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General Comments 

Review Process 
 
This review is the first review of the Responsible Gambling Mandatory Code of Practice for Tasmania 
(“Code”) undertaken by the Commission since its implementation in 2012. As the Gaming Control 
Act 1993 (“Act”) does not prescribe the specifics of the review, the Commission was responsible to 
determine the review approach taken. 
 
The Commission’s Interim Outcomes paper outlines the two stages of the review adopted by the 
Commission. Stage one reviewed the gambling harm minimisation policies of other Australian and 
international jurisdictions and compared these to the Tasmanian Code. Stage two identified 18 
initiatives that could potentially enhance the Code’s effectiveness in minimising harm. 
 
The ‘Stenning Report’ prepared for Stage one of the review compared the existing Tasmanian 
responsible gambling controls against other Australian jurisdictions and this revealed that there are 
multiple areas controlled in Tasmania that are not apparently controlled in other jurisdictions, noting 
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.” (Stenning Report, p v) 

 
It is therefore disappointing that the Commission did not conduct a full review of the existing 
measures within the Code to assess their effectiveness in minimising harm, when it is quite apparent 
through the research conducted in Stage One of the Commission’s review that a significant number 
of the existing measures already exceed the requirements in other Australian jurisdictions.   
 
The earlier submissions to this review made by Wrest Point Hotel Casinos and Country Club Casino 
(“Casinos”) recommended that a number of existing requirements be amended on the basis that 
they were not proven to be effective in reducing harm from gambling and were onerous for the 
Casinos and their customers. These measures have had a significant impact on the Casinos and their 
customers since the Code was implemented in 2012.  
 
The Commission has elected to revisit the feedback provided by the Options Paper respondents at a 
later date and consequently did not review the following suggestions from the Casinos as part of the 
Code review: 
 

 Measure 3.9 of the Code should be removed for casino PLP’s enabling the reintroduction of 

tiers to casino PLP’s in Tasmania; 

 Measure 4.2 of the Code be amended to apply a $400 daily ATM withdrawal limit for ATM’s 

within 40 metres of a gaming area and a $1,000 daily ATM withdrawal limit for ATM’s that 

are 40 metres or further from a gaming area; 

 The maximum cash limit in measure 5.1 should be increased to $2,000 for casinos; and 

 The maximum cash payout limit should only apply to Keno payouts at the end of a customer 

session. 
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The Commission openly invited comments on all areas of the Code in their Options Paper however it 
has determined to largely overlook these comments in the interests of finalising this first review in a 
timely manner. In doing so the Commission has not completed a comprehensive review of the 
existing Code measures and has instead focused on implementing new measures that have not been 
proven to be effective harm minimisation measures. The Commission committed to a review of the 
Code measures implemented in 2012 but disappointingly has not delivered the comprehensive 
review that the Casinos had expected. 

Separate regulation of casinos 
 
The Commission’s Interim Outcomes paper outlines agreement with submissions that claim there is 
a difference in the purpose, design and customer expectations of casinos compared to hotels/clubs. 
It is therefore logical to treat casinos differently to hotels/clubs. 
 
The Commission’s Interim Outcomes paper does not differentiate between casinos and hotels/clubs 
consistently and as a result a number of key measures that relate to player loyalty programs, 
payment of winnings and cashing of cheques are proposed to remain the same for casinos and 
hotels/clubs. As a difference exists in the purpose, design and customer expectations of casinos 
compared to hotel/clubs it therefore follows that the harm minimisation measures should also 
differ. This differentiated approach exists in other jurisdictions and the Casinos had hoped that the 
Commission would see this as best practice for harm minimisation and implement this approach. 
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Response to the Interim Outcomes Paper 
 
The Casinos provided substantive comment on the Commission’s 18 proposals outlined in the 
Options Paper and the Commission has now outlined eight (8) of those proposals that are to be 
progressed in its Interim Outcomes Paper and three (3) additional proposals that have been added 
as a result of feedback provided by stakeholders. 
 
As some of these proposals are only relevant to hotels/clubs, the Casinos will only provide comment 
on those items that are relevant to the casino environment. 

Inducements 

Incentives to licence holders 
 
It is proposed that gambling operators should be prohibited from providing incentives or benefits to 
licence holders, including staff, to encourage patrons to gamble/re-invest/replay winnings. It is still 
not clear to the Casinos how this proposal will operate in practice without restricting the activities of 
special employees who are paid a salary or wage. Whilst the Casinos understand the principle behind 
this change, the specific wording proposed for inclusion in the Code will need to be carefully drafted 
to avoid unintended consequences. 

