yes, that is the objective.  The recreational gamblers are largely unaffected, 

and the problem gamblers have a lot more difficulty spending money they do not want to spend. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - It is about intensity, I guess, and problem gamblers tend to be the ones 

that play at those high levels of intensity.  A recreational gambler tends to perhaps take six or 10 

seconds to look around, talk to people, whatever.  That is not necessarily the behavioural pattern 

of a problem gambler but it is a theoretical model.  We have just made it up, but it is based on 

actual -  
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Ms RATTRAY - You might have realised I have no knowledge or understanding of EGMs, 

hence my questions.  I think there will be some people who might appreciate that and there might 

be others out there as well.  We've talked a little bit this morning about Western Australia.  They 

seem to do things differently.  Is this model looked at in other states?  Have we done any 

comparisons with other states, particularly Western Australia, who are floated as being the beacon 

of gaming and EGMs in Australia?  I am interested in what you may have at your fingertips that 

you could share with us in regard to that. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - The main issue with Western Australia is that of course they don't have 

EGMs in pubs and clubs.  They have at some point in time decided not to do that.  That's the main 

difference. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - They have a different machine as well. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - I don't think they do.  They have the same machine, but with some 

different design specifications. 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - The maths are the same, but they look completely different, though. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - They don't have fruit on them. 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - We have reels in the rest of Australia.  They have different machines, 

a bit like keno and lotto games where balls drop.  They take longer for the outcome of a game to 

occur, but in effect it is the same result.  The maths work out exactly the same.  They use the same 

maths in it all, but it looks different. 

 

Mr BACON - What does that mean for the experience for the gamer?  When they talk about 

these fake near-misses, which I think is the court case that is going on in the Federal Court at the 

moment, do you get less of those under that system? 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - I wouldn't have thought so.  If the maths is the same it should be the 

same. 

 

Mr BACON - But the impressions of the player might be different too. 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - I think it just slows the whole game down.  It is a way of slowing the 

game down.  It's like when you see a game of keno being drawn on the screen it takes a long time 

to draw 20 numbers out, whereas to spin a wheel with five reels on it doesn't take very long at all.  

The spin rates are five seconds in Western Australia and three seconds here. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Do we have the numbers for other states? 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - Most other states are three seconds.  Queensland is three and a half, 

but Western Australia is certainly out on their own. 

 

CHAIR - Queenslanders always have to be different, don't they? 

 

Ms RATTRAY - No, that's WA. 
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CHAIR - No, three and a half seconds in Queensland, just by a little bit. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Has the commission looked at those other options?  Obviously you have 

addressed your mind to that to come up with this table for us.  I am just interested in what space 

you have landed with that option. 

 

Mr BARRY - Out of the original SEIS report was a reduction in the maximum bet from $10 

a spin to $5 a spin, so there has been a step in that direction.  Our spin rate is a little different to 

other states and, as you say, it is certainly live.  One of the issues with really significant change is 

that we operate in an existing industry envelope and what the Government's and the operator's 

expectations are.  The fact of the matter is the operators who put capital into venues and have 

working model arrangements have very significant changes to their model and if they are 

successful and make all problem gamblers disappear - perfect model - would lose 40 per cent of 

industry revenue today.  It would be a massive change to the industry, pubs and clubs and 

individual operators.  We have always taken an incremental approach and slowly tested the water.   

 

This is a great opportunity in that 2023 is the date for a potential new operating model with a 

potential for new network operators to introduce true change that makes a big difference at a time 

when they are paying prices and getting a fixed period ahead.  It is the ideal opportunity to 

continue down that path and be potentially more aggressive. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - With a long lead time. 

 

CHAIR - If your focus is on harm minimisation that seems to be the natural progression to 

go down this path.  Otherwise if the status quo remains you are still going to have 40 per cent of 

the problem gamblers supplying and that is not going to help the impact it is having on our 

communities. 

 

Mr BARRY - If we could do it at the time when people are paying for their licences and 

setting the future - 

 

Ms RATTRAY - And paying accordingly. 

 

Mr BARRY - This is the ideal opportunity.  Once that is set it is very difficult to do that into 

the future where they are saying that is sovereign risk - 'I've paid a certain fee and now you've 

changed the ball park.'   

 

Ms RATTRAY - Governments do it all the time. 

 

Mr BARRY - Yes, but ideally you don't want to. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - When we are talking about the operant conditioning techniques that are 

being used and the losses disguised as wins, I see that you have indicated that you would like to 

see a time where they were not embedded in every machine.  Have you talked to any of the people 

who manufacture these machines or program them because, as far as I can see, that is a actually 

central feature of an EGM and why they do return so much money to either the operator or the 

owner? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - What exactly are you wanting, the 85 per cent? 
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Ms DAWKINS - Yes, exactly that you would like to see that change so if you put $5 in you 

get $2 back and it is a win, which of course is not a win, but in actual fact a loss.  That is an 

essential feature of an EGM, I would have thought, and one of the reasons why they are so 

lucrative. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - We are party to an Australian and New Zealand standard around the 

design of machines.  This is not carte blanche for anybody.  There are those sorts of restrictions.  

There is a Tasmanian appendix and that is where we can make some variations to that overall 

standard and that is where you would see, for instance, where our machines are configured for the 

30 spend rather than the 50 line.  There is one example where obviously, at some point in the past, 

that has been a change that was made.   

 

I suppose it is about, as Stuart said, we are in the process now of reviewing the mandatory 

code.  The government is running this process and we are mindful of the fact that anything that is 

done, if it truly does reduce harm minimisation, will affect the profits of businesses.  We are 

responsible, that was my comments about all stakeholders, and those things are often conflicting.  

We do not really need to talk to the manufacturers.  There is a belief that we need to go softly here 

because we do not want to create a situation in Tasmania, which has a very small number of 

machines compared to the whole of Australia, that we would introduce so many changes to 

Tasmanian machines that you could, in fact, end up orphaning Tasmania from the rest of Australia 

in terms of machine design.  It would be found very difficult, we would think, for those machines 

to be serviced properly. 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - It would just be supplied by the manufacturer and the manufacturer 

would not be able to meet Tasmanian requirements, it would be uneconomical for them to do it 

because we have got such a small percentage of the Australian market. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - My understanding is that the machines are being serviced and they are 

being checked constantly to ensure that they are operating within the parameters that are currently 

laid down.  How would that really change?  That would continue and the slight variation on the 

program, which would be embedded in the operation of the machine, would continue?  Do you 

really think that we could not control how much money people lose on EGMs because it would 

orphan Tasmania? 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - Depending on the change.  Some changes have significant change to 

the whole software.  Others are easy to do and that is like the $5 bet limit and the 30 lines that was 

easy to do without orphaning Tasmania. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Using that rationale then, the $1 bet limit would be easier than changing 

the operant conditioning techniques which are currently being used? 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - I would not be able to say without information. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do you think that - because you indicate in your submission you would like 

to have a look at the losses disguised as wins - because for many in the social services sector that 

is actually a really big part of the problem - that people just do not understand.  We know how it 

works.  The dopamines are being released, all of the indicators, all of the chemistry in the brain, is 

telling someone that they have won when they have actually lost. 
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Mr BARRY - That is part of the history of harm minimisation change in Tasmania.  It has 

been very much that, particularly when you go back in history, when the machines were more 

physical boxes with physical parts, it was very difficult to make a change without creating 

massive costs and potentially having operators not able to access machines.  It has been a gradual 

change as things become more electronic.   

 

It is fair to say it is easier for operators to custom-make the changes than before.  But it does 

not mean that everything we would potentially wish for is easily available still.  It is certainly 

heading down that spectrum, which is why once again this review into the whole system is a great 

opportunity to look at features like that.  One of the other things in our paper we said is that 

potentially for anyone bidding to operate the network, to ask them for their comment on harm-

minimisation measures and what they would be prepared to put in and have that potentially as part 

of the tender selection. 

 

It is difficult.  Last December, Coles indicated they own approximately the same number of 

poker machines as the whole of Tasmania.  They said they intend to introduce $1 bet limits into 

all of their machines and the machine operator said they will not provide them. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Yes, I read that. 

 

Mr BARRY - So it is not easy, it is quite a difficult thing but we walk that fine line, I guess. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - I think I read somewhere there were 25 000 patents being put forward 

every year for electronic gaming machines so you would think with that level of competition there 

would have to be somebody developing the program that Tasmania wants - that you want and that 

the wider community wants so there has to be some speculation there. 

 

Back to the opening hours, you indicated that 6 a.m. is an appropriate time for gambling for 

some people.  Yet do we close bars down, because we have indicated that we do not want people 

to be drinking beyond certain hours, yet they are able to leave a bar that is closed, perhaps 

intoxicated, and then go and gamble because the machines are still open.  Do you think that is a 

concern and should the community be concerned about that? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - In terms of the latter issue, if a person is intoxicated they can't be served 

alcohol and, under Responsible Gambling, they can't gamble either.  So this belief that you go 

from one realm, or type of regulation, into another and it is okay to gamble intoxicated, that is not 

the case.  I think we were advised that it is not the case that a venue, like a pub, would remain 

open just for gambling.  Casinos are a different beast altogether but a pub, if it closes its licensed 

hours, it is closing the gambling as well. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - I have one more supplementary question, which is along those lines, about 

the responsible gambling.  When somebody has been trained and they have their certificate, can 

you tell me how they would intervene?  Can you give me a case study because I have never seen 

anybody intervene in that circumstance?  I have certainly seen someone use an RSA but I don't 

understand quite how that would work.  Would they go and approach someone on a machine, 

would they bring somebody else in to help remove the person or would they shut the machine 

down?  What happens? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - Could do those things.  The difference, I guess, it is often very clear when 

a person is intoxicated and they start behaving in an antisocial kind of way because it is fairly 
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easy to see.  It is not always easy to see that with gambling.  If someone started with a 

sledgehammer hitting a machine, or kicking or swearing at it or something then there is 

potentially some signs there but it is often more subtle in relation to problem gambling. 

 

Yes, if it was obvious that a person was distressed or getting angry or whatever, then staff are 

required to intervene.  It is a very difficult thing to do.  This is a social interaction between two 

people and one person distressed or a with a problem, it is a very difficult human interaction to 

undertake. 

 

That is something that we do think about all the time, the capacity of people to actually 

manage problem gamblers and the difficult conversations, even if it is not the obvious but if, say, 

the casino operator who processes the monitoring noticed that there was a person with a problem, 

have that discussion with them.  How do you start it?  'Have you got a problem?'.  It is a difficult 

thing to do and we are mindful of that. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do you have statistics on that?  Does someone have to report to you and 

say how many times that someone has had to intervene on the machine? 

 

Mr BARRY - Gambling Helpline stay in the day-to-day contact with the venues so they 

would help with that information. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Where would I go to for that? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - The Gambling Helpline. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Thank you.  About the code of conduct in your office, do all of your 

stakeholder meetings take place in your offices or do you sometimes go out to venues and conduct 

meetings there? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - From the 10 months I have been in the role, only in the office because it 

is at the start of a commission hearing.  So we meet with the stakeholder groups first and then we 

conduct the business of the meeting and because that involves quite a large number of people 

from Treasury it is convenient to do that. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - How do our betting limits compare with other states? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - I think Tasmania has the lowest.  Is it the only state that has $5 per bet? 

 

Mr BARRY - I am not certain but no-one is lower. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - No-one is lower than $5 per bet. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - At the end of your submission you say the social and economic impact 

study should not be conducted every three years.  You have said you think it is too frequent to 

allow meaningful consideration of findings and implement potential changes.  That must have 

been something you thought was important, to put in the submission. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - I will give you an example.  The 2008 SEIS informed the development of 

the mandatory code.  The mandatory code is in the process of being developed, consulted on and 

along comes the 2011 SEIS when you are in the middle of that important process.  Other things 
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are occurring.  It is not as if there is a blank space.  It is important they are conducted because of 

the longitudinal data gathered.  I think we are having trouble digesting one study and trying to do 

something meaningful with that, and the next one is coming over the top.  

 

Ms RATTRAY - We heard this morning it costs about $1 million, so they are significant 

funds and if it is putting pressure on the areas - 

 

Mr BARRY - The sort of things it is monitoring do not change overnight.  You need that 

length of time to put measures in place, to have enough time for them to be bedded down and to 

see the impact before the next study is worthwhile as well.   

 

Ms RATTRAY - That is a very good point.  I thank you for making it as part of your 

submission.  It is not something I had thought of.  We hear all the time we need more reports but 

we forget about people who are trying to do something meaningful. 

 

CHAIR - How can conflicts of interest be effectively addressed in a system where there is 

only one provider of EGMs, which is related to another party that is the biggest operator of 

EGMs?  With the Federal Group situation, they are the provider, basically, but they are the 

biggest.  Have you had any conflicts of interest?  How is that managed? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - Do you mean that Federal Group owns the network gaming - 

 

CHAIR - Yes. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - that runs across all hotels and they own hotels as well? 

 

CHAIR - They have the biggest operations of those machines as well.  Don't get me wrong, I 

am not suggesting this, but an outsider would ask how this could happen.  It is because we have 

chosen the monopoly situation in Tasmania.  When it was starting up that was the best way of 

operating.  I am not criticising that, nor am I making comment about Federal, but has that created 

any issues or are there any perceived conflict from your point of view in that relationship?  

 

Ms CRANSTON - In my short time on the commission it hasn't been an issue.  I have never 

heard that issue raised where hotels in direct competition with hotels owned by Federal have had 

issues with the supply of machines. 

 

Mr BACON - Does someone go to the commission for approval and then go to Network 

Gaming for approval?  Is that how it works? 

 

Mr BARRY - It happens simultaneously. 

 

Mr BACON - So you can approve 30 machines and Network Gaming can say no? 

 

Mr BARRY - We receive a letter of support from Network Gaming that they have assessed 

the premises and think they are a suitable location for machines at the same time as we approve it.  

Network Gaming is first and the commission is second. 

 

Mr BACON - If you wanted to go into competition with a Federal hotel, you have to tick off 

with Network Gaming before you do it? 
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Mr BARRY - Yes.  We haven't seen any issues around that.  It is a very mature industry with 

very little movement in machines, so it is not a live issue.   

