
      
 

 

29 September 2017 

 
Mr Greg Partridge 
Director 
Liquor and Gaming Branch 
Department of Treasury and Finance 
GPO Box 1374 
Hobart TAS 7001 

Dear Mr Partridge, 

Re: First Review of the Responsible Gambling Mandatory Code of Practice for Tasmania 
 
In our capacity as Tasmania’s monitoring service provider, Network Gaming believes it is important to 
provide feedback on the Options Paper relating to The Review of the Responsible Gambling Mandatory 
Code of Practice for Tasmania (the code).  
 
We have confidence that the Gaming Industry in Tasmania already has significant restrictions in place to 
ensure that the conduct of gambling occurs within our licenced hotel and clubs in a responsible manner 
with many measures in place to assist members of the Tasmanian public with numerous harm minimisation 
practices.  
 
We believe the current code already places substantial restrictions on the industry making Tasmania one of 
the strongest harm minimisation States when compared to any other jurisdiction. In the Stenning and 
Associates desktop review of contemporary gambling harm minimisation policies and initiatives it was 
stated that: 
 
 “The analysis highlights that there is a significant proportion of the Tasmanian RG controls that appear to 
be more comprehensive in their coverage and more stringent than those in the other jurisdictions 
analysed”.  
 
We agree with this statement and after our own extensive review of the contemporary gambling harm 
minimisation policies and initiatives paper, accept that Tasmania has by far the strongest coverage of 
Responsible Gambling controls in Australia and across the other international jurisdictions researched.  
 
It’s important to remember that the code is not the only form of harm minimisation practices in Tasmania 
and we would like to draw your attention to other restrictions outside the code, such as being a coin only 
network with restrictions on maximum bet limits and line configuration requirements, significant signage 
requirements on machines, in bathrooms and at all cashiers and keno terminals. 
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There are further restrictions to gambling advertising that are set to be introduced in March 2018 and 
significant advertising by the Department of Health and Human Services in relation to problem gambling 
with their more recent “Ask Jack” campaign. 
 
Network Gaming also voluntarily completes monthly compliance checks on all OASIS and TASkeno venues 
across the state as part of its Aspire Customer Experience Program and our field team carry all legislated 
signage in their vehicles so any problems encountered in venues can be actioned immediately.  
 
In relation to the Options Paper for the first review of the Responsible Gambling Mandatory Code of 
Practice for Tasmania, we have considered all proposed initiatives and provide the following feedback for 
your consideration. 
 
1. Advertising 
 
1. Limit or ban advertising on the premises: 
 
We hold concerns with the proposed restrictions on EGM advertising on the premises and believe that 
signage not only provides information for customers who wish to partake in the use of our products but it 
also provides all customers knowledge on gaming activities within a venue who may then choose not to 
visit a venue that has gaming. Relating to harm minimisation, by removing signage you take away a 
person’s ability to make a choice to either enter or not enter a venue based on gaming activities available.  
 
We also have a range of external signage that advertises gaming room entrances with The OASIS logo that 
at night are illuminated. The sole purpose of this illumination is to allow customers clear entry into a 
gaming room. These signs are back lit for directional purposes only and are not flashing or highlighted in 
any other way to gain attention. We believe that this style of signage is similar to other hotel and club 
signage displayed by liquor and gaming businesses (e.g. Ubet, Cascade, Boags) found within Tasmanian 
hotels and clubs and therefore not excessive or extreme. 
 
2. Prohibit advertising of jackpots on all signage: 
 
In relation to advertising of jackpots on all signage, this is not a practice that Network Gaming encourages 
and the only signage we have in relation to jackpots on EGMs are bank signs that are displayed above a 
gaming machine(s) within a gaming room.  
 
A number of approved jackpots such as Mystery jackpots and local area jackpots across multiple EGM types 
require a sign external to the EGM’s to display the jackpot amount.  As an example, a mystery jackpot is 
normally configured to operate independently to the EGM software and can be set across multiple game 
and manufacture types.  The only method to display the mystery jackpot amount is on an external sign 
connected to the jackpot display controller. In this example the player needs to be able to view the jackpot 
sign to determine the amount and that the jackpot is operational. These types of jackpots are currently 
approved in Tasmanian hotels, clubs and Casinos as well as all other Australian jurisdictions. 
 



      
An alternative option to consider is that jackpot advertising in hotels and clubs be limited to licenced 
gaming areas only and that jackpot displays outside a gaming area prohibited, as per the restrictions in 
relation to jackpot signage displays as included in the New Zealand Gambling (Harm Prevention and 
Minimisation) regulations.  
 