EGM sound levels 

 
The Commission has stated its intention to amend the Tasmanian Appendix to the Australian and 
New Zealand Gaming Machine National Standard (“National Standards”) requiring a maximum 
decibel level (yet to be determined) for future EGM software. The Casinos encourage the 
Commission to undertake further enquiries to understand the implications of such a change on the 
operation and availability of EGM software and hardware in Tasmania. Further differentiation 
between the National Standards and the standard required for Tasmania will impact the availability 
of EGM types and games for Tasmanian operators. Tasmanian casinos are product takers in the 
market for EGM software and hardware and do not have sufficient scale to influence the offerings of 
the EGM manufacturers. 

Inducements for gambling purposes 
 
It is proposed to amend the existing requirement relating to offering free vouchers (or tokens and 
the like) that can be used for gambling purposes, by increasing the maximum value from $10 to $15. 
This amendment will also apply to a similar restriction relating to the value of rewards offered to 
members of player loyalty programs. 
 
The Casinos support the Commission’s desire for consistency between Code measures 2.2 and 3.12. 
Whilst any increase in the limits prescribed in those measures would be welcomed, limiting the 
value of an inducement or reward that can be used for gambling purposes to $15 suggests that a 
reward over this value must be likely to exacerbate or lead to problem gambling. There is no harm 
minimisation-based evidence to support this limit being set as low as $15 and therefore setting 
these limits so low is an unnecessary impingement on the customer’s freedom to choose how to 
spend money they have been given or earned through a loyalty program. 
 
Other Australian jurisdictions do not restrict inducements or rewards in any similar manner, rather 
they focus on restricting the activities that may lead to, or exacerbate, problem gambling. There is 
no contemporary research to validate the Commission’s approach in setting a $10 or $15 limit for 
inducements and member rewards that can be used for gambling purposes. 
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The Commission has proposed to increase the limit on inducements and rewards that can be used 
for gambling to $15 to bring it into line with consumer price index increases over time without 
exacerbating gambling issues. The Casinos support the adjustment of values listed in the Code to 
reflect changes in the CPI and requests that the Commission review other financial values listed in 
the Code so these can also be adjusted to reflect the impacts of inflation, particularly measure 2.4 
which is also currently set at $10. Using Tasmania’s inflation rate the 2017 value of the $1000 listed 
in measure 5.1 is $1,100 and the 2017 value of the $400 listed in measure 4.2 is $450, rounding to 
the nearest $50. All financial values within the Code have been equally impacted upon by inflation 
and should therefore be increased to reflect this. As the Commission has acknowledged that it is 
logical to treat casinos differently to hotels/clubs it is proposed that the maximum limit for 
inducements and loyalty program rewards that can be used for gambling should be increased to $50 
for casinos only. 

Player Loyalty Programs 

Lifetime information 
 
The inclusion of lifetime information does not align with the requirements for casino player activity 
statements in other Australian jurisdictions. It is therefore disappointing that the Commission 
intends to require Player Activity Statements (“Statements”) to provide players with a lifetime tally 
of turnover, number of hours spent at gaming machines and win/loss record. 
 
The short time frame permitted for preparing responses to the Commission’s Options Paper did not 
enable the Casinos to fully complete their enquiries around the practical impact of combining data 
from the old Dacom data retrieval system with data from the newly implemented eBet gaming 
management system. 
 
It is now known that the migration of customer data from the Dacom system to the eBet system 
resulted in a large number of membership numbers from closed or long-term inactive accounts 
being reallocated to new members automatically by the eBet system. This renders the accurate 
compilation of data from both Dacom and eBet impossible as the historic data for a particular 
membership number, when the eBet and Dacom data is combined, may actually represent the 
collated activities of two different individuals. 
 
The Casinos can only compile accurate player activity information for activities that occurred on or 
after 1 June 2017. Retrospectively introducing this requirement is unreasonably onerous. The 
Casinos submit that this requirement should only be introduced prospectively from the date the 
amended Code becomes effective. Future software changes can reflect this requirement but it is not 
possible to recreate the data going back in time. 

Home delivery of Statements 
 
The Casinos strongly opposed the proposed requirement for Statements to be delivered to player’s 
home postal addresses. The Statements are currently provided to player loyalty program (PLP) 
members in a face-to-face manner on the casino premise which enables timely discussions to occur 
with any members that have questions or concerns about the content of the statement. These 
discussions increase the harm minimisation effect of providing player activity statements. 
 