 

Ms CRANSTON - The cap isn't reached so there is capacity there and Network Gaming 

wants its machines used so it is not in their interests to be saying no.  I can see why the question 

would be asked, but it hasn't been an issue. 

 

CHAIR - Are you aware of the criteria which Network Gaming use to assess whether the 

machine is suitable in an area? 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - They do look at venue size suitability.  They will look at financial 

suitability, because they have to think on behalf of the operator as well.  For an operator who isn't 

viable, if they take on machines it could end up costing them money.  They think about that side 

of it as well.  We don't have the full gamut of what they go through.  That is a decision for them to 

look at, whether it is viable and they will then provide a letter of support or otherwise to the 

Commission and the Commission makes a determination. 

 

CHAIR - In the last five years, how many times has a licence been requested and has been 

refused by Network Gaming? 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - It happens the other way around.  They would normally speak to 

Network Gaming first.  The commission would very rarely receive an application from someone 

who didn't have the support of Network Gaming. 

 

CHAIR - Does that mean that the Network Gaming is doing the licensing role in Tasmania, 

because - 

 

Mr BARRY - There are gates you have to go through because you lease machines from 

them. 

 

CHAIR - Network Gaming is in control of licensing.  If they say, 'Yes, you can have some 

machines', the Commission says, 'Well, yes, that's right.'  If they say, 'No, you can't have the 

machines', it doesn't go to you? 

 

Mr BARRY - They are not licensing, but they are, in effect, the gatekeeper into the licensing 

process, that is right.  In my time in the commission there has never been anything raised with us 

through other stakeholders outside of Network Gaming that anything inappropriate is happening - 

 

CHAIR - I am not saying it is inappropriate, it seems an interesting process.  We have a 

statutory body set up for the licensing and gaming in Tasmania and we have an external provider 

doing the assessment of and then saying approving the licence.   

 

Mr BARRY - It's a side-effect of having a monopoly operator. 

 

CHAIR - I read somewhere of the casino or the Federal Group, there had been some 

infringement of anything connected to do with an electronic gaming machine, something might 

not have been right with one of the machines.  Can you provide us over the last 10 years of how 

often that has occurred in venues in Tasmania?  Do you have those records? 

 

Mr BARRY - Yes, we do. 
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CHAIR - Could you do that from 2003?  That would be helpful and if you can put that on 

notice.  That would be good for us to have that understanding of how infrequent those breaches 

are or where they might be - 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - Any breach involving a venue with gaming machines? 

 

CHAIR - I think so, that would be the one that we're - 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - Including the casinos. 

 

CHAIR - Yes, I don't think there would be anything to do with keno or tables, I wouldn't 

have thought so.  Anything from that would be helpful. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - The resolution of it as well, in terms of the issue. 

 

CHAIR - Yes, would that be right. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - By venue? 

 

CHAIR - I wouldn't say there would be that many. 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - Where the commission has taken disciplinary action.  We have a lot 

of breaches that occur with a warning, but the commission then takes disciplinary action under the 

act for major breaches. 

 

CHAIR - Yes, if a breach occurred it would be helpful for us to know whether they had been 

warned and hadn't taken on that warning.  Do you understand?  Say, if, you warned someone eight 

months ago to clean this up and nothing had happened. 

 

Mr BRAZENDALE - Our compliance regime is based on that.  It is based on a warning 

approach first and it escalates from there.  Unless it is something very bad, where we've gone 

straight to disciplinary action. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - You wouldn't get a warning if it was fairly serious.  You would still have 

an opportunity to show cause why you should not be disciplined, but warnings aren't always given 

in the first instance. 

 

CHAIR - I bring the other one up because you would be well aware of the Dixon case before 

Christmas that the upper House had to deal with, and that was on the timing of the community 

interest.  If that community of interest had been there, would they have been able to cater for 

those machines.  They had the venue size and had complied with all of that.  Your assumption 

would be that if the community interest, or special interest, had not been put down by the 

Treasurer on 16 March, they would have been awarded those licences for that venue. 

 

Mr BARRY - They would be unlucky. 

 

CHAIR - They would be unlucky because they would have complied because they operate in 

that market area. 
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Mr BARRY - Yes, because the sole test prior was that the premises were appropriately laid 

out for gaming machines. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - And a fit and proper person test. 

 

CHAIR - If we look forward to a post-2023 environment, if venues own their EGMs so there 

is more than one - let us say it goes out to tender and clubs and pubs have their own EGMs - do 

you think that to manage that, the commission will have to play a greater regulatory role in the 

licensing of that?  If, and assuming that Network Gaming may not be the sole group that says 

whether that is suitable in there, how is that going to work?  Do you see an extra responsibility for 

the commission or will Network Gaming retain that role? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - I am not sure what the space will look like, to be honest.  I think it is 

easiest to talk about, say, there were two or three rather than individual ones.  If there were two or 

three providers, two in direct competition with Network Gaming in terms of leasing the machines 

to the operators, we would be dealing with two or three instead of the one that we do now, one 

who is pretty mature and pretty consistent in their understanding of the operating environment.  I 

suppose in the short term there could be some greater regulatory risk but in the long term as that 

would all be bedded down you would still have more providers that you would be dealing with, 

and more potential, I guess, for a greater workload for our inspectors. 

 

CHAIR - I am trying to think how that would work.  Would Network Gaming then, even 

though they would be in competition, still have the responsibility of saying, 'Yes, you can have a 

licence' or 'No, you can't', like what is happening at the moment? 

 

Ms CRANSTON - Can I just clarify, they don't actually say, 'Yes, you can have a licence' or 

'No, you can't'; we do that.  They say, 'Yes, your premises is fit for the machines and we will lease 

them to you'.  That is a necessary prerequisite obviously of getting a licence.  The commission is 

still the licence giver. 

 

CHAIR - If we know its venue, size, all of that, and if it complies, Network Gaming cannot 

say, 'No, you can't get a licence'? 

 

Mr BARRY - They might say:  'It is a tiny little RSL somewhere and when we look at your 

patronage numbers and everything, the commercial judgment would be that it is neither in our 

interest nor your interest to be putting these machines in because it is unlikely it would be 

profitable for your club.'  That might be the kind of conversation they would have.  Obviously, as 

an operator, it would be in their interest to have the machines and the club paying the least 

payments for those machines, subject to them thinking everyone was going to be okay with that.  

It is not like a conflict of interest at that club level because they would be very interested for you 

to take their product.  Together, they are making an assessment of the business case because they 

understand how the numbers work with the machines.  Is that where you are going? 

 

CHAIR - That is where I have a concern about the sole operator, I suppose -  

 

Mr BARRY - There are two operators. 

 

CHAIR - If Federal have their hotel right next to where somebody else wants to put their 

hotel, and they have got 10 machines in here and they think, 'No, the community it not big enough 

to have another 10 machines in here, particularly if it is in competition to what we already have in 



PUBLIC 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON FUTURE GAMING MARKETS, HOBART 7/2/2017 

(CRANSTON/BARRY/BRAZENDALE)  52 

our own patch' - I am not saying that they would do that, but that is something that will need to be 

considered; where is the equity in that relationship? 

 

Mr BARRY - Although, in reality, it hasn't been an issue under the current model. 

 

CHAIR - No, but if the model goes out to tender into the market and you are having other 

providers, then -  

 

Mr BARRY - If there were two providers, in theory, provider A could say, 'We don't think it 

is worth funding' and provider B might step up and say, 'We do'.  It does give competitive tension 

both for the pricing and who would be willing to put the machines into your venue. 

 

CHAIR - Does somebody who goes to Network Gaming, if they are refused a licence, have a 

right of appeal?  Is there a process in place if they do not agree with Network Gaming's 

assessment of their venue, or whatever?   

 

Ms CRANSTON - Say, Network Gaming refuses to lease them the machines, and so they 

can't approach us for a licence because they don't actually have the right to have the machines. 

 

CHAIR - They may disagree with Network Gaming's assessment of their venue or their 

product.  Do they have a right of appeal through the process?  What would happen, or has it never 

happened before? 

 

Mr BARRY - I am not aware of that happening. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - It certainly wouldn't be an appeal to the commission because that is 

beyond our legislative remit.  They might appeal, I don't know, to the Ombudsman.  I am not sure, 

Chair. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Or they might contact their member of parliament. 

 

Mr BARRY - It is a commercial decision. 

 

CHAIR - It is a commercial decision but if we are going to look at a potentially different 

framework for post-2023, you don't want to be sitting there in 2023 and saying 'We didn't think 

about that' or 'That is not being covered'.  Once it becomes a more competitive market, if that is 

what we are aiming for, then those issues will arise. 

 

Mr BARRY - Potentially one of the feed-ins into the thought process would be, can we 

operate a [inaudible] owner at the same time?  You could have a single operator and say that can't 

be known.  That is one way to solve that but there are obviously lots of different combinations 

you could have. 

 

Ms CRANSTON - That would possibly be, and that is how you very much do it, but put that 

question to the Federal Group because they are the owners of Network Gaming, what sort of 

potential conflicts of interest do they see.  From our perspective, it has not been an issue.  I do 

think there has been quite an arms-length relationship between Network Gaming and the Vantage 

Group of hotels and the casino.  They have attempted to play, I think, a straight bat in relation to 

just a commercial entity doing business. 
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CHAIR - Put on the record that that is how we see it as well.  That is how I see it.  I am just 

saying that if there are going to be changes, you have to look at the worst-case scenario, not the 

best, when it comes to a competitive market. 

 

Thank you very much Jenny, Stuart and Mark for providing us with that information.   

 

 

THE WITNESSES WITHDREW. 
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Mr GREG FARRELL, MANAGING DIRECTOR AND CEO, AND DR DANIEL HANNA, 

EXECUTIVE GENERAL MANAGER, CORPORATE AFFAIRS, FEDERAL GROUP, WERE 

CALLED, MADE THE STATUTORY DECLARATION AND WERE EXAMINED. 

 

CHAIR (Mr Gaffney) - Welcome.  All evidence taken in this hearing is protected by 

parliamentary privilege.  I remind you that any comments you make outside the hearing may not 

be offered that privilege.  The evidence you are presenting is being recorded and the Hansard 

version will be published on the committee website when it becomes available.  If there is 

evidence you would like to give in camera, that can be arranged.   

 

Mr FARRELL - Thank you for the opportunity to take part in today's hearings.  We 

recognise the important role of the committee in carrying out an open and transparent process to 

inform decision-making about the future of Tasmanian gaming industry.   

 

It has been just been over 60 years since the Federal Group first invested in Tasmania, 

purchasing the iconic Wrest Point Riviera Hotel.  During this time the group has grown to become 

Tasmania's leading tourism, hospitality, entertainment and gaming provider.  We are extremely 

proud of the company's achievements and the many thousands of Tasmanians who have 

contributed to our success.   

 

The Federal Group is the oldest continually operating hotel group in Australia.  Today we 

employ more than 1900 Tasmanians across six businesses - Wrest Point, the Country Club Resort 

and Villas, the Vantage Group, Cope Sensitive Freight, Network Gaming, and our tourism 

division which operates Saffire and the Henry Jones Art Hotel.  This number will grow to over 

2000 when the new Mac1 Hotel opens on Hobart's waterfront in June.   

 

Each of our businesses is diverse, united by the group's purpose to provide exceptional 

experiences for our valued guests and driven by our goal of becoming Australia's most respected 

services provider.  Each of our businesses have been innovative and groundbreaking in their 

respective fields.  We operate 12 of Tasmania's most likeable hotels and 19 bottleshops under the 

9/11 brand that strongly promotes Tasmanian beer, wine and spirits through the Vantage Group.  

The Henry Jones Art Hotel was Australia's first true art hotel and it has consistently rated one of 

Hobart's top two hotels by TripAdvisor - and in fact, as of yesterday it was number one.   

 

Saffire at Freycinet broke the mould for luxury resorts and drew a new type of traveller to 

Tasmania, picking up a swag of international awards including the world's best boutique hotel and 

for the last three years in a row Australia's most luxurious hotel from TripAdvisor.  The Mac1 

Hotel is already recognised as one of the most exciting hotels to open worldwide in 2017, topping 

the must-visit list and will be world's first storytelling hotel, bringing the tales of Tasmanians to 

life for visitors from around the world.  Our nationwide transport business, Cope Sensitive 

Freight, employs about 40 Tasmanians and 600 people across the country, and plans are 

advancing for our Saffire sister property at Port Arthur.   

 

Then there are our gaming businesses.  For almost 44 years successive governments have 

entrusted the Federal Group to manage gaming in Tasmania.  The official opening of Wrest Point 

by my late father, Greg Farrell, on 10 February 1973, marked the birth of Australia's casino 

industry.  On Friday of this week it will be 44 years to the day that Wrest Point opened.  

Tasmania's two casinos are iconic venues for the important social, economic and entertainment 

drivers in their respective communities.  Federal Group has been operating casino games at Wrest 

Point for 44 years and at the Country Club for 34 years.  Electronic gaming machines have been 
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an important part of the entertainment offering at both casinos for the past 24 years and electronic 

gaming machines have been operating in participating hotels and clubs for 20 years.  Tasmania's 

gaming venues provide a range of entertainment enjoyed responsibly by many thousands of 

Tasmanians.  They are major employers and purchasers of Tasmanian goods and services.  

Together the industry has established one of Australia's most tightly regulated gaming sectors and 

provides a range of sought-after gaming products.   

 

Federal Group is committed to the highest standards of probity and regulatory controls and is 

proud of our record of gaming management as the exclusive licence holder for more than 40 

years, which has led to extremely high levels of regulatory compliance, a responsible and tightly 

regulated industry, a high level of player protection measures and extremely low levels of 

problem gambling.  Despite this strong record we recognise the structure of Tasmania's gaming 

industry will change when the current arrangements expire in 2023.  Treasurer Peter Gutwein has 

been clear that the exclusivity will end with the introduction of one or up to two new casino 

licences and the opportunity for a different licensing and ownership model by the operation of 

electronic gaming machines in pubs and clubs.  In saying this, the directors of the Federal Group, 

my family, feel a great sense of responsibility to our people to ensure we continue to provide 

Tasmanians with jobs and opportunities and in providing great service and services to Tasmanians 

and visitors.  We are committed to the long-term future of Tasmania and the gaming industry.   