2. Inducements 
 
1. Prohibit incentive based encouragement to gamble winnings: 
 
Network Gaming understands the importance of current restrictions around the use of inducements that 
may lead to problem gambling or encourage people to gamble more intensely and we support such 
measures in the context of hotels and clubs. We do have concerns with the options proposed in the review 
of the code. 
 
We believe that asking a customer to replay a TASkeno ticket as nothing more than good customer service 
and have encouraged interaction between staff and customer for many years as part of our Aspire 
customer experience program. Asking a customer to replay is no different to asking a customer if they 
would like another drink or if they would like coffee after dinner. Offering incentives for upselling or 
encouraging venues to promote products or services we see as part of normal business practice and we 
would ask that TASkeno is excluded from this proposed regulation as it is a normal form of customer 
service and interaction between customer and staff member.  
 
2. Limit amount won on jackpots: 
 
We believe that the proposed option to limit win amounts on jackpots would be acceptable if they were 
based on the current Queensland regulations. As all EGM games and jackpots used in the Tasmanian hotels 
and clubs are from Queensland operating under the QCOM protocol, we believe that this would be the 
most acceptable form of limiting jackpot limits without the need to have games restricted or removed from 
the current network.  
 
3. Sounds not audible outside gambling areas: 
 
We believe that this proposed option would cause a great deal of difficulty for hotels and clubs to achieve 
without completing major redevelopment works. Gaming machine volumes are controlled by the customer 
however they can only take it down to a minimum level which varies from machine to machine and the 
control of machine volume is out of the hands of venue staff to manage. Coin dispensing machines and 
coins dropping into coin trays are all sounds that are associated with gambling and we cannot see any way 
to restrict these sounds without fully closing off gaming rooms and cashier stations. 
 
Almost all OASIS gaming venues have a gaming room cashier station that backs onto or shares a service 
space with a bar, bistro or lounge. To ensure sounds are not audible outside gambling areas venues would 
have to enclose gaming service areas and gaming rooms to eliminate sounds. This would reduce the 
visibility of customers and we believe increase the possibility of problem gambling as many areas would 
have a reduced staff presence. Entrances to gaming rooms would have to include airlocks to control 



      
sounds spilling out into shared spaces like bars, bistros and corridors. Some smaller venues have cashier 
stations situated outside of the gaming room itself and in such cases, the coin dispensing machines are 
audible in a bar or bistro. In most cases, there is no practical solution that would reduce the sounds of 
gambling to meet the criteria of the proposed option. We believe that this proposed option is not only 
unworkable in many cases but extremely severe in its intent and would be the strictest restriction, unseen 
in any other jurisdiction explored in the desktop review on Contemporary gambling harm minimisation 
policies and initiatives.  
 
We would like to offer an invitation to members of The Commission and Liquor and Gaming Branch to visit 
a sample of venues with the Network Gaming Management Team to witness the perceived problems and 
impracticalities of this proposed option.  
 
3. Player Loyalty Programs 
 
Network Gaming does not operate a tracked player loyalty program and therefore will not make comment 
on the proposed options. 
 
4. Access to cash. 
 
1. Checking identity against the exclusion scheme for EFTPOS transactions: 
 
We believe that this option would be a major inconvenience for the majority of venue customers while 
doing little to curb problem gambling in venues. Customers should have the right to remain anonymous 
unless there is reasonable suspicion that they are excluded or they are caught under the AML/CTF 
legislation. We believe it is an extreme measure to place on all venue customers when there are only 402 
excluded people across the state (exclusions as at 31/7/2017). A quarter of these members are excluded 
by the venue so in most cases, the venue staff would already be aware of the customers restrictions and 
would not need to check the database.  
 
It must also be acknowledged that not all EFTPOS transactions are for the purpose of gaming so to be 
checking identification of customers dining in the bistro, socialising in the bar or accommodation guests 
wanting cash for the day ahead is invasive on their privacy and totally unnecessary. The time required for a 
staff member to check every EFTPOS transaction made on the premises against the exclusion database 
would increase labour costs and put venues in a position where service levels, particularly at busy times, 
would be reduced significantly.  
 
2. Prohibiting cashing of cheques on licenced premises: 
 
The ability of hotels and clubs in regional areas to cash cheques is a vital community service in areas where 
access to banking facilities is limited for the general population. We believe this would do nothing more 
than inconvenience people living in these regional areas. 
 
 
 



      
1. Permit one EFTPOS withdrawal at a maximum of $200 or $100 per patron per day: 
 
We believe the current measures within the code are sufficient to control cash withdrawals for gambling 
purposes and the $200 maximum cash withdrawal for gambling purposes should at worst remain 
unchanged or be increased as this has been the limit for over 10 years, over which time the value of this 
amount has decreased. The purpose of restricting all cash withdrawals to one transaction per customer per 
day is highly restrictive and if not used for gambling purposes we believe should not be forced on 
customers. Venues offer customers services outside gaming and we believe should not be restricted 
further under the gambling code. We also believe that $200 in today’s terms to not be a large sum of 
money to be accessed and to restrict it further to $100 is unreasonable.  
 