The reversion of delivery of the Statement via the post to the home address is a backwards step for 
the customer who may be encouraged to avoid using their card and having their gambling activity 
monitored or tracked. The Commission has acknowledged in their Interim Outcomes paper that this 
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would be an “unfortunate unintended consequence of the initiative”. Given that the Commission has 
now been made aware of the likelihood for this consequence eventuating, and has nevertheless 
chosen to make this change, it therefore accepts responsibility for the reduction in protection that 
will be experienced by those customers that consciously avoid recording their gambling activity on 
their loyalty card when the Statement is being mailed to their home.  
 
In Victoria the customer is provided with the opportunity to choose to have their Statement made 
available to them in the venue. If the Commission intends to continue to implement the requirement 
for Statements to be posted to the home, the Casinos would appreciate the Commission considering 
the Victorian approach and permitting a modification to the approach that would permit the 
customer to ‘opt in’ to a delivery method that aligns with their preferences. A level of consumer 
choice about communication methods exists across Australia for a variety of important and 
regulated communications, including financial statements and government correspondence. The 
environmental impact of mailing hard-copy statements to each member’s home postal address 
should also be considered. 
 
If the Commission proceeds to implement the requirement for Statements to be posted to the 
home, the Casinos ask the Commission to consider whether there is any real harm minimisation 
benefit in posting out statements to customers that have recorded less than $100 of gambling 
activity in the Statement period. These customers have spent on average less than $2 a week and 
are therefore very low risk. Requiring the Casino to spend more than $1 per customer to post the 
customer’s Statement to them represents an unnecessary expense that provides absolutely no harm 
minimisation benefit to the customer. The Casinos therefore encourage the Commission to 
reconsider its intended approach to mandate the delivery of Statements to the home for all loyalty 
program customers that have recorded any gambling activity, irrespective of the value of the 
customer’s gambling activity. 

Frequency of Statements 
 
The Commission’s proposed increase in frequency will significantly increase the cost of meeting this 
requirement if the Commission also requires the Statements to be posted to the home address of 
every loyalty customer that has recorded any gambling activity. Whilst the Casinos do not think it 
necessary to change the existing frequency, if the Commission proceeds with this change then the 
above recommendations about an activity limit and alternative delivery methods must be 
considered. Members of the Premium Player Program already receive six-monthly statements and as 
members of the non-premium Player Loyalty Program are less risk there is no risk-based need to 
alter the annual Statement cycle that has been effective for the past five years. 

Preventing contact with inactive members 
 
The Commission has proposed to introduce a new measure that, where player activity is recorded 
contact must not be made with people that have not gambled during a player activity reporting 
period (to prevent triggering an urge to gamble). It is proposed that this restriction will apply to all 
methods of communication. 
 
This proposal would prevent the operators of loyalty programs from contacting inactive members. 
The Casinos contact members for many and varied non-gambling related reasons including notifying 
of changes to the property that may impact the members and advertising the many non-gambling 
features of the Casino property. The Casinos also contact members in their capacity as 
entertainment, hotel and restaurant customers. As the membership cards can now hold funds there 
may also be a future need to contact inactive customers about collecting those funds.  
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Rather than restricting contact it would be more effective to restrict the behaviour of the loyalty 
program operator to ensure this behaviour does not cause harm. These restrictions already exist in 
the Code and protect members by applying to all communications irrespective of whether the 
member has been active on the property recently and include: 
 

 A very low limit on the value of inducements that can be offered for gambling purposes; 

 The requirement for all inducements to have a non-gambling alternative; 

 The inclusion of responsible gambling messaging and the gambling helpline details; and 

 The content of any advertisements must adhere to strict standards to ensure the 

advertisement is not misleading or irresponsible. 

There already exists a requirement that protects excluded persons from being directly contacted by 
the venues that they are excluded from so excluded members do not need a new restriction to 
protect them from being directly contacted. 
 
It is not clear to the Casinos how this restriction would work in practice. The player reporting periods 
are fixed as this is necessary to enable the collation and distribution of the Statements. Would this 
operate to restrict the loyalty program operator from contacting a member until they had recorded 
gambling activity within that reporting period? If so this is not a workable arrangement from an 
administrative perspective. 
 