 

In examining options for the future of the gaming industry there are a number of critical 

considerations.  Electronic gaming machines are a lawful and highly regulated product which 

provide entertainment to many thousands of Tasmanians.  The number of EGMs in Tasmania is 

extremely low.  There are nearly 200 000 gaming machines in Australia and Tasmania has just 

1.8 per cent of the national total.  Tasmania also has the second-lowest concentration of electronic 

gaming machines per head of population in Australia.  Electronic gaming machines in Tasmania 

are subject to the greatest restrictions of any state, including $5 maximum bets and limited to 30 

play lines. 

 

Most significantly, repeated studies have found Tasmania has among the lowest levels of 

problem gambling in the country, 0.5 per cent of the population are problem gamblers.  Removal 

of the exclusive licences for casino operations and the network beyond 2023 will also require 

consideration of the distribution of taxes and licence fees.  The tax rates and licence fees that 

apply to Tasmanian casinos must be reviewed against those in place in comparable regional 

mainland casinos. 

 

Because the exclusive licences will no longer apply for casino operations and the network 

from 2023, there will be a requirement to address the distribution of taxes and licensees, which 

are heavily skewed to the casinos.  This is not mattered under the sole licence arrangements, but 

extremely disadvantages Wrest Point and Country Club as stand alone businesses. 

 

It is also important to note the Federal Group supports the reduction in the number of 

electronic gaming machines in Tasmania post-2023, from 3680 to 3530.  In addition, we support 

the introduction of a formalised community interest test, which provides communities and local 

councils with the opportunity to have their say on the applications for new gaming venues. 

 

In summary, the Federal Group's businesses and people are representative of the rich social 

fabric of the Tasmanian community.  There is no denying we are an important contributor to the 

local community.  A recent Deloitte Access Economics report found the Federal Group 

contributed more than $343 million to the Tasmanian economy during the last financial year.  
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This included $1.8 million in sponsorships and community support, which benefit more than 100 

Tasmanian charities, support clubs and community groups.  Federal Group's longstanding 

partnership with Crimestoppers stretches back to its inception and is based on our mutual focus on 

creating safer communities. 

 

Both Federal Group and the Farrell family have proudly supported Variety, the children's 

charity, since its inception 17 years ago - helping to improve the quality of life of children 

growing up with disabilities, serious illness or disadvantage.  Variety Tasmania has identified the 

Federal Group as its largest single supporter, directly providing 15 per cent of their income in the 

last financial year.  Measures like these are demonstrative of the commitment of the Federal 

Group to its staff and customers and the broader Tasmanian community. 

 

In saying this, the directors of Federal Group, my family, feel a great sense of responsibility 

to our people to ensure we continue to provide Tasmanians with jobs and opportunities, which is 

why our focus has and will continue to be pivotally involved in the developments of the gaming, 

entertainment and tourism industries in Tasmania.  The Federal Group has operated in Tasmania 

for more than 60 years and we are committed to doing business, generating employment and 

attracting new visitors into the future.  Thank you. 

 

CHAIR - I think it is important for the public to hear the amount of community involvement 

you have as a group.  That is not always known, so thank you for that overview.  I will take the 

lead questions on each of the terms of reference, ask those, and then ask other members if they 

would like to ask similar or different question along that term of reference.  Either yourself or 

Daniel can feel free to answer. 

 

The first is about community aspirations and attitudes.  It says, particularly focusing on the 

location, number and type of poker machines.  I think there are two questions there, as an 

organisation or as a group.  Have you noticed in the last 20 years any particular changes with 

community aspirations and attitudes relating to the gambling industry?  Let's leave the machine 

location and type as a second question.  How do you assess whether there has been a change in 

your clientele, in the market, and that sort of thing to prepare for the future? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think in the first instance the electronic gaming machine industry is 

relatively mature.  It is fair to say the number of gaming machine units being rolled out across 

Australia is at a mature level, so essentially it is largely at replacement.  That, in effect, is an 

example of a maturing industry, which is led then by the product cycle.  It is fair to say gaming 

machines are in their mature phase and unless there is an ability to continue to be innovative with 

game designs then we would expect to continue to see that occur.  I think also we conduct 

research, as do many people, on a regular basis and through many channels.  One such channel is 

the EMRS on a regular basis, which is trying to ascertain issues of concern to Tasmanian 

households. 

 

I would have to say that over the years gaming, as an unprompted issue, rates extraordinarily 

low.  In fact, for many years on an unprompted basis, it does not rate at all as an issue of concern 

to Tasmanian households, where things like safety, health and education all rate much higher.  We 

also say that for the majority of people in the community, gaming is not an issue of strong social 

feeling. 

 

Dr HANNA - I think unprompted surveys are often the best way to assess what people are 

feeling about particular issues.  I think if you push questions at people, you will get silly 
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responses, but when you ask Tasmanians, what are the social and economic issues they are most 

concerned about, we find gaming is extremely low.  In fact, recent surveys had it unprompted at 

zero, but it has never been up above 2 per cent over the many years we have been tracking it, 

whereas issues like unemployment consistently rate at 40 or 50 per cent. 

 

Health, law and order, education, they are the high order issues that are of great concern.  

Unprompted, we find gaming simply rates very lowly, in fact, well below other issues like law 

and order or drugs and alcohol. 

 

Mr FARRELL - In fact, normally when it has risen into the 1-2 per cent range, that is 

usually because of a large amount of media interest.  Very often this is around similar topics to 

what we discussed today about gaming licences. 

 

Dr HANNA - I think, adding another point, you probably picked up from our submissions 

the gaming statistics, which show in recent years there has been a soft decline in gaming 

expenditure across most forms, but particularly electronic gaming machines.  They were in 

section 7 of our submission.  Those figures have come straight from social media [inaudible]. 

 

CHAIR - I hear what you are saying.  The numbers on machines across Australia and how 

relatively a low percentage we have in Tasmania compared to the population.  There is evidence 

and there is some concern in some communities in Tasmania there seems to be a higher 

proportion of EGMs and poker machines in those communities.  Glenorchy is an example.  It is 

acknowledged it is a low socio-economic area.  Suddenly we have a high number of machines in 

that area.  That may not have been as obvious back in 2003 when this agreement was in place.  

How do the Gaming Network or your group monitor where your machine should be placed, and 

whether it is wise and good for a community to have access to so many machines in the one area? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think in the first instance, my understanding through the SEIS study is if 

we look at licensed venues and we look at lower socio-economic areas, about 27 per cent of 

licensed venues in lower socio-economic areas have gaming machines.  This is compared to the 

Tasmanian average, where 17 per cent have gaming machines.  To me, it is not as 

disproportionate, the number of venues having gaming machines, as many people have been led 

to believe. 

 

It is fair to say gaming machines can only legally be allowed in hotels or clubs.  At the 

moment there are 100 venues in Tasmania that have electronic gaming machines.  Two of those 

venues are casinos.  Eight of those venues are clubs and the balance are hotels.  It is fair to say the 

majority of hotels that originally applied for gaming machines were right across the state.  

Network Gaming, a wholly owned subsidiary of the company, then was to assess the applications 

on the basis of what made sense commercially.  As the number of venues increased, it was about 

applying, in a way, its own community interest test. 

 

In the last six years there have been applications for six new gaming venues in six years, 

which [inaudible] relatively mature industry.  Of those, three were approved and three were not 

approved.  The two not approved more recently also made applications after the ministerial 

statement by Peter Gutwein in March 2016 and relate to the Glenorchy area. 

 

Network Gaming has to this date applied its own community interest test, social test and 

commercial test.  In the first instance, over the last 20 years it would assess whether it felt the 

venue was suitable for gaming, whether the owners of the premises were committed to carrying 
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out capital expenditure to ensure that it was going to be a pleasant environment for patrons, that 

the applicants were a fit and proper person and that they would received the licensed premises 

gaming licence.  They would take into account other things such as competition between that 

licensed gaming venue and perhaps other licensed gaming venues.  They would also take into 

consideration their view about what the community attitudes were prevailing at that time in that 

area as to whether it would support the application for a licence.  It is fair to say that, although in 

the last six years there have only been six applicants for gaming machine licences, in the early 

times there were in fact many times that a number of venues were not approved to have licensed 

gaming products made available to them. 

 

CHAIR - You mentioned the six, and we will put that on record and send you a letter 

requesting that information.  I know it has been provided to us before at another hearing, but it 

would be good for our committee to have a copy of that.  We will send you those questions.  We 

notice in post-2023, it has been stated by the Government, 150 EGMs will come out of the cap 

and you have made it quite clear that that should come out of pubs and clubs.  Is there any way of 

identifying those low-socioeconomic areas where those machines should be taken out?  Is that 

part of the gambit? 

 

Mr FARRELL - No, because in all reality, of the 150 machines which are identified by the 

ministerial statement to be removed, 120 are already out.  The 150 at the time - Treasury probably 

thought they were all out but there was one venue undergoing renovations and the 30 machines 

were in storage and then were [inaudible].  It would be the intention of Network Gaming, given 

the intent of the ministerial statement becomes law, to manage the reduction of the additional 30 

machines out of the industry between now and 2023. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Would you consider applying a public interest test to remove those 

30 machines or are you expecting it to be voluntarily? 

 

Mr FARRELL - We would expect it to be by venues.  We would hope to see it voluntarily, 

to be able to manage over the coming years. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - If nobody volunteered to have their machines returned, how do you think 

we could resolve that 30-machine problem?  

 

Mr FARRELL - We are confident we will be able to resolve it.  Machine numbers within 

venues do fluctuate, so by and large a venue commercially requires at least a minimum of 10 

gaming machines to be reasonable.  The maximum is 30 and a number of venues have between 10 

and 30, so there is a process by which they will decide they may wish to not continue with two or 

three machines, which will then be removed and therefore they are forgoing having to pay the 

rental arrangements on that product.  It is a commercial decision by that venue. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Is that generally around the time they might be upgraded?  Is that when 

they might determine not to upgrade and replace, just to remove? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes.  Essentially, the industry tries to work on a five-year replacement 

cycle, so we are confident the machine numbers will be able to be managed. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - As to the surveys, I don't imagine anyone thinks that people would put 

poker machines above education, health and employment issues - in that sense, prompting people 

to list a number of concerns, starting with the one they are most concerned about and at the 
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bottom the ones they are least concerned about.  People still indicate they are very concerned 

about the proliferation of poker machines in pubs and clubs.  In fact, 42 organisations - and I am 

sure you are familiar with these groups - from churches, from the Benevolent Society, local 

councils - there is a large number of people who stand to gain nothing at all personally from 

speaking out on behalf of people they believe are the most vulnerable in our community.  They 

need to be protected from electronic gaming machines proliferating in their suburbs because the 

returns from electronic gaming machines are very low.  Why do you think this community has 

come together to speak out on this issue if they have nothing to gain from it at all personally, 

rather than just protect the vulnerable? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think the people who contributed to that group and where you can go 

online to the Anglicare website, I press on the link and it takes me to the page that is already 

prepared for me and I can press then that, yes, I would like to and I sign the petition.  I read a 

couple of thousand of people have signed the petition with the intention of removal of gaming 

machines from licensed venues.  It is totally appropriate for people to have their own personal 

views. 

 

I contend, though, that in all reality the people visiting gaming venues in Tasmania are a lot 

less at risk than the person staying at home, dialling up on their computer and playing internet 

games on one of the millions of internet casino sites that are available without any of the controls 

or without any of the social responses we are able to maintain in physical premises. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Interestingly, the submitters just before you, the Liquor and Gaming 

Commission, indicated there were two very distinct groups of families.  The people who use 

poker machines in clubs and pubs are not the same people from the surveys - and studies they 

have seen - who gamble at home.  So, essentially, they are looking at two groups.  The 

information they have given us is that they are two very distinct groups of people. 

 

Mr FARRELL - If you assessed it through the same SEIS survey, 7 per cent of Tasmanians 

have played online.  Of the 7 per cent who have played online, they are four times more likely to 

be problem gamblers or at risk of moderate to high-problem gambling. 

 

Dr HANNA - That is right, that came from the third SEIS survey.  While participation is 

growing, and that is one of them - the online gambling is certainly where a lot of growth is 

occurring, though online gambling has taken a while until it was at 7 per cent, it is four times 

higher than this for moderate risk and problem gamblers, so up around 30 per cent. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - They have also indicated in their submission - and I am not sure if you 

have read all of the submissions that came in - that they are very concerned about the losses 

disguised as wins which, we understand, are really an essential part of the programming of EGMs.  

They would like to see an opportunity to remove that particular aspect of the EGMs so that when 

someone puts $5 in and gets $2 back, that is not disguised as a win, that is in fact a loss.  How do 

you respond to that? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I contend that I could give it more credit than perhaps you are. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - This is going on a number of studies. 

 

Mr FARRELL - People who play gaming machines, by and large, are investing in it, like 

investing in time.  Most people are aware of the $20, $30 or $50 that they are taking to that 
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session.  They may win, and if they win, that is great.  The majority of people are playing with an 

expectation that they are not going to win - they are not going to make hundreds of dollars in 

winnings and make a jackpot.  They are going to have an enjoyable time at which they are going 

to meet their friends and have a coffee. 

 

The last time I was in a licensed gaming premises was probably three hours ago.  I walk 

through our premises every day saying hello to our staff and watching our staff engaging with our 

customers.  I walk through our boardwalk food court area; I walk through the coffee shop to see 

how many people are enjoying the facilities.  What I experience is people having a degree of 

interaction with our staff as they walk around the floors, playing gaming machines, looking 

around, engaging with me - to me it is a perfectly lawful, enjoyable pastime by a large number of 

people on a casual or regular basis. 

 

Dr HANNA - It is worth adding too that these are one of the most restricted products in 

Tasmania.  There is a very strict set of national standards that apply to all electronic gaming 

machines.  There is also a Tasmanian appendix, which adds even more layers of regulation over 

electronic gaming machines.  They are independently tested and we work extremely closely with 

the Gaming Commission and testing agencies to make sure all our machines are compliant. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - I just want to clarify the point you made that you believe people use EGMs 

knowing they're going to lose? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes, because it's part of the entertainment. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - I just don't think that is something that is clear if you walk into a venue.  