There is evidence to suggest people use cash as a form of budgeting control over their spending. The RBA 
bulletin, March (2017) although finding there is less cash use across Australia and a move to electronic 
transfers, there was still a group of people who use cash as a measure to control their own spending 
behaviours. Anecdotal evidence from our venues in preparing this response have explained that many 
customers (particularly millennials and retired customers) access small amounts of cash at numerous times 
over a visit as a form of control. 
 
It must also be noted that with the introduction of EFTPOS limits on withdrawal for gambling purposes 
being set at $200 over ten years ago, the current value of $200 in today’s terms, taking into account CPI 
indexing, is only $157 (RBA index) showing that there already a reduction in the overall net worth of this 
amount. 
 
2(a). Require coin change machines to be located behind the bar: 
 
This proposed option would render coin change machines obsolete as their function as a “self-serve” 
dispenser would be pointless for both customers and venues. Staff would be required to serve the coin 
using the existing coin dispenser machine located in the cashier, defeating the purpose of self-service. 
Customer service times would be increased and venues would experience additional labour costs, 
particularly during peak meal and bar periods where an additional staff member would be required.  
 
We would support changes that would require coin change machines to be under camera surveillance or 
moved to be within line of site of a cashier station, increasing staff awareness of the customer’s usage of 
these machines. 
 
2 (b). Check identity against the Exclusion scheme before providing cash exchange: 
 
As with EFTPOS transactions, we believe this option would be a major inconvenience for the majority of 
venue customers while doing little to curb problem gambling in venues.  Customers have the right to their 
privacy and anonymity and by checking all customers against a database does nothing but humiliate and 
alienate all gaming customers within our venues. We also believe that this measure could do more harm by 
forcing customers to exchange more money than they intended to so that they do not have to make 
multiple visits to the cashier. 
 



      
 
5. Payment of winnings: 
 
1. Reduce cash limit payouts to $500: 
 
Tasmania currently has one of the lowest cash payout limits in Australia, with the exception of the 
Northern Territory. We question why this amount has been identified as a concern since its introduction 5 
years ago and why a limit of $500 was selected as the “safe” payout maximum. In setting the cash limit 
amount 5 years ago, no consideration was given to inflation.  Taking inflation into account, the value of 
$1,000 winnings set 5 years ago is now $920 and therefore reducing over time.  
 
We also believe it is unfair to target only two forms of gambling in Tasmania while terrestrial wagering is 
not limited by any cash payout limit. If the code is truly developed for the protection of problem gamblers, 
it would be hard to conceive that terrestrial wagering does not have its share of problem gamblers and 
therefore should be included under this section of the code.  
 
We believe TASkeno players have minimal representation in the problem gambler statistics.  Setting the 
limit to $500 will have a major impact on social TASkeno players with 25% of all TASkeno turnover wagered 
on the 5 spot that pays $522 for 5 out of 5. Reducing the cash limit from $1,000 to $500 will result in over 
a 400% increase in cheque / electronic payments across the network. As an example using a typical 
Saturday (busiest day of the week) the amount of cheque payments would increase from 22 to 142, with 90 
of the additional being 5 spot winners. 
 
The table below shows the increase in cheques/electronic payments that would be issued by venues over a 
12 month period if the payout limit was set at $500. At present, venues in the TASkeno network issue an 
average of 6,406 cheques per annum for payouts between $1,000 and $2,999 (after which point a central 
site voucher is issued and payment made by Network Gaming). If the maximum payout level was reduced 
to $500, venues across the TASkeno network would issue a total of 32,248 cheques/electronic transfers 
per annum.  
 

 
 
In addition to the large number of cheques/electronic transfers that would occur with TASkeno payouts 
over $500, there will be additional payments for gaming machine wins. These total an additional 11,489 
transactions over a 12 month period, representing 5 times the current amount as shown in table below. 
 

FY 17
Total of Winning Tickets above $500 32,854
Winnings paid by Network Gaming (over $2,999) 606

Current payments over $1,000 by venue cheques 6,406
Additional venue cheques if limit dropped to $500 25,842
T ota l cheques issued by venues 32,248



      

 
 
 
Venues have advised that with the introduction of the $1,000 limit 5 years ago, many EGM customers 
gamble down their winnings to reach a payout total under $1,000 so they could receive cash instead of a 
cheque payment. We believe this encouraged more “at risk” play than was experienced before this measure 
was introduced.  
 