It is a significant administrative challenge to filter the customer lists used by the Casinos to ensure 
that excluded persons are not contacted by any direct communication. This filtering process is 
important to ensure that excluded persons are protected but it is not scalable using the existing 
Casino systems as the excluded person filtering occurs centrally within Federal Group and is 
manually managed. To require the Casinos to also filter out inactive customers would be incredibly 
difficult as the list of inactive customers will be fluid as the days pass and the members reactivate 
themselves by recording activity. 
 
This proposed change is impractical to implement and would provide little additional harm 
minimisation benefits due to the operation of the existing Code measures applying to member 
communications and advertising. The Casinos therefore recommend that the Commission not 
proceed with implementing this measure. 

Access to Cash 

Preventing the cashing of cheques 
 
The Commission intends to prohibit the cashing of cheques on licensed premises, including casinos. 
This will have a significant impact on casino customers, some of whom would not have used any of 
those funds to gamble. Whilst the use of personal cheques is declining within the community they 
are still a preferred method of funds transfer for some members of the community and are used 
with high volume by the Casinos and hotels/clubs as they are required to be issued for large wins. 
 
Currently cheques are cashed at the Casinos for hotel guests and international and interstate visitors 
to enable these customers to have access to their funds for a variety of purposes, including tourism 
activities off the casino premises. This is a valued service for these customers as they do not have to 
be limited to only accessing their account funds during banking hours. The Commission has 
acknowledged the differences between the licensed venue types and the Casinos wish the 
Commission to understand that the need to offer this service is part of what differentiates a casino 
from a hotel/club. Cheques are also cashed that have been issued by other casinos. The cashing of 
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these cheques occurs as a convenience to customers to avoid the need for them to locate a bank 
and then wait three business days for their funds to be made available. 
 
The Casinos currently cash cheques that they have previously issued to customers for large wins, 
however this cannot occur for Australian residents on the same day as the cheque was issued. The 
restriction on same day cashing of cheques provides the Australian customer with protection against 
making impulsive gambling decisions whilst the person remains on the property and is celebrating a 
win. The need to provide this protection to the customer once they leave the casino diminishes 
which is reflected in the current measure which permits the cashing of these large win cheques the 
following day. By prohibiting the cashing of those casino issued cheques the effect is that customers 
are prevented from accessing their own money for up to 6 days (if the cheque was issued on a Friday 
night of a long weekend). This appears to go beyond what is necessary as a harm minimisation 
measure and instead becomes a significant impingement on an individual’s autonomy to choose 
how to spend their money.  
 
Customers of the Casinos who wish to cash cheques issued from a customer’s bank account must 
apply for a Cheque Cashing Facility to be established. It is considered that this arrangement may be 
the type of cheque cashing that the community concern is focused on. The Casinos request that the 
Commission confirm that these ‘personal’ cheques from Tasmanian residents are the types of 
cheques that are prohibited from being cashed and that cheques issued by other licensed premises, 
other casinos and personal cheques for interstate and international customers are exempt from the 
prohibition for Casinos. 

Crossing cheques with “Account Payee Only, Not Negotiable” 
 
The Commission has indicated that cheques will be required to be crossed with “Account Payee 
Only, Not Negotiable” on the basis that no longer permitting cheques to be cashed will potentially 
encourage people to make a more conscious decision about replaying their winnings. 
 
It is presumed that the Commission’s proposed prohibition on cheque cashing will be effective in 
restricting the cashing of cheques. It is therefore superfluous to additionally require the cheques 
issued by the Casinos and hotels/clubs to be marked ‘not negotiable’ to replicate the same result as 
the prohibition on cheque cashing. The crossing of the cheques in the manner proposed will only 
inhibit what the recipient of the cheque can do with that cheque outside of a gambling venue. It is 
not understood what possible harm minimisation effect this restriction would have that is not 
already provided through prohibiting the cashing of cheques. 

Further discussion 
 
The Casinos are committed to working with the Commission to ensure that any changes to the Code 
minimise the harm from gambling in a manner that does not unnecessarily or unfairly impact the 
Casinos and their customers. The Commission is encouraged to undertake further discussion with 
the Casinos about the contents of this submission and the previous submissions made by the Casinos 
in response to the Commission’s Options Paper. 
 
It is not clear from the Commission’s Interim Outcomes paper whether the Commission intends to 
circulate the drafted amendments for review. The Casinos encourage the Commission to invite 
comment from the affected stakeholders on the drafted changes as this will reduce the risk of 
unintended consequences or confusion arising from the wording used.  
 
 