There are no signs to say, 'You're going to lose if you play this game'.  There are certainly signs to 

say, 'If you've got a problem, seek help', but I truly don't believe that people walk into a casino or 

poker machine venue expecting to lose their money.  They are there because they have the hope 

that they are going to win. 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think the vast majority of people enjoy playing the game.  They are 

actually buying time, they are buying the facilities, the interaction with our team and the 

interaction with their friends that they arrive and leave with.  It is very much part, I think, of the 

social fabric of how many people enjoy spending their recreational time and entertainment. 

 

Dr HANNA - With the most recent Know Your Odds campaign, I visited the bathroom 

recently in one of our properties and you look up when you are drying your hands and it shows 

exactly the situation you were pointing out, that over time the house has the edge and will win.  

The education and information strategies that government is also putting out are supporting that 

message that the house has an edge. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - If it is such an important part of the social fabric of people enjoying 

themselves, why aren't there EGMs in Saffire or at the Henry Jones Art Hotel? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Because they are not hotels.  They are not licensed premises in respect of - 

if you look at where poker machines are, they are in hotels, but not in resorts. 

 

CHAIR - Greg, I appreciate that when you walk through the casino you see the interaction 

and whatever.  I also see that when I go to a casino - and that is rare now - but if you go into a pub 

or a club sometimes it is not that relationship.  You see people sitting at the same machine for 
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hours on end and they don't interact as much.  I just think it is a different feeling between people 

gaming in a casino than perhaps your local pub and club.  I think that is the issue that has been 

highlighted to us through many of the submissions, that it's not quite as an enjoyable experience 

in a pub. 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think, though, it is fair to say if you go to any of the successful venues 

you will find a really good level of rapport between the licensed gaming staff and the patrons, 

whether people are playing the gaming machines or at the bar or getting something to eat.  For 

example, people will decide they are going to a venue on a Wednesday afternoon because they 

know Cathy is on and they have a rapport with her and feel comfortable in that environment.  I 

think it works both ways. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - I have a question relating to the location of EGMs.  In your submission 

you contend that the heat map produced by Anglicare is skewed.  Can you elaborate on that? 

 

Mr FARRELL - That is primarily around the lack of taking into consideration the location 

and size of the two casinos. 

 

Dr HANNA - That is right.  There are a couple of issues we saw with regard to that heat 

map.  Essentially what it is doing, as far as we can tell, is taking the Tasmanian Liquor and 

Gaming Commission stats about monthly EGM losses by municipalities and then applying those 

to the number of machines located in that municipality.  There are a couple of key issues there.  

Firstly, it doesn't take account of EGMs in casinos, and the two largest electronic gaming machine 

venues in the state are Wrest Point and the Country Club, so they are simply not included in that.  

Let's use the example of Hobart.  Wrest Point is in Sandy Bay, which is one of the more affluent 

suburbs, and draws heavily from the local area.  Expenditure by those people has not been 

included in that heat map.   

 

Secondly, all that accounts for is that is where the EGMs are located and that's where the 

losses attributed to that EGM are occurring, not where the player has come from.  The player of 

that EGM may have come from the local area, but there is a good chance they have come from a 

neighbouring local government area, another area of the state or even interstate.  I don't think it's a 

fair way to attribute.  The only way you can is through more complex, I guess, survey 

methodologies where you are actually asking the player, 'Where did you go?  How much did you 

spend, and where did you go to spend it?'.  While it is kind of a simplistic tool, it is not accurately 

showing that.  Another example is there are three municipalities where there are no electronic 

gaming machines - Southern Midlands, Central Highlands and Tasman.  The heat map indicates 

that there is absolutely zero expenditure by people from those municipalities, which we know 

would not be correct.  Those people would be going either to the nearest casino or to another 

gaming machine venue in another local government area.  They are the reasons I think that tool is 

not appropriate to accurately assess player losses by municipality.   

 

Mr FARRELL - We know that many patrons will drive past multiple venues to go to a 

particular venue because they feel more comfortable there.  In fact, the majority, almost every 

patron visiting Wrest Point is driving past multiple other potential gaming destinations to visit 

Wrest Point, whereas if they only played in their local municipality, Wrest Point would have very 

few patrons. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Do you track that data in any way?  I know you have said it is hard in 

terms of surveys, but for people who use your facilities regularly?  Do you have information or do 
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you know if other EGM operators around the state collect that type of information, in terms of the 

geographic location of the person that is coming using the EGMs? 

 

Dr HANNA - We have some idea, but only really with our two casino properties, Wrest 

Point and Country Club.  That would only be through our loyalty program members, which is 

clearly not all the people who have played the casino product or electronic gaming machines in 

those casinos.  We know, for example, for Wrest Point that the local postcode, Sandy Bay 7005, is 

where by far the biggest number of players come from, followed by 7050, which is Kingston. 

 

Mr BACON - But that's just the loyalty program.   

 

Dr HANNA - That is based on the loyalty program.  Obviously, there are other players who 

may walk into the venue and  we do not know where they are from.  From the data we have 

available that is what we can say. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - I just want to ask, following on from that, about the Country Club Casino, 

because I am well aware that people choose that particular venue in northern Tasmania to use it as 

a social outing.  I am just interested in whether you have any data you might be able to share with 

the committee about the economic value, particularly to the north, that I might add is struggling a 

bit in terms of economic development in generating Tasmania's economy at this point in time? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think in the last 12 months 900 000 people visited the Country Club.  Of 

that 900 000, about 10 per cent have stayed overnight.  The Country Club last year was 

recognised by the THA as Australia's best regional gaming destination and the Terrace Restaurant 

was recognised as the best restaurant in a hotel in Tasmania.  The Country Club has played an 

integral role in the fabric of northern Tasmania for 30-plus years now and has hosted a huge 

number of entertainment events and conferences that have brought not only acts that would not 

otherwise have been able to be available to northern Tasmania, but also many conferences and 

corporate events that have really helped promote and sponsor northern Tasmania. 

 

Dr HANNA - We are obviously a very major employer in the Launceston community.  As a 

company we employ around about 400 people in the Launceston area. 

 

Mr FARRELL - It is interesting that a current very modern term about casinos is 'integrated 

resorts', which was very much adopted after they found they could not market casinos directly in 

China, but an integrated resort was something that offered more than a casino.  It is fair to say the 

Country Club, built over 30 years ago, with an outstanding 18 hole golf course, the horse riding, 

the bush walking, the lake with access to fishing, was well and truly ahead of its time in 

integrating other activities with casino activities. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Do you have the same postcode loyalty numbers for the north of the state 

as perhaps you do for the south of the state?  I am just interested in the comparison there. 

 

Dr HANNA - We can take that on notice.  We know the Country Club has a very wide reach.  

Quite a number of the members of the program also travel from the north west coast. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - I would be interested in getting the numbers for the north as well as you 

have indicated the postcodes for the south. 

 

Mr FARRELL - We can certainly do that. 
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Ms DAWKINS - From the Productivity Commission in 2010 that had findings which 

indicated that 83 per cent of Tasmanians would prefer poker machines out of their pubs and clubs.  

Do you refute those findings or do you think the Productivity Commission is not using the right 

methodology? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I am not really aware of that finding and I am not aware of the way in 

which the research was conducted but I certainly do not get any sense that the majority of people 

adamantly want to see the removal of gaming machines. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - You really don't?  

 

Mr FARRELL - No. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - So the signs in the community, you don't get representations from 

individuals who have been harmed by poker machines? 

 

Mr FARRELL - In relation to the harm, we believe that anyone who is negatively impacted 

by any form of gambling is something that we feel very sorry about.  At the same time we believe 

the industry acts very responsibly in helping to minimise that through the 1800 858 858 number 

for the problem gambling services.  We are very supportive of the wide range of services that 

Anglicare provide and Relationships Tasmania provide in helping people with problem gambling.  

We are also very aware, though, that very often problem gambling is a symptom not a cause, and 

that very often people are being affected by other problems which might be personal, or might be 

financial, that are leading them to seek some way of breaking the cycle that they are in and for 

some of those people they will turn to gambling. 

 

Dr HANNA - We have been very strong supporters of programs like the exclusion program 

that we have in Tasmania.  We think it works very effectively.  There are really good 

opportunities if people want to break that cycle around gambling to get access to the support they 

need and exclude themselves from venues.  I know both in the venues we own and in the wider 

Tasmanian network of gaming venues that it is rigorously monitored.  We don't want people who 

have a problem and have excluded themselves going into those venues.  I think the Tasmanian 

case is a really good example of really strong Government regulation combined with a really 

committed industry to try to reduce any levels of harm and then access to strong support services.  

I think the numbers in terms of problem gambling rates at one half of one per cent of the adult 

population from the last SEIS study confirmed that we have got a pretty good model in Tasmania 

but the capacity to ever reduce those rates down to zero is [inaudible].  There is always going to 

be some level of those issues in the community. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Our statistics say that the problem is low risk but still problem gamblers 

number 20 000 people in Tasmania.  If you add their friends, their family, all of the people who 

are affected by that and you start looking at some really significant numbers in a very small 

population. 

 

Dr HANNA - Is it 20 000 problem gamblers in Tasmania? 

 

Ms DAWKINS - That is people with a risk of gambling - the low risk as well as the problem 

that is at significant risk.  We know from the studies that for every one person there is another five 
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to eight who have to live with what has happened to the people who have lost everything through 

gambling. 

 

Dr HANNA - I would add to that that the SEIS has shown that there is 2000 adults who are 

defined from the Canadian Problem Gambling Index as problem gamblers.  That is people who 

register scores of 8 or above, which is a global tool.  It is not one that we just apply in Tasmania 

so it is comparable nationally and globally.  So the number that has come up for problem 

gamblers is 2000. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Yes, and we are talking about the next level, the people who are at that risk 

level.  If someone is self-excluded from one of your venues, how do you ensure they don't walk 

into another venue the next week or the next day? 

 

Mr FARRELL - A person can self-exclude from a venue or a group of venues.  The 

councillor, when speaking to the person who is seeking to be excluded, will ask them about the 

venues they frequent.  They are asking the person to be honest and say, 'I frequent the following 

venues'.  Those venues are then notified, a photograph is sent to them, and the staff are informed.  

The staff's role is to independently try to assess people coming through and if they think someone 

might be on an exclusion list they will refer to the database.  If that person's photograph does align 

with the person, they will go up to that person and say, 'I'm sorry, you are excluded'.  In casinos, 

you can be excluded from the gaming areas or you may try to seek an exclusion where you are 

allowed to go into the food and beverage areas, but not to gaming areas.  This becomes very 

difficult for the person for their wellbeing.  It is not encouraged to have a statewide exclusion 

because in many respects it is extraordinarily difficult to exclude people from venues they have 

not frequented before for that venue to be responsible.   

 

There would be a number of times each year excluded people are identified in casinos and 

hotels.  They are politely asked to leave the premises.  In some respects, it is an obligation of the 

venues, but it is also an obligation by the excluded person to have some responsibility to try to 

manage their exclusion.  The industry has a very high level of adherence to the principle. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - I remember the opening of the Wrest Point Casino in 1973 and the 

huge impact it had on Hobart and Tasmania.  A lot of people have probably forgotten or are 

unaware of it.  Can you outline to the committee what impact you think Wrest Point has had on 

tourism, the economy and society in general? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Wrest Point has become synonymous with Hobart - the iconic Wrest Point 

tower - and it heralded into Tasmania a significant break in what had been seen in the tourism 

industry.  The thought behind Wrest Point in the first instance was about the creation of a business 

that was not seasonal, it was a business that would be attractive to guests on a 365-day basis.   

 

Until recently, Hobart and Tasmania has had a very seasonal economy from a tourism 

perspective and Wrest Point was designed to help break that.  Wrest Point led to a new level of 

sophistication from a restaurant and cuisine perspective, and many of the leading restaurateurs in 

Tasmania spent their early apprenticeships working at Wrest Point.   

 

Wrest Point has hosted some fantastic events and conferences and brought a great array of 

entertainers to Tasmania.  In the early years it was very much a driving force for tourism numbers.  

In some respects a bit like MONA has become in the recent decade.  Wrest Point's role in 
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Tasmania and in modern Tasmania has been profound.  It is something the company and our 

family is extremely proud of. 

 

Dr HANNA - It is interesting, too, that Dr Graeme Tonks and Professor Mark Dibben 

recently wrote a book about Wrest Point and the impact it has had.  They found, since it opened, 

approximately 45 million people have been through the doors of Wrest Point, which is a huge 

number.  At the time - and this is sometimes lost - there were estimates that it had a positive uplift 

by about 12 per cent in the local Hobart economy once Wrest Point opened. 

 

Mr FARRELL - In fact, I think it is still about 1.5 million visitors a year visiting Wrest 

Point, and over 10 per cent of those will stay at Wrest Point.  I think Graham Thompson also 

determined that Wrest Point has created jobs for 25 000 people over the years.  It has a relatively 

or very low level of turnover, which makes that figure even more surprising. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - We've all heard about the Mac 1 project; can you tell us about the 

concept and what will make Mac 1 more unique than other hotels? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Mac 1 is quite a unique proposition.  The hotel is being built on the same 

site as the Macquarie No. 1 shed.  In physical shape it very much resembles that of a warehouse, 

which is to ensure that it fits into the surrounding landscape.  The hotel has 114 rooms and 65 per 

cent of the rooms will face the water.  The average room size is greater than 50 square metres, so 

they are almost double the standard hotel room, with extremely spacious bathrooms and walk-in 

wardrobes as well as every room having a veranda.  The hotel has been positioned on the basis of 

its unbelievable location on Constitution Dock and is very much the size and the quality of the fit 

out of the rooms.  We're also taking the hotel to a different level from an interpretation 

perspective.  Every room will tell the story of a unique Tasmanian.  There are 114 stories.  As you 

walk up to your door you will see a face looking at you that is etched into the door, with a short 

sentence about the life of that person.  Inside that room will give you a greater understanding of 

that person. 

 

CHAIR - Greg, are there going to be any gaming tables, EGMs or gambling in this hotel or 

not? 