It is our view that the current cash limit of $1,000 should not be decreased for EGM’s or TASkeno as there 
has been no material evidence provided that would support such a change.  
 
 
2(a and b): Winnings above $500 to be electronically transferred to players account/payment of cheque by 
exception: 
 
From feedback gathered from the network, we believe that this option would be difficult to manage in 
venue. There are questions around security provisions in relation to players banking details being obtained 
by staff members and human error that can occur when entering the correct cash amount when completing 
the transaction. We do not believe there has been any consideration in relation to possible merchant fees 
that will be passed onto the venue and the increase in administration management and expense. 
 
We would support the introduction of an option similar to that of the Northern Territory Practice for 
Responsible Gambling, where payments are to be made by cheque and at the option of the patron, 
electronic transfer can occur. 
 
6. Service of food and alcohol 
 
1. Prohibit the serving of alcohol to patrons seated or standing at EGM’s at any time: 
 
We believe the current restrictions where the service of alcohol between 6:00pm and close of gambling to 
be excessive and the introduction of no service of alcohol to patrons extreme in a hotel and club 
environment. We believe there is little evidence shown that would support further restrictions and believe 
that by removing this hospitality service will reduce staff presence in gaming rooms creating less face to 
face customer/patron interaction, a method already seen as important in the control and recognition of 
problem gambling behaviours in customers.  
 
 
 
 
 

EGM's FY 17
Current payments over $1000 2,268
Additional venue cheques if limit dropped to $500 11,489
T ota l cheques issued by venues 13,756



      
 
7. Information to players 
 
1. Require emotional response messages to be displayed next to EGM’s: 
 
EGM’s currently display the responsible gambling message “the longer you play, the more you lose”, 
problem gambling phone number and underage signage. All new product contains Player Information 
Displays which allows players to read the game rules, the odds of winning on the game and also enable 
player tracking (setting limits on spend or time on machine) all designed to assist with the control of 
problem gambling.  
 
We believe that the requirement to display “emotional response” messages next to a machine unnecessary 
as this message is already displayed on all EGM’s. The cost of maintaining such signage and the need for 
continual replacement due to malicious damage/theft is an additional burden for venue staff to maintain 
and opens venues up to compliance breeches due to malevolent customer behaviour. We currently replace 
countless signs and stickers in gaming rooms, service areas and on EGM’s due to customer damage. 
Adding further signage that is already displayed on every EGM in the state we believe is excessive. 
 
2. Require signs to be displayed next to EGM’s that inform the player of: 
 

- The cost of play (theoretical loss per hour based on maximum bet and spin rate) 
 
The calculation used for theoretical in the referenced link http://vegasmavens.com/tag/theoretical-
loss/ is not aligned with the method used in the option. We believe the use of the average bet not max 
bet would be a truer representation of cost of play for customers. 

 
We believe that there is a need to clarify the calculation method as it is also not aligned with the 
research documented that specifies “expected” hourly expenditure, which is vastly different the 
maximum possible cost, which is not statistically probable.  Noting that less than 2% of customers play 
maximum bet and maximum lines while around 40% play minimum bet with maximum lines. 
 
We also believe that it is more likely that by overstating the cost per hour may lead to a customer 
believing that they are lucky or beating the odds if their spend rate is substantially lower than that 
displayed, possibly resulting in playing longer and increasing possible harm from gambling.   
 
Although we do not agree with the external signs for above reasons, if the maximum cost was to be 
displayed using the suggested method, the “expected” cost should also be displayed with appropriate 
explanations or calculating and showing a range of different cost of play possibilities using minimum 
and maximum bets. 

 
- The house edge for each machine 

 
As mentioned above, signage added to machines are constantly vandalised by customers. We believe 
such signage would be extremely costly to maintain and keep current due to the intensive manual 



      
labour this option would create in venues leading to a high degree of noncompliance. At present there 
are 181 different games within the network, where each game type would require a different house 
edge display which we believe would cause great confusion in venues for both staff and customer. 
 
New Multigame EGM’s, which currently make up 30% of the Tasmanian market, can have up to 16 
different games on the same machine. This would require 16 different house edge messages displayed 
for the one EGM. Not only would this overload of information be difficult to display, we believe that 
customers would not bother wading through this detail thus making the signs meaningless and 
defeating the purpose of providing customer information. 

 
Thank you for providing Network Gaming with the opportunity to offer feedback on the Options Paper 
relating to The Review of the Responsible Gambling Mandatory Code of Practice for Tasmania. We welcome 
the opportunity to discuss the above comments in more detail if further clarification is required. 

 
 
 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
Mike Davey 
General Manager 
Network Gaming 
 