 

Mr FARRELL - No, there are not. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - There is very strong community support for MONA and David 

Walsh's proposal for a new development of a high-rolling casino for interstate and international 

guests.  I note you have set out in your submission the features you believe this potential casino 

licence would have.  If that licence was consistent with these features and the casino licences at 

Wrest Point and Country Club were extended beyond 2023, for the same period as a casino 

licence at MONA, would you support a MONA casino licence being granted prior to 2023? 

 

CHAIR - That question is a good question, but can we put it with reference (g), otherwise we 

are going to jump around.  Robert, I will ask you to ask that again at (g)? 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - Yes, no worries. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - You already have a heads up on that one. 

 



PUBLIC 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON FUTURE GAMING MARKETS, HOBART 7/2/2017 

(FARRELL/HANNA)  66 

CHAIR - The only other reference is (a), we haven't touched on is the type of machine.  I 

would like to refer that to the harm minimisation.  Just before you, we had a discussion about 

three second rolls and six seconds, so we will deal with that then.   

 

We will move on to (b) Reviews of Financial and Social Economic Impact Studies.  You 

have mentioned it already.  We have some information on that.  We know the fourth one is being 

undertaken at the moment and you have referred to that in some of your deliberations already.  

What input do you have into that conversation and how much do you bear weight on what comes 

out of the SEIS process? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think it is fair to say the company makes substantive submissions to the 

SEIS about it, depending on the terms of reference.  We do take a very active role in ensuring we 

have input into the SEIS study.  Daniel is our author of our submissions. 

 

Dr HANNA - Yes, we take those extremely seriously.  There have been three social and 

economic impact studies now done of gambling in Tasmania.  We would argue it is probably the 

most comprehensive review of the gambling environment and prevalence of problem gambling 

done anywhere in Australia, despite us being the smallest jurisdiction.  Our submission was 

attached to theirs to give you a flavour of what we do there.  

 

One thing I would say is we were quite surprised that are actually only six submissions to the 

third social and economic impact study.  Obviously we took a lot of time over ours and it was 

comprehensive but there were only six in total and I would argue that is probably only two that 

were substantive, ourselves and Anglicare.  We were quite surprised that there was limited 

interest from organisations being prepared to put in submissions to that process. 

 

I can say we have laid out some of the facts that we saw from the most recent social and 

economic impact study but we definitely take consideration of it when it comes out.  As a 

company we have a look at what the results of that study say, what that says about how we are 

going, about our focus on harm minimisation, and if there are things that we could or should be 

doing.  We do take them very seriously both as input and then also the output of those studies. 

 

CHAIR - Do you believe they should continue to inform the community? 

 

Dr HANNA - I think others have made submissions that perhaps every three years maybe 

getting a little too regular and you don't get enough time to implement anything between one 

coming out and another one starting.  We would tend to agree with that.  There have been three 

done, they have been very comprehensive and we are not arguing that they shouldn't continue, but 

perhaps - 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Five years? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think Tasmania, in all reality, has had more research into gaming 

machines and gambling than any other jurisdiction in Australia. 

 

CHAIR - We will go to (c), consideration of Government's post-2023 gaming structural 

framework.  Do you believe venue-based ownership and control of EGMs should be allowed in 

the post-2023 environment? 
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Mr FARRELL - We believe there are clearly two models.  There is a model that has stood 

the test of time for 20 years, which is a single operator model which we have clearly articulated 

has a number of benefits in being able to administer gambling in Tasmania and has proven to have 

very strong regulatory controls, has led to a very low incidence of problem gambling, and in our 

view has led to a very well-managed and structured industry.  We are also clearly aware that, for 

want of another word, we are the last one standing.  Every other jurisdiction has moved to a 

different model, including Victoria, which was the last one to move in 2011.  It went from a 

duopoly of Tattersalls and Tabcorp to a deregulated model where venues have access to owning 

their own gaming machines.   

 

We are aware that there is a strong push by a number of operators in Tasmania that it's time 

for an assessment of a model that will allow them to have greater controls.  We are of the view 

that probably a number of venues now after 20 years have a level of sophistication and 

professionalism that was not there 20 years ago.  They also have probably a level of financial 

wherewithal that was not there 20 years ago that would have allowed even the initial financing of 

gaming machines in venues, given that at this point in time the average cost of a gaming machine 

is about $30 000, that gaming machines are owned and financed by the Federal Group and a rental 

arrangement is made.  For 20 years that has proven to be an effective model for venues but I think 

from our perspective if this committee or the Government ultimately determine on one model or 

another, we would seek to be an active participant in that process.  We are continuing to do some 

of our own modelling and would welcome the opportunity to have a greater level of discussion 

about this very subject over the coming months as you formulate your own views. 

 

CHAIR - Why is it that Federal assert that any reduction in gaming machines should come 

from pubs and clubs and not from the casinos itself? 

 

Mr FARRELL - In all reality, the ministerial statement reduced the number of gaming 

machines in Tasmania by 150.  Of those 150, 120 were not there, so it left the 30.  We believe that 

over the ensuing years between now and 2023, the 30 gaming machines will be easily managed 

out of the system, so we don't believe there is a requirement to reduce the number of gaming 

machines from either Wrest Point or the Country Club. 

 

CHAIR - If it came to 2023 and nobody put their hand up to get rid of the 30 machines from 

pubs and clubs - and that is one of the Government's reforms - might Federal come to the party 

then?  Would you consider that? 

 

Mr FARRELL - For 50 years we have been responsible for the management of gaming in 

Tasmania and have always tried to do the right thing, so I hope the right outcome would be found. 

 

CHAIR - Don't get me wrong, the single licensing arrangement between Federal and 

Network Gaming worked very well in setting up the fledgling industry 30, 40 or 50 years ago. 

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes. 

 

CHAIR - Do you think that people now raise their eyebrows and say, 'Gosh, that's a unique 

situation where you have the largest operator of EGMs in the state actually controlling the 

allocation or provision of the gaming machines'?  Do you see how that has created an issue?  I 

know you have recognised it.  Do you think the Government is on the right track about looking 

for -  
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Mr FARRELL - In the first instance it's fair to say that when it was first mooted that Federal 

Hotels was going to control gaming beyond that of the casinos, and furthermore that Federal had a 

right, if it so sought, to participate in the industry it was controlling through owning licensed 

gaming venues, that raised a lot of eyebrows and a lot of concerns.  From day one, my perspective 

was that the Network Gaming would be run as an independent business and I or our other 

business would not have influence over the allocation of gaming product. 

 

Furthermore, despite the fact that it was not legislated for by arrangement, we informed the 

THA at that time that the Federal Group would not, by buying a hotel in order to add gaming 

machines to its division of Network Gaming, apply for that venue to be an applicant for gaming 

product.  In the event that our fledgling Vantage Group sought to acquire venues, it would stand 

in the open market and acquire them totally independently.  I can say 20 years post that there has 

never been one incrimination of any impropriety by the company.   

 

On one hand I am very proud of our record.  Having said that, I can see that that model could 

continue, or I could see that another model that enabled venues to own their own licensed gaming 

products could also be a viable option and one that would be likely supported by a large number 

of venue owners. 

 

CHAIR - Is there a public policy reason why the functions currently performed by Network 

Gaming should not be licensed by the Tasmanian Licence and Gaming Commission and made 

testable? 

 

Mr FARRELL - In some respects the community interest test for new venues does that, very 

much so.  Network Gaming would no longer have a role in whether it approves it or otherwise.  

There would be a two-step or three-step process.  A venue would apply for a licensed premises 

gaming licence.  To do that they need to be a fit and proper person to hold such a licence.  After 

gaining that licence they would then make an application for the community interest test.  

However that assessment was formally then to be done, they would then be informed as to 

whether they would be granted product.  In the event they are granted product under the existing 

model, we would be informed to supply them with gaming product, which would further 

complicate -  

 

Mr BACON - And you wouldn't have any discretion over that? 

 

Mr FARRELL - We would have no discretion over that. 

 

Mr BACON - This is before 2023? 

 

Mr FARRELL - This is before.  This is once the public interest test actually becomes 

effective, which we expect to be sometime later in 2017. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - It has been suggested in a submission that Tasmania being a small state 

lacks the economies of scale for EGMs, that they are expensive to regulate.  Do you have a 

comment on that?  You probably know the industry better than most. 

 

Mr FARRELL - Under the single operator model the cost to government of the regulation of 

gaming is less than if it was to be a venue ownership model.  At the moment, a number of 

functions we carry out as a company, providing them information and sweeping of accounts, the 

provision of funds to the government on a regular basis, it is fair to say probably some of those 
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functions would be carried out by the Government or the Liquor and Gaming Commission.  There 

may be additional costs imposed in that way, but those same costs or models are applied in other 

jurisdictions.  Depending ultimately on the model, there may be the opportunity for some of the 

additional costs or way in which the industry is managed to be constructed by a different model.  

There may actually be a greater level of involvement by a monitoring provider who will continue 

to do some of the functions that we are currently performing through Network Gaming.  There is 

a lot of water to go under the bridge but it is not an over-imposing imposition. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - With regard to the government framework around a market-based 

mechanism for EGMs in the future, your submission contends that looking at the licences one of 

these options would be complicated and include increased levels of risk.  Can you suggest a 

pathway forward, given the Government's policy framework around that?  Not for a moment 

pre-empting what this committee will come out with, what type of framework do you think could 

fulfil that market-based mechanism while still taking into consideration the increased complexity 

and levels of risk that would be acceptable to industry? 

 

Mr FARRELL - In the first instance there would need to be a call made on which model was 

to be endorsed because that would lead to a different implementation.  Given there will be 3500 

plus gaming machines in Tasmania in 2023, part of the complexity in the event that a single 

operator model wasn't to continue would be how you then deal with the product that is already in 

Tasmania?  Do the venues purchase or finance to buy their existing product?  If Network Gaming 

wasn't to be the central monitoring agency for some reason, how do you manage the transfer 

between one backbone to another backbone?  There are a number of issues which require a lot of 

working through.  The first test would be which model was to be endorsed. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Taking into account the fact that the transition to something new would 

potentially be quite complicated, if we were moving to a different model in the future, and the 

transition was seamless, do you see a market-based mechanism as still having that risk and 

complexity or is it more just that transition period that has that risk and complexity, or is it the 

new model of whatever it is down the track? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think it really depends on - the devil's in the detail.  If we look at what has 

occurred in other jurisdictions, there have been unintended consequences of policy decisions in 

relation to gaming seen in Victoria which did prove to be a lot more complex and nowhere near 

perhaps a smoother transition from a duopoly in the ownership model as would have originally 

been - 

 

Ms COURTNEY - What happened there?  I don't know much about the Victorian 

background. 

 

Mr FARRELL - In Victoria, what they attempted to do was enable government to raise 

income by way of a tender process for gaming machines.  They ultimately ended up deriving 

significantly less income than the government thought it would through the way in which they 

conducted the tender process but also they probably ended up with some inequality in how venues 

gain gaming machines.  It was probably nowhere near as successful as the government originally 

thought it would be, for either the government or the venues. 

 

CHAIR - We will go to consideration of future taxation and licensing requirements.  Do have 

any views about the level of taxation for gaming machines, especially for venues with 30 or more 

machines?  I am wondering what your views are about the current taxation arrangements. 
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Mr FARRELL - I think it is fair to say that if we go back to how the arrangements were put 

in place, when the government negotiated with the Federal Group in the last round in 1993, the 

gaming machine tax rates were consolidated at one level, which was the 35 per cent statewide, as 

were table gaming tax rates and as was keno. 

 

At the time, from the company's perspective, it really didn't matter because in some respects 

it was to be that the tax rates were applied higher in the network or lower in the network, or higher 

in the [inaudible] or lower in the [inaudible], given our modelling at that time. 

 

If we fast-forward and we then say there is no longer going to be the one licence holder, 

therefore, in our view, it is clear that the tax rates and licence fees need to be assessed on the basis 

of comparative casinos and comparative networks.  That is to do not only with saving the tax rates 

but also the licence fees.  The licence fees paid by Wrest Point and Country Club at the moment 

are $1.8 million per annum each, so $3.6 million applied to each casino. 

 

In many respects, we think of that as being a licence fee applicable to the state for the 

network, however, they are actually levying against the casinos, not the network.  If we think 

about the tax rates levied against the casinos in relation to electronic gaming machines, the tax 

rate of 35 per cent stand-alone for a casino in a regional area, is the highest in Australia. 

 

The reason why it is the highest in Australia is that we bear the benefit of operating the 

network.  So in many respects we would argue very strongly that when you deconstruct a model, 

you have to look at how you make up the sums of the parts.  A 35 per cent tax rate in the network 

is actually a relatively low tax rate compared to other jurisdictions, where the tax rates in the 

casino are extremely high. 

 

If we look at other regional casinos such as Townsville, Cairns and Darwin, we are talking 

about tax rates of electronic gaming machines of 20 per cent and we are talking about licence fees 

of well less than half that applicable to Wrest Point and Country Club. 

 

When we are looking at the tax rates in relation to hotels, it is fair to say that most states 

operate under bands of tax rates.  There is only one hotel in Tasmania that fits into the higher 

bands in most of those other jurisdictions, which points to the relatively lower revenues achieved 

in Tasmanian hotels and clubs, which is, in part, a factor of the way in which the industry is 

structured with the $5 maximum bet, which doesn't occur in most jurisdictions with the 30-line 

maximum with gaming machines where in most jurisdictions it is 50.  With the access to cash, 

most gaming machines in Tasmania do not have note acceptors.  In many respects we would see a 

future model where it is able to construct a model that allows for the government not to be worse 

off and it allows for the casino tax rates to be effectively reduced, some of the reduction would be 

assumed by increasing tax rates in the network and then ultimately it is under the commission 

structure retained by the one-operator model either reduces or in the event that it is an venue 

ownership model then the relationship to the venue's commissions, the tax goes up but so does the 

ability for the venue to create additional income. 

 

CHAIR - You mentioned the difference in percentages between Cairns and Townsville and 

Tasmanian casinos.  Is the community support levy unique to Tasmania or does that happen in 

other jurisdictions as well? 
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Mr FARRELL - I will ask Daniel to answer it, but in some jurisdictions there are other 

forms of community support levy.  It is not necessarily our way of expressing community support 

levy with the 50 per cent, 25 per cent and 25 per cent. 

 

Dr HANNA - Each jurisdiction does something different.  Some have something formal that 

they call a levy, but with others it is more of an informal arrangement.  I think that is probably 

some information that the committee will gather.  Let's say it is vastly different when you move 

across the country what each jurisdiction does about levies, whether they formalise it.  Some don't 

formalise it at all and others do, and they have different percentages and different arrangements 

for those. 

 

CHAIR - Can you provide for me then, as it has been raised in the submission, a justification 

for why the pubs and clubs per EGM pay a 4 per cent community support levy and there is not 

one on the EGMs that are in casinos.  I think it would be interesting for business and people to 

understand that relationship and why that has occurred and how that has worked out. 

 

Mr FARRELL - If we go back to the beginning, so to speak, when it was decided that 

gaming machines would be provided outside the casino's licence to hotels and clubs, the 

government at the time determined that there would be then changes to the make-up of hotels.  At 

that time, many hotels participated in more fundraising events in the hotel.  Many of those 

fundraising events were community-based and also in part based on helping bringing the 

communities to the hotels.  The community support levy was then seen as being a replacement for 

that.  It was to do with the 25 per cent due to recreational clubs and 25 per cent due to charities. 

 

The casinos have obviously developed a strong level and presence of responsible gaming 

within the venues and have a significant investment in ensuring responsible gaming practices.  

The 50 per cent of the community support levy applicable to the income from hotels and clubs 

was to help them support the increased level of awareness that needed to be done through the 

funding of research, but also the carrying out of services which ultimately, by and large, have 

been done through Anglicare and Relationships Australia. 

 

In some respects, if it was deemed then it was not a requirement for the casinos to pay a CSL, 

or at the time the government could have hypothecated some of the taxation revenues attributable 

of the casinos to the CSL, but it chose not to do that.  It is also probably fair to say that if we 

fast-forward over those years, the casinos have continued to not only invest in player protection 

measures within the casinos but also strongly supporting the communities that they operate in on 

the basis of our significant level of investment of some $1.8 million plus a year to a whole range 

of community-approved organisations.  Some are significant, like Crime Stoppers and Variety, 

but many are not, and many are to support local communities in a way that would be difficult for 

them to do otherwise.  We personally believe we have been very good custodians of helping to 

support the communities in which we operate.  One such initiative is our Helping Hand initiative 

and I will ask Daniel to speak to that for a moment. 

 

Dr HANNA - As Greg has said, we have a really strong commitment to community support.  

We put in over $1.8 million last year into a range of charities and organisations.  We focus on 

those that probably wouldn't otherwise be able to get access to support.   

 

As Greg mentioned, one of those is our Helping Hand program.  Every fortnight we give 

$1000 to another organisation.  Some of the ones we have looked at recently are the Latrobe Fire 

Brigade, where we purchased a defibrillator; the Huon Volunteer Ambulance, where we provided 
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a lifting device, something they needed.  That is an example of the sorts of things we are doing all 

the time in the community, as well as the long-term relationships we have with significant 

statewide organisations such as Variety, Crime Stoppers, the No Interest Loan Scheme and a raft 

of others.  That commitment is something that has been there for the long term, so we don't jump 

in and out of support for community organisations.  We are there for the long haul.  Some of those 

examples we are giving, we have been supporting those organisations for well over 20 years.  We 

don't do it because we want public recognition or a pat on the back, we do it because it is the right 

thing to do and the organisations are doing good work in the community. 

 

CHAIR - You mentioned before about the taxes for keno and EGMs.  It has been put to us - 

and I want to test the voracity of this question - given the increase in keno gambling and the 

relatively low rates of tax applied to it, is there any reason the taxes for that product should not be 

increased, at least in line with EGMs?   

 

Mr FARRELL - In reality we feel the tax rates for keno are appropriate.  They are about 

mid-range in line with other jurisdictions.  Keno is enjoyed by a large number of Tasmanians.  It 

has an extremely low level of relationship to problem gambling; it is a very social product.  It 

does not then require any of the additional investment or costs you might see through problem 

gambling through gaming machines.  We believe there is no correlation in the tax rates applicable 

to keno to gaming machines.  Otherwise we could argue it should be the same for table gaming.  

Table gaming attracts a lower tax rate than keno, and keno attracts a lower tax rate than gaming 

machines. 

 

CHAIR - Dr James Boyce stated in his submission that 90 per cent of poker machine losses 

after tax are transferred to Federal Hotels.  Do you agree with this statement?  If not, was your 

assessment of the proportion of poker machine losses not distributed to government or the 

community but were retained by Federal Hotels?  You may want to take that on notice because it 

involves numbers and I appreciate that.  I could provide one of your staff with that question if you 

want to take it on notice. 

 

Mr FARRELL - We will certainly take that on notice. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - In your submission you say reforms are particularly required in EGM tax 

rates applied to casinos in any licence fees.  You mentioned before some of the other regional 

casinos around Australia.  I know we have a small population in Tasmania but Hobart is our 

capital, so why would Hobart be treated as regional?  Maybe we could content the Country Club 

could be. 

 

Mr FARRELL - Hobart is roughly the same size as Townsville; Cairns is significantly larger 

than Launceston.  It is indisputable that Hobart, even though it is our capital city, is not a capital 

city when compared to Melbourne or Sydney with their population base compared to Brisbane, 

Perth or Adelaide, all of which are four times the population of Hobart, at least.  To my mind 

there can be no contention other than that Hobart is a regional city compared to other cities in 

Australia. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Have you found in other states there are different tax rates or license fees 

for the casinos in capitals versus the ones in the regional areas? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes, there are.  Normally speaking, the tax rates in the capitals, say in 

Sydney and Melbourne and Brisbane, are more like the taxes that we pay as a regional casino in 
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Hobart than the tax rates applicable to true regional casinos such as Townsville, Cairns, Darwin or 

Adelaide.  It is almost where you are comparing 35-plus per cent tax rates to 20 per cent tax rates. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - You mentioned before it was about $1.8 million for each of the casinos 

you operate in Tasmania, do you advocate or see any flexibility in future for that coupling to not 

exist any more?  The reason I say that in terms of having the same fee is because we see a lot of 

investment in the south of the state at the moment.  We have Mac 1.  I think you have flagged or 

earmarked possible upgrades of Wrest Point, we have the new one down at Port Arthur that will 

potentially happen.  I think one of the submissions contends the Country Club could possibly be 

in need of a spruce up in future.  Would you submit or would you think there is the possibility of 

looking at different license fees or regimes to look at helping stimulating economic activity 

outside of Hobart? 

 

Mr FARRELL - We would contend in the first instance that the license fees attributable to 

Wrest Point and Country Club at this time are there because of the network.  It is the licence fees 

we would expect to be reduced significantly in future.  This will then allow for a greater of ability 

to invest in other business opportunities.   

 

We would see that the Government would require a model where the Government is not 

worse off.  There may be a way of thinking about licence fees proportional to the gaming product 

around the state, as opposed to locked to a premise.  If you were to think about gaming machines 

on the basis of the 3550 machines contributing to licence fees as opposed to the premises of Wrest 

Point and Country Club. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - In relation to that model you talked about where venue ownership of the 

EGMs might come into play, would that be a bigger risk to Government to receive their money, if 

they were waiting on individuals when we have such a lot of small clubs and pubs? 

 

Mr FARRELL - That could be.  It really depends on how the model was to be introduced. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - Even up front, sometimes big dollars are hard to get your hands on, 

whereas a monthly fee is often easier. 

 

Mr FARRELL - At the moment Network Gaming would sweep accounts.  We ensure then 

taxation is collected and paid to the Government.  There could be a view that depending on the 

ultimate model.  Network Gaming, or an entity such as that, could continue to perform that 

function, or the Government would have to determine another way to have confidence they were 

going to be paid. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - That came to mind when we were talking about that.  I know how hard it is 

for small venues when they have volunteer committees and boards to help maintain the day-to-

day running.  It is something I will ponder, thank you. 

 

CHAIR - How effective are harm-reduction measures?  How can they be more effective, in 

your opinion?  Would measures aimed at addressing underlying causes of problem gambling be 

more effective than measures that address only the symptoms?  At the moment we have a system 

where we seem to be addressing the consequences of it instead of the source of it.  That has come 

through in the impact studies as well. 
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Mr FARRELL - I will ask Daniel for some of the detail, but we contend they have been 

highly successful.  The low prevalence of problem gambling is a direct indication of that.  I think 

you have to be careful you do not throw the baby out with the bathwater.  If we continue to clamp 

down on the industry and put more and more restrictions on it, in my view all you are going to do 

is drive the industry out.  Secondly, you are going to drive problem gamblers to where you do not 

want them to be, which is onto unregulated internet gaming sites. 

 

My view is that the more that we can promote a healthy, well-regulated industry that is 

attractive for people to go and play the gaming machines, play their table gaming, play their 

flutter on the keno, that is healthy.  Trying to drive the industry into extinction is not healthy for 

the industry, but I think ultimately it is actually not healthy for the community, particularly those 

who have problem gambling tendencies. 

 

Dr HANNA - We have tried to lay out in our submission, probably more in section 13, that 

we believe Tasmania has probably the most stringent harm-minimisation measures in place.  

Successive governments have made changes over a number of years to that regime.  Where it 

currently sits, if you compare it with other jurisdictions, we would argue it would be very hard to 

have any argument that there is a jurisdiction more tightly regulated than Tasmania's. 

 

There is, I guess, a list that we provided on pages 72 and 73, and I am not going to go through 

each and every one of those, but some of them are availability controls, for example, about who, 

when and how you can access product and how that product looks or performs.  Tasmania 

consistently has the tightest regulations of anywhere in Australia.  Look, for example, at 

maximum bets.  At the moment we have the lowest of any jurisdiction at $5.  We have the lowest 

number of lines that can be played on a machine at 30.  That is lower than any other jurisdiction.  

The list goes on.  There is a raft of significant controls that we believe are measures that get to 

issues of things like availability.  Just to add to that, there has been a really strong commitment 

from the industry in partnership with government controls to do whatever is necessary over and 

above that to minimise the opportunity for problem gambling to occur. 

 

For example, at Wrest Point and Country Club, we engage responsible gambling managers.  

They are in separate parts of the business from those that derive the revenue, so their job is to 

ensure that we have a responsible process in place.  We have systems and processes, but we also 

have staff who are adequately trained in identifying things like behaviours around people who are 

playing within our venues, and to then take action if they need to. 

 

We have many examples of where our staff have intervened, where they have identified a 

player who is having some concerns with their gambling and have taken the appropriate action.  

The ideal outcome would be that they get referred to self-exclusion programs and get access to 

counselling but sometimes where the player was not prepared to do that, we have had to take the 

tough decision of excluding them ourselves and saying, 'We're worried about you.  We want to 

exclude you from our venue for a period of time for your own safety', if you like.  The mix of 

government regulation, which we argue is the tightest of anywhere, the really strong commitment 

that our company has shown, and the availability of really good support services has delivered a 

really strong model in Tasmania. 

 

CHAIR - The harm factor is one of the ones that has come forward to us most in the 

submissions.  We will be dealing with that mostly next week when we have different groups 

addressing us.   
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Ms DAWKINS - My question is about precommitments.  That probably is the next stage 

considering the raft of [inaudible] already put in so we can see [inaudible].  We have [inaudible] 

people cannot be given [inaudible] machines - all of those things that you well know.  How do 

you feel about the mandatory precommitment?  Somebody would not need to self-exclude or be 

excluded if they could just say, '$20 is all I'm going to lose today, thanks.'  They still have an 

experience, but not lose everything. 

 

Mr FARRELL - Pre-commitment schemes were definitely, I guess, based on jurisdictions.  

In a number of jurisdictions such as Queensland, if you sign up for a voluntary precommitment 

scheme, what happens is that when you reach your limit, which might be time or money based, it 

does not prevent you from not continuing to gamble.  It prevents you from not continuing to earn 

loyalty points.  Your penalty in that instance is you are not earning rewards, but you can continue 

to gamble.  From the company's perspective we see the Tasmanian Gaming Commission 

introducing a gaming management system.  Part of gaining management system approval for how 

it will operate in Wrest Point and Country Club is for our Forte Club members, who are I guess 

are our premium gaming machine players, to play gaming machine product like that is able to be 

played in New South Wales or Melbourne, which the commission have approved to play, the 

player will have to have a mandatory precommitment.  They will have to set limits on playing that 

device because it is less restrictive than the current devices that operate on the casino floors. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - You are saying there is a cohort of people who are EGM gamblers who 

have gone up to the next level with a premium membership where they get to access a different 

kind of machine with the rewards? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Not yet. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Not yet, but that is where you are moving? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes.  They are the same players who frequent interstate casinos to play 

product that they cannot play in Tasmania. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - If we just take it back a step then and assume that you can program a 

machine to have a mandatory precommitment, there are thousands of patents being put forward 

every year for new types of EGMs, so let's assume that those clever people can include this in a 

type of machine.  Why wouldn't you allow for that to happen, irrespective of any other rewards, 

points or any other groups that they may belong to - just sitting down to any machine that you 

own anywhere in Tasmania and saying, 'Today $20 is it, no more'? 

 

Mr FARRELL - To date it is obviously up to the individual patron who decides to spend $5, 

$10 or $20.  As we mentioned, voluntary precommitment schemes by and large actually don't stop 

you from leaving that machine and going to another machine.  They have been in our 

understanding not determined to be a terribly successful impediment to the management of 

problem gambling. 

 

Dr HANNA - What you are mentioning is a mandatory precommitment of which there are 

none anywhere around Australia. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - So you are saying it absolutely cannot be done or we should never talk 

about it again in this instance because it is impractical and hasn't been invented yet? 
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Dr HANNA - What we are saying and what most of the studies show is that most players 

precommit.  When they go to a gaming venue they determine how much money they can afford to 

spend and that is what they do.  They are making their own decisions around that.  Obviously this 

debate has been around for many years, and if you start enforcing that on people you are taking 

away their capacity to go into a gaming venue easily and play. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Essentially you are refuting any of the people who have submitted that on 

the grounds of operant conditioning essentially is taking away people's rational minds for that 

moment, because they are releasing dopamine - and I know you know how that works - so that 

people are no longer are the person who sat down to the machine and has been playing and had 

dopamine being released and is in this cycle where the bells and whistles are keeping them 

connected to that machine.  They don't essentially have the same free will as somebody who is not 

doing that.  A mandatory precommitment or any kind of stoppage for them is a way they can still 

have all of those things happen, but they get to a point where they know they have lost all they 

can afford.  Under the current system that does not happen and they keep losing until they have 

lost more than they can afford and that is a problem.  That is why the 42 different organisations 

have signed up to the alliance, because they are very concerned for the vulnerable people in our 

community. 

 

Mr FARRELL - What we have found, though, is that by and large the voluntary 

precommitment schemes have not been very successful.  In all reality it is the person who has the 

indication to do that compulsive disorder who is not going to be adequately managing their 

expenditure. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - It is not a disorder; it is a completely normal neurological circumstance.  

That is exactly what will happen to anybody in that situation.  You can be involved in taking 

drugs or it can be a whole range of things, but essentially it is an addiction cycle that we're talking 

about that many people have submitted.  That is the problem with poker machines.  People can't 

stop. 

 

Mr FARRELL - I contend that is not the case.  To a small percentage of the population, 

clearly it is.  I observe them every day stopping and going home; they were not consumed for the 

whole day playing.  I see many people who manage their sessions, manage their time in a totally 

responsible way. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - It's the ones who can't that I am talking about. 

 

Dr HANNA - The story you are painting there is a fairly simplistic one that somehow a 

gambling product is the cause.  As we know from all the research, gambling is complex and varies 

by individual.  There will often be co-morbidities.  There are a range of issues going on in that 

person's life and to simply say that somehow restricting access to a gaming machine is going to 

resolve all those issues I don't think is correct.  We have to have appropriate controls in place.  We 

have always said we support that, but the research says it is a far more complex issue than the one 

you are...  

 

CHAIR - Fortunately we will be listening to people who are also professional or learned in 

that area so we will be able to get a balance of that view. 
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Ms COURTNEY - You say in your submission problem gambling in Tasmania is falling 

below the national average.  Do you think there are still further steps that can be taken to increase 

or minimise harm?  Do you think there are other things that could possibly be done in the future? 

 

Mr FARRELL - We will probably continue to see falling levels of problem gambling.  As 

internet gambling continues to flourish, we will see more and more people who have a 

compulsive disorder and who do not want to be part of the social environment of a hotel, club or 

casino and also who don't want to come under the auspices of our responsible gaming people to 

see that this person is showing behaviour that could be problem gambling and counselled.   

 

In some respects we are seeing both [inaudible] which is in part due to the regulatory 

controls.  I would think that we have to be very careful that by trying to continue to close down 

the industry, by making it more restrictive, we are going to be destroying a successful, flourishing 

industry on one hand but we are not going to be truly addressing the problem of problem 

gambling because we would be driving them to unregulated sites where there is access to debt on 

their credit cards to play.  We have to be really careful in working through these issues.  In my 

view, the industry needs to be regulated, particularly if we go down the operant model, even more 

so, but I don't think that is about imposing more limitations on the way in which a person can 

enjoy playing a lawful product. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - In some of the submissions it has been suggested that the EGMs on the east 

coast - and I am not talking about the electorate of Apsley specifically, I am talking about the east 

coast of Australia - are more harmful than those in Western Australia.  It has been suggested that 

the type of machines used in Western Australia are different and don't pull people in as much. 

 

Mr FARRELL - There is a distinction in the machines that operate in Western Australia in 

the Burswood Casino.  The gaming machines that are approved are working on a more similar 

model to table games.  You can play keno machines, blackjack machines or machines that 

simulate the rules and that is to meet the requirement that they are aligned to casino games as 

opposed to the algorithms for driving a standard gaming machine.  That was a decision made by 

the Western Australian government many years ago.  It's fair to say that when Tasmanian first 

introduced gaming machines we were restricted to ones that worked on a similar model to table 

games, so we had machines where you could play blackjack, keno games, and they operated for 

some years prior to the government approving the introduction of the more standard gaming 

machines you see around Australia.   

 

Ms RATTRAY - So you don't agree with the statement that the type of EGMs we have in 

Tasmania and on the eastern seaboard contribute to problem gambling?   

 

Mr FARRELL - The types of machines and games played in Australia are often the same 

that are played throughout the UK and USA, so it's actually rather than what is played in Western 

Australia.   

 

Ms RATTRAY - Acknowledging that WA doesn't have them in pubs and clubs.   

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes.  It is interesting to note that Western Australia doesn't conduct SEIS 

either, so we don't know what the rate of problem gambling is there.   

 

Ms RATTRAY - That's interesting.   
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Mr FARRELL - So in some respects people want to paint a picture and say its better but 

they do that without any information whatsoever.   

 

Ms RATTRAY - We had the Tasmanian Gaming Commission make a presentation earlier 

and they had done some modelling on the current spin rate of the reels.  They gave us a table that 

suggested if the maximum bet per spin was $5 and spin rate was increased to six seconds and then 

the maximum spins per hour went from 1200 to 600, the cost would decrease from $6000 to 

$3000 - the average expected loss - and theoretically the loss would only be $300 per hour per 

machine.  Have you looked at changing the spin models?   

 

Mr FARRELL - My understanding is that we have a spin rate that can't be graded in three 

seconds in Tasmania.  In some respects it comes down to if you're playing an EGM and you have 

to wait too long, you're obviously not going to be nearly as motivated or interested in playing.  In 

Tasmania it is three seconds.  I'm not sure what it is in NSW or Victoria -  

 

CHAIR - Five seconds, three and a half in Queensland and five in Western Australia.   

 

Mr FARRELL - Like everything, the devil's in the detail.   

 

Ms RATTRAY - I think I need to do more work on that.  It was interesting that the 

Tasmanian Gaming Commission had come up with that in their submission.  I might be worth 

having a look at to theoretically reduce the loss per hour but still get the benefit of enjoyment or 

sharing time.   

 

Mr FARRELL - In some respects it's buying time and taking longer to play.  It would 

depend on your motivation for playing as to whether that would be something conducive to a 

player.   

 

CHAIR - It is an interesting aspect you raised about pubs and clubs in WA and not having an 

impact study.  There you have to make an effort to get to the casino if you want to play the EGMs, 

where you don't have to make such an effort anymore in Tasmania because the machines are 

down the road and you can walk down and have a beer and play.  From that point of view I 

understand there are not impact studies there as required by legislation here with the advent of 

EGMs.   

 

Dr HANNA - Although we have a much lower density than other jurisdictions but also 

conduct a lot more studies that they do.  Other jurisdictions will have up to double the density of 

EGMs per head of population that do not conduct the studies that we do. 

 

CHAIR - I would like your opinion on this.  When EGMs were put into pubs and clubs in 

Tasmania a lot of people looked at what was happening on pubs and clubs in, say, New South 

Wales or in clubs, particularly the RSL clubs.  They could see it appeared as though a lot of the 

returns would be going back into that venue and so they provide cheaper meals for the patrons, 

bowling greens or entertainment at a lower value.  A Tasmanian's experience of a club on the 

mainland was that New South Wales [inaudible].  It seems as though that not occurred so much in 

Tasmania.  I suppose it is a question for the hospitality association. 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think it is a function of a couple of things.  One is clubs are part of the 

social fabric of New South Wales and Queensland.  Secondly, clubs have access to a much larger 
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number of gaming machines than hotels.  Whereas in Tasmania, the model was they could have 

up to 40 gaming machines and a hotel up to 30.  Of the eight clubs in Tasmania, not one has 40.   

 

In some respects a number of clubs start with gaming machines and, very much on the same 

basis as you are mentioning, they were unsuccessful in developing a business model that was 

supportive of gaming and their constituents.  For whatever reason, they did not even get to the 40 

number, let alone compared  to venues in New South Wales where there are clubs that have 

hundreds and hundreds that fund rugby league teams.  We are now seeing gaming venues in 

Victoria helping to fund AFL, and Queensland both professional sport but also a wide range of 

other social and recreational activities. 

 

CHAIR - In your submission it states somewhere that gaming has become part of the fabric 

in Tasmania.  I thought, yes, but the EGM is not part of the fabric in WA and they seem to be 

surviving quite well as a community and as a group.  You do not hear an outcry.  In fact, that 

community voted against the EGMs.  Back 20-30 years ago, we voted for it because of lots of 

different circumstances, such as trying to get Tasmania attached to the mainland, at least via a 

gaming opportunity.  Do you see gaming is to be a continual part of Tasmanian culture or 

community or do you think there is a chance that we should pull them back out of the pubs and 

clubs and restrict them to casinos? 

 

Mr FARRELL - In the first instance, we are supportive of the ministerial statement of 

March last year, which recognised that gaming was a lawful product and that it was in community 

hotels and clubs and the Government had no intention of removing them from licensed premises.  

We are supportive of that.   

 

If I go back over many years there was the original introduction of Wrest Point back in 1973.  

It was narrowly supported by referendum by the people of Tasmania.  There was still a lot of 

doomsayers who were saying it was going to bring corruption, crime, prostitution and problem 

gambling to Tasmania.  None of those things really developed anywhere near the extent it was 

originally thought.   

 

Twenty-four years ago, gaming machines were extended into the two casinos.  At the same 

time there was a view they were going to cause widespread disruption, which did not occur.  

Twenty years ago, gaming machines were extended beyond the casinos into licensed hotels and 

clubs.  At that time there was a strong view this was not a good thing for society, it was not a 

good thing for competition.  I think what it has proven is to be a responsible, successful industry 

that provides an entertainment product to many thousands of Tasmanians and visitors to the state, 

as well as a range of other services to both Tasmanians and visitors.  We contend there is 

absolutely no reason to suggest that the industry should be wound back or wound out of 

Tasmania. 

 

CHAIR - We will go to (g), Duration of Licenses for Varying Gaming Activities.  In your 

submission, Federal Hotels speaks of a perpetual or very long licence term for its casinos in 

recognition of the potential loss of exclusivity.  Don't you think you have already had those 

exclusive right?  You have been the provider of that, so why should there be that longevity of 

licences? 

 

Mr FARRELL - What we are saying is that until this time, when the company has operated 

under exclusive licences, we believe it has been appropriate for those licences to be tested.  This 

time the licence was to run for 20 years, through to 2023, in its current form.  Prior to that, the 
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licence had been negotiated largely on 15-year increments.  It is entirely appropriate with those 

exclusive arrangements for there to come a time where the Government could say, 'Look, we want 

to assess X, Y and Z'.  Clearly, what is occurring now is that the licences are not going to be 

exclusive licences.  There may be any number of licences, at least two table gaming licences.  

Depending on the arrangements in relation to hotels and clubs, there could be 100 different 

licences depending on which individual venue is being licensed.  We believe it is more 

appropriate for the licence to be very long-term, as occurs in many other jurisdictions, perpetual 

licences, which provides a greater level of certainty to the operator. 

 

It does not mean the licence cannot be withdrawn, because in reality, if the conditions 

attached to the licence are breached, the licence can be withdrawn.  If an incumbent does not 

remain a fit and proper person to hold the licence, it can be withdrawn.  It does provide the 

operator or owner with the confidence to know that, given they continue to confirm and can 

comply with the terms and conditions of the licence and remain a fit and proper person, then 

every 10 or so years they will not be sitting across the table in this sort of arrangement. 

 

I think it is entirely appropriate and it is recognised by the majority of other jurisdictions, 

where licences are non-exclusive, they are perpetual or very long-term.  Where licences are 

exclusive, they tend to be shorter duration and tested.  I think that is an entirely reasonable 

commercial proposition. 

 

CHAIR - Given the average life of an EGM is five years, and from 2018 to 2023, is that an 

opportunity for the Government to look at putting on a cap, they may try to take 150 out of the 

community.  Is this not an opportunity to look at taking a greater number out?  We are happy for 

them to be in the casinos regardless of the number, because that is where people go for an 

experience.  Within the communities that have been identified with socio-economic problems and 

issues, with harm-minimisation - there are all these factors - would it not be wise for the 

Government of the day to suggest they take 300 out?  To help the Hoteliers Association account 

with that, they could provide an incentive to get out of that arrangement. 

 

We are trying to take out of the community something that for some people is not a place of 

enjoyment, it is a place they have to go back to because they are addicted.  They go back day after 

day after day and get rid of all the money they had, that they should be spending elsewhere. 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think if you followed that argument then where do you - you could not 

stop by removing all gaming machine product apart from the casinos, because in most 

communities there is more than one gaming venue.  If there were two venues, by removing one 

only, the problem gambler is not going to not continue to go to a venue.  If they were going to one 

venue that is no longer there, if they have a problem with gambling tendencies, they will continue 

to go to the other venue. 

 

In reality, what we are saying is that, by going to that venue, by mixing with licensed gaming 

staff, by being under the regulatory controls and player protection measures, they are far more 

likely to be identified and given the opportunity to seek help than they are in the event you either 

remove them totally and they stay at home in the dark, put on the computer, pull out their debit 

card and continue to play on an unregulated site somewhere else in the world. 

 

In many respects, we would be arguing you already have low density of gaming machines per 

head of population.  You already have 98 gaming venues outside of the casino, eight of which are 

clubs and 90 of which are hotels, dispersed right around the state.  In our view, purely trying to 
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reduce the number of gaming machines is not a reason for a view that you would be reducing the 

harm in the community. 

 

CHAIR - At the moment there are two casinos and it has been mooted there could be another 

licence in the north of the state.  If so, the cap remains on the casino numbers of EGMs.  If that 

casino opens up, where do you expect those EGM numbers to come from?  If a new casino 

opened up, would the casinos - because we were saying the clubs will decrease theirs - have to 

spread their EGMs? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Our understanding through the ministerial statement of March 2016 is that 

there is the ability to legislate for probably two more table gaming casinos, but not having gaming 

machines.  One was pointed out to be a casino allocated to MONA and one was a licence that was 

to be made available in the north of Tasmania.  Our understanding is, though, that neither of those 

two licences would have electronic gaming machines attached to them. 

 

CHAIR - That is interesting because that is not really a level playing field for a casino that 

will open up the market, and the Government is being transparent about that.  That still gives 

Federal the exclusive right to have EGMs there but any other casino that may be wanting to open 

up in Tasmania doesn't have that avenue. 

 

Mr FARRELL - You have to go back to why the Government was  doing that, and that was 

to support an application by MONA for a high-roller casino with table games.  It was essentially 

for international high rollers to be accessible to the site to help underpin the viability of that 

particular business.  At no time has it ever been mooted there would be gaming machines 

appropriate to that.  In fact, that would be probably the last thing MONA would want to do, in any 

event.  Having said that, the gaming machines in the two casinos in a future environment 

potentially are competing against 98 other venues, so there could be no argument to say the 

casinos have exclusive rights to gaming machines.  In the event there is a venue operating model 

in the state, there are 98 other licences with gaming machines competing with the casinos on the 

same product base. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - In the ministerial statement the Treasurer refers to the Government's 

position as a limited new high-roller, not residential casino licences.  Just for clarification, it 

suggests from the ministerial statement that the licence for the north would be similar. 

 

Mr FARRELL - That is our understanding. 

 

CHAIR - When the Government produced its policy in March 2016 and came out with its 

post-2023 direction, what involvement did the Federal Group have in the discussions with 

government about its guiding principles and the MONA thing with another licence? 

 

Mr FARRELL - We had no involvement with the ministerial statement or the policy. 

 

CHAIR - If the Government didn't consult the number one group, we need to ask them how 

they arrived at that policy decision, taking on board those guiding principles.  Your submission 

gave us a lot more information regarding the guiding principles and the terms of reference than 

the Government's. 

 

Mr FARRELL - We carefully considered that. 
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Ms DAWKINS - You were speaking about making sure you never breach the Gaming 

Control Act, or not doing it purposely, but there does seem to be an increase in breaches over the 

last five or six years.  Can you account for that? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes, it is fair to say that particularly Wrest Point has been involved in a 

number of breaches in recent years, relatively minor in nature, but cumulative.  Breaches largely 

are self-reported.  We determine if a gaming machine that has a panel where you press the buttons 

has the wrong button panel applied to it.  It still works perfectly according to the game, but it does 

not have the right symbol on it.  That is incorrect.  We self-report that. 

 

We found we had self-reported several relatively minor breaches in nature, even though it did 

not contribute to the player having any greater losses or a diminution in their returns.  It got to the 

point where we asked for and received the opportunity to have an audit so we went through and 

audited all of the gaming machines.  Essentially what we believe occurred is at a point in time 

some of our technical people were not being as diligent in their process of checking and double-

checking, which does take place.  There are two people involved with approving of any changes, 

but they were not as diligent we believe as they should have been because a number of these seem 

to relate to a period in time. 

 

It is something that we took very seriously.  A total audit was done of all of the gaming 

machines.  A further number of machines through that audit were found to have, again not 

substantive, but minor mistakes.  They were reported and that led to some further fines or imposts 

by the Tasmanian Gaming Commission.  It is probably fair to say that if some of those same 

imposts occurred in the Country Club or another venue when discovered and self-reported would 

not have led to a fine, because we understand that you have self-reported and it is something that 

has been corrected.  Because of the cumulative nature of a number of these is why we received as 

many infringement notices as we have.  It is something that we are taking very seriously and we 

have very largely addressed that issue. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - You have replaced staff and done the self-auditing. 

 

Mr FARRELL - Further training, more auditing, more checklists. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - When you say 'minor' mistakes, what would that mean to the punter? 

 

Mr FARRELL - It has no impact on the punter's return to play or performance. 

 

Mr ARMSTRONG - The strong support for MONA and David Walsh's proposed new 

development includes a boutique high-roller casino for interstate and international guests.  I note 

that you set out in your submission the features you believed that this potential casino licence 

would have.  If that licence was consistent with these features and the casino licences for Wrest 

Point and Country Club were extended beyond 2023 for the same period as the casino licence at 

MONA, would you support the MONA casino licence being granted prior to 2023? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think the principal issue there is we have been very clear that we would 

not support a casino licence being granted at MONA that had an expiry date past our own dates, 

which was paramount to the discussions with the Government of some 18 months ago.  With our 

licences now expiring in 2023 we are not supportive of a licence being granted to MONA that 

would have a licence date that transpired past our dates if that licence was to be operative prior to 

2023.  If we work through this process hopefully ultimately the Government will determine a 
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licence date.  If that date has a cessation period or a perpetual licence and the same terms and 

conditions acceptable by way of the definitions of the licence for David Walsh and MONA are 

enshrined, then we would not stand in the way of that licence not being applicable prior to 2023. 

 

CHAIR - Why is that so important? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Because in some respects, to my mind, it is very much about the 

commercial reality that in the event that our licences were to potentially expire and another 

gaming licence were to have a licence period that extended beyond ours then, potentially, that 

licence could morph into future legislative amendments. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - It has been suggested that EGMs themselves don't directly employ many 

staff to be able to support them.  Could you give me a sense of, in the venues that you operate in, 

how many jobs are created by EGMs? 

 

Dr HANNA - It is a hard one to individually assess.  I think SEIS studies have shown that 

there are over 4000 employees from gaming in Tasmania.  We got Deloitte to assess what was our 

level of employment and, directly and indirectly, it is over 2300 FTEs. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Does that report look at the regionality of those jobs? 

 

Dr HANNA - No, it doesn't but what it has done is, it has been taken directly from our 

financial statements and our employment records.  We provided those to Deloitte and they have 

assessed the FTE jobs that we directly contribute and they have divided those up.  If I can point 

the committee to our attachment A and that is detailed on page 12 of that Deloitte report where 

they have divided those up into the constituent parts of our business. 

 

Gaming, which they have reported, directly and indirectly, creates nearly 1500 FTEs.  That 

does include some non-gaming activities in there as well so it is a bit hard to unpick it but it is 

pretty clear that the number is substantial. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Do you have a sense, either in your own venues or other venues, if 

EGMs were to be removed whether that would impact on the economic sustainability of that 

venue to continue operating without EGMs within that venue? 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think if EGMs were to be removed from the majority of venues in 

Tasmania, it would require them to have a totally different business model.  I am sure it would 

have a significant negative impact on employment. 

 

It is fair to say, albeit not necessarily does the gaming machine employ the people, it is 

actually the people who are employed in the venue around the gaming operation in providing food 

and beverages or providing a drink service.  So, in some respects it is not as if every five 

machines require someone standing there but in fact it is one of the consequences of having 

gaming machines that you need to have higher-level supervision. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - I have a few random questions going through your submission.  You 

have effectively a 'buy local' policy - for want of a better term - and it has that 5 per cent price 

margin.  In your report you stated the economic contribution of that policy over the past year.  

How long have you actually had that policy at Federal?  Is this a long-term policy or is this 

something that you have only - 
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Mr FARRELL - For 20 years. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Okay, so that 5 per cent has been a long-term policy? 

 

Mr FARRELL - Yes, we largely believe that what is good for the community is good for us.  

We would much rather promote as many Tasmanian goods and services as we possibly can 

because we recognise that in the long run it is going to come back to us.  If it is good for 

Tasmania then it has to, in the long term, be good for the Federal Group because we are so heavily 

invested in Tasmania. 

 

Dr HANNA - We have assessed this and we found that in the last year it was more than 

$2 million but when we have assessed it in previous years as well the number is about the same.  

It tended to average around $2 million a year in additional costs that were borne as a result of 

using local suppliers as opposed to going interstate or overseas. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Regarding somebody who was employed directly as a result of EGMs; can 

you tell me what sort of work that would be?  Is that the technicians and the people who are doing 

the audits and that kind of thing, if you are directly employed as a result of having an EGM at 

your establishment? 

 

Mr FARRELL - It would cover technicians, but also covers our responsible gaming staff. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - Do they do any other job at the same time or do they just service - 

 

Mr FARRELL - No, they do just servicing, yes. 

 

Mr BACON - Are we talking in the casinos or in the hotels? 

 

Mr FARRELL - The ratio is much higher in the casino as obviously the floors are much 

larger.  In probably most hotels they would be more multiskilled people.  

 

Ms DAWKINS - Would you be able to table a document that would give us that figure of 

how many people are directly employed without any other roles? 

 

Dr HANNA - One of the best ways would be to determine how many people are licensed to 

undertake those activities and those numbers are available. 

 

Mr FARRELL - We can certainly provide that number. 

 

Ms DAWKINS - When we say indirectly employed in hotels serving food and beverage then 

of course that is a core activity of a hotel as it was before there were EGMs in pubs and clubs, as I 

am sure everyone is aware.  I think it is very hard to quantify how many people are indirectly 

employed because they were already there, so they haven't been added.  They were already in situ 

before the EGMs came into those establishments. 

 

Dr HANNA - The Tasmanian Liquor and Gaming Commission's annual report last year 

showed that there are 3241 licensed special employees and there are 332 licensed technicians. 
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Ms DAWKINS - They are people who don't do any other role other than service the 

machines or look after the machines in some way? 

 

Dr HANNA - They are staff who have to be licensed to undertake those gaming activities. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - On the last question regarding regional employment and training, and 

from my knowledge the Country Club participates in a whole lot of community projects around 

Beacon and things like that, but we see we have shortages in labour in some of those hospitality 

industries, particularly in regional areas.  I have had conversations with restaurants in the north 

about chefs in particular.  Your report outlines where you have long-term staff who have been 

there for a while, do you have a handle on the numbers of people that you train and therefore have 

that ability to work in other venues?  It is something of concern to some people within the tourism 

and hospitality industries, the shortage of people with the skills to be able to step into those roles, 

particularly outside of Hobart. 

 

Mr FARRELL - I think it is worth commenting on the fact that at this current time we have 

25 apprentice chefs being trained.  We have a significant training intake, particularly at Wrest 

Point and Country Club.  Luckily, in many respects, the company remains an employer of choice, 

so not only the Country Club but also the Vantage Group is an employer of choice.  We probably 

do not have as much difficulty with recruitment as many other places do because we hopefully do 

our best to be a good employer.  We offer terms and conditions and we believe our number one 

asset is our people. 

 

Dr HANNA - We also undertake programs such as the partnership we have with the Beacon 

Foundation.  We give young people who are in years 11 and 12, and sometimes the earlier years, 

greater exposure and understanding of the hospitality and tourism industry and how you can get 

jobs.  That has been quite successful in actually transitioning people from high school and college 

into employment in our businesses.  The Country Club has had a lot of success in that in the last 

year or two. 

 

Ms COURTNEY - Do you think there are more training opportunities for that in regional 

areas?  I am not necessarily just talking about within your organisation.  It is something that is 

topical as well as something I'm quite interested in. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - In regard to the original deed, the Tasmanian Government at the time and 

the Federal Group had an agreement for the facilities at the east coast's Saffire.  There has been 

some question, I guess, at different times about that meeting, the obligation of the deed.  We don't 

need a long answer but I would appreciate whether you wanted to put on the public record to clear 

that and say it is there and it does meet the deed requirements.  I think it is important because that 

deed was something very unique. 

 

Mr FARRELL - It is fair to say that at an inquiry not dissimilar to this one, many years ago, 

after the 2003 deed I was in a position where I was asked about our commitments for the 

development on the east coast.  In the deed it states that the company would invest not less than 

$25 million and would employ, wherever practicable, Tasmanian people for the construction and 

also source the materials and goods from Tasmania.  At that time I then discussed with the inquiry 

the planning that was underway for a development called The Hazards, which was to be a 

significantly-sized hotel on the site of the Coles Bay caravan and backpackers site.   
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At that time our demand studies had shown that there was significant demand for a five star 

development on the east coast of Tasmania and that a significant development of over 100-odd 

rooms would be successful.  I spoke at some length about that.  After that, with further testing, we 

went from market testing and we took the designs to focus groups.  The focus groups clearly 

showed that this was not going to be a successful development, primarily because it was 

considered to be incongruous that the east coast of Tasmania should have a large-scale 

development and that a large-scale development would not meet what was considered to be the 

appeal around a five-star experience.  It was considered to be too large and too impersonal.  

Ultimately what we did is we went back to the drawing board and we came up with the concept of 

Saffire with Robert Morris Nunn and Associates.  We invested significantly more than 

$25 million to create that development.   

 

The length of time it then took to construct the development was created in what we 

originally anticipated, but that was in part largely due to the Tasmanian Conservation Trust, 

frustrating our ability to increase the freshwater water supply, which was achieved ultimately in 

consultation with the council and the Tasmanian Government by quadrupling the size of the tin 

mine dams that are in the national park.  This not only had the benefit of ensuring that Sapphire 

would never run out of water - because you have to be able to supply water - but also we were 

able in the same way to essentially drought-proof Coles Bay, which perennially had in summer 

been under water restrictions.  It has not had a water restriction since the day we completed the 

dam works.  In fact Coles Bay, I think, at any one time could go without any rain for two years 

and still continue to totally meet its water supply.  That frustration took some years.  It cost us 

some hundreds of thousands of dollars in additional costs but in the end meant that we were able 

to fulfil our obligation for water, and able to drought-proof the town.   

 

Subsequently, Saffire opened 20 suites employing some hundred people full-time, year-round 

and has proven to be a huge success.  There is absolutely no doubt some of the early years were 

tough going but it is fair to say now it is unmistakably Australia's number one boutique resort and, 

in fact, considered one of the best in the world, which is something we are very proud of. 

 

Ms RATTRAY - And it is also in the electorate of Apsley. 

 

Mr FARRELL - Thank you for the opportunity to present today.  I think it is something you 

can hopefully see that we took this opportunity very seriously.  Daniel and the team have put a 

huge amount of effort into our submission.  We welcome the opportunity to be further engaged 

with the committee as you go through this process, particularly when you start to have a greater 

level of thinking around what the appropriate model is.  We will continue to develop our own 

thinking and do some modelling, which may help to better inform your own process over the 

coming weeks and months. 

 

 

THE WITNESSES WITHDREW. 

 


